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	STAFF'S SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES TO FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY (NOS. 5-46)
	DEFINITIONS
	INTERROGATORIES
	5. Please refer to FPL’s 2014 and 2015 TOR-2 Schedules for the Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 Project (TP Project).  
	a. Please describe FPL’s 2015 assumptions for total pre-construction costs that resulted in an approximate 35 percent increase in the low estimate and a 49 percent increase in the high estimate relative to FPL’s 2014 estimates of total pre-construction costs.
	b. Please describe FPL’s 2015 assumptions for total construction costs that resulted in an approximate 12 percent increase relative to FPL’s 2014 estimates of total construction costs.
	c. Please describe FPL’s 2015 assumptions for total allowance for funds used during construction (AFUDC) that resulted in an approximate three percent decrease relative to FPL’s 2014 estimates of total AFUDC.
	d. In regard to the total project cost estimates shown in schedule TOR-2, please identify what, if any, cost contingencies have been applied in the estimation process, and why FPL believes its assumptions are reasonable.

	6. Witness Scroggs’ May 1, 2015 testimony, at page 25, states in part that “CODs of 2027 and 2028 are assumed.”  The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) publishes and updates its review schedule for the Turkey Point, Units 6 and 7 (TP 6&7) combined license application. (http://www.nrc.gov/reactors/new-reactors/col/turkey-point/review-schedule.html)  On May 1, 2015, the NRC’s website stated an update date of September 25, 2014.  The following table provides the NRC’s current and November 2, 2011 review schedules.
	7. Witness Scroggs’ May 1, 2015 testimony, at page 25, states in part that “CODs of 2027 and 2028 are assumed.”  On page 9, Witness Scroggs mentions a nine-year construction schedule.  The State of Florida Division of Administrative Hearing, in Case No. 09-003575EPP, issued a recommended order on December 5, 2013, that stated at paragraph 246, “[p]roject construction will take approximately 123 months.”
	a. Does FPL currently estimate “project construction” will take 123 months and if not why not?
	b. Please explain the activities FPL includes in “project construction” for purposes of the 123 months identified in site certification process.
	c. Please explain the activities FPL includes in “project construction” for purposes of assessing the “construction” costs estimates FPL provided in its TOR-2 schedule and the current estimate of the months required to complete such activities.
	d. Please explain the activities FPL includes in the “nine-year construction schedule” referenced by witness Scroggs.

	8. Beginning on page 8 of Witness Brown’s May 1, 2015 prefiled testimony is a discussion of the basic analytical approach for the Turkey Point 6 & 7 Project.  Please describe the events and timing of those events that FPL foresees would prompt emergence of another analytical approach, and what that approach might be.
	9. Please refer to Schedule 7A and 7B filed May 1, 2015.  Please identify which contract or contracts, if any, are being utilized for purposes of the “initial assessment” studies discussed on page 38 of witness Scroggs’ May 1, 2015 testimony.
	10. Please refer to page 16, lines 8-14. Please clarify further the contention related to “certain constituents within waste water from the plant” and the “additional analyses” the Company has performed in seeking to have this contention dismissed.
	11. Please refer to page 17, lines 1-12. Please comment whether the new nuclear construction projects’ delays, primarily related to the fabrication and delivery of modules, affects FPL’s consideration of the AP1000 design for the TP Project. If so, how?
	12. Please refer to page 20, lines 3-6, and page 22, line 20 through page 23, line 21.
	a. Has the FPL committed sufficient, meaningful, and available resources to enable the Company to mitigate the potential outcome of the site certification application (SCA) Appeal.
	b. Please discuss the potential impacts to the project cost, scope of maintenance activities, and project timeline.

	13. In Exhibit ROB-1 of Witness Brown’s testimony, he shows approximate nominal fuel saving of $47 billion and $101 billion over the operational life of Turkey Point Units 6 & 7.
	a. Please provide a spreadsheet and graph (in Excel format) showing the annual values and when the fuel saving begins to exceed the low range of the total estimated costs of the units in using nominal and cumulative present value of revenue requirement (CPVRR) calculations.
	b. Please provide a spreadsheet and graph (in Excel format) showing the annual values and when the fuel saving begins to exceed the high range of the total estimated costs of the units in using nominal and CPVRR calculations.

	14. Please explain the process for developing the updated 2015 fuel cost forecasts, including the sources used for cost data, how the high and low fuel costs were derived, and how, if at all, U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA) data was used.
	15. Please explain the reasons for the change in forecasted fuel prices (2014 to 2015) shown in ROB-2, page 1
	16. Please explain any differences in FPL’s medium case fuel price forecasts and alternative fuel price forecasts provided by 3rd parties.
	17. What is the Docket No., name, and date of each previous FPSC filing containing FPL’s fuel price forecasts referenced in Witness Brown’s testimony, Page 13 lines 16-17?
	18. Please refer to Witness Brown’s Exhibit ROB-2, Page 2 of 4 which provides Projected Environmental Compliance Costs for the ENV II Forecast:
	a. Please provide tables, similar to Witness Brown’s Exhibit ROB-2, Page 2 of 4, which show the ENV I and ENV III cost forecasts used in developing the data shown in Exhibits ROB-5 and ROB-6 in FPL’s economic analysis of the long-term feasibility of completing the TP Project.
	b. Please explain the dramatic change in the projected environmental compliance cost for SO2 and NOx between 2014 and 2015.

	19. Referring to Witness Brown’s Exhibit ROB-2, Page 3 of 4, Summer Peak Demand Load Forecast, please explain why the 2015 forecast declines from the 2014 forecast beyond 2021 after the reverse is true from 2016 to 2021.
	20. For purposes of its 2014 economic analysis of the long-term feasibility of completing the TP Project, how, if at all, did FPL test the reasonableness and biases of the fuel and environmental costs forecasts that it relies on?  Include in your response an explanation of whether the fuel cost forecasts reflect cost effects that are also captured in the environmental cost forecasts and, if so, how FPL addressed the possibility of overestimating or underestimate a particular change in environmental regulation.
	21. Please provide tables, similar to Witness Brown’s Exhibit ROB-5 and ROB-6, for each fuel cost scenario with a $0/ton (zero) carbon dioxide emission cost assumption in lieu of the assumptions for the cost of carbon dioxide emission included in FPL’s ENV I, II and ENV III cost forecasts.  For purposes of this request, please identify the resultant scenario calculations as ENV 0-I, 0-II and ENV 0-III in lieu of ENV I, II and ENV III.
	22. Please provide charts, in hard copy and electronic (Excel format), with projections of the nominal annual residential rate impact over the period from 2015 to 2084, assuming 1,000 kWh and 1,200 kWh monthly consumption consistent with the planning assumptions shown in Exhibit ROB-4. The charts should show the estimated impacts of completing the TP Project, the estimated impacts of terminating the TP Project by December 31, 2015, and differences between these two cases.  Please include notations addressing how FPL addressed factors such as the estimated ranges in capital costs, fuel costs, recovery of existing unrecovered TP Project costs, and base rate effects for the TP Project replacement alternative(s), and whether the replacement plan included the equivalent base-load capacity and energy as from the TP Project.
	23. Please provide the status of efforts to identify potential joint owners for the TP Project, including specific actions FPL has taken and results achieved toward joint ownership since March 2014.
	24. Please provide tables showing the calculation of the CPVRR corresponding to a $1/kW overnight construction cost for the TP Project as used to calculate the “Breakeven Nuclear Capital Costs” (Column 6) from the “Total Cost Difference Plan with TP 6 & 7 minus Plan without TP 6 & 7” (Column 5) in Witness Brown’s Exhibits ROB-5 and ROB-6.
	25. On page 6 of his pre-filed testimony FPL witness Brown discussed steps being taken to minimize the risk of in having a high reliance on natural gas.  Among those steps he mentions diversifying the fuel mix by adding renewable energy. In Exhibit ROB-4, 223 MW of solar generation is shown being added only in 2017, with or without the TP Project.  
	a. Please discuss FPL’s rationale for limiting investment in renewable generation to 223 MW in 2017 and no more through 2030.  
	b. How, if at all, did FPL’s analysis of the long-term feasibility of completing the TP Project include explicit consideration and addition of various forms of renewable energy alternatives?
	c. How, if at all, did FPL’s analysis of the long-term feasibility of completing the TP Project include implicit consideration and addition of various forms of renewable energy alternatives?
	d. Did FPL consider base-loaded wind technology and if so how? If not explain why.
	e. Did FPL consider additional base-loaded solar technology and if so how? If not explain why.
	f. Did FPL consider base-loaded biomass technology and if so how? If not explain why.
	g. What other forms of renewable base-loaded generation technology, if any, were considered and if so how? If not explain why.

	26. Please describe what FPL has done since March 2014 to identify additional conservation measures that could be adopted as an alternative to completing the TP Project.
	27. How has FPL accounted for the newly established demand side management (DSM) goals per Order No. PSC-14-0696-FOF-EU for the years 2015-2024 in its determination of the utility’s system-wide available conservation for the instant proceeding?
	28. Do Exhibits ROB-5 and ROB-6 include the capital costs, operational costs, and impacts on performance associated with implementing carbon capture technology on natural gas combined cycle facilities? If yes, please provide FPL’s estimates for carbon capture technology on natural gas combined cycle facilities. If not, please explain how, if at all, FPL’s analysis implicitly or explicitly addresses the potential for such costs.
	29. Please provide a levelized cost (in $/kWh) for various capacity factors comparing nuclear, natural gas combined cycle, wind, biomass, and roof top photovoltaic technology based on FPL’s long-term planning assumptions for each of these options. Please show levelized capital costs and operation and maintenance (O&M)/Fuel costs separately. Also, please provide the raw data and a chart depicting this information.
	30. Please complete the table below assuming an FPL owned base-loaded solar photovoltaic facility with the capacity capabilities of the TP Project.
	31. Please complete the table below assuming an FPL owned base-loaded solar photovoltaic facility with the generation capabilities of the TP Project.
	32. Please complete the table below assuming an FPL owned base-loaded wind facility with the capacity capabilities of the TP Project.
	33. Please complete the table below assuming an FPL owned base-loaded wind facility with the generation capabilities of the TP Project.
	34. Please complete the table below assuming an FPL owned base-loaded biomass facility with the capacity capabilities of the TP Project.
	35. Please complete the table below assuming an FPL owned base-loaded biomass facility with the generation capabilities of the TP Project.
	36. Please complete the table below for a typical roof top photovoltaic array installed within FPL’s service area.
	37. Please list and discuss the status of all FPL negotiated Capacity and/or Power Purchase Agreements or contracts that have been approved by the Commission since January 1, 2009.  Please include in the response, the term, the capacity, capacity factor, and energy associated with each contract. For any contract that is no longer active, please explain why the contract is no longer active.
	38. Please complete the table below for each FPL negotiated contract involving a biomass facility.
	39. Please explain how any of the information or assumptions contained in FPL witness Brown’s Exhibits ROB-5 and ROB-6 differ from that contained in FPL’s 2015 Ten-Year Site Plan and the reason for any differences.
	40. Please perform the analyses shown in witness Brown’s Exhibit ROB-5 and ROB-6 for two additional scenarios: (1) a 5-year delay in the construction start and in-service dates, and (2) a 10-year delay in the construction start and in-service dates. In each scenario, please identify any assumptions that were changed to conduct the analyses of delays compared to FPL’s current estimate of 2027/2028 in-service dates.
	41. Please complete the table below describing the energy production and projected capacity factor of Turkey Point Unit 6.
	42. Please complete the table below describing the energy production and projected capacity factor of Turkey Point Unit 7.
	43. Please refer to the FPL response to Staff’s Fourth Set of Interrogatories, Interrogatory No. 33 in Docket No. 140009-EI (EXH 91, Bates No. 67).  Please update the chart FPL provided in its 2014 response so that the new chart reflects FPL’s NCRC testimony, analysis, and views concerning the economic feasibility of completing the Turkey Point 6 & 7 Projects. 
	44. Does FPL consider the “initial assessments” to be associated with separate and individual activities or work?  If so, please provide a table listing each individual activity and work, a general description of the scope of work, whether FPL anticipates the materials and equipment purchases are likely to exceed one percent of the estimated total project cost (inclusive of sunk costs), whether FPL anticipates the costs for the scope of work, including services, are likely to exceed one percent of the estimated total project cost (inclusive of sunk costs).
	45. Does FPL consider the “initial assessments” to be one singe activity and work?  If so, please provide a general description of the scope of work, whether FPL anticipates the materials and equipment purchases are likely to exceed one percent of the estimated total project cost (inclusive of sunk costs), whether FPL anticipates the costs for the scope of work, including services, are likely to exceed one percent of the estimated total project cost(inclusive of sunk costs).
	46. For projects that do not qualify under 366.93, Florida Statutes, please describe FPL’s general accounting practice and treatment for the costs incurred for initial assessment studies prior to FPL determining that it will actually pursue the project or scope of work addressed by the initial assessment studies.  Please identify all documents, rules, and procedures that FPL relies on in its response.
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