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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
TESTIMONY OF TERRY J. KEITH
DOCKET NO. 130001-El

AUGUST 2, 2013

Please state your name and address.

My name is Terry J. Keith and my business address is 9250 West Flagler Street,
Miami, Florida 33174.

By whom are you employed and in what capacity?

| am employed by Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) as Director, Cost
Recovery Clauses in the Regulatory Affairs Department.

Have you previously testified in this docket?

Yes, | have.

What is the purpose of your testimony?

The purpose of my testimony is to present for Commission review and approval
the calculation of the Actual/Estimated True-up amounts for the Fuel Cost
Recovery (FCR) Clause and the Capacity Cost Recovery (CCR) Clause for the
period January 2013 through December 2013. My testimony also presents FPL's
request for recovery through the CCR Clause of incremental costs associated
with new Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) compliance requirements
resulting from the Fukushima Daiichi event.

Have you prepared or caused to be prepared under your direction,

supervision or control an exhibit in this proceeding?



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

19

20

21

22

2.3

24

25

Yes, | have. It consists of various schedules included in Appendices | and Il.
Appendix | contains the FCR related schedules and Appendix |l contains the

CCR related schedules.

The FCR Schedules contained in Appendix | include Schedules E3 through E9
that provide revised estimates for the period July 2013 through December 2013.
FCR Schedules A1 through A9 provide actual data for the period January 2013
through June 2013. They are filed monthly with the Commission, are served on

all parties and are incorporated herein by reference.

The CCR Schedules contained in Appendix Il provide the calculation of the
actual/estimated true-up amount and actual/estimated variances for the period
January 2013 through December 2013.

What is the source of the actuals data that you will present by way of
testimony or exhibits in this proceeding?

Unless otherwise indicated, the actuals data are taken from the books and
records of FPL. The books and records are kept in the regular course of our
business in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles and
practices, as well as the provisions of the Uniform System of Accounts as
prescribed by this Commission.

Please describe what data FPL has used as a comparison when calculating
the FCR and CCR true-ups that are presented in your testimony.

The FCR and CCR true-up calculations compare actual/estimated data
consisting of actuals for January 2013 through June 2013 and revised estimates

for July 2013 through December 2013 to original projections for 2013.
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Please explain the calculation of the interest provision that is applicable to
the FCR and CCR true-ups.

The calculation of the interest provision follows the same methodology used in
calculating the interest provision for the cost recovery clauses, as previously
approved by this Commission. The interest provision is the result of multiplying
the monthly average true-up amount times the monthly average interest rate. The
average interest rate for the months reflecting actual data is developed using the
AA financial 30-day rates as published in the Federal Reserve website on the first
business day of the current and the subsequent month. The average interest rate
for the projected months is the actual rate published as of the first business day

in July 2013 reflecting the last business day in June 2013.

FUEL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE

Have you provided a schedule showing the calculation of the 2013
actual/estimated true-up by month?

Yes. Appendix |, Page 1 shows the calculation of the FCR actual/estimated true-
up by month for the period January 2013 through December 2013.

Please explain the calculation of the FCR end-of-period net true-up and
actual/estimated true-up amounts you are requesting this Commission to
approve.

Appendix |, Page 1 shows the calculation of the FCR end-of-period net true-up
and actual/estimated true-up amounts. The end-of-period net true-up amountto
be carried forward to the 2014 FCR factor is an under-recovery of $153,456,602

(Appendix |, Page 1, Column 14, Line 42). This $153,456,602 under-recovery
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includes the 2012 final true-up under-recovery of $4,550,654 (Appendix |, Page
1, Column 14, Line 40), filed with the Commission on March 1, 2013, and the
actual/estimated true-up under-recovery, including interest, of $148,905,948
(Appendix I, Page 1, Column 14, Lines 37 plus 38) for the period January 2013
through December 2013.

Were these calculations made in accordance with the procedures
previously approved in predecessors to this Docket?

Yes, they were.

Have you provided a schedule showing the variances between the
actual/estimated amounts and original projections for 20137

Yes. Appendix |, Page 2 provides a comparison of jurisdictional revenues and
costs on a dollar per MWh basis. Appendix |, Page 3 provides a variance
calculation that compares the actual/estimated period data to the data from the
original projections for the January 2013 through December 2013 period.
Please summarize the variance analysis on Page 2 of Appendix I.
Appendix |, Page 2 provides a comparison of Jurisdictional Total Fuel Revenues
and Jurisdictional Total Fuel Costs and Net Power Transactions on a dollar per
MWh basis. The $153,456,602 variance is primarily due to an increase in fuel
costs per MWh of $31.53/MWh vs. $30.46/MWh that results in a cost variance of
$110,227,434, and a decrease in fuel revenues per MWh of $29.69/MWh vs.
$30.07/MWh that results in a cost variance of $38,881,836, for a total variance

due to cost of $149,109,270.

The impact of the variance due to consumption is mostly offset between costs per
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MWh and revenues per MWh, netting to a variance due to consumption of
$238,791. The total variance due to cost of $149,109,270 less the total variance
due to consumption of $238,791 results in the 2013 actual/estimated true-up
variance of $148,870,479. When the interest amount of $35,469 associated with
the 2013 actual/estimated true-up amount and the 2012 final true-up under-
recovery amount of $4,550,654 are added to the calculation, the total amount of
the variance is $153,456,602.

Please summarize the variance schedule on Page 3 of Appendix I.

FPL originally projected Jurisdictional Total Fuel Costs and Net Power
Transactions to be $3.204 billion for 2013 (Appendix I, Page 3, Column 3, Line
21). The Actual/Estimated Jurisdictional Total Fuel Costs and Net Power
Transactions are now projected to be $3.298 billion for that period (actual data for
January 2013 through June 2013 and revised estimates for July 2013 through
December 2013) (Appendix |, Page 3, Column 2, Line 21). Therefore,
Jurisdictional Total Fuel Costs and Net Power Transactions are $93.3 million, or
2.9% higher than the original projections (Appendix I, Page 3, Column 4, Line
21). Jurisdictional Fuel Revenues, net of revenue taxes for 2013 are projected to
be $57.2 million, or 1.8% lower than the original projections (Appendix |, Page 3,
Column 4, Line 29).

Please explain the variances in Jurisdictional Total Fuel Costs and Net
Power Transactions.

The primary reasons for the $93.3 million variance are higher than projected Fuel
Cost of System Net Generation ($246.7 million), partially offset by lower than

projected Energy Payments to Qualifying Facilities ($39.4 million), lower than
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projected Energy Cost of Economy Purchases ($36.4 million), higher than
projected Fuel Cost of Power Sold ($35.6 million), lower than projected Fuel Cost
of Purchased Power ($31.8 million), higher than projected Gains from Off-System
Sales ($7.0 million),lower than projected Nuclear Fuel Disposal Costs ($1.0

million) and a $0.1 million decrease associated with coal cars.

Fuel Cost of System Net Generation ($246.7 million increase)

Natural gas costs are currently projected to be $273.7 million (11.5%) higher than
the original projections. Although the unit cost of natural gas in the
actual/estimated period is projected to be only 0.3% higher than what was
included in the original projections ($4.8940 per MMBTU vs. $4.8815 per
MMBTU), consumption of natural gas in the actual/estimated period is projected
to be 544,295,269 MMBTUs, which is approximately 11.2% higher than the

489,626,432 MMBTUs included in the original projections.

Light oil costs are currently projected to be $9.7 million (1592.5%) higher than the
original projections. Light oil burn in the actual/estimated period is projected to
be 503,298 MMBTUs, which is approximately 1801.6% higher than the 26,467
MMBTUs included in the original projections. The unit cost of light oil in the
actual/estimated period is projected to be $20.56 per MMBTU, which is 11.0%

lower than the $23.10 per MMBTU included in the original projections.

Heavy oil costs are currently projected to be $3.2 million (4.8%) higher than the

original projections. Heavy oil burn in the actual/estimated period is projected to
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be 4,693,368 MMBTUs, which is 13.6% higher than the 4,129,865 MMBTUs
included in the original projections. The unit cost of heavy oil in the
actual/estimated period is projected to be $14.77 per MMBTU, which is 7.8%

lower than the $16.02 per MMBTU included in the original projections.

Nuclear generation costs are currently projected to be $27.1 million (112.8%)
lower than the original projections. The unit cost of nuclear fuel in the
actual/estimated period is projected to be $0.69 per MMBTU, which is 7.7% lower
than the $0.74 per MMBTU included in the original projections. Nuclear
consumption in the actual/estimated period is projected to be 269,522,718
MMBTUs, which is 5.5% lower than the 285,258,283 MMBTUs included in the

original projections.

Coal costs are currently projected to be $12.8 million (7.7%) lower than the
original projections. The unit cost of coal in the actual/estimated period is
projected to be $2.65 per MMBTU, which is 5.2% lower than the $2.79 per
MMBTU included in the original projections. Coal consumption in the
actual/estimated period is projected to be 58,243,399 MMBTUs, which is 2.6%

lower than the 59,813,211 MMBTUs included in the original projections.

Generation data by fuel type for the actual/estimated period January 2013

through December 2013 are included in Appendix |, Schedule E3.
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Fuel Cost of Purchased Power ($31.8 million decrease)

The variance for the Fuel Cost of Purchased Power is primarily attributable to
both volume and cost variances for UPS and SJRPP purchases. FPL now
projects to purchase approximately 686,000 MWh less from its UPS PPA, which
results in a variance of approximately $24.4 million. This is partially off-set by
higher than projected unit fuel costs of approximately $4.48/MWh, or $9.0 million.
FPL also projects to purchase approximately 153,000 MWh less from SJRPP ata
cost of approximately $5.28/MWh lower than originally projected, resulting in

variances of approximately $6.5 million and $9.9 million, respectively.

Enerqgy Cost of Economy Purchases ($36.4 million decrease)

The variance for the Energy Cost of Economy Purchases is attributable to
significantly lower than projected economy purchases. FPL projects that it will
purchase approximately 928,000 MWh less of economy energy than its original
projections. Lower economy purchases results in a volume variance of
approximately $36.8 million, which is slightly offset by higher than originally
projected costs for economy purchases of approximately $0.44 million. The
combination of lower purchases and slightly higher costs results in a total

variance of $36.4 million for the Energy Cost of Economy Purchases.

Energy Payments to Qualifying Facilities ($39.4 million decrease)

The variance for Energy Payments to Qualifying Facilities is primarily attributable
to lower than projected QF purchases. FPL now estimates that it will purchase

approximately 798,000 MWh less from QF facilities. Lower purchases resultin a
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variance of approximately $35.7 million, or 91.0% of the total variance.
Additionally, FPL now estimates that the unit cost of QF purchases will be
approximately $1.53/MWh less than originally projected, resulting in a variance of
approximately $3.7 million, or 9% of the total variance. The combination of lower
purchases and lower fuel costs results in a total variance of $39.4 million for

Energy Payments to Qualifying Facilities.

Nuclear Fuel Disposal Costs ($1 million decrease)

The Nuclear Fuel Disposal Costs were $1.0 million lower than projected primarily
due to lower generation that was driven by the Turkey Point Unit 4 EPU outage
duration, which was longer than assumed in the projections and unplanned
outages at St. Lucie Unit 1 and Turkey Unit 3 that occurred in March and April,

respectively.

Fuel Cost of Power Sold ($35.6 million increase)

The variance for the Fuel Cost of Power Sold is primarily attributable to higher
than projected power sales. FPL projects that it will sell approximately 1.27
million MWh more power than originally projected, resulting in a variance of
approximately $26.9 million, or 76% of the total variance. Additionally, FPL
projects that its average fuel costs attributable to power sales will be
approximately $3.87/MWh higher than originally projected, resulting in a variance
of approximately $8.7 million, or 24% of the total variance. The combination of
higher sales and higher fuel costs results in a total variance of $35.6 million for

the Fuel Cost of Power Sold.
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Gains from Off-System Sales ($7.0 million increase)

The variance for Gains from Off-System Sales is primarily attributable to higher
than projected economy sales. FPL now projects to sell approximately 1.29
million MWh more economy power than its original projections, resulting in a
variance of approximately $13.2 million. This is partially off-set by a lower than
projected average margin on economy sales of approximately $3.67/MWh, which
results in a variance of approximately $6.3 million. The combination of higher
sales and lower margins results in a total variance of $7.0 million for Gains from

Off-System Sales.

Coal Cars Depreciation and Return ($0.1 million decrease)

The variance in coal cars depreciation and return is due to proceeds received

from the rail company for damaged rail cars.

CAPACITY COST RECOVERY CLAUSE

Please explain the calculation of the CCR 2013 actual/estimated true-up
amount you are requesting this Commission to approve.

Appendix I, Page 1 shows the calculation of the CCR actual/estimated true-up
amount. The calculation of the actual/estimated true-up for the period January
2013 through December 2013 is an under-recovery of $24,042,297 including
interest (Appendix I, Page 1, Column 14, Lines 18 plus 19).

Is this true-up calculation made in accordance with the procedures

previously approved in predecessors to this Docket?

10
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Yes, it is.

Have you provided a schedule showing the variances between the
actual/estimated and the original projections for 20137

Yes. Appendix Il, Page 2 shows the actual/estimated capacity charges and
applicable revenues (January 2013 through June 2013 reflects actual data and
the data for July 2013 through December 2013 is based on updated estimates)
compared to the original projections for the January 2013 through December
2013 period, filed on November 1, 2012.

Please explain the variances related to capacity charges.
As shown in Appendix Il, Page 2, Column 4, Line 14, the variance related to
jurisdictional capacity charges is $6.2 million, a 0.9% decrease from original
projections. The primary reason for this variance is a $6.3 million or 1.2%

decrease in total system capacity costs (Page 2, Column 4, Line 10).

The $6.3 million decrease is due to a decrease in the SIRPP Suspension Accrual
($11.3 million), an increase in Transmission Revenues from Capacity Sales ($2.8
million), a decrease in Payments to Non-cogenerators ($2.0 million), partially
offset by an increase in Payments to Cogenerators ($7.9 million), an increase in
Incremental Plant Security Costs ($0.8 million), and an increase in Transmission
of Electricity by Others ($0.5 million). Additionally, there is an increase of $83,000
of O&M estimates and $17,587 of return requirements on Construction Work In
Progress (CWIP) related to compliance with new Nuclear Regulatory Commission
requirements resulting from the Fukushima Daiichi event, which FPL is requesting

recovery of in this docket. These costs were not included in the original CCR

B
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projections.

SJRPP Suspension Accrual ($11.3 million decrease)

The variance of approximately $11.3 million is due to lower than projected accrual
amounts when compared to original calculations. The suspension date, the point
at which it is projected that FPL will no longer be able to take power purchased
from Units 1 and 2 due to IRS regulations, has been extended into November of
2017. Additionally, the current reserve fund balance exceeds the remaining debt
service. Therefore, pursuant to the SURPP Bond Resolution, the reserve fund
balance has been applied to existing suspension accrual amounts, resulting is a

reduction to previously projected accrual values.

Transmission Revenues from Capacity Sales ($2.8 million increase)

Approximately $2.2 million of the total variance is due to higher than projected
economy power sales in the first half of the year. FPL sold approximately 969,000
MWh more economy power than projected during the first six months of 2013. For
the full year, FPL now projects to sell over 1,290,000 MWh more of economy
power than originally projected. The variance attributable to the July through

December period is projected to be approximately $0.6 million.

Payments to Non-cogenerators ($2.0 million decrease)

The primary cause of the total variance is due to a reduction of approximately
$2.0 million in costs associated with the SIRPP agreement. Approximately

$1.25 million of the SJRPP variance was due to lower costs for Debt Service and

12
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Cumulative Capital Recovery Amount (CCRA) payments, offset by approximately
$0.5 million in higher than originally projected payments for Transmission Service,
Property Taxes, JEA O&M expense charges to FPL, and Inventory costs. The
remaining variance of approximately $1.3 million is due to lower than projected
costs during the balance of the year for SURPP in most categories. The primary
driver is a projected reduction of approximately $1.2 million in JEA O&M expense

charges to FPL during the period.

There was an increase of approximately $50,000 in costs due to Change In Law
(CIL) payments related to the Scherer unit in the UPS agreement, during the
January to June period. Additionally, there is a projected increase of

approximately $29,000 in costs due to CIL payments for the balance of the year.

Payments to Cogenerators ($7.9 million increase)

The $7.9 million variance is primarily due to higher than projected capacity
payments to cogenerators in the first half of the year. There was an approximately
$4.9 million increase in payments to cogenerators resulting from better availability
performance during the first six months of the year, and, therefore, higher than
projected capacity payments to Indiantown (ICL) and Cedar Bay (CB). This
increase was partially offset by an approximately $244,000 reduction in costs

associated with the Broward North and Solid Waste Authority facilities.

Approximately 41.0%, or $3.2 million of the total variance is due to higher than

originally projected capacity payments to ICL and CB resulting from anticipated

1.3
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better availability performance during the July to December period.

Incremental Plant Security Costs ($0.8 million increase)

The $0.8 million or 1.7% increase in incremental plant security costs is primarily
due to higher than projected costs associated with the implementation of Critical
Infrastructure Protection (CIP) Version 5 compliance standards at three new
power plant sites as well as one existing compliant site. Also, related revisions to
processes and procedures were affected by the implementation of the CIP
Version 5 compliance standards. Additionally, costs associated with preparations
for the Florida Reliability Coordinating Council’s (FRCC) audit of the NERC CIP
Standards for 2013 were higher than projected. These activities account for $1.6

million of the total variance.

The $1.6 million variance was partially offset by an $0.8 million decrease in
nuclear incremental security costs primarily due to less than projected installation
costs for the Ballistic Bullet Resistant Enclosure by the low level waste facility and

less than projected costs incurred for contracted security services.

Transmission of Electricity by Others ($0.5 million increase)

The approximate $0.5 million variance is primarily due to lower than projected
UPS power purchases, resulting in higher than projected unutilized transmission
costs. FPL purchased approximately 318,000 MWh less than originally projected
from the UPS units for the first six months of 2013. For the full year, FPL now

projects to purchase approximately 686,000 MWh less than originally projected

14
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from the UPS units. The total increase in unutilized transmission, approximately
$2.1 million, is partially offset by a credit of approximately $1.5 million that FPL
received from Southern Company. The credit was part of an annual true-up of
estimated versus actual costs for firm point-to-point transmission service
associated with the UPS power purchase agreements.
Please explain the variance in CCR Revenues.
The variance in CCR revenues of $30.2 million represents an under-recovery
primarily resulting from a difference between the basis on which recoverable
revenue requirements for West County Energy Center 3 (WCEC-3) were initially
projected vs. the recovery that was subsequently approved in Docket No.
120015-El. The approved 2013 CCR factors were limited to the annual fuel
savings as prescribed in Order No. PSC-12-0664-FOF-EI, Docket No. 120001-EI.
However, the Commission recognized in that same order that a decision in
Docket No. 120015-El, which addressed the future recovery of WCEC-3, would
not be reached until after a decision was rendered in Docket No. 120001-El. The
order went on to state that any over or under recovery as a result of the decision
in Docket No. 120015-El would be handled through the regular CCR true-up
process. Per Order No. PSC-13-0023-S-El, the Commission approved the rate
case settlement in which FPL is entitled to recover the full WCEC-3 non-fuel
revenue requirements, rather than limiting that recovery to the projected annual
fuel savings. Because FPL is now authorized to recover the full annual non-fuel
revenue requirements for WCEC-3, it has included the difference between the
originally projected WCEC-3 recovery (limited to fuel savings of $133 million) and

the annual non-fuel revenue requirements for WCEC-3 of $165.0 million in its

15
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2013 actual/estimated CCR true-up amount.

INCREMENTAL NRC COMPLIANCE COSTS - FUKUSHIMA

Is FPL requesting to recover in its CCR 2013 actual/estimated true-up
incremental costs associated with new Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC) compliance requirements resulting from the Fukushima Daiichi
event?

Yes. As discussed in the testimony of FPL withess Don Grissette, the NRC has
issued three Orders and three Requests for Information (RFIs) resulting from the
Fukushima event that define, at a high level, what is to be changed at U.S.
nuclear power plants and when the expected changes are to be completed. FPL
will be required to make plant modifications and enhancements to support

beyond design basis mitigation strategies submitted to the NRC.

FPL submitted its proposed implementation plan to the NRC on February 28,
2013 associated with the Orders requiring immediate action. In order to ensure
FPL complies with the current regulatory deadlines, FPL has had to begin the
engineering phase of the implementation plan, with the assumption thatthe NRC
will accept the plan as submitted.

Did FPL include any costs associated with NRC compliance requirements
resulting from the Fukushima event in its 2013 Test Year Forecast revenue
requirements that were filed in Docket No. 120015-EI1?

Yes. FPL included $10.0 million of capital expenditures and $144,000 of O&M

16
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expenses for the 2013 Test Year in Docket No. 120015-El. At that time, not
enough information was available to estimate the full impact of the Fukushima
event. We now know that the required scope of Fukushima-related actions will
be substantially greater than FPL was in a position to estimate at the time that the
2013 Test Year Forecast was developed.

Why does FPL believe it is appropriate to recover through the CCR
prudently incurred NRC compliance costs related to the Fukushima event
that are incremental to what was included in its 2013 Test Year Forecast
revenue requirements?

NRC compliance costs associated with the Fukushima event will be incurred in
order to allow FPL's nuclear plants to continue operating and saving FPL
customers substantial fossil fuel costs. The level of NRC compliance costs
associated with the Fukushima event included in base rates does not address
either (a) the increase in the compliance costs that FPL expects in 2013 and
beyond; or (b) the high degree of uncertainty that exists as to the ultimate level of
compliance costs. Both of these considerations make base rate recovery
problematic and clause recovery appropriate. In the absence of CCR recovery,
FPL will have no opportunity to recover Fukushima compliance costs that are
incremental to the small level that is reflected in the 2013 test year forecast.
Therefore, FPL is requesting to recover through the CCR incremental NRC
compliance costs above the amounts included in the 2013 test year forecast.
Has the Commission previously approved clause recovery for analogous
types of compliance costs?

Yes, in Order No. PSC-01-2516-FOF-EI, issued in Docket No. 010001-El on

17
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December 26, 2001, the Commission approved recovery of FPL’s incremental
post-9/11 power plant security costs associated with the events of September 11,
2001 through the fuel clause. As with NRC compliance costs related to the
Fukushima event, the incremental post-9/11 power plant security costs related to
unanticipated, substantial new regulatory requirements that emerged following a
disaster (in that instance, the 9/11 terrorist attacks). Those costs were expected
to be volatile over time, and they have proven to be so. NRC compliance costs
associated with the Fukushima event were also completely unexpected prior to

the earthquake and tsunami in 2011.

In Order No. PSC-05-0748-FOF-EI, the Commission states:
“Cost recovery clauses were designed to recover costs which are volatile
and unpredictable. We also agree that all four current clauses address
costs that are unpredictable, volatile and irregular, due to forces outside
the utility's control. The original purpose of recovery clauses was to
address on-going costs which could fluctuate between rate cases and
unduly penalize either the utility or customers, if such costs were included

in base rates.”

In the same order, the Commission indicated that clause recovery was based on
an immediate need to protect the health, safety and welfare of the utility and its
customers, and there was a basis for believing the costs would be recurring on

some level.

18



10

i i

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

20

21

22

23

24

In Order No. PSC-01-2516-FOF-EI, the Commission states:
“We find that recovery of this incremental cost through the fuel clause is
appropriate in this instance because there is a nexus between protection
of FPL’s nuclear generation facilities and the fuel cost savings that result
from the continued operation of those facilities. Further, we believe that
this type of cost is a potentially volatile cost, making it appropriate for
recovery through a cost recovery clause. We are comforted that the true-
up mechanism inherent in the fuel clause will ensure that ratepayers pay
no more than the actual costs incurred. In addition, we find that recovery
of this cost through the fuel clause provides a good match between the

timing of the incurrence and recovery of the cost.”

Because the NRC compliance costs associated with the Fukushima event are
related to operating generating capacity, the same logic that led the Commission
to move the power plant security cost recovery from the FCR to the CCR in 2002
would suggest that CCR recovery would be appropriate here as well.

What is FPL’s current estimate of 2013 O&M and capital costs associated
with NRC requirements resulting from the Fukushima event?

FPL's actual 2013 NRC compliance costs resulting from the Fukushima event
through June 2013 and current estimate for the remainder of the year total
$227,000 of O&M expenses and $13.2 million of capital expenditures.

Did FPL include any incremental O&M or capital costs associated with NRC
requirements resulting from the Fukushima event in its projected 2013 CCR

costs that were approved last year in Docket No. 120001-El (Order No. PSC-

19
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12-0664-FOF-EI)?

No. At the time those projections were made, FPL did not yet have enough
information on the NRC requirements to accurately forecast the 2013 Fukushima-
related costs.

Has FPL included in its calculation of the 2013 CCR Actual/Estimated True-
Up amount any incremental O&M costs associated with NRC requirements
resulting from the Fukushima event?

Yes. FPL has included $83,000 of incremental O&M expenses associated with
NRC compliance resulting from the Fukushima event. This amount is the
difference between projected 2013 O&M expenses of $227,000 and the
$144,000 included in FPL’s base rates.

Has FPL included in its calculation of the 2013 Actual/Estimated True-Up
amount any incremental capital costs associated with NRC requirements
resulting from the Fukushima event?

Yes. FPL has included in the calculation of the 2013 CCR Actual/Estimated
True-Up amount $17,587 of return requirements on Construction Work in
Progress (CWIP) related to this project. This $17,587 is based on 2013 capital
expenditures of $3.2 million, which is the difference between projected 2013
capital expenditures of $13.2 million and the $10.0 million included in FPL's base
rates. The capital recovery schedule providing the calculation of 2013 return
requirements is provided on page 3 of Appendix .

Is FPL’s determination of incremental costs consistent with the
methodology established for incremental security costs?

Yes. As described above, FPL identified the O&M and capital costs included in

20
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its last rate case MFR’s (Docket 120015-El). Those amounts reduced the
amounts FPL is requesting to recover through the CCR.
How is FPL’s recovery request for costs associated with NRC requirements
resulting from the Fukushima event different from its current recovery of
incremental security costs?
For incremental security costs, Order No. PSC-01-2516-FOF-EI did not make a
distinction between capital items and expense items; thus, all costs were treated
as current year expense. FPL is not requesting to recover its Fukushima-related
capital costs as a current year expense, but rather to recover such costs
consistent with the Company’s normal accounting treatment. Therefore, capital
costs will be recorded in CWIP until investments are put in service, at which time
FPL will recover depreciation expense and return on the average net book value
of the plant-in service balance at FPL'’s overall weighted average cost of capital.
This approach is consistent with how the costs for capital projects are recovered
in the Environmental Cost Recovery Clause.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes, it does.
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
TESTIMONY OF DON GRISSETTE
DOCKET NO. 130001-El

AUGUST 2, 2013

Please state your name and address.

My name is Don Grissette. My business address is 700 Universe
Boulevard, Juno Beach, Florida 33408.

By whom are you employed and what is your position?

| am employed by Florida Power & Light as General Manager of
Organizational Effectiveness in the Nuclear Business Unit.

Please describe your duties and responsibilities in that position.

| am currently responsible for the daily and strategic activities for the
nuclear fleet's Training, Licensing, Performance Improvement, and
Nuclear Security organizations.

Please describe your educational background and business
experience in the nuclear industry.

| hold a Master of Science degree in Radiation Toxicology from
Auburn University, and a Bachelor of Science degree in Chemistry
from Troy State University. | also earned a Senior Reactor Operator

License at Farley Nuclear Plant.
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| have spent 32 years in the nuclear industry in increasingly
responsible positions at Southern Nuclear, FPL and TVA including
Operations Manager, Plant General Manager and Corporate and Site

Vice President.

| have served as an industry advisor at Auburn University, North
Carolina State University and for several Institute of Nuclear Power
Operations (INPO) and World Association of Nuclear Operators
(WANO) evaluations.

What is the purpose of your testimony?

My testimony presents and explains FPL's projections of the 2013 costs
incurred in response to new Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
requirements resulting from the events that occurred at the Fukushima
Daiichi nuclear power station in Japan (Fukushima).

Please describe the natural disaster that occurred in Japan in
2011 and its impact on nuclear power plants.

On March 11, 2011, an earthquake occurred off the coast of Japan,
which resulted in a tsunami. The earthquake and tsunami caused
significant damage to the units at Fukushima. Following the
earthquake and tsunami, off-site power was lost and cooling water
systems were damaged, resulting in difficulties in cooling all of the
units’ reactor cores and spent fuel pools, and leading to explosions

and radiation leaks from the site. The events at Fukushima raised
2
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questions about nuclear safety, which have been explored by all US
nuclear plant sites, the NRC and INPO.

What changes has the NRC implemented as a result of the
Fukushima events?

Even though the NRC has concluded that all U.S. plants are safe, the
impact on NRC licensees, such as FPL, of the lessons learned from
the Fukushima event is expected to be significant. In March 2012, the
NRC issued three Orders and three Requests for Information (RFls)
which define, at a high level, what is to be changed and when the
expected changes are to be completed. It should be noted the NRC

has yet to specifically define the criteria or parameters to implement.

The NRC Orders address Mitigation Strategies, Hardened Vent (not
applicable to FPL nuclear sites) and Spent Fuel Pool Instrumentation.
The RFIs address Seismic and Flooding Walkdowns, Seismic and
Flooding Re-evaluations and Emergency Planning Communications
and Staffing. The required responses to the Orders and RFls follow
varying schedules from 60 days to several years, but can be broadly
grouped into immediate, short and long term requirements.

Is FPL’s exposure to Fukushima response costs analogous to
the exposure that FPL has had to post-9/11 power plant security

costs?
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Yes. Both events were unanticipated disasters that are having
significant impacts on regulatory requirements and resulting in
additional costs for operating nuclear power plants. Both events
fundamentally have changed the landscape of expectations for the
protection of nuclear plants. In 2001, it was the nature and scope of
terrorist threats. In 2012, it was the nature and scope of potential
seismic and flooding events. In both instances, there has been
substantial uncertainty as to the ongoing cost impacts.

What steps has FPL already implemented as a result of the new
NRC Fukushima-related Orders and RFIs?

To date, the majority of the actions taken by FPL have been
associated with re-evaluation of existing design features and
development of strategies and conceptual design of modifications
needed to satisfy the immediate term NRC Orders and RFls. This
included acquiring additional diesel generators and water pumps,
initiating seismic and flooding walkdowns and responding to all
information requests.

What types of further steps does FPL anticipate taking as a result
of the new NRC Orders and RFIs?

FPL will be required to make plant modifications and enhancements to
support “beyond design basis” mitigation strategies submitted to the
NRC. The project scope is still evolving based on NRC interaction and

is currently expected to include but not be limited to the following:
4
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Modifications and interim actions needed to satisfy re-
evaluated seismic analysis. Modifications and interim actions
needed to satisfy re-evaluated flooding analysis. Modifications
to existing plant equipment to support beyond design basis
station blackout mitigation strategies.

Hardened storage, equipment and modifications needed to
mitigate beyond design basis events using portable equipment
stored on site.

Equipment and modifications needed to mitigate beyond
design basis events using portable equipment stored off-site.
Additional Spent Fuel Pool Instrumentation.

Upgraded Onsite Emergency Response Capabilities.

Training associated with beyond design basis procedures and

emergency plan requirements.

FPL submitted its proposed implementation plan to the NRC on

February 28, 2013 associated with the two Regulatory Orders

requiring immediate action: Spent Fuel Instrumentation Upgrades and

Station Black-out Mitigation Strategies. To ensure FPL complies with

the current regulatory deadlines, FPL has begun the engineering

phase of the implementation plan with the assumption that the NRC

will accept the plan as submitted. Any revisions that are needed will

be addressed through the RFI process. Progress updates must be

5
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provided to the NRC every six months until all required actions are
complete.

Please describe the RFI process in more detail.

The RFI process is an iterative process following the NRC issuing
specific criteria and parameters that must be satisfied. FPL then
submits its proposal to the NRC to address these items. The NRC
and FPL teams begin to exchange information as both move toward a
mutually acceptable understanding of appropriate mitigating
strategies. There is a high likelihood that additional scope changes will
result from this interaction. Since the NRC final decisions will be
ongoing for a number of years, the costs are unpredictable and are
likely to be volatile and irregular.

Please provide a brief description of the Fukushima-related
activities that are being pursued in 2013.

FPL is currently pursuing or expects to pursue the following activities in
2013:

e Seismic Re-evaluations: FPL will perform comparisons of plant
design curves to new curves endorsed by the NRC.

e Flooding Re-evaluation: FPL completed the re-evaluation in
2013 and has begun a flooding integrated assessment based
on re-evaluation results.

e Station Black Out Mitigation: FPL has begun the engineering

design of the modifications based on the proposed plan
6



10

1"

12

13

14

g5

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

submitted to the NRC earlier this year. Additionally, FPL will
incur costs associated with the Regional Response Centers (a
warehouse of off-site portable equipment shared by the
industry that was established in 2013 and will be functional in
2014).

e Spent fuel Instrumentation: FPL has begun the engineering
design and procurement of equipment to support
instrumentation that will be installed in 2014.

o Emergency Preparedness Staffing studies.

» Payment of NRC fees associated with these efforts.

Does FPL have enough information currently to project with
confidence the cost to complete all Fukushima-related
modifications and enhancements that may be required by the
NRC?

No. Until the NRC endorses the proposed mitigation strategies, cost
projections will remain uncertain. However, FPL has engaged a third
party cost estimating expert, High Bridge Associates, Inc. (HBA) to
prepare a parametric analysis based on FPL implementation plan
submittals provided to the NRC, and on HBA’s knowledge of the other
licensees’ approaches to providing additional Spent Fuel Pool
Instrumentation and Station Blackout Mitigation. The parametric
analysis will provide a range of costs likely to be incurred for the

expected scope of work.
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Will the use of HBA provide other benefits to the project?

Yes. HBA is also proving to be an invaluable source of industry-wide
information that FPL is using to refine its analysis of compliance
alternatives. This analysis supports FPL’s identification of least-cost
compliance strategies. For example, FPL submitted a conceptual
design to the NRC for using quick electrical connections vice running
cables to portable generator breakers. HBA'’s valuation for this design
was substantially greater than FPL's. Consequently, FPL re-evaluated
the design to determine whether there was an alternative strategy that
could be implemented at a lower cost. Ultimately, FPL and HBA
identified an alternative approach that will accomplish the same
outcome for a third of the cost.

When does FPL currently expect to complete the Fukushima-
related modifications and enhancements?

The NRC has established completion dates of late 2015 and mid 2016
for the immediate-term Spent Fuel Instrumentation Upgrades and
Station Black-out Mitigation Strategies Orders. Modifications required
because of seismic and flooding re-evaluations may extend beyond
2017. Actions and dates associated with the short and long term
actions have not been established.

Did FPL include any costs to comply with the Fukushima
requirements in the Rate Case Forecast that was filed in Docket

No. 120015-E1?
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Yes. FPL included a total of approximately $10 million of capital
expenditures for 2012 and 2013 and $144,000 of O&M expenses for
2013. However, at the time the Rate Case Forecast was developed in
the Fall of 2011, not enough information was available to estimate the
full impact of the Fukushima event.

Does FPL expect to incur Fukushima-related costs well in excess
of the Rate Case Forecast levels in 2013 and beyond?

Yes. It has become apparent that the required scope of Fukushima-
related actions will be substantially greater than FPL was in a position
to estimate at the time that the Rate Case Forecast was developed.
What is FPL’s current projection of Fukushima-related costs at
FPL’s nuclear power plants for the period January 2013 through
December 20137

FPL's current projection of Fukushima-related costs for 2013 is
approximately $13.2 million of capital expenditures and $227,000 of
O&M expenses. As described in FPL witness Keith’s testimony, FPL is
only requesting recovery of the incremental amount of these costs in
excess of what FPL included in its Rate Case Forecast.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes, it does.
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
FUEL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE

SCHEDULE: E1-B

FOR THE ACTUAL/ESTIMATED PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

(4} (2) ] (4) 15} {6) m (8) (2 (10) (11) (12) (13} (14)
I_:‘:;E January Actual | February Actsal | March Actual Aprd Actual [ May Actual June Actual July Estimated l August Estimated ?".‘E"‘h“ Oclober Ealimateg]  iovember December 12 Munth Pariod
3 stimated Estimated Estimated
1 Fuel Costs & Net Power Transactions
2 Fuel Cost of System Net Generation (Per A3) (" $220037.900  $208,050.632  S$234.633600  S267.219326  $276,720275  $2B6,866,776  $290,507,003  S301405743  S286,677,773  SI6T4T4908 5214522470  $219,862298  $3,082,866,833
3 Nuclear Fuel Disposal Cosls (Por AZ) $1,880,385 $1.417,734 $1,144,529 $1,819,397 $2.007.177 $2,256,251 52,341,856 §2,341,856 $2.244 819 $1.675,564 2,260,197 $2,403,658 $23,793.433
4  Scherer Coal Cars Depreciation & Retum 0 (s181) (346,136) (5207) (5416) (5416) (§53,088) 0 50 50 50 50 (5100.444)
5  Fuel Cost of Power Sold (Per AB) {3,701,518) ($6,549,357) ($8,851,076) ($6,190,755) (54,716,820) ($3,101,107) ($4,247,107) ($4,826,707) ($2,968,118) (1.792,000) ($3.741,229) ($5.638,407)  ($56.324.203)
6  Gains rom Off-System Sales (Per AG) (5876,040) ($1,741,631) (52,183,089) (51,053,380) (§1,015,087) (5688,662) (8516,250) ($588.750) ($278,750) ($312,500) (8675,000) (S1,277.500)  ($11,206,639)
7 Fuel Cost of Purchased Power (Per AT) §7,504,732 6,358,940 $3,174,545 $14,997,696 515,862,340 $24,618,502 $17,088,320 $16,190,014 $17,178,160 $14,461,104 59,027,553 $2.443059  $155005,864
8  Energy Payments to Qualifying Facilities (Per AS) 51,679,527 51,308,964 $6.001,429 $9,692,457 $10,992,302 $11,182,480 $14,320,667 $14,505,666 515,353,663 510,077,669 $5.485,671 $3,385,672 $103,986,176
8 Energy Cost of Economy Purchases (Per AS) $98,806 $63.673 $148,556 $1,639,283 $121,100 $186,471 §250,000 $500,000 1,350,000 $1,225,000 $56,000 §44,000 $5,682,889
10 Total Fuel Costs & Net Pawer Transactions §226,113,611  SZ08,008.174 5234022458  $2088,124017  $299,970.871  $321,120295 5326792030  $329.527.820  $310.557546  $202,608.745 5226835661  $227,222880  $3,303,705,908
1
12 Incremental Optimization Costs
13 Incremental Personnel, Software, and Hardware Costs. 50 50 50 520,622 521,401 528,231 $33,572 §32,288 $30,904 333,672 $30,904 $32.288 $263,980
14 Variable Power Plant O&M Costs over 514,000 MW Threshold (Per A8) 50 50 $364,700 $315,395 $227,805 $125,549 $98,150 $113,250 $52,850 $60,400 $151,000 $286,300 $1,795,999
15 Total 50 0 $364,700 $336,017 $249.206 $153,780 131,822 $145.538 $83,754 594,072 $181,904 §319,188 $2,059,979
18 Adjustments to Fuel Cost
17 Sales to City of Key West (CKW) (5664.908) ($570,246) (5522,829) ($597,082) (8689.211) (5801,246) 50 50 B 50 s0 50 (53,845,522)
18 Energy Imbalance Fuel Revenues $56.481 $82,535 $48,854 $75,548 $65,257 $47,061 0 50 so 50 50 0 5375,736
19 Inventory Adjustments {5106,047) (54,083,681) $168,325 ($88,560) ($285,132) ($28,899) 50 50 50 50 50 30 (54,423,994)
20 Non Recoverable OiliTank Bottoms 50 ($718.392) $452,505 50 $189 (51889) 50 50 50 50 50 50 (5265.887)
21 Adjusted Total Fuel Costs & Net Power Transactions $225.999,337  SZ0361B,990  $234,534,013 287849940 529,311,180 5320490802 5326023851  S329670.358  S310.641300 5202903816  S227,117,965  $227,542.068  $3,207.606,220
22 Jurisdictional kWh Sales
23 Jurisdictional kWh Sales 7684,412.081  7,008,816875 6977292798 7671972198 8616263762  9,110,063.405  10,150,088249  10,080,997.264  0,763,403645 0104618770  B.255226.566  6,067,004,659 102,580,262,282
24 Sale for Resale (excluding CKW) ® 148,695,550 152,835,981 143,064,345 153,595,635 171,792,467 176,313,367 191,762,025 200,487,317 208,827,684 192,550,041 174,526 507 149677378 2,073.219,398
25  Sub-Total Sales (exchuding CKW) TEIIN0B64T 7261852856  7.120.057,143  7.825567803 8785056220  S.2B6,376772  10,341840274 10290484581 0572231328 8297168811 8429755173  B.216,682,008 104,663,481,680
26
27 Jurisdictional % of Total Sales (Line 23/25) 98.10169% 97,89398% 97.99077% 98.03726% 98.04516% 98.10138% 98.14586% 97,86426% 97.90591% 57.92894% 97.92964% 98.17637% 98.01916%
28 True-up Calculation
29 Fuel (Netof Taxes) $235363.510  $216,081,517  $211,924837  $229.504273  $251,555,280  $267.401971  $200212,015  $297,175290  $287,813,033  S368392872  $243.353.902  $237,805.294  $3,045673.611
30 Fuel Adj Not Af 1o Period
31 Prior Period True-up (Collacted)/Refunded This Period ™! $4,007,108 $4,007,108 54,007,108 $4,007,108 $4,007,108 4,007,108 $4,007,108 $4,007,108 4,007,108 54,007,108 $4,007,108 $4,007,108 $48,085,296
32 GPIF, Net of Revenue Taxes (5641,50) ($641,530) (3641,530) (5641,530) ($641,530) (5641,530) ($641,531) ($641,531) (5641,531) ($641,531) (5641.531) (5641,531) (57,598,365)
3 J Fuel icable fo Period $219,447.08 5215290215 5232860851  §$254,000867 5270857545  S302577503  5300540.876 5291176610 $271.750448  $245,7119.478  $241,170871  53,066,060,542
34 Adjusted Total Fuel Costs & Net Power Transactions y 534,013 $287,849, $299,311,180  $320,490, ~ $328,923, 641, 903, 17, 542, 297 606,
35  Jurisdictional Sales % of Total KWh Sales (Line 27) 98.10169% 97.89308% 97.98077% 98.03726% 98.04516% 96.10138% 98.14586% 97.96426% 97.90591% 67.92894% 97.92064% 98.17837% 96.01916%
36 Juris. Total Fusl Costs & Net Powier Trans. (Line 34xLine35x1.00081) SI21808,753  SIS0A9Z.181  SZI000TBA1  SZBZ42B.776  SZ93097,828  SIIAG60868  S323,005631 023223065 5310201211 207000041  SZZ2595570 5223578045  $3.234,931021
37 True-up Provision for the Month - Over/(Under) Recovery (Line 33 - Line 36) $16,840,334 $19,954,004 ($14717.626)  ($49.558.925)  (SIB776,961)  ($43803,020)  (S20,509,038)  (322,682,789)  ($22.022601)  (515.311.492) $24,123,908 $17,592,827  ($148.870,473)
38 Interest Provision for the Month 52912 $5,096 s4.722 $1.789 (81.335) (83.612) ($5.141) (56.421) (57.740) (58,674) (58,854) (s8,012) ($35.468)
39 True-up & Interest Provision Beg. of Period - Over/{Under) Recovery $48,085,296 $60,921,435 76,874,226 $58,154,314 $4,500,070 ($36,195333)  (586,009,073)  (S110,530,361)  ($137,226679)  (S163,264,127)  ($162,591,601)  ($162,483,655) 48,085,296
40 Daferred True-up Beginning of Period - Over/(Under) Recovery ™ ($4.550,654) {54.550.654) 54,550,654) ($4.550,654) (54,550,654 (54,550,654) (%$4,550,654) (54,550 654) (54.550,654) ($4.550,654) (54,550,654) (54,550,654) (54,550,654)
41 Prior Period True-up Collectedi{Refunded) This Period ™ (54,007,108) (54,007.108) {54,007,108) ($4,007,108) (54,007,108) (54,007,108} ($4,007,108) (34,007,108} [54,007,108) ($4,007,108) (54,007,108} :S‘,D_Ui.l@_ﬂ} ($48,085,296)
42 Endof Period Net True-up Amount Over/(Under) Recovery (Lines 37 though 56,370,780 $72,323,673 $53,603,660 539,416 (S42,745,9088)  (890,059,727)  (5115,061,014)  (3141,777,333)  (3167,014,182)  (3187,142,255)  ($167,034,300)  (§153,456,602)  (8153,456,602)
4
43 !
44 ™ january through June actuals include varisus adjustments as nated on the A-Schedules.
43 @piled KWH includes all wholesale cusiomers except CKW.
46 ™ prigr Period 2011/2012 True-up.
47 ¥ Genaration Performance Incentive Factor is ({$7,703,912/12) x 59.5280%) - See Order No. PSC-12-0664-FOF-EL
48 ® paferred 2012 Final True-up.
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
REVENUE/COST VARIANCE ANALYSIS

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

(1) (2) (3) (4

:T | Revenue/Cost Variance Analysis Schedule I ACTUAL/ESTIMATED I pggjgﬁ%“ I Difference [
1 Jurisdictional Fuel Revenues
2 Revenues $3,045 673,611 $3,102,901,6835 (357,228,024)
3 MWH 102,590,262 103,200,444 (610,182)
4 $ per MWH 28968775 30.06675 (0.37800)
5
6 Variance due to Consumption ($18,346,188)
7 Variance due to Cost ($38,881,836)
8 Total Variance ($57,228,024)
9

10 Jurisdictional Total Fuel Costs

11 Costs $3,234,931,021 $3,143,288,566 $91,642,455
12 MWH 102,590,262 103,200,444 (610,182)
13 $ per MWH 31.53253 30.45808 1.07444
14

15 Variance due to Consumption ($18,584,980)
16 Variance due to Cost $110,227 434
17 Total Variance $91,642,455
18

19  Total Variance

20 Variance due to Consumption $238,791
21 Variance due to Cost ($149,109,270)
22 Total Variance ($148,870,473)
23 Interest ($35,469)
24 Prior Year True-up ($4,550,654)
25 Total True-up ($153.456 602)
26

27

28

29

30

3

32

33

34

35

36

a7
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
FUEL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE
CALCULATION OF VARIANCE - ACTUALESTIMATED vs. ORIGINAL PROJECTION

FOR THE ACTUAL/ESTIMATED PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

(0] 2) (2} ) 5
e e [ Bk
* Dec Jun - Dec Jun - Dee
1 Fuel Costs & Net Power Transactions
2 Fuel Cost of System Net Generation (Per A3) $3.062,858.833 $2,836,155.287 $246,713,546 8.7%
2 Nuclear Fuel Disposal Costs (Per A2) 823793433 524,785,825 (5992,393) {4.0%)
4  Scherer Coal Cars Depreciation & Retum {$100,444) 0 (S100,444) NIA
5 Fuel Cost of Power Sold (Per AS) (356,324,203) ($20,5692,255) {$35,631,948) 172.2%
6 Gaing from Off-System Sales (Per AB) {511,206,639) (54,238,116) {56,968,523) 164 4%
7 Fuel Cost of Purchased Power (Per A7) $155,005.864 $186,831,284 (531,825,420) {17.0%)
8  Energy Payments to Qualifying Facililies (Per A8) $103.986,176 $143,346.388 ($39,360,212) (27.5%)
9 Energy Cost of Economy Purchases (Per A9) $5.682.889 54_2.%3.92? 133;6.351 .038) {%.Sﬂ
10 Total Fuel Costs & Net Power Transactions $3.303.705,908 $3,208.252.341 $85.453,568 3.0%
1
12 Incremental Optimization Costs
13 | F i, and F Costs $263.980 S0 $263,980 NiA
14  Variable Power Plant O&M Cosis over 514,000 MW Threshold (Per AS) 51,795,000 50 31,795,999 NIA
15 Total $2.058.979 50 $2,058,979 A
186 Adjustments to Fuel Cost
17 Sales to City of Key West (CHW) (33.845,522) (53,546,028) $100,506 {2.5%)
18  Energy Imbalance Fuel Revenues $375.736 50 $375.735 NIA
19 Inventory Adjustments (54,423,994) S0 (54,423,954) A
20 MNon Recoverable QilTank Boltoms {5265.88T) 50 @5.88?# NIA
21 Adjusted Total Fuel Costs & Net Power Transactions $3.287 506,220 $3.204.306.313 $93,288 807 2.9%
22 Jurisdictional kWh Sales
23 Jurisdictional kWh Sales 102,580,262,282 103,200,444,208 (610,182,018) {0.6%)
24 Sale for Resale (excluding CKW) @ 2,073.219.398 2.099.817.776 (26.598.378) (1.3%)
25 Sub-Total Sales (excluding CEW) 104,663 .481.680 105.300.262.074 {B35,780,354) (0.6%)
26
27 Jurisdictional % of Total Sales (Line 23/25) NA NiA A A
28 True-up Calculation
29 tsdicti Fuel R (NetofF nue Taxgs) 33045673611 $3,102,901 635 ($57,228,024) {1.8%)
30 Fuel Adj F nues Not Appli to Period
31 Prior Period True-up (Collected)/Refunded This Period ™ $48,085.296 $48 085296 50 0.0%
a2 GPIF, Net of Revenue Tams {§7,698,365) ($7,608,385) $a {0.0%)
33 Fuel i o Period $3,086,060,542 $3,143,288 566 (857,228 024) (1.8%)
34  Adjusted Total Fuel Costs & Net Power Transaclions $3,297,806,220 $3,204,306,313 583,299,807 2.9%
35 Jurisdictional Sales % of Tolal KWh Sales (Line 27) MNiA MiA NIA A
36  Juris. Total Fuel Casts & Net Power Trans. (Line 34xLine35x1.00081) $3,234.931.021 $3,143.288,.566 591642455 2.9%
37  True-up Provision for the Maonth - Overi{Under) Recovery (Line 33 - Line 36) (5148,870479) 50 ($148.870,479) N/A
38 Imerest Provision for the Month (535 ,488) 50 ($35,460) MN/A
38 True-up & Interest Provision Beg. of Period - Over{Under) Recovery $48,085,296 $48,085,286 s0 0.0%
40  Deferred True-up Beginning of Period - Oved{Under) Recovery ™ ($4,550,654) 50 (54,550,654) N/A
41  Prior Period True-up Collected/(Refunded) This Pericd ($48,085,296) (548,085,296) 50 0.0%
42  End of Period Net True-up Amount Over/{Under) Recovery (Lines 37 through 41) (5153 456 602) 50 {$153.456,602) 0.0%
43
44 ™ January through June actuals include various adjustments as noted on the A-Schedules,
a5 @ gilled KWH includes all wholesale customers excepl CKW.
46 ™ Prior Period 2011/2012 True-up.
41 "6 ion P ive Factor is (($7,703,812/12) x 99.9280%) - See Order Mo. P5C-12-0664-FOF-EL
48 " Deferred 2012 Final True-up.
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY SCHEDULE: E3
GENERATING SYSTEM COMPARATIVE DATA BY FUEL TYPE
FOR THE ACTUAL/ESTIMATED PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

I Line January Actual | February Actual | - March Actual I AprilActual | MayActual | Junesctual | July Estimated ]Augusl Estimated sé?i'r‘r"gt;r R 2;@ E?m”;b; 12 Month Period
1 Cost of rati —
2 Heavy Oil 175,248 185,272 675,248 1,879,167 1,003,084 2,077,583 11,478,041 14,834,877 25,791,995 7,743,180 3,485913 o 69,330,637
3 Light Cil 251,735 385,253 1,980,262 819,242 1,436,080 643,242 1,319,040 1,219,949 1,679,321 172,655 442783 o 10,349,563
4 Coal 14,022,584 12,321,270 13,281,549 14,446,074 11,447,914 16,062,546 13,498,000 12,623,100 12,978,900 11,968,900 11,262,900 10,358,700 154,272,836
5 Gas 192,662,133 185,486,609 210,801,468 236,851,196 242,398,178 257,113,182 253,719,552 253145418 227,446 256 233,259,354 180,876,975 189,900,498  2663,759,820
6 Nuclear 12,925,680 8,671,348 7,804,464 13,220,456 14,674,532 16,534,210 19,582,400 19,582,400 18,781,300 14,330,800 18,453,900 19,584.200 185,155,690
7 Total Fuel Cost of System Net 220,037,780 208,050,752 234,632,991 267,216,135 2?0.959.?-93 292,430.7-63 299,597,033 301,405,743 286,677,773 267,474,908 214,5-22.4?0 219,86-2.398 3,082,868,545

Generation (%)

8
9  System Net Generation (MWH)
10 Heavy Cil (1,808) 478 3,369 11,065 5173 12,646 71,658 96,168 166.016 50,008 21,904 0 436,717
Lkl Light Ol 1,611 2,232 12,026 5,254 8,529 4,445 3478 341 4,625 584 1178 0 47,374
12 Coal 510,895 433,608 492,845 517,541 409,849 513,860 507,361 471,101 487,647 448,460 429,825 392,328 5,615,319
13 Gas 5472418 5,580,054 6,216,826 6,179,442 6,450,621 6,774,561 7415511 7,495,878 6,616,248 6825212 5,170,684 5,398,736 75,696,293
14 Nuclear 1,968,376 1,513,557 1,216,458 1,841,110 2,144,047 2,409,561 2,501,181 2,501,181 2,397,542 1,789,558 2,413,967 2,567,188 25,383,727
15 Solar 4,495 4975 B,976 6,353 7,233 5,860 18,954 17,826 15611 14,225 9,132 7.915 119,555
16  Total System Net Generation (MWH) 7,975,989 7,534,903 7,948,500 8,660,765 9,025,452 9,_?.50,933 10,518,183 10,585,565 9,687,788 9,228,048 8,046,691 8,366,167 107,298,985
17
18 Units of Fuel Burned (Unit) ™
18 Heavy Qil 1.952 1.566 7.126 20217 10,864 22,347 116,455 157.007 275,152 83,186 37,337 Q0 733,609
20 Light Qil 2,224 3.676 15,757 6,850 12,084 5,876 11,082 10,180 13,538 1.433 3,675 o 86,745
21 Coal ™ 53,239 43,028 32,203 44,860 44,860 73,525 60,168 57,219 56,474 50,828 40,533 39,205 596,142
2 Gas 39,361,833 39,766,367 43,503,736 46,454 547 47,200,994 50,400,689 52,395,885 53,075,883 47,023,895 48,501,932 35761121 36,985,563 540,531,444
23 Nuclear 20,147,225 15,616,107 12,840,147 20,859,112 22,905,284 24,990,594 27,084,244 27,084,244 25,977,833 19,579,677 25,508,266 27,109,985 269,522,718
24 Total Units of Fuel Burned (Unit)
25
26 TU Burne M
27 Heavy il 12,443 12,527 45414 129,147 69,089 142,278 745,307 1,004,842 1,760,971 532,392 238,957 a 4,693,368
28 Light il 12,857 21,250 90,722 39,545 70,007 24,097 54,434 59,348 81,257 8383 21,427 o} 503,298
29 Coal 5,157,669 4,534,830 5,185,087 5,398,841 4,083,642 5,849,037 5,179,619 4,818,901 4,985,251 4,606,534 4,410,244 4,032,742 58,243,359
30 Gas 39,936,356 40,305,984 44,131,313 47,087,749 47,880,284 51,119,304 52,395,885 53,075,883 47,023,835 48,591,932 35,761,121 36,985,563 544,295,269
31 Nuclear 20,147,225 15,616,107 12,640,147 20,859,112 22,905,284 24,990,594 27,094,244 27,084,244 25,977.833 19,579,677 25,508,266 27,109,985 269,522,718
32  Total BTU Burned (MMBTU) 65,266,550 60,450,699 62,093,684 73,514,395 75,008,307 82,135,311 85,479,489 86,053,218 79,829,207 73,318,888 85,840,015 68,128,290 877,258,052
33
34 t ($/Unit
35 Heavy Cil 89.7788 94.7468 94.7583 92.9499 92,3320 92,9692 98.5620 844854 93.7373 93.0830 93.3635 0.0000 94,5083
6 Light Qit 113.1903 104.8022 125.6751 119.5974 118.8414 108.4654 118.3485 119.8378 120.4851 120.4851 120.4851 0.0000 119.3102
37 Coal 78.8383 79.0800 80.0861 78.0173 78.0173 73,6463 76.9412 76.9779 76.9044 772330 77.2334 77738 77.2506
38 Gas 4.8946 4.6644 4.8477 5.0986 51354 5.1005 4.8424 4.7695 4.8368 4.8004 5.0579 51347 4.9280
39 Nuclear 06416 06193 06174 0.8338 0.6407 0.6616 0.7228 07228 0.7230 0.7319 0.7234 0.7228 0.6870
40 Total Fuel Cost per Unit ($/Unit)
41
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY SCHEDULE: E3
GENERATING SYSTEM COMPARATIVE DATA BY FUEL TYPE

FOR THE ACTUAL/ESTIMATED PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

l ok l January Actual | February Actual | MarchAcwal | aApriactual | MayActwa | JuneActual | July Estimated IAugust Estimatea]  SePeToer b il gﬁfm";f‘:g 12 Month Period
T Generation Nix (%]
2 HeavyOil (0.02%) 0.01% 0.04% 0.13% 0.06% 0.13% 0.88% 0.91% 171% 0.54% 0.27% 0.00% 0.41%
3 Lghtoi 0.02% 0.03% 0.15% 0.06% 0.09% 0.05% 0.03% 0.03% 0.05% 0.01% 0.01% 0.00% 0.04%
4 Coal 6.41% 5.75% 6.20% 5.98% 4.54% 5.28% 482% 4.45% 5.03% 4.86% 5.34% 4.69% 5.23%
5  Gas 68.61% 74.08% 78.21% 71.35% 71.47% 69.69% 70.50% 70.81% 68.30% 75.05% B4.26% 64.53% 70.55%
6  Nuclear 24.93% 20.09% 16.30% 2241% 23.76% 24.79% 23.78% 23.63% 24.75% 19.39% 30.00% 3069% 23.66%
7 soar 0.08% 0.07% 0.08% 0.07% 0.08% 0.06% 0.18% 0.A7% 0.16% 0.15% 0.11% 0.09% 0.11%
8  Total Generation Mix (%) 100.00% 100.00% 00.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
9
10 st per MMBT!
1 HeavyOil 14,0839 14,8693 14,8587 14,5508 14,5188 14,6023 15.4004 14.7634 14,6465 14,5442 14,5880 0.0000 147720
12 LightOil 19.5803 18.1296 218277 207166 205133 18,8650 204712 20,5658 20,6668 20,6698 20,6647 0.0000 205635
13 Coal 27189 27170 2.5610 26758 28034 27462 26060 26195 26035 2.5082 25538 2.5686 26488
14 Gas 48242 46020 47787 50300 50626 50297 4.8424 47695 4.68368 48004 5.0579 51347 48940
16 Nuclear 06416 06193 06174 06338 0.6407 06616 0.7228 0.7228 0.7230 07319 07234 0.7228 0.6870
16
17 BTU Bumed per KWH (BTUKWH)
18 Heavy Ol (6,883) 26,211 13,481 11,671 13,35 11,251 10,305 10,449 10,607 10,648 10,909 0 10,747
18 Lightoil 7.978 9,522 7,544 7,527 8,208 7,670 18,526 17,39 17,569 14,303 18,174 0 10,624
20 Coal 10,095 10,458 10,523 10,432 9,964 11,383 10,209 10,228 10,223 10,272 10,261 10,279 10,372
21 Gas 7,298 7,223 7,008 7,620 7,423 7,545 7,068 7.081 7.107 7.017 6,916 6,651 7191
22 Nuclear 10,133 10,317 10,391 10,746 10,683 10,371 10,833 10,633 10,835 10,941 10,567 10,560 10,618
23
24  Generated Fuel Cost per KWH (cents/KWH)
25 Heavy Qi (9.6942) 38.9740 20,0448 16.9824 19.3916 16.4285 16.0089 15.4260 15,5358 15.4839 15.9145 0.0000 15,8754
26 LghtOil 156218 17.2625 16.4668 16.5930 16.8377 14,4701 37.9252 35.7651 36,3096 29,5642 37.5558 0.0000 21.8464
27 Coal 27448 28416 2.6049 27913 27832 31259 26604 26795 26615 26669 26203 26403 2.7474
28 Gas 35208 33241 33923 3.8329 37577 37953 34215 38771 3.4376 33683 34981 35177 35190
28 Nuclear 06501 06350 06416 0.6811 0.6844 06862 0.7829 076829 0.7834 0.8008 0.7645 07633 0.7294
30 Total Generated Fuel Cost per KWH 2.7588 2._?'-612 29519 3.0854 3.0022 3.0083 2.8484 2.8473 2.9592 28885 2.6860 2.6280 28732

(cents/KWH)

3

3z

33 ™Fyuel Units: Heavy Oil - BBLS, Light Oil - BBLS, Coal - TONS, Gas - MMCF, Nuclear - OTHER
34 ™ scharer coal is not reported in Tons, excludes Scherer coal
35
36

7
38
38
40
41
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
GENERATING SYSTEM FUEL DETAILS

SCHEDULE: E4

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

n (2) (3) (4) (5) (8) 7 (8) @) (10) (1 (12) (13)

Line PLANT UNIT Net Capability | Net Generation | Capacity Factor E?;i:g;?; Net Output Avg Net Heat Fuel Burned Fuel Heat \{a!ue Fuel Burned As Burned Fuel Fue]KC“o‘rii Ll Cost of Fuel
No. (MWY) (MWH) (%) Factor (%) Factor (%) Rate (BTU/KWH) (Units) (BTU/Unit) (MMBTU) Cost (§) (cents/KWH) (S/Unit)

1 Jul - 2013

2 CCEC 3

3 Light Qil g g 4] 0 0 0.00 0.0

4 Gas 813,641 5,357,824 1,000,000 5,357,824 25,476,171 213 475

5 Plant Unit Info 1.210 813,641 90.4% 94.7% 90.4% 6,585 5,357,824 25,476,171 3.13

3] lar

7 Solar 5,118 0 o] 0 0 0.00 0.00

8 Plant Unit Info 25 5118 27.5% 27.5% 0 0 0 0.00

g Everglades 1-12

10 Light Gil 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
1" Gas 0 4] 0] 0 0 0.00 0.00
i2 Plant Unit Info 342 o] 0.0% 93.5% 0.0% [¥] o] 0 0.00

13 Fort M: -1

14 Light Qil 3,478 11,052 5,830,076 654,434 1,319,040 37.93 119.35
15 Plant Unit Info 548 3,478 0.7% 93.5% 35.8% 18,526 64,434 1.319,040 37.93

1€ FEort Myers 2

17 Gas 571,383 4,093,583 1,000,000 4,093,583 18,710,804 3.45 482
18 Plant Unit Info 1,349 571,382 56.9% 94.2% 94 8% 7,164 4,093,583 18,710,804 3.45

19 Eort Myers 34 B

20 Light Qil 4] o] 0 0] o 0.00 0.00
21 Gas 30,608 335418 1,000,000 335,418 1,663,245 543 4.96
22 Plant Unit Info 296 30,608 27.8% 95.1% 98.1% 10,958 335418 1,663,245 543

23 i 1-24

24 Light Oil 2] ] o (¢} 1] 0.00 0.00
25 Gas 802 13,373 1,000,000 13,373 66,893 8.34 5.00
26 Plant Unit Info 684 802 0.2% 93.5% 58.6% 16,681 13373 66,893 8.34

27 Laugerdale 4

28 Light Qil 0 (4] o] 0 0 0.00 0.00
29 Gas 89,940 738,327 1,000,000 736,327 3,666,759 4.08 4.58
30 Plant Unit Info 438 89,940 27.6% 94.6% 94.6% 8,187 736,327 3.666,759 4.08

<1l Lauderdale §

32 Light Cil o] 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
33 Gas 99,821 816,477 1,000,000 816,477 4,066,132 4,07 4.58
34 Plant Unit Info 438 99,821 30.6% 894.1% 94.6% 8,172 816,477 4,066,132 4,07

35 Manatee 1

36 Heavy Oil 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
37 Gas 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
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FLORIDA POWER. & LIGHT COMPANY
GENERATING SYSTEM FUEL DETAILS

SCHEDULE: E4

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) )] ®) (8} (10) (11) (12) (13)
Line PLANT UNIT Net Capability | Net Generation | Capacity Factor E\?:ijl‘:::ﬁil:; Net Qutput Avg Met Heat Fuel Burned Fuel Heat V_alue Fuel Burned As Burned Fuel FuelKESit per Cost of Fuel
No. (Mwy) (MWH) (%) Factor (%) Factor (%) Rate (BTU/KWH) (Units) {BTUMUnit) (MMBTU) Cost (3) (cents/KWH) ($/Unit)
1 Plant Unit Info 788 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0.00
2 Mana
3 Heavy Oil 32,900 58,502 6,399,952 374,410 5772718 17.55 98.68
4 Gas 22141 227,822 1,000,000 227,822 1,140,228 515 5.00
5 Plant Unit Info 788 55,041 9.4% 95.0% 67.2% 10,941 602,232 6,912,945 12.56
8 Manatee 3
T Gas 724,543 4,565,805 1,000,000 4,965,805 24,049,728 3.32 4.84
8 Plant Unit Info 1,058 724,543 92.1% 94.9% 92.0% 6,854 4,965,805 24,049,728 332
9 Martin 1
10 Heavy Oil 0 0 0 0 +] 0.00 0.00
11 Gas 0 o] 0 0 0.00 0.00
12 Plant Unit Info 802 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% o 0 0 0.00
13 Martin
14 Heavy Oil 28,505 42,476 6,399,920 271,843 4,147,239 14.55 97.64
15 Gas 71,454 803,494 1,000,000 803,494 3,989,806 5.58 4.97
16 Plant Unit Info 802 99,959 16.8% 95.0% 62.6% 10,758 1,075,337 8,137,045 8.14
7 Martin 3
18 Gas 113,991 852,460 1,000,000 852,460 4,101,615 3.60 4.81
19 Plant Unit Info 431 113,991 35.6% 94.3% 94.8% 7.478 852,460 4,101,615 360
20 Martin 4
21 Gas 127 848 950,250 1,000,000 950,250 4,572,198 3.58 481
22 Plant Unit Info 431 127,848 39.9% 94.8% 94.8% 7.433 950,250 4,572,198 3.58
23 Mading
24 Gas 666,633 4,670,255 1,000,000 4,670,255 22,588,325 3.38 483
25 Plant Unit Info 1,052 666,633 85.2% 94.9% 92.4% 7,008 4,670,255 22,558,325 3.38
26 lartin B r
27 Solar 12,062 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
28 Plant Unit Info 75 12,062 21.6% 21.6% o] 0 0 0.00
29 Putnam 1
30 Light Oil o] a 0 0 a 0.00 0.00
31 Gas 44,514 399,414 1,000,000 398,414 1,985,906 4.46 4.97
32 Plant Unit Info 239 44,514 25.0% 95.0% 95.0% 8,972 399,414 1,985,906 4.48
33 Putnam 2
34 Light Oil 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
35 Gas 43,833 394 257 1,000,000 394,257 1,956,551 4.48 496
36 Plant Unit Info 239 43,8233 24.7% 94.4% 95.0% 8,995 394,257 1,956,551 4,48
37 Sanfordd
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
GENERATING SYSTEM FUEL DETAILS

SCHEDULE: E4

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (8) M (8) (2) (10) (11) (12) (13)
Line PLANT UNIT Net Capability | Net Generation | Capacity Factor i\?:iil\;ﬂﬁi?; Net Output Avg Net Heat Fuel Burned | Fuel Heat Value | Fuel Bumned | As Bumned Fuel Fue!&;‘ per Cost of Fuel
No. (MW} (MWH) (%) Faclor (%) Facter (%) Rate (BTU/KWH), (Units) (BTW/Unit) (MMBTU) Cost (3) (cents/KWH) (8/Unit)
1 Gas 522,818 3,694,662 1,000,000 3,694,662 17,823,762 3.41 4.82
2 Plant Unit Info 905 522,818 77.7% 95.8% 97 7% 7,067 3,694,662 17,823,762 341
3 Sanford §
4 Gas 362,203 2.622,185 1,000,000 2,622,195 12,635,478 3.48 4.82
5 Plant Unit Info 201 362,203 54.0% 89.4% 89.5% 7,240 2,622,195 12,635,478 3.48
-1 Scherer 4
7 Coal 376,675 226,818 17,000,022 3,855,911 8,868,600 2.35 39.10
8 Plant Unit Info 629 376,675 80.5% 93.8% 91.8% 10,237 3,855,911 8,868,600 235
8 StJohns 1Q
10 Coal 63,939 29,598 22,000,135 651,160 2,277,300 3.56 76.94
11 Plant Unit Info 124 63,939 69.3% 94.1% €9.3% 10,184 651,160 2,277,300 3.56
12 St.Johns 20
13 Coal 66,747 30,570 22,000,262 672,548 2,352,100 3.52 76.94
14 Plant Unit Info 124 66,747 T2.4% 94.0% 72.3% 10,076 672,548 2,352,100 3.52
15 Stlucie
16 Nuclear 711,622 7,514,567 1,000,000 7.514, 567 5,251,600 0.74 0.70
174 Plant Unit Info 281 711,622 97.5% 97.5% 97.5% 10,560 7.514,567 5,251,600 074
18 =t Lucie 2
19 Nuclear 605,333 6,369,659 1,000,000 6,369,659 4,568,800 0.75 0.72
20 Plant Unit Info 840 608,333 97.5% 97.5% 97.5% 10,453 6,369,659 4,568 BOO 0.75
21 Space Coast
22 Solar 1,774 0 o] 0 0 0.00 0.00
23 Plant Unit Info 10 1.774 23.8% 23.9% g 0 0 0.00
24 Jurkey Poinl 1
25 Heavy Oil 10,293 15,477 6,400,078 99,054 1,558,084 15.14 100.67
26 Gas 27,285 289,195 1,000,000 289,195 1,442,719 5.29 4.99
27 Plant Unit Info are 37,578 13.4% 94.5% B0.8% 10,332 388,249 3,000,803 7.98
28 Turkey Point 3
29 Nuclear 586,125 6,560,405 1,000,000 6,560,405 5,120,200 0.87 0.78
30 Plant Unit info 808 586,125 97.5% 97.8% 97.5% 11,193 6,560,405 5,120,200 0.87
El Jurkey Point 4
32 Nuclear 594,101 6,649,613 1,000,000 6,649,613 4,641,800 0.78 0.70
33 Plant Unit Info 819 594,101 97.5% 98.0% 97.5% 11,193 6,649,613 4,841,800 0.78
34 Turkey Point 5
35 Gas 625,451 4,348 502 1,000,000 4,348 502 21,217,048 3.38 4,88
36 Plant Unit Info 1,053 625,451 79.8% B85.7% 84.0% 6,953 4,348,502 21,217,048 339
37 WCEC 01

PAGE 8



FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY SCHEDULE: E4
GENERATING SYSTEM FUEL DETAILS

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

(1) (2) (3) (4) %) (6) 4] (8) () (10 (1) (12) (13)

Equivalent Fuel Cost per
Availability KWH

Factor (%) (cents/KWH)

Cost of Fuel
($/Unit)

Line Net Capability | Net Generation | Capacity Factor
No. RLANT IR (MW) (MWH) (%)

Net Output Avg Net Heat Fuel Burned Fuel Heat Value Fuel Burned As Burned Fuel
Factor (%) Rate (BTUKWH) (Units) (BTU/MUnit) (MMBTU) Cost (8)

1 Gas 806,204 5,551,013 1,000,000 5,551,013 27,063,187 3.36 4.88
Plant Unit Info 1,219 806,204 88.8% 94.7% 88.9% 6,885 5,661,013 27,063,187 3.36

2
2 WCEC 02

4 Gas 814,466 5,608,966 1,000,000 5,608,966 27,509,258 3.28 4.90
5

B

Plant Unit Info 1,218 814 466 89.8% 94.7% 89.8% 6,887 5,608,866 27,508,258 3.38
WCEC 03
i Gas 835,934 5,664,595 1,000,000 5,664,595 27,022,740 3.23 477
8 Plant Unit Info 1,219 835,934 92.2% 94.4% 92.2% 6,776 5,664,595 27,022,740 3.23

9  System Totals
10 Plant Unit Info 23,364 10,518,183 8,127 85,479,489 299,597,033 2.85
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
GENERATING SYSTEM FUEL DETAILS

SCHEDULE: E4

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) {6) 7 (8 9) (10) (11) (12) (13)
Line PLANT UNIT Net Capability | Net Generation | Capacity Factor E?:;::;T; Net Output Avg Net Heat Fuel By:ned Fuel Heat \.u'falue Fuel Burned As Burned Fuel Fueﬁsﬂ par Cost of Fuel
No. (MW) (MWH) (%) Factor (%) Factor (%) Rate (BTU/KWH) (Units) (BTU/Unit) (MMBTU) Cost (3) {centsIKWH) ($/Unit)
T Aug-2013 B
2 CCEC3
3 Light Qil o] (4] 0] 0 0 0.00 0.00
4 Gas 825,520 5,432,642 1,000,000 5,432 642 25,331,539 3.07 466
S Plant Unit Info 1,210 825,520 91.7% 94.7% 91.7% 6,581 5,432 642 25,331,538 3.07
6 iar
i Solar 4,864 0 o] 0 0 0.00 0.00
8 Plant Unit Info 25 4,864 26.2% 26.2% 0 0 0 0.00
9 Ew -1
10 Light Oil 0 0 4] 0 4] 0.00 0.00
11 Gas 0 0 o] 9 0.00 0.00
12 Plant Unit Info 342 0 0.0% 93.5% 0.0% (4] 0 0 0.00
13 Eort Myers 1-12
14 Light Qil 3,411 10,180 5,829,862 59,348 1,219,949 35.77T 115.84
15 Plant Unit Info 648 3,411 0.7% 93.5% 29.2% 17,399 59,248 1.219,949 3577
16 Fort Myers 2
17 Gas 619,611 4,425,031 1,000,000 4,426,031 21,000,221 3.38 474
18 Plant Unit Info 1,349 619,611 61.7% 94.2% 93.9% 7,143 4 426,031 21,000,221 3.38
19 Fort Myers 34
20 Light Qil 0 (4] 0] 4] 0 0.00 0.00
21 Gas 29,303 321,504 1,000,000 321,504 1,573,646 5.37 4.89
22 Plant Unit Info 296 29,303 26.6% 85.1% 98.1% 10,972 321,504 1,573,846 537
23 rdale 1-
24 Light Qil 4] 0 o] 0 0 0.00 0.00
25 Gas 2,387 37,134 1,000,000 37,134 184,082 7.71 4.98
25 Plant Unit Info 684 2,387 0.5% 83.5% 87.2% 15,557 37,134 184,082 7.7
27 Lavuderdale 4
28 Light Qil 0 o] 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
28 Gas 109,688 895,535 1,000,000 BA5 535 4,410,502 4.02 482
30 Plant Unit Info 438 109,689 33.7% 94.6% 94.5% 8,164 895,535 4,410,502 4.02
31 Lauderdale 5
32 Light Oil 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
33 Gas 126,971 1,035,223 1,000,000 1,035,223 5,108,221 4.02 4.93
34 Plant Unit Info 438 126,971 38.0% 94.1% 94 4% 8,153 1,035,223 5,108,221 4.02
35 Manatee 1
36 Heavy Oil 27,148 47,238 6,399,953 302,321 4,460,965 16.43 94.44
a7 Gas 18,098 186,425 1,000,000 186,425 924,167 511 4,96
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
GENERATING SYSTEM FUEL DETAILS

SCHEDULE: E4

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

(1) (2) (3) (4) () (6) 7 (8) (®) (10) (11) (12) (13)
Line PLANT UNIT Net Capability | Net Generation | Capacity Factor E&:ii; i:::; Net Output Avg Net Heat Fuel le.'med Fuel Heat V.alue Fuel Bumed | As Bumed Fuel Fuethi::;L per Cost of Fuel
No. (MW) (MWH) (%) Factor (%) Factor (%) Rate (BTU/KWH) (Units) (BTU/Unit) (MMBTU} Cost ($) (cents/KWH) ($/Unit}
1 Plant Unit Info 788 45,248 7.7% 59.4% 79.8% 10,801 488,746 5,385,132 11.90
2 Manatee 2
3 Heavy Qil 28,470 43 291 6,399,951 315,460 4,654,877 16.35 94.44
4 Gas 19,187 197,757 1.000,000 197,757 981,275 511 4.95
5 Plant Unit Info 788 47,657 8.1% 95.0% 81.7% 10,769 513,217 5,636,152 11.83
8 Manatee 3
7 Gas 729,091 4,994,304 1,000,000 4,994,304 23,743,480 3.26 475
8 Plant Unit Info 1.058 728,091 92.6% 94.9% 92.6% 6,850 4,994 304 23,743,480 3.28
9 Martin 1
10 Heavy Qil 0 4] o .00 0.0C
1 Gas 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
12 Plant Unit Info 802 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% Q (o] o .00
13 Martin 2
14 Heavy Qil 26,127 38,797 6,400,082 248,304 3,610,750 13.82 93.07
15 Gas 64,475 727,390 1,000,000 727,390 3,581,837 5.56 4.92
16 Plant Unit Info 802 90,602 15.2% 95.0% 58.8% 10,769 975,694 7,192,587 7.94
17 Martin 3
18 Gas 133,193 991,887 1,000,000 991,887 4,703,196 3.53 4.74
19 Plant Unit Info 431 133,193 41.5% 94.3% 94.8% 7,447 991,887 4,703,196 353
20 Martin 4
21 Gas 133,158 988,688 1,000,000 988,688 4,687,975 3.52 474
22 Plant Unit Infe 431 133,158 41.5% 94.8% 94.8% 7,425 988,688 4,687 975 3.52
23 Martin
24 Gas 677,626 4,739,668 1,000,000 4,739,668 22,512,947 3.32 475
25 Plant Unit Info 1,052 677,626 86.6% 94.9% 92.9% 6,995 4,739,668 22,512,947 332
28 Martin 8 Solar
27 Solar 11,278 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
28 Plant Unit Info 75 11,278 20.2% 20.2% 0 0 0 0.00
29 Putnam 1
30 Light Qil 0 o 0 o 0 0.00 0.00
3 Gas 47,012 421,156 1,000,000 421,156 2,089,962 4.40 4.91
32 Plant Unit Info 239 47,012 26.4% 95.0% 95.0% 8,958 421,156 2,089,962 4.40
33 Putnam 2
34 Light Qil [¢] o] ¢] 0 (0] 0.00 0.00
35 Gas 46,331 416,044 1,000,000 416,044 2,035,916 4.39 4.89
36 Plant Unit Info 239 46,331 26.1% 94.4% 95.0% 8,380 416,044 2,035916 4.39
37 nford 4
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
GENERATING SYSTEM FUEL DETAILS

SCHEDULE: E4

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

(1) (2) 3 4) (5) (6) 7 (8) (9) (10) (11} (12) (13)
Line PLANT UNIT Net Capability | Net Generation | Capacity Factor E\?:ii[; at:::; Net Qutput Avg Net Heat Fuel Burned Fuel Heat Value Fuel Burned As Burmed Fuel Fuel!g:::t per Cost of Fuel
No. (MW) (MWH) (%) Factor (%) Factor (%) Rate {(BTL/KWH) (Units) (BTU/Unit) (MMBTU) Cost (3) (cents/KWH) ($/Unit)
1 Gas 547,338 3,858,615 1,000,000 3,858,615 18,322 824 3.35 4.75
2 Plant Unit Info 905 547,338 81.3% 95.8% 98.3% 7.050 3.858,615 18,322,824 335
3 nford 5
4 Gas 285,456 2,178,745 1,000,000 2,178,745 10,338,862 3.50 475
5 Plant Unit Info 901 295,456 44.1% 81.8% 83.4% 7,374 2,178,745 10,338,862 3.50
6 Scherer 4
7 Coal 347,643 208,417 17,000,010 3,560,091 8,218,500 2.36 39.24
8 Plant Unit info 629 347,643 74.3% 93.8% 90.8% 10,241 3.560,091 8,218,500 2.36
9 StJohns 10
10 Coal 58,406 27,353 22,000,073 601,768 2,105,600 361 76.98
1 Plant Unit Info 124 58,406 63.3% 94.1% 63.3% 10,303 601,768 2,105,600 3.61
12 St.Johns 20
13 Coal 65,052 29,866 21,999,665 657,042 2,298,000 3.53 76.98
14 Plant Unit Info 124 65,052 70.5% 94.0% 70.5% 10,100 657,042 2,299,000 3,53
15 St Lycie 1
16 Nuclear 711,822 7,514,567 1,000,000 7,514 587 5,251,600 0.74 Q.70
T Plant Unit Info 981 711,622 97.5% 97.5% 97.5% 10,560 7,514 567 5.251,600 0.74
18 St Lucie 2
19 Nuclear 609,333 6,269,659 1,000,000 6,369,659 4,568,800 0.75 0.72
20 Plant Unit Info 840 609,333 97.5% 97.5% 97.5% 10,453 6,369,659 4,568,800 0.75
21 Space Coast
22 Solar 1,684 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
23 Plant Unit Info 10 1,684 22.6% 22.6% 0 o 9] 0.00
24 Turkey Point 1
25 Heavy Oil 14,422 21,681 6,399,935 138,757 2,108,284 14,62 97.24
26 Gas 31,572 335134 1,000,000 335,134 1,657,467 525 4.95
27 Plant Unit Info 378 45,994 16.4% 94.5% 80.1% 10,303 473,891 3,765,750 8.18
28 Turkey Foint 3
29 MNuclear 586,125 6,560,405 1,000,000 6,560,405 5,120,200 0.87 0.78
30 Plant Unit Info 808 586,125 97.5% 97.8% 97.5% 11,193 5,560,405 5,120,200 087
31 Turkey Point 4
3z Nuclear 584,101 6,649,613 1.000,000 5,649,613 4,641,800 0.78 070
33 Plant Unit Info 819 584,101 97.5% 28.0% 97.5% 11,193 6,649,613 4,641,800 0.78
34 Tur int 5
35 Gas 572,984 3,993 857 1,000,000 3,993,957 19,160,368 3.34 4.80
36 Plant Unit Info 1.053 572,984 73.1% 82.6% 82.8% 6,970 3,993,957 19,160,368 3.34
37 WCEC 01
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
GENERATING SYSTEM FUEL DETAILS

SCHEDULE: E4

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

W W [ TS S T R S TS T S T % T S T . T T L T I T . T R B T S

=

(2) (3) 4) (5) (8) ] (8) ()] (19 (11) (12) (13)
PLANT UNIT Net Capability | Net Generation | Capacity Factor is:[_i;i::; Net Output Avg Net Heat Fuel Byrned Fuel Heat Value Fuel Burned As Burned Fuel FueIKl":‘;;t e Cost of Fuel
(MWW} (MWH) (%) Factor (%) Factor (%) Rate (BTU/KWH) {Units) (BTUMUnit) (MMBTU) Cost (8) (conts/KWH) {$/Unit)

Gas 811,664 5,588,350 1,000,000 5,588,350 26,886,284 3.31 4.81
2 Plant Unit Info 1,219 811,664 89.5% 94.7% 89.5% 6,885 5,588,350 26,886,284 3.31
3 WCEC 02
4 Gas 817,923 5,634,468 1,000,000 5,634,468 27,343,810 3.34 4.85
5 Flant Unit Info 1,218 B17,823 90.2% 94.7% 90.2% 5,889 5,634,468 27,343,810 3.34
6 WCEC 03
T Gas 837,290 5,675,225 1,000,000 5,675,225 26,585 838 318 4.68
8 Plant Unit Info 1,219 837,290 92.3% 94.4% 92.3% 6,778 5,675,225 26,585,838 318
9  System Totals
10 Plant Unit Info 23,384 10,585,565 8,129 86,053,218 301,405,743 285
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
GENERATING SYSTEM FUEL DETAILS

SCHEDULE: E4

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

(M (2) ()] (4) {5) (6) (7) (8) 9) (10) (11) (12) (13)
Line PLANT UNIT Net Capability | Net Generation | Capacity Factor is:ijl‘:bl:im Net Output Avg Net Heat Fuel B_umed Fuel Heat \.I_’alua Fuel Burned | As Burned Fuel Fualﬁsa‘l par Cost of Fuei
No. (Mw) (MWH) (%) Factor (%) Factor (%)  |Rate (BTUKWH) (Units) (BTU/Unit) (MMBTU) Cost ($) (conts/KWH) ($/Unit)
1 Sep-2013
2 CCEC3
3 Light Oii 0 0 o 0 o] 0.00 0.00
4 Gas 799,314 5,261,183 1,000,000 5,261,183 25,036,797 3.13 4.76
-} Plant Unit Info 1,210 799,314 91.8% 94.7% 91.7% 6,582 5,261,183 25,036,797 3.13
6 Desota Solar
T Solar 4,325 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
8 Plant Unit Info 25 4,325 24.0% 24.0% o 0 0 0.00
] Everglades 1-12
10 Light Qil 0 0 0 ] o] 0.00 0.0
11 Gas 0 0 o] 0 0 0.00 0.00
12 Plant Unit Info 342 0 0.0% 93.5% 0.0% ¢} 4] 0] 0.00
13 Fort Myers 1-12
14 Light Qil 4,625 13,938 5,829,890 81,257 1.679,321 36.31 12049
18 Plant Unit Info 648 4,625 1.0% 93.5% 29.7% 17.569 81,257 1,679,321 36.31
16 Eort Myers 2
17 Gas 116,600 880,297 1,000,000 880,297 4,258,867 3.65 4.84
18 Flant Unit Info 1,349 116,600 12.0% 25.2% 54.0% 7.550 880,297 4,258 867 3.65
19 Fort M 3A
20 Light Qil 0 0 0 4] 0 0.00 .00
21 Gas 33,220 364,448 1,000,000 364,448 1,779,363 536 4.88
22 Plant Unit Info 296 33,220 31.2% 95.1% 98.1% 10,971 364,448 1,772,363 5.36
23 Lauderdale 1-24
24 Light Qil [ 0 V] o] 4] 0.00 .00
25 Gas 1,675 26,321 1,000,000 26,321 128,483 7.67 4.88
26 Plant Unit Info 684 1,675 0.3% 93.5% 81.6% 15,710 26,321 128,483 7.67
27 Lauderdale 4
28 Light Oil 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
29 Gas 106,104 868,167 1,000,000 868,167 4,241,273 4.00 4.88
30 Plant Unit info 438 106,104 33.7% 94.6% 94.6% 8,182 868,167 4,241,273 4.00
31 Lauderdale 5
32 Light Oil 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
33 Gas 111,101 507,688 1,000,000 907,688 4,441,341 4.00 4.89
34 Plant Unit Info 438 111,10 35.2% 94.1% 94.6% 8,170 907,688 4 441 341 4.00
35 Manatee 1
36 Heavy Oil 59,142 102,069 6,400,004 653,242 9,601,219 16.23 94.07
37 Gas 39,428 406,870 1.000.000 406,870 2.000.460 5.07 4.92
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1
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY SCHEDULE: E4
GEMNERATING SYSTEM FUEL DETAILS
ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013
(1 (2) (3) (4) (8 (6) () (8) (s) (10) (11 (12) (13)
Line PLANT UNIT Net Capability | Net Generation | Capacity Factor ‘E\?:iil‘:::i?; Net Output Avg Net Heat Fuel Byrned Fuel Heat \{alue Fuel Burned As Burned Fuel Fuelﬁ::: par Cost of Fuei
Ne. (MwW) (MWH) (%) Factor (%) Factor (%) Rate (BTU/KWH) (Units) (BTU/Unit) (MMETU) Cost ($) (cents/KWH) (&/Unit)
1 Plant Unit Info 788 98,570 17.4% 96.9% B83.4% 10,755 1,060,112 11,601,678 11.77
2 Manatee 2
3 Heavy Qil 58,212 100,688 6,399,988 544 402 9,419,286 16.18 93.55
4 Gas 39,222 404,953 1,000,000 404,953 1,895,927 5.09 4,93
5 Plant Unit Info 788 87,434 17.2% 95.0% 85.3% 10,770 1.049,355 11,416,214 11.72
6  Manatee 3
7 Gas 705,812 4 834 856 1,000,000 4,834, 856 23,426,280 3.32 4.85
8 Plant Unit Info 1,058 705812 92.7% 94.9% 92.7% 6,850 4,834,856 23,426,280 332
g Martin 1
10 Heavy Oil o] 0 4] 0 o] 0.00 0.00
1 Gas [¢] 4] 0 ¢] 0.00 0.00
12 Plant Unit Info 802 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 o] 0.00
13 Martin 2
14 Heavy Qil 32,698 48,450 6,400,000 310,080 4,464,909 13.865 92.15
15 Gas 78,160 874,250 1.000,000 B74.250 4,285,838 5.48 4.90
16 Plant Unit Info 802 110,858 19.2% 95.0% 62.3% 10,683 1,184,330 8,750,749 7.889
17 Martin 3
18 Gas 120,119 896,158 1,000,000 896,158 4,334,713 3:61 4.84
19 Plant Unit Info 431 120,119 38.7% 94.3% 94.8% 7.461 896,158 4,334,713 361
20 Martin 4
21 Gas 112,735 840,052 1,000,000 840,052 4,083,293 3.60 4.84
22 Plant Unit Info 431 112,735 36.3% 594.8% 94.8% 7.452 840,052 4,083,293 3.60
23 Martin &
24 Gas 550,823 3,877,795 1,000,000 3,877,795 18,782,510 3.41 4.84
25 Plant Unit Info 1,062 550,823 T2.7% 54.9% 93.7% 7,040 3,877,795 18,782,510 341
26 Martin 8 Solar
27 Solar 9,794 o] 0 0 Q 0.00 0.00
28 Plant Unit Info 75 9,784 18.1% 18.1% 0 o Q .00
29 Butnam 1
30 Light il o 0 0 o 0 0.00 0.00
31 Gas 51,327 480,712 1,000,000 460,712 2,249,361 4.38 4.88
3z Plant Unit Info 239 51,327 29.8% 95.0% 95.0% 8,976 460,712 2,249,361 4.38
33 Putnam 2
34 Light Qil o] 0 t] ¢] ] 0.00 0.00
35 Gas 26,459 281,037 1,000,000 281,037 1,371,966 519 4.88
36 Plant Unit Info 235 26,459 15.4% 53.6% 51.0% 10,622 281,037 1,371,966 519
a7 Sanford 4
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
GENERATING SYSTEM FUEL DETAILS

SCHEDULE: E4

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

(1) (2) (3) 4) (8) (6) [€4) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)
Line PLANT UNIT Net Capability | Met Generation | Capacity Factor .E?;i:\; E:;:’: Net Output Avg Net Heat Fuel Blurnad Fuel Heat \f_alua Fuel Burned As Burned Fuel FueIKCuszt ke Cost of }_’uel
No. (MW} (MWWH) (%) Factor (%) Factor (%) Rate (BTUIKWH) (Units) (BTU/Unit) (MMBTU) Cost (8) (cents/KWH) ($/Unit)

1 Gas 384 510 2,747 634 1,000,000 2,747 634 13,294,958 3.46 4.84
2 Plant Unit Info 905 384 510 58.0% 95.8% 99.7% 7,146 2,747,634 13,294,958 348

3 Sanford 5

4 Gas 255,198 1,888,306 1,000,000 1,888,306 9,137,019 3.58 4.84
5 Plant Unit Info 801 255,198 39.3% B84.5% 84.8% 7.399 1,888,308 9,137,018 3.58

6 Scherer 4

T Coal 365,534 220,167 16,999,991 3,742,837 8,635,800 2.35 39.22
8 Plant Unit Info 629 355,534 80.7% 593.8% 91.2% 10,239 3,742,837 8,635,800 236

9 St Johns 10

10 Coal 58,485 27,299 21,999,850 600,575 2,088,400 3.59 76.80
1 Plant Unit Info 124 58,485 B65.5% 94.1% 65.5% 10,268 600,575 2,089,400 3.59

12 St Johns 20

13 Coal 63,628 29,175 21,999,623 541,839 2,243,700 3.53 76.90
14 Plant Unit Info 124 63,628 71.3% 94.0% 71.3% 10,087 641,839 2,243,700 353

15 Stlucie 1

16 Nuclear 665,710 7,029,762 1,000,000 7,029,762 4,912,800 0.74 0.70
17 Plant Unit Info 881 665,710 94.3% 94.3% 97.5% 10,560 7,029,762 4,912,800 0.74

18 St Lucie 2

19 Nuclear 589,677 6,164,182 1,000,000 5,164,182 4,421,400 0.75 0.72
20 Plant Unit Info 840 589,677 97.5% 97.5% 97.5% 10,453 6,164,182 4,421,400 0.75
21 Space Coast
22 Solar 1,492 0 (4] 0 0 0.00 0.00
23 Plant Unit Info 10 1,492 20.7% 20.7% 0 o o] 0.00
24 T int 1
25 Heavy O 15,964 23,845 ©,399,958 153,247 2,306,581 14.45 96.33
26 Gas 11,160 121,489 1,000,000 121,488 594,362 5.33 4,89
27 Plant Unit Info 378 27,124 10.0% 85.1% 89.7% 10,128 274,736 2,900,943 10.70
28 Turkey Point 3
29 Nuclear 567,218 6,348,776 1,000,000 5,348,776 4,955,000 0.87 0.78
30 Plant Unit Info 808 567,218 97.5% 97.8% a7.5% 11,193 6,348,776 4,955,000 0.87

31 ) it 4

32 Nuciear 574,937 5,435113 4,000,000 6,435,113 4,492,100 0.78 0.70
33 Plant Unit Info 818 574,937 97.5% 98.0% 97.5% 11,193 6,435,113 4,452,100 0.78

34 Turkey Point 5

35 Gas 684,949 4,718,934 1.000,000 4,718,934 22,945,112 3.35 4.86
36 Plant Unit Info 1,053 684,949 90.3% 94.9% 92.4% 6,889 4,718,934 22,545,112 335

37 WCECo1
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
GENERATING SYSTEM FUEL DETAILS

SCHEDULE: E4

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2012

(1)

(2)

3

4)

()

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(1)

(12)

(13)

Line

PLANT UNIT

Net Capability
(raw)

Net Generation
(MWH)

Capacity Factor
(%)

Equivalent
Availability
Factor (%)

Net Output
Factor (%)

Avg Net Heat
Rate (BTUIKWH)

Fuel Burned
{Units)

Fuel Heat Value
(BTU/Unit)

Fuel Burned
(MMBTU)

As Burned Fuel
Cost ($)

Fuel Cost per
KWH
(cents/KWH)

Cost of Fuel
($IUnit)

o

Gas

Plant Unit Info
WCEC 02

Gas

Plant Unit Info
WCEC 03

Gas

Plarit Unit Info

System Totals

Plant Unit Info

1,218

1,219

1,219

785,325
785,325

791,942
791,942

811,166
811,166

23,364

9,687,789

89.5%

90.2%

92.4%

94.7%

94.4%

89.5%

90.2%

92.4%

6,887

6,889

6,779

8,240

5,408,174

5,455,571

5,498,992

1,000,000

1,000,000

1,000,000

5,408,174

26,239,421

3.34

5,408,174

5,455,571

26,239,421

26,598,551

3.34

3.36

5,455,571

5,498,992

26,598,551

26,239,360

3.36

3.23

5,498,992

26,239,360

323

79,829,207

286,677,773

296

4.85

4.88

477
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FLORIDA POWER. & LIGHT COMPANY
GENERATING SYSTEM FUEL DETAILS

SCHEDULE: E4

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (B) (7} (8 (9) (10) (11 (12) (13)
Line PLANT UNIT Net Capability | Net Generation | Capacity Factor i?:;:)l:i?; Net Output Avg Net Heat Fuel Bymed Fuel Heat Value | Fuel Burned As Burned Fuel FuelK?,Si: Rer Cost of _Fuel
No. (Mw) (MWH) (%) Factor (%) Factor (%)  [|Rate (BTUIKWH) (Units) (BTU/Unit) (MMBTU) Cost (3) (CoRtaINH). ($/Unit)
1 Oct-2013
2 CCEC3
3 Light Qil 0 o] o 0 V] 0.00 0.00
4 Gas 808,202 5,323,299 1.000.000 5,323,288 25,124,918 311 472
5 Plant Unit Info 1,210 808,202 £89.8% 94.7% 89.8% 6,587 5,323,299 25,124,918 311
B Desofo Solar
7 Solar 4176 o] o 0 0 Q.00 .00
B Plant Unit Info 25 4,176 22.5% 22.5% 0 o 0.00
9 Everglades 1-12
10 Light Oil 0 o 0 o] 0.00 0.00
11 Gas 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
12 Plant Unit Info 342 ] 0.0% 93.5% 0.0% (4] 0 0 Q.00
13 Eort A 1-1
14 Light Oil 584 1,433 5,829,030 8,353 172,655 29.56 120.49
15 Plant Unit Info 648 584 0.1% 93.5% 15.0% 14,303 8,353 172,655 29,58
16 Eort Myers 2
17 Gas 193,218 1,493 826 1,000,000 1,493,926 7,142,577 3.70 4.78
18 Plant Unit Info 1,349 183,218 19.3% 46.5% 48.1% 7,732 1,493,928 7,142,577 3.70
19 Myers 3A
20 Light Oil 0 0 0 0 4] 0.00 0.00
21 Gas 22,195 243,547 1,000,000 243,547 1,198,650 5.40 492
22 Plant Unit Info 296 22,185 20.2% 95.1% 98.1% 10,973 243,547 1,198,650 5.40
23 Lauderdale 1-24
24 Lignt Oil +] o ] (V] 0.00 0.00
25 Gas 0 0 o] 0 0 0.00 0.00
26 Plant Unit Info 684 0 0.0% 93.5% 0.0% 0 0 1] 0.00
27 Lauderdale 4
28 Light Qil 0 o] 0 ¢] ¢] 0.00 0.00
29 Gas 82,714 677,195 1,000,000 677,195 3,331,345 4.03 492
30 Plant Unit info 438 82,714 25.4% 94 6% 94.4% 8,187 677,195 3,331,345 4,03
el Lauderdale §
32 Light Oil 1] o 0 0 Y] 0.00 0.00
33 Gas 90,735 741615 1,000,000 741,615 3,654,274 4.03 493
34 Plant Unit Info 438 90,735 27.8% 94.1% 94.6% 8,173 741,615 3,654,274 4.03
35 Manatee 1
36 Heavy Qil 24,234 42224 5,399,986 270,233 3,949,560 16.30 93.54
ar Gas 16,592 171,264 1,000,000 171,264 845,692 5.10 4.94
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
GENERATING SYSTEM FUEL DETAILS

SCHEDULE: E4

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

(1) (2) () 4 (5) (©) (7) (&) (9) 110} (11) (12) (13)
Line PLANT UNIT Net Capability | Net Generation | Capacity Factor ,E\?:iil\;a;:irt’; Net Output Avg Net Heat Fuel Burned | Fuel Heat \{alua Fuel Burned | As Burned Fuel ijK(\::':l par Cost of Fuel
Noe. (MW) (MWWH) (%) Factor (%) Factor (%) Rate (BTU/KWH) (Units) (BTU/Unit) (MMETU) Cost ($) (cents/KWH) (S/Unit)
1 Plant Unit Info 788 40,826 7.0% 95.9% 76.2% 10,814 441,497 4,795,253 11.75
2 Manatee 2
3 Heavy Qil 10,526 18,060 6,399,945 115,583 1,689,310 16.05 93.54
4 Gas 7.017 72,508 1,000,000 72,508 358,396 5.11 4,94
5 Plant Unit Info 788 17,543 3.0% 95.0% 92.8% 10,721 188,091 2,047,706 11.67
6 Manatee 3
7 Gas 725,855 4,973,463 1.000,000 4,973,463 23,900,893 329 4.81
8 Plant Unit Info 1,058 725,855 92.2% 94.9% 92.2% 6,852 4,973,463 23,900,893 329
9 Mardint
10 Heavy Qil ¢] 0 (v 0.00 0.00
11 Gas [} 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
12 Plant Unit Info 802 4] 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% g Q 0.00
13 Martin 2
14 Heavy Oil 15,248 22,902 6,400,140 146,576 2,104,328 13.80 91.88
15 Gas 39,665 464,342 1,000,000 464,342 2,279,303 575 4.91
16 Plant Unit Info 802 54,913 9.2% 95.0% 49.6% 11,125 610,818 4,383,632 7.98
17 Martin 3
18 Gas 75,177 560,241 1,000,000 560,241 2,678,374 3.56 4.78
19 Plant Unit Info 431 78,1477 23.4% 54 8% 94 8% 7,452 560,241 2,678,374 3.56
20 Martin 4
21 Gas 110,683 822,068 1,000,000 822,068 3,930,185 3.55 4.78
22 Plant Unit Info 431 110,693 34.5% 94 8% 94.8% 7,427 822,068 3,930,185 3,55
23 Martin &
24 Gas 867,402 4,657,863 1,000,000 4,667,863 22,393,320 3.36 4.80
25 Plant Unit Info 1,052 B67,402 85.3% 94.9% 92.6% 6,994 4,667 863 22,393,320 3.36
26 Martin & Solar
27 Solar 8,611 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
28 Plant Unit Info 75 8611 15.4% 15.4% o 0 ¢] 0.00
29 Butnam 1
30 Light Oil o] ¥ o] 0 0 0.00 0.00
e} Gas 37,019 332,188 1,000,000 332,186 1,632,331 4.41 4.91
32 Plant Unit Info 238 37,019 20.8% 95.0% 95.0% 8,973 332,186 1.632,331 4.41
33 Putnam 2
34 Light Oil 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 Q.00
35 Gas 16,579 180,313 1,000,000 180,313 886,976 5.35 4.92
36 Plant Unit Info 239 16,579 9.3% 47.2% 47.5% 10,876 180,313 886,976 535
a7 nford 4
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
GENERATING SYSTEM FUEL DETAILS

SCHEDULE: E4

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERICD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) ) (8) (9) (10) (1) (12) (13)
Line PLANT UNIT Net Capability | Net Generation | Capacity Factor .»EE:;I:J':':; Net Output Avg Net Heat Fuel Burried Fuel Heat Value Fuel Bumned As Burned Fuel Fuel&;{ Rer Cost of Fuel
No: (M) {MWH) (%) Factor (%) Factor (%) Rate (BTU/KWH) (Units) (BTU/Unit) {MMBTU) Cost (3) (cents/KWH) {S/Unit)
1 Gas 541,317 3,816,578 1,000,000 3,816,578 18,271,290 3.38 479
2 Plant Unit Info 3905 541,317 B80.4% 95.8% 97.9% 7,051 3,816,578 18,271,250 3.38
3 Sanford §
4 Gas 356,448 2,558,560 1,000,000 2,558,560 12,254,873 3.44 4.79
5 Plant Unit Info 901 356,448 53.2% 94.8% 94.2% 7,178 2,558,560 12,254,873 3.44
& Scherer 4
T Coal 340,506 205,194 17,000,039 3,488,306 8,043,300 2.36 39.20
8 Plant Unit Info 629 340,508 72.8% 93.8% 89.5% 10,244 3,488,306 8,043,300 2.36
] St.Johns 10
10 Coal 48,677 23,780 22,000,042 523,161 1,836,600 3.70 77.23
11 Plant Unit Info 124 49677 53.9% 94.1% 53.8% 10,531 523,161 1,836,600 370
12 St Johns 20
13 Coal 58,277 27,048 22,000,407 595,067 2,089,000 3.58 77.23
14 Plant Unit Info 124 58,277 63.2% 94.0% B63.2% 10,211 585,067 2,089,000 3.58
15 Stlucie 1
16 Nuclear 0 (o] 0 0 0 0,00 0.00
17 Plant Unit Info 981 o] 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% o] o 0 0.00
18 St Lucie 2
19 Nuclear 509,333 6,369,659 1,000,000 6,369,659 4,568,800 0.75 0.72
20 Plant Unit Info B40 609,333 97.5% 97.5% 97.5% 10,453 6,369,659 4,568,800 0.75
21 Space Coast
22 Solar 1,438 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
23 Plant Unit Info 10 1,438 19.3% 19.3% 4] 0 0 0.00
24 Turk it 1
25 Heavy Qil o] o] 4] 0.00 0.00
26 Gas 0 o] 0 0 0.00 0.00
27 Plant Unit Info 378 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 (0] 0.00
28 Turkey Foint 3
29 Nuclear 586,125 6,560,405 1,000,000 6,560,405 5,120,200 0.87 0.78
30 Plant Unit Info 808 586.125 97.5% 97.8% 97.5% 11,183 6,560,405 5,120,200 0.87
31 Turkey Foint 4
3z MNuclear 584,101 6,649,613 1,000,000 5,645,613 4,641,800 0.78 0.70
33 Plant Unit Info 819 594,101 97.5% 98.0% 97.5% 11,193 56,648,613 4,641,800 0.78
34 T i
35 Gas 700,817 4,834,076 1,000,000 4,834,076 23,428,963 3.34 4,85
36 Plant Unit Info 1,053 700.817 89.5% 94.9% 91.5% 6,898 4,834 076 23,428,963 334
ar WCEC 01
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
GENERATING SYSTEM FUEL DETAILS

SCHEDULE: E4

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

(1)

(2) (3) (4) (5 (€) 8] (8) (9 (10)

(1)

(12)

(13)

PLANT UNIT

Equivalent
Availability
Factor (%)

Net Capability | Net Generation | Capacity Factor
(MW) (MWH) (%)

Net Qutput Avg Net Heat Fuel Burned Fuel Heat Value Fuel Burned
Factor (%) Rate (BTUKWH) (Units) (BTU/Unit) (MMBTU)

As Burned Fuel
Cost ($)

Fuel Cost per
KWH
(cents/KWH)

Cost of Fuel
{$/Unit)

Gas

Plant Unit Info
WCEC g2

Gas

Plant Unit Info
WCEC 03

Gas

Plant Unit Info

System Totals

Plant Unit Info

793,263 5,458,612 1,000,000 5,458,612

26,338,334

3,32

1,219 793,263 B7.5% 94.7% 87.5% 6,881 5,458,612

806,193 5548172 1,000,000 5,549,172

26,338,334

26,866,649

3.32

3.33

1.219 806,193 88.9% 94.7% 88.9% 6,883 5549172

834,112 5,851,106 1,000,000 5,651,106

26,866,649

26,742,011

333

3.21

1,219 834,112 82.0% 94.4% 92.0% 6,775 5,651,106

26,742,011

a2

23,364 9,228,048 7,945 73,318,888

267,474,908

2.90

4.83

4.84

473
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
GENERATING SYSTEM FUEL DETAILS

SCHEDULE: E4

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

1) (2 @ (4) (5) (6) M (8) (9) (10} (11 (12) (13)
Line PLANT UNIT Net Capability | Net Generation | Capacity Factor i&:;;:;?; Net Qutput Avg Net Heat Fuel Burned | Fuel Heat \u'falue Fuel Burned As Burned Fuel FUE]KE,\OFE: P Cost of Fuel
No. (MW) (MWH) (%) Factor (%) Factor (%) Rate (BTU/KWH) (Units) (BTU/Unit) (MMBTU) Cost ($) (centsIKWH) ($/Unit)
T Nov-2013 B
2 CCEC3
3 Light Oil a o o] 0 0 0.00 0.00
4 Gas 607,325 3,985,251 1,000,000 3,986,251 18,945,981 3.28 5.00
5 Plant Unit Info 1,355 607,325 62.3% 72.6% 82.4% 6,564 3,986,251 19,945,981 3.28
6 Desoto Solar
7 Solar 3,596 t] 0 0 0.00 0.00
8 Plant Unit Info 25 3,596 20.0% 20.0% 0 0 o 0.00
9 Everglades 1-12
10 Light Qil o] o] o] o 0.00 .00
" Gas 0 o 0 0 0.00 .00
12 Plant Unit Info 383 0 0.0% 93.5% 0.0% 0 (] 1] 0.00
13 Eort Myers 1-12
14 Light Oil 1,178 3.675 5,830,476 21,427 442,783 37.56 120.48
15 Plant Unit Info 8490 1,172 0.2% 93.5% 34.2% 18,174 21,427 442,783 37.56
16 Eort Myers 2
17 Gas 267,875 1,966,258 1,000,000 1,966,298 9,961,028 3.72 5.07
18 Piant Unit Info 1,440 267,875 25.8% 61.5% 66.2% 7,340 1,966,298 9,961,028 3.72
19 Eort Myers 34 8
20 Light Oil 0 o 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
21 Gas 5,550 59,908 1,000,000 59,908 305,757 5.51 5.10
22 Plant Unit Info 314 5,580 4.9% 95.1% 98.1% 10,794 59,908 305,757 551
23 Lauderdale 1-24
24 Light Qil Q 0] o] ] 0.00 0.00
25 Gas 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
26 Plant Unit Info 768 Q 0.0% 93.5% 0.0% 0 o] o] 0.00
27 Lauderdale 4
28 Light Qil 0 ] 0 0 o 0.00 0.00
29 Gas 25,065 203,908 1,000,000 203,908 1,040,771 4.15 5.10
30 Plant Unit Info 447 25,065 7.8% 94.6% 90.4% 8,135 203,908 1,040,771 415
31 Lauderdale 5
32 Light Qil 0 o o] ] 0.00 0.00
33 Gas 0 o 0 ] 0.00 0.00
34 Plant Unit Info 447 0 0.0% 3.1% 0.0% Q 0 o 0.00
35 Manatee 1
36 Heavy Qil 11,355 18,512 6,309,856 124,874 1,753,445 15.44 89.86
7 Gas 10,022 104,607 1,000,000 104,607 532,959 5.32 5.09
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
GENERATING SYSTEM FUEL DETAILS

SCHEDULE: E4

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

4 (2) (3) (4) () (6 8] (8 (9) (10) (1 (12) (13)
Line PLANT UNIT Net Capability | Net Generation | Capacity Factor i&:it:;irt‘; Net Output Avg Net Heat Fuel Bgrned Fuel Heat \{alue Fuel Burned | As Burned Fuel Fueﬁﬁ: per Cost of Euel
No. (MW) (MWH) (%) Factor (%) Factor (%) |Rate (BTU/KWH) (Units) (BTU/Unt) (MMBTU) Cost ($) (conts/KWH) (8/Unit)
1 Plant Unit Info 798 21,377 3.7% . 95.9% &7.0% 10,735 229 481 2,286,404 10.70
2 Manatee 2
3 Heavy Qil 7,855 13,877 6,400,014 88,813 1,369,709 17.44 98.70
4 Gas 5,237 53,769 1,000,000 53,768 274,466 5.24 5.10
5 Plant Unit Info 798 13,092 2.3% 95.0% 68.4% 10,891 142,582 1,644 176 12.56
6 Manatee 3
7 Gas 582,589 3,987,761 1,000,000 3,987,761 20,252,373 3.48 5.08
g Plant Unit Info 1117 582,589 72.4% 94.9% 91.7% 6,845 3.987.761 20,252,373 348
8 Marin 1
10 Heavy Qil 4] o ¢] [v] 0.00 0.00
LA Gas 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
12 Plant Unit Info 808 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0.00
13 Martin 2
14 Heavy Oil 2,694 3.948 8,400,709 25,270 362,758 13.47 91.88
15 Gas 6,286 63,911 1,000,000 69,911 356,680 567 510
16 Plant Unit Info 808 8,980 1.5% 95.0% 69.5% 10,600 95,181 719,448 8.01
17 Martin 3
18 Gas 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
19 Plant Unit Info 462 o] 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 Q 0.00
20 Martin 4
21 Gas 52,716 388,223 1,000,000 388,223 1,965,496 373 5.06
22 Plant Unit Info 452 52,716 15.9% 94.8% 93.5% 7,364 388223 1,965,496 3.73
23 Martin 8
24 Gas 612,749 4,227 86D 1,000,000 4,227 BED 21,430,087 3.50 5.07
25 Plant Unit Info 1,112 612,749 76.5% 89.4% 87.5% 6,900 4,227,850 21,430,087 3.50
26 Martin 8 Solar
27 Solar 4,308 0] o] o] 0 0.00 0.00
28 Plant Unit Info 75 4,308 B8.0% 8.0% Q [ 4] 0.00
28 Butnam 1
30 Light Qil 0 o 0 Q 0 0.00 .00
31 Gas 9,434 84,673 1,000,000 84,673 432,085 4.58 510
32 Plant Unit Info 248 9,434 5.3% 87.1% 86.5% 8,975 84,673 432,085 4.58
33 Butnam 2
34 Light Oil Q ¢] 0 0 4] .00 Q.00
35 Gas 3,914 43,235 1,000,000 43,235 220,468 5.63 510
36 Plant Unit Info 248 3,914 2.2% 63.0% 43.8% 11,046 43,235 220,488 5.63
37 nford 4
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
GENERATING SYSTEM FUEL DETAILS

SCHEDULE: E4

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

(1) (2) (3) (4) (8) (6) () (8) (9 (10) (11) (12) (13)
Line PLANT UNIT Net Capability | Net Generation | Capacity Factor ig:iil\;iﬁif; Net Output Avg Net Heat Fuel Egrned Fuel Heat Value Fuel Burmned As Burned Fuel Fum;;;‘ per Cost of Fuei
No. (MW) {MWH) (%) Factor (%) Factor (%) Rate (BTU/KWH) (Units) (BTU/Unit) (MMBTU) Cost () (centsIKWH) ($/Unit)
1 Gas 299,389 2,144,434 1,000,000 2,144,434 10,862,812 263 5.07
2 Plant Unit Info 55 299,389 43.5% 95.8% 93.0% 7.163 2,144 434 10,862,812 363
3 Sanford §
4 Gas 207,493 1,496,219 1,000,000 1,496,219 7,580,878 3.65 5.07
5 Plant Unit Info 952 207,493 30.3% 94.8% 92.4% 7.211 1,496,219 7,580,878 365
] Scherer 4
7 Coal 345,398 206,972 16,999,976 3,518,519 8,132,400 235 39.29
B8 Plant Unit Info 635 345,398 75.6% 93.8% BE6.2% 10,187 3,518,519 8,132,400 2.35
e St Johns 10
10 Coal 40,067 19,469 21,989,743 428,313 1,503,600 375 77.23
11 Plant Unit Info 124 40,067 44.9% 94.1% 44.9% 10,690 428,313 1,503,600 375
12 St.Johns 20
13 Coal 44 360 21,0864 22,000,190 463,412 1,626,900 3.67 77.24
14 Plant Unit Info 124 44 360 49.7% 94.0% 49.7% 10,447 463,412 1,626,900 3.67
15 Stluce1
16 Nuclear 633,695 6,544,958 1,000,000 5,544,958 4,574,000 Q.72 0.70
17 Plant Unit Info 1,003 633,695 87.8% 87.8% 97.5% 10,328 6,544,958 4,574,000 072
18 St Lucie 2
19 Nuclear 603.721 6,173,813 1,000,000 6,173,813 4,428,300 0.73 0.72
20 Plant Unit Info 860 603,721 97.5% 97.5% 97.5% 10,226 6,173,813 4,428 300 0.73
21 Space Coast
22 Solar 1,228 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
23 Plant Unit Info 10 1.228 17.1% 17.1% 0 0 4] 0.00
24 18, int 1
25 Heavy Oil 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
26 Gas 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
27 Plant Unit Info 380 0 0.0% 12.6% 0.0% 0 o] o] 0.00
28 Turkey Foint 3
29 Nuclear 584,765 6,356,602 1,000,000 5,356,602 4,961,100 0.85 0.78
30 Plant Unit Info 833 584,765 97.5% 97.8% 97.5% 10,870 6,356,602 4,961,100 0.85
El Turkey Point 4
32 Nuclear 591,786 6,432,893 1,000,000 6,432 853 4,430,500 0.76 0.70
33 Plant Unit Info 843 591,785 97.5% 98.0% 7.5% 10,870 6,432,892 4,490,500 0.76
34 Turkey Point 5
35 Gas 443,948 3,092,876 1,000,000 3,082,876 15,765,692 3.55 510
38 Plant Unit Info 1,114 443,948 55.4% 94.9% 91.0% 6,967 3,082,876 15,765,692 355
37 WCEC 01
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY SCHEDULE: E4
GENERATING SYSTEM FUEL DETAILS

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

0 (2 (3 (4) () (€) ) (8} @) (10) an (12) (13)

Equivalent
Availability KWH
Factor (%) {cents/KWH)

o x " uel
Line PLANT UNIT Net Capability | Net Generation | Capacity Factor Fiuel Cost per
No. (M) (MWH) (%)

Cost of Fuel
($/Unit)

Net Output Avg Net Heat Fuel Burned Fuel Heat Value Fuel Burned As Burned Fuel
Factor (%) Rate (BTU/KWH) (Units) (BTU/Unit) (MMBTU) Cost (8)

Gas 767,585 5,226,203 1,000,000 5,226,203 26,553,987 3.46 5.08
Plant Unit Infe 1.335 767.985 79.9% 94.7% 80.9% 6,805 5,226,203 26,563,987 3.46

WCEC 02
Gas 805,986 5,498,434 1,000,000 5,498,434 27,731,080 344 5.04
Plant Unit Info 1,335 806,986 84.0% 94.7% 84.0% 6,814 5,498,434 27,731,080 3.44

WCEC 03
Gas 456,122 3,126,553 1,000,000 3,126,553 15,664,386 3.43 501
Plant Unit Info 1.835 456,122 47.5% T0.3% 72.8% 6,855 3,126,553 15,664,386 3.43

Syste: otals

w0 o~ @ s W N

i0 Plant Unit Info 24,641 8,046,691 8,195 65.940.015 214,522,470 267
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
GENERATING SYSTEM FUEL DETAILS

SCHEDULE: E4

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

(1) @ (3) (4) (3) (6) 7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13}
Line PLANT UNIT Net Capability | Net Generation | Capacity Factor i?:ii:af;:‘; Net Output Avg Net Heat Fuel Burned | Fuel Heat Value Fuel Bumed As Burned Fuel Fuelé\:;;l per Cost of Fuel
No. (MW} (MWH) (%) Factor (%) Factor (%) Rate (BTU/KWH) {Units} (BTU/Unit) (MMBTU) Cost (§) (cents/KWH) (&/Unit)
1+ Dec - 2013
2 CCEC3
3 Light Oil 0 o (4] 0 0 0.00 0.00
4 Gas 796,375 5,231,007 1,000,000 5,231,007 26,568,402 3.34 5.08
5 Plant Unit Info 1,356 786,375 79.0% 94.7% 79.0% 5,569 5,231,007 26,568,402 3.34
& Desolo Solar
T Solar 3,265 0 o] 0 0 0.00 0.00
8 Plant Unit Info 25 3,265 17.6% 17.6% 0 0] 0 0.00
] Everglades 1-12
10 Light Gil 0 o] 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
11 Gas 0 e] 0 0 0.00 0.00
12 Plant Unit Info 383 0 0.0% 93.5% 0.0% 0 0 [+] 0.00
13 Egrt Myers 1-12
14 Light Qil 0 o] (4] 0 *] 0.00 0.00
15 Plant Unit Info 690 0 0.0% 93.5% 0.0% 0 0 0.00
16 Fort Myers 2
17 Gas 360,324 2,568,647 1,000,000 2,568,647 13,217,974 367 5.15
18 Plant Unit Info 1,440 360,324 33.6% 94.2% 90.3% 7.129 2,568,647 13,217,974 367
19 Fi 34
20 Light Qil 0 0 0 (¢] o 0.00 0.00
21 Gas 1,233 13,357 1,000,000 13,357 69,158 561 5.18
22 Plant Unit Info 314 1,233 1.1% 95.1% 98.1% 10,831 13,357 69,158 5.61
23 rdale 1-24
24 Light Qil o] o t] o] 0.00 0.0c0
25 Gas 0 o] 0 0 0.00 0.00
26 Plant Unit Info 766 0 0.0% 93.5% 0.0% [¢] 4] 0 0.00
27 Lauderdale 4
28 Light Qil 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
239 Gas 28,005 225,452 1,000,000 225,452 1,167,714 417 5.18
30 Plant Unit Info 447 28,005 8.4% 94.6% B1.4% 8,050 225,452 1,167,714 4.17
31 Lauderdale 5
32 Light Qil 0 0 ] 0 4] 0.00 0.00
33 Gas 15,809 128,808 1,000,000 128,809 667,068 4.20 518
34 Plant Unit Info 447 15,899 4.8% 82.0% B86.8% 8,102 128,809 667,069 4.20
35 Manai 1
36 Heavy Oil 0 ¢] o 0 0 0.00 0.00
a7 Gas 0 0 o ¢] 8] 0.00 0.00
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
GENERATING SYSTEM FUEL DETAILS

SCHEDULE; E4

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

(1) () (3) (4) (5} (8) (7) (8} () (10) (11} (12} (13)
Line PLANT UNIT Net Capability | Net Generation | Capacity Faclor .E\S:iil\:::i?; Net Qutput Avg Net Heat Fuel Bgrned Fuel Heat \{alue Fuel Burned As Burned Fuel FUEIKCM::: per Cost of Fuel
No. (MW) (MWH) (%) Factor (%) Factor (%) |Rate (BTUIKWH) {Units) (BTUMUNIL) (MMBTU) Cost ($) (contsIKWH) ($/Unit)
1 Plant Unit Info 798 o] 0.0% 96.9% 0.0% 0 0 0 -_0.00
2 Manatee 2
3 Heavy Qil (o] 4] 4] 4] 0.00 0.00
4 Gas 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
5 Plant Unit Info 798 o 0.0% 95.0% 0.0% Q 0 0 0.00
5] Manatee 3
T Gas 480,112 3,170,581 1,000,000 3,170,581 16,362,188 3.56 5.16
-] Plant Unit Info 1,117 460,112 55.4% 94.9% 91.3% 6,891 3.170.581 16,362,188 3.56
g Marin 1
10 Heavy Oil 0 ¥ 0 0.00 0.00
11 Gas Q 0 v] 0 0 0.00 0.00
12 Plant Unit Info BO& 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 8] 0 0.00
13 Martin 2
14 Heavy Qil (0] (4] 0 0 o] 0.00 0.00
15 Gas o 0 4] o] 0 0.00 0.00
16 Plant Unit Info 808 o 0.0% 64.3% 0.0% 1] ¥ [¢] 0.00
17 Madin 3
18 Gas 0 (v] 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
18 Plant Unit Info 482 4] 0.0% 39.5% 0.0% 0 [¢] 0 0.00
20 Martin 4
23 Gas 56,820 416,947 1,000,000 416,947 2,143,930 377 5.14
22 Plant Unit Info 482 56,820 16.5% 94.8% 91.8% 7.338 416,947 2,143,930 377
23 Martin &
24 Gas 607,254 4,175,367 1,000,000 4,175.367 21,496,419 3.54 5.15
22 Plant Unit Info 1,112 607,254 T3.4% 94.9% 90.9% 5,876 4,175,367 21,496,419 3.54
26 Martin 8 Soiar
27 Solar 3,564 0 0 0 o] 0.00 0.00
28 Plant Unit Info 75 3,564 65.4% 6.4% 0 [¢] 0 0.00
29 Butnam 1
30 Light Oil ¢] o 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
31 Gas 8,983 83,717 1,000,000 83,717 433,185 4.82 517
32 Plant Unit Infa 248 B.989 4.9% 95.0% 72.5% 8,313 83,717 433,185 482
33 Putnam 2
34 Light Qi o 8] (0] o (4] 0.00 0.00
as Gas 4,563 42,418 1,000,000 42,418 219,389 4.81 517
36 Plant Unit Info 248 4,563 2.5% 94.4% 73.6% 9,286 42 418 219,389 4.81
37 Sanford 4
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
GENERATING SYSTEM FUEL DETAILS

SCHEDULE: E4

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERICD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

M (2) 3 (4) (5 () 7 (8 (@) (10) (1) (12) (13)
Line PLANT UNIT Net Capability | Net Generation | Capacity Factor i\?:ii!: Zl::; Net Output Avg Net Heat Fuel Bgrned Fuel Heat \{alue Fuel Burned As Burned Fuel Fueﬁoﬂ PR Cost of _Fuel
No. (MW) (MWH) (%) Factor (%) Factor (%) Rate (BTUIKWH) {Units) (BTU/Unit) (MMBTU) Cost ($) {cents/KWH) ($/Unit)
1 Gas 263,918 1,883,556 1,000,000 1,883,556 9,688,024 3.67 5.14
2 Plant Unit Info 955 263,918 37.1% 95.8% 92.7% 7137 1,883,556 9,688,024 3.67
3 Sanford §
4 Gas 138,301 993,726 1,000,000 993,728 5,112,131 3.70 514
5 Plant Unit Info 952 138,301 19.5% 94.8% 92.5% 7,185 993,726 511213 3.70
6 Schererd
7 Coal 311,998 186,484 17,000,005 3,170,229 7,333,100 2.35 39.32
8 Plant Unit Info 635 311,998 66.0% 93.8% 93.1% 10,161 3,170,229 7,333,100 2.35
9 St Johns 10
10 Coal 38,629 19,032 22,000,420 418,712 1,468,800 3.80 77.18
11 Plant Unit Info 124 38,629 41.9% 94.1% 41.9% 10,839 418,712 1,468,800 3.80
12 St.Johns 20
13 Coal 41,701 20,173 21,999,752 443,801 1,556,800 3.73 7747
14 Plant Unit Info 124 41,701 45.2% 94.0% 45.2% 10,642 443,801 1,556,800 373
15 Stlucie 1
16 Nuclear 727574 7,514,867 1,000,000 7,514,567 5,251,600 0.72 0.70
17 Plant Unit Info 1,003 727,574 97.5% 97.5% 97.5% 10,328 7,514,567 5,251,600 0.72
18 St Lucie 2
19 Nuclear 623,845 6,379,608 1,000,000 5,379,606 4,575,900 0.73 0.72
20 Plant Unit Info 860 623,845 97.5% 97.5% 97.5% 10,226 6,379,606 4,575,900 0.73
21 Space Coast
22 Salar 1,086 0 0 0.00 0.00
23 Plant Unit Info 10 1,088 14.6% 14.6% 0 0.00
24 Turks nt 1
25 Heavy Oil 0 1} 0 e] o 0.00 0.00
26 Gas 0 0.00 0.00
27 Plant Unit Info 380 0 0.0% 94.5% 0.0% 0 o} v} Q.00
28 TurkeyPoint3
29 Nuclear 504,258 6,568,488 1,000,000 5,568,489 5,126,500 0.85 0.78
30 Plant Unit Info 833 604,258 97.5% 97.8% 97.5% 10,870 6,568,489 5,126,500 0.85
3 Turkey Point 4
32 Nuclear 611,511 6,647,323 1,000,000 6,647,323 4,640,200 0.76 0.70
33 Plant Unit info 843 611,511 97.5% 98.0% 97.5% 10,870 6,647,323 4,640,200 0.76
34 TurkeyPoints
35 Gas 385,253 2,684,060 1,000,000 2,684,060 13,869,342 3.60 517
36 Plant Unit Info 1,114 385,253 46.5% 94.9% 88.4% 6,967 2,684,080 13,868,342 3.60
37 WCEC 01
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
GENERATING SYSTEM FUEL DETAILS

SCHEDULE: E4

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

\

(2

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11

(12)

(13)

Line
No.

PLANT UNIT

Net Capability
(Mw)

Net Generation
(MWH)

Capacity Factor
(%)

Equivalent
Availability
Faclor (%)

Net Qutput
Factor (%)

Avg Net Heat
Rate (BTU/KWH)

Fuel Burmed
{Units)

Fuel Heat Value
(BTU/Unt)

Fuel Burned
(MMBTU)

As Burned Fuel
Cost ($)

Fuel Cost per
KWH
(cents/KWH)

Cost of Fuel
($/Unit)

Gas

737,587

5,012,518

1,000,000

5,012,518

25,851,948

3.50

5.16

Plant Unit Info 94.7% 78.7%

WCEC 02
Gas 805,267

k]

2 1,335
3

4

5 Plant Unit Info 1,335 805,267
B8

v

8

9

737 587 74.3% 6,796 5,012,518 25,851,948 3.50

5,476,523 1,000,000 5,476,523

5,476,523

28,214,436 3.50 515
28,214,436 3.50

81.1% 94.7% 81.1% 5,801
WCEC 03
Gas 728,835

728,835

4,878,879 1,000,000 4,878,878

4,878,879

24,828 187 3.41 5.09
24,828,187 aa

Plant Unit Info 1,335 90.4%

System Totals
10 Plant Unit Info

73.4% 8B.6% 5,694

24,641 8,366,167 8,143 68,128,290 219,862 398 263
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY SCHEDULE: ES
SYSTEM GENERATED FUEL COST
INVENTORY ANALYSIS

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

n (2} &3} ] (5) 8) (7 (8
ﬂ‘: I Jul-2013 Aug - 2013 Sep-2013 Oct - 2013 ] MNov - 2013 Dec - 2013 I Jul:Dec - 2013

1 #6 Heavy Qil (BBLS)

2 Purchases

3 Units o 255,000 145,000 0 0 0 400,000
4 Unit Cost 0.0000 97.3768 96.0864 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 96.5090
5 Amount 50 $24,831,082 $13,032,528 50 $0 30 $38,763,610
6 Burned

7 Units 116,455 157,007 275,152 83,188 37,337 o 669,137
8 Unit Cost 52.8088 93.3017 93,4663 93.0830 93.3635 0.0000 93.2599
9 Amount $10,808,051 $14,649,027 $25,717 445 $7.743,198 $3,485,913 0 562,403,624
10 Ending Inventory

1" Units 2,801,231 2,899,224 2,768,072 2,685,885 2,648,548 2,648 548 2,648,549
12 Unit Cost 92.6500 83.0410 93,1582 93.1605 93.1577 93.1577 93.1577
13 Amount $259,564,639 $269,746,694 $257,961,776 $250.218,578 $246,732 665 $248,732 665 $246,732,665
14 #2Light Qil (BBLS)

15 Purchases

16 Units 60,848 13,805 19,950 0 150,000 1] 244703
17 Unit Cost 128.5550 132.3334 132.5602 0.0000 132.0769 0.0000 131.2551
18 Amount $7.822,313 $1,840,086 $2,644,576 50 $19,811,535 $0 $32,118,521
18 Burned
20 Units 11,062 10,180 13,838 1,433 3675 o 40,278
21 Unit Cost 119.3485 119.8378 120.4851 120.4851 120.4851 0.0000 120.0086
22 Amount $1,319,040 $1.219,949 $1,679,321 $172,655 $442,783 $0 54,833,747
23 ing Invento
24 Units 1,300,500 1,300,500 1,300,500 1,299,067 1,445,392 1,445,382 1,445,382
25 Unit Cost 1155428 115.6407 115.7701 115.7649 117.4457 117.4457 117.4457
26 Amount $150,263,473 $150,380,678 $150,558,981 $150,386,326 $169,755,079 $169,755,079 $169,755,079
27 Coal - SIRPP (TONS)
28 Burchases
29 Units 60,168 57,218 56,473 50,829 40,532 39,204 304,424
30 Unit Cost 76.9346 76.9863 765.9040 77.2394 77.2229 77.1860 77.0603
2| Amount 54,628,000 $4,405,000 $4,343,000 $3,926,000 $3,130,000 $3,026,000 $23,455,000
32 Burned
33 Units 60,168 57,218 56,473 50,829 40,532 39,204 304,424
34 Unit Cost 76.9348 76.9863 76.9040 77.2394 77.2229 77.1860 77.0603
35 Amount $4,629,000 $4,405,000 $4,343,000 $3,926,000 $3,130,000 $3,026,000 $23,459,000
36 Ending Inventory
37 Urits 91,000 91,000 91,000 91,000 91,000 90,298 90,952
38 Unit Cost 76.6593 76.6503 76.6583 78.6593 76.6583 76.6602 76.6602
39 Amount $6,978,000 $6,978,000 $6,976,000 $6,976.000 $6,978,000 $6,976,000 $6,976,000
40
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
SYSTEM GENERATED FUEL COST
INVENTORY ANALYSIS

SCHEDULE: E5

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

(0 2) (3) (4 (5) (8) 7 (8)
Lb‘J':f| Jul-2013 Aug - 2013 l Sep-2013 Oct - 2013 Nov - 2013 Dec-2013 | JulDec-2013
1 Coal - Scherer (MMBTU}
2 Purchases
3 Units 3,855,906 3,560,089 3,742,839 3,488,298 3,518,524 3170228 21,335,684
4 Unit Cost 2.3001 2.3084 2.3073 23057 23112 23131 23074
5 Amount 58,869,000 $8,218,000 $8,636,000 $8,043,000 $8,132,000 $7,333,000  $49,231,000
6 Burmed
7 Units 3,855,906 3,560,089 3,742,839 3,488,298 3,518,524 3,170,228 21,335,884
8 Unit Cost 23001 2.3084 2.3073 23057 23112 2.3131 2.3074
9 Amaunt $8,869,000 $8,218,000 $8,636,000 58,043,000 $8,132,000 $7.333000  $49,231,000
10 Ending Inventory
1 Units 5,085,417 5,035,417 5,035,417 5,085,417 5,035,418 5,035,417 5,035,417
12 Unit Cost 2.3066 2.3066 23066 23066 2.3065 2.3066 23066
13 Amount 511614941  $11,614941  $11,514941 511,614,941 511614841  §11,614941  $11,614,941
14 Gas (MCF)
15 Bumned
16 Urits 52,395,885 53,075,883 47,023,895 48,591,932 35,761,121 36985563 273,834,279
17 Unit Cost 4.8424 47695 48368 48004 50579 51347 4.8875
18 Amount $253710552  $253145418  $227.446256 5233250354  $180,876,975  $180,900,498 $1,338,357,053
18 clear (Other!
20  Bumed
21 Units 27.004,244 27,004,244 25,977,833 19,579,677 25,508,265 27,109,985 152,364,249
2 Unit Cost 0.7228 07228 0.7230 0.7319 0.7235 0.7228 0.7241
23 Amount $19,583,000  $19,583000  $16781,000  S$14,331,000  $18454000  $19,594000  $110,326,000
24
25
2
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
6
a7
a8
a9
40
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
POWER SOLD

SCHEDULE: E6

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

(1 (2} 3 (4) (5) (8) (] 8 (k)]
Line SOLDTO Type & | Total KWH Sold | KWH from Gwn Fuel Cost Total Cost TOA‘ZI L?;::g:e' Total Cost (§) Gain from Off
Ne. Schedule (000) Generation (000)]  (cents/KWH) (cents/KWH) {Co]{ii} « Col(5)) (Col(4) * Col(6)) | System Sales (5)
1
2 July Estimated
3 Off System os 65,000 65,000 5932 6.971 $3,855,900 $4,530,800 $516,250
4 St Lucie Reliability Sales 52,969 52,999 0.738 0.738 $391.207 $391.207 S0
5 Total July Estimated 117,999 117,999 3.599 4.171 $4,247 107 $4,922 107 $516,250
]
T ugust Estimated
8 Off Systemn os 75,000 75,000 5914 6.934 $4,435,500 $5,200,500 $588,750
] St Lucie Rehability Sales 52999 52,899 0.738 0.738 $381,207 $391,207 £0
10 Total August Estimated 127,999 127,999 3 4,369 $4,826,707 $5,591,707 $588,750
11
12 September Estimated
13 Off System os 35,000 35,000 7.435 8.478 $2,602,150 $2,967.150 $278,750
14 St Lucie Reliability Sales 49,580 48,580 0.738 0.738 $365,968 $365,968 $0
15 Total September Estimated 84,580 84,580 3.509 3.941 $2,968,118 $3.333118 $278,750
16
17 ctober Estimat
18 Off System os 40,000 40,000 4.480 5.483 $1,792,000 $2,197,000 $312,500
19 St Lucie Reliability Sales a ("] 0.000 0.000 £0 50 $0
20 Total October Estimated 40,000 40,000 4,480 5492 $1,792,000 $2,197,000 $312,500
21
22 N ate
23 Off System os 100,000 100,000 3.401 4.301 $3,400,500 $4,300,500 $675.000
24 St Lucie Reliability Sales 47,187 47,197 0.722 0.722 $340,728 $340,729 30
25 Total November Estimated 147,197 147,197 2.542 3.153 $3,741,229 $4,641,229 $675,000
26
27 December Estimated
28 Off System 0s 180,000 180,000 2782 3658 $5,247,200 56,947,200 $1,277.500
29 St Lucie Reliability Sales 54,189 54,189 0.722 0.722 $391,207 $391,207 30
0 Total December Estimated 244189 244189 2.309 3.005 $5,638,407 57,338,407 $1,277.500
31
az Period Tota
a3 Off System as 505,000 505,000 4.224 5177 $21,333,250 $26,143,250 $3,648,750
34 St Lucie Reliability Sales 256,964 256,964 0.732 0.732 $1,880,219 $1,880,319 50
35 Total Period Total 761,964 761,964 3.047 3.678 $23,213,569 528,023,569 33,648,750
36
37
38
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY SCHEDULE: E7
PURCHASED POWER
(EXCLUSIVE OF ECONOMY ENERGY PURCHASES)

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

0] 2 3 %) (5} (8}
Line PURCHASE FROM Type & Schedule Total KAH KWH For Firm (000) Fuel Cost Total § Fo_t Fuel Ady
No. Purchased (000) (cants/KWWH) (Cel(4) * Cali5))
1
2 July Estimated
3 uPs 253,643 253,643 3725 §9.446,730
4 SJRFPP 206,596 206,596 3.537 37,308,000
5 St Lucie Reliabslity 45,375 45,379 0.754 5342181
& Total July Estimated 505,618 505618 3282 $17,098,920
T
8 August Estimated
9 urs 238,070 238,070 3.685 38,771,832
10 SJRPP 198,991 188,991 3.556 57,076,000
b | St Lucie Reliability 45,379 45,378 0.754 5342181
12 Total August Estimated 482,440 482 440 3.356 516,190,014
13
14 September Estimated
15 urs 270,887 270,887 3.660 59,814,983
16 SJRPP 195418 195418 3.547 $6,532,000
17 St Lucie Reliability 43,520 43,@ 0.754 $131.162
18 Total September Estimated 510,225 510,225 3367 $17,178,160
18
20 October Estimated
21 uPs 216,942 216,942 3.691 $8,007,054
2 SJRPP 174,297 174,387 3821 $6,315,000
22 St Lucie Rediabifity 45378 45,379 0,306 $1358.050
24 Total October Estimated A26T18 436,718 am $14.461,104
25
26 November Estimatad
27 urPs 93,686 93,686 3.800 $3.653.925
2B SJRPP 136,868 136,866 3684 $5,042,000
28 St Lucie Reliability 44,965 44,965 0.728 $331,628
30 Total Novemnber Estimated 215517 275517 aam $9,027,553
3
32 December Estimated
33 Ups 2,813 B2,813 3976 $1,292.376
34 SIRPP 128,257 128257 3.749 54,808,000
35 5t Lucie Reliability 45,464 45.464 0.738 $342 682
36 Total December Estimated 257,534 257,534 3278 $E,443,059
ar
38 Eeriod Total
3 uPs 1,156,041 1,156,041 3Ty $43,088,923
40 SJRPP 1,040,525 1.040,525 3602 $37.481,000
41 St Lucie Reliability 271,487 271487 0674 $1.828.885
42 Total Period Total 2,468,053 2468053 3.333 §82,398,809
43
a4
45
45
a7
48
49
50
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
ECONOMY ENERGY PURCHASES

SCHEDULE: ES

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JULY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

n 2) (3 (4) (5) (6) (@] 18)

Line PURCHASE FROM l Type & l Total KWH Transaction Cost Total § for Fuel Adj Cost if Generated | Cost if Generated ($)| Fuel Savings (5)
No. Schedule Purchasad (000} [cents/KWH) (Col(3) * Col(4)) {centsKWWH) (Col(3) * Colig}} (Cal(7) - Col(5))

2 u imated

3 Economy 0s 5,000 5.000 $250,000 7.210 $360,500 $110,500
4 Total July Estimated 5,000 5.000 $250,000 7.210 $360,500 $110,500
5

4] August Estimated

T Economy os 10,000 5.000 $500,000 7.784 $778,400 $278,400

8 Total August Estimated 10,000 5.000 $500,000 7.784 5778400 $278,400

9

10 embe timated

1 Economy as 30,000 4.500 $1,350.000 9.237 52,771,100 $1,421,100
12 Total September Estimated 30,000 4.500 $1,350,000 9.237 $2,771,100 $1.421,100
13

14 ctober Estimated

15 Economy os 35,000 3.500 51%%5.000 5.838 $2.043,300 $818,300
16 Total October Estimated 35,000 3.500 $1,225,000 5.838 52,043,300 $818,300
17

18 Movember Estimated

19 Economy oS 2,000 2.800 $56,000 4.121 582,420 $26,420
20 Total November Estimated 2,000 2.800 $56,000 4121 582,420 $26,420
21

22 December Estimated

23 Economy os 2,000 2.200 $44,000 3.008 $60,160 $16,160
24 Total December Estimated 2,000 2.200 544,000 3.008 $60,160 $16,160
25

26 Period Total

27 Economy as 84,000 4.077 $3,425,000 7.257 $6,085,880 §2,670,880
28 Total Period Total 84,000 4.077 $3,425,000 7.257 $6,095,880 $2,670,880
29

30

3

32

3

34

35

36

37

38

39
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
CAPACITY COST RECOVERY CLAUSE

CALCULATION OF ACTUAL/ESTIMATED TRUE-UP AMOUNT
FOR THE PERIOD: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (8) (7 8) (9) (10} (11} (12} (13} (14)
!;I;a | I January Actual | February Aclua!l March h::!tfl l April Actual May Actual June Actual I July Estimated E::nng;d SE?}:E::: EC;:‘::::“ 2‘::;2:?; g:::::: Total
T Payments to Non-cogenerators $16437,513  $16,618,240  §17,107,824  $16.482,672  $16,487,283  S16,076.979  $16,301,176  $16,214,757  $17,059,834  $16492,116  $16,250,876  §16,206,036  $197,824,305
2 Payments to Co-generators $25038297  $25205.817  §$20512305  $23.350041  $22.728373  $23.148,194  $23,087.686  $23,087.686  S$23.087.688  §23087.668  $23087.688  $23087,688 3278518255
3 SJRPP Suspension Accrual 50 S0 (52,582.946) (5660,982) (5860,982) (5860,982) ($860,982) (5660,982) ($860,982) ($860,982) (5860,982) ($860,982)  (510,331,784)
4 Retum on SJRPP Suspension Liability (5445 444) (5445 444) (5435,246) (5421,647) ($414,848) (5408,049) ($405,660) (5398,786) (5391,912) (5385,038) (5378,164) (§371,291)  ($4,901,530)
5  Incremental Plant Security PSC Order No, 02-1761 $2,742,107 $3,070,332 $3,468,119 53,248,334 $2.732,257 $3,485,081 $3,239,994 $5,208,263 $5,387.086 $4,104,769 54,317,518 $6,176.800  $47,180,669
6  Incremental Nuclear NRC Compliance Costs O&M $25,179 $174,820 (537,256) (53,348) $23,650 (583,471) $2,404 (s3.127) 546,673 (53.127) (s3.,127) (§56,471) $83,000
7 Incremental Nuclear NRC Compliance Costs Capital $0 50 50 50 50 S0 $0 $0 £0 30 30 517,587 $17,587
8  Transmission of Electricity by Others $2,270,836 $2,203,512 52,161,119 $1,342,872 $1,441,836 ($627.741)  §$1,488,962 $1,541,868 $1,399,703 $1,613,647 $2,021,776 $2,069.324  $18,928,713
9 Transmission Revenues from Capacity Sales (5328,135) (8578,808) (5845,612) (5380,813) (5477,335) ($249,378) (5158,750) (§176,250) (586,250 (592,500) (5225,000) (5422,500)  ($4,022,332)
10 Total (Lines 1 through 9) T 545.739,352 546,248,567  S39,348,006  S42.767,130 541,660,233  S40,480,632 542,604,832  $44,613,432  S450642,010 543,956,503 544,219,564 945,026,201  $523,206,663
11 Jurisdictional Separation Factor ® 97.97032% 97.97032% 97.97032% 97.97032% 57.97032% 97.97032% 97.97032%  97.97032% 97.97032% 57.97032% 97.97032% 97.87032% NIA
12 Jurisdictional CCR $44.610,990  $45,309,868  $36,545,663  $41,899,084  $40,814,664  S39.659.005  S41,628.264  $43.707.922  S44,715832  $43,064414 543,322,068 544,994,046  $512,675.631
13 Nuclear Cost Recovery Costs $12,249674  $14229,199  $14667.616  $13,013524  §12,802720  §$12659.892  $12,277.795  $12.200448  $12.000,152  $11,888604  $11,726916  $11,774.862  $151,491,402
14 Jurisdictional CCR 557,060,664  $59,539,068  $53,217,280  $54,912,618  $53,617,383  $52,318,807  $54,106,058  $55008,370  $56,715,784  §54,053,018  $55,048,085  $56,766,008  $664,167,034
15 CCR Revenues (Net of Revenue Taxes) $52,434,454  $40.413,054  SAD 832052  $53,331,531  $56,351,845  $61003,701 968,766,050  $68,200,050  $66,14B,216  $616848/0  §55930,151 554,654,012 700,752,785
16 Prior Period True-up Provision (55,048.566]  (35048,586)  (55,04B,586)  (35,048,566)  (55048,586)  (55.048,586)  (35,046,586)  (35048,586)  (S5,04B.586)  (55048.586)  (55,048,586)  (35,04B,586)  (360,5063,035)
17 :CR Revenues Applicable to Current Period (Netof 547385867  $44,364,468  $44783466 548282945  $53303259  S$56.855115  $63,710463  $63,251,364  $61099629  $56,636284  S50,881565 549,606,325  $640,168,750
evenue T,
18 Tme-upspmaiﬁ?:n for Month - Over/(Under) (59,614,797) (315 174,600)  (36,433,814)  (36,629,673) (5314,124) 54,536,218 $9.613.405 57,042,094 54,363,845 $1683,266  (34,167,420)  (37,162,583) (323,097,284)
Recovery (Line 17 - Line 14)
19 Interest Provision for Month (54,128) ($6,193) ($6,371) (35.832) ($5.367) (54,266) ($3,330) ($2,654) (82,108) ($1.704) (§1,514) (81.545) (§45,013)
20 érUE-uP & Interest Provision Beginning of Month - ($60,583,035)  ($65,213,374)  (§75,345,580)  ($78,737,179) ($60,324,099) (S75,595003) ($66,014,466) (851,355804) (S38,966,878) ($29,536,555) (522,806407) ($21.926,755)  (S60,583,035)
ver)
21 DeleT:eU: ::;Liuepc?&r:muman Recovery (57,913,484)  (57,913,.484)  ($7.913.484)  ($7,913,.484)  ($7.913484)  (57,913484)  ($7.913.484)  ($7.913.484)  (S7,913.484)  ($7.913484)  (57,913484)  (57,913.4B4)  (§7,913,484)
22 Prior Period True-up Provision - $5,048,586 $5,048 566 $5,048,586 $5,048,586 $5,048,586 $5,048,586 $5,048,585 $5,048,586 $5,048,588 $5,048,586 $5,048,586 $5,048586 560,583,035
Collected/(Refunded) this Month = T ]
23 End of Period True-up - Over/(Under) Recovery (S73.126,858)  (583,259,064)  (S66,650,663)  (388,237,583)  (563,508.487)  (573.927,950)  ($59,260,288)  (346,660,362)  (537.450,039) (530.719,891)  (820,840,239)  (531,955,780)  (581,855.780)
(Sum of Lines 18 through 22)
24
25 "™ as approved on Order No PSC-12-0664-FOF-E|
26
27 Totals may not add up due to rounding.
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
a7
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
CAPACITY COST RECOVERY CLAUSE
CALCULATION OF ESTIMATED/ACTUAL VARIANCES
FOR THE PERIOD: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

(1) (2) (3) (4) (3)

T T e [ ] R [
1 Payments to Non-cogenéerators $157,824,305 $199,776,283 ($1,951,978) (1.0%)
2  Payments to Co-generators $278,518,255 $270,601,412 $7,916,842 2.9%
3 SJRPP Suspension Accrual ($10,331,784) $935,844 (511,267 628) (1,204.0%)
4  Return on SJRPP Suspension Liability ($4,901,530) ($5,304,459) 5402 929 (7.6%)
5 Incremental Plant Security PSC Order No. 02-1761 $47,180,689 $46,396,506 §784,163 1.7%
6  Incremental Nuclear NRC Compliance Costs O&M £B83,000 30 $83,000 NIA
7 Incremental Nuclear NRC Compliance Costs Capital $17,587 $0 $17.587 NIA
8  Transmission of Electricily by Others $18,928 713 318,402,144 $526,569 2.9%
8  Transmission Revenues from Capacity Sales (84,022,332) ($1.209,884) (52,812,448) 232.5%
10 Total (Lines 1 through 9) $523,296,883 $529,597 847 ($6,300,563) (1.2%)
11 Jurisdictional Separation Factor ™ 97.97032% 97.57032% 0,00000% 0.0%
12 Jurisdictional CCR $512675631 $518,848,705 ($6,173,074) (1.2%)
13 Nuclear Cost Recovery Costs $151,491,402 $151,491,402 $0 0.0%
14 Jurisdictional CCR $664, 167,034 $670,340,107 ($6,173,074) (0.9%)
15 CCR Revenues (Net of Revenue Taxes) $700,752,785 $730,923,142 ($30,170.357) (4.1%)
16  Prior Period True-up Provision ($60,583,035) ($60,583,035) $0 0.0%
17 CCR Revenues Applicable to Current Period (Net of Revenue Taxes) $640,169,750 $670,340,107 ($30,170,357) (4.5%)
18  True-up Provision for Month - Over/(Under) Recovery (Line 17 - Line 14) (523,997, 284) $0 (523,997 ,284) 0.0%
19  Interest Provision for Month ($45,013) 30 ($45,013) NIA

20 True-up & Interest Provision Beginning of Manth - Over/{Under) Recovery ($60,583,035) ($60,583,035) 30 0.0%
21 Deferred True-up - Over/(Under) Recovery ($7,913,484) 30 (87,913,484) NIA
22 Prior Period True-up Provision - Collected/(Refunded) this Menth $60,583,035 $60,583,035 $0 0.0%
23 End of Period True-up - Over/(Under) Recovery (Sum of Lines 18 through 22) ($31,955,780) $0 ($31,955,780) 0.0%
24
25 ™ As approved in order no PSC-12-0664-FOF-El
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
a3
34
35
36
37
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
CAPACITY COST RECOVERY CLAUSE
RETURMN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013

Beginning of » September | October | November | December | Twelve Month |
lPedodAmwnl I January Actual | February Actual March Actual I April Actual May Actual June Actual ImeEsnmaledlAuwstE,swaledI Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Ameint

INCREMENTAL NUC NRC COMPLIANCE

1. Investments

a. Expenditures/Additions 50 50 50 $0 $0 50 50 $0 36,814,502 $1,955,779 52,416,515 $2,031,919 50

Ib. Clearings to Piant 50 50 50 50 $0 50 50 50 50 50 30 30 50

. Retirements 30 30 50 50 50 50 50 30 50 50 $0 30 50

d. ther 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
2.1 | Plantin-Service/Depreciation Base * 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 NA
3. Less: Accumulated Depreciation 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 30 50 50 50 50 50 A
4. GWIP - Non Interest Bearing 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 $6,614,592 $8770,372  $11,186,886  $13,218,806 NIA
5. Net Investment (Lines 2 - 3 + 4) 50 50 50 50 $0 50 50 50 50 56,814,592 58770372 $11,186886  $13,218,806 WA
6. Total Estimated Capital Expenditures Included in Base Rates ™ 50 50 50 50 $0 50 50 50 $O  §10,000,000  $10,000,000  $10,000,000  $10,000,000 WA
7. Base Rate Capital itures Closed to Plant-in-S " 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 $0 50 50 50 50 50 N/A
8. Remaining Amount Included in Base Rates (Lines 6 - 7) 50 s0 50 50 50 50 50 50 SO $10,000000  $10,000000  $10,000,000  $10,000,000 NIA
9, Adjusted Net Investment (Lines 5 - 8) 50 50 50 50 30 50 50 50 50 (53,185,408) ($1,229 628) $1,186,885 $3,218,806 L
10, Average Net Investment 50 $0 50 50 50 50 $0 50 50 $0 50 50 §2,202,846 NIA
11, Retumn on Average Net lnvestment

a. Equity Component grossed up for taxes 0 $0 so 50 $0 ) 50 50 50 50 50 $14,713 $14.713

b. Debt Component (Line 10 x debt rate x 1/12) 50 $0 50 $0 $0 $0 50 50 50 50 50 52,674 52,874
12. Investment Expenses

a. Depreciation 50 50 50 50 0 50 50 50 50 50 0 50 50

b. Amortization 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50

¢. Other 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
13. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Lines 11 & 12) 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 $0 50 50 50 $17,587 $17.587

L Represents nuclear NRC compliance plant-in-service in excess of the total estimated capital expendétures included in FPL's 2013 Test Year rate base (Docket No. 120015-El) on line 6.

L Represents forecasted nuclear NRC compliance capital expenditures included in FPL's 2013 Test Year rate base (Docket No. 120015-E1).

" Represents base rate recoverable nuclear NRC comp capital expenditures closed to plant-in-service.

% The Gross-up factor for taxes uses 061425, which refiects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%. The monthiy Equity Component for the Jan, - Jun. 2013 actual period i 4.8339% based on rate case Order No, PSC-13-0023-5-El and reflects a 10.5% return on equity, and
the menthly Equity Companent for the Jul, — Dec. 2013 estimated period ks 4.9230% based on the May 2013 ROR Surveilance Report and reflects a 10.5% retum on equity, per FPSC Order No. PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU.
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Florida Power and Lighf Company
2014 Risk Management Plan

Florida Power & Light (“FPL”) recognizes the importance of managing price volatility in
the fuel and power it purchases to provide electric service to its customers. Further, FPL
recognizes that the greater the proportion of a particular energy source it relies upon to
provide electric services to its customers, the greater the importance of managing price
volatility associated with that energy source.

FPL’s risk management plan is based on the following guiding principles:

a)

b)

d)

A well-managed hedging program does not involve speculation or market
timing. Its primary purpose is not to reduce FPL's fuel costs paid over time,
but rather to reduce the variability or volatility in fuel costs over time.

Hedging can result in significant lost opportunities for savings in the fuel costs
to be paid by customers if fuel prices actually settle at lower levels than at the
time the hedges were placed. FPL does not predict or speculate on whether
markets will ultimately rise or fall and actually settle higher or lower than the
price levels that existed at the time hedges were put into place.

Market prices and forecasts of market prices have experienced significant
volatility and are expected to continue to be highly volatile and, therefore,
FPL does not intend to “outguess the market” in choosing the specific timing
for effecting hedges or the percentage or volume of fuel hedged.

In order to balance the goal of reducing customers’ exposure to rising fuel
prices against the goal of allowing customers to benefit from falling fuel
prices, it is appropriate to limit hedging to a portion of the total expected
volume of fuel purchases.

Overall Quantitative and Qualitative Risk Management Objectives (TFB-4, Item 1)

FPL’s risk management objectives are to effectively execute a well-disciplined
and independently controlled fuel hedging strategy to achieve the goal of fuel
price stability (volatility minimization). FPL’s fuel hedging strategy aims to
reduce fuel price volatility, while maintaining the opportunity to benefit from
price decreases in the marketplace for FPL’s customers.

Fuel Procurement Risks (TFB-4. Item 3)

FPL encounters several potential risks when executing its fuel procurement
activities. These risks are grouped into four categories as detailed below:



Market Risk

Market Risk is the risk of changes in economic fair value due to fluctuations in
market prices, volatility, correlation, and interest rates. Market risk has a direct
impact on any open or unhedged energy positions.

Limits (“Limits™) are set by the President and Chief Executive Officer (“CEO”) of
NextEra Energy (“NEE”) and delegated to the Exposure Management Committee
("EMC”). The EMC establishes a forum for discussion of NEE’s energy risk
profile and operations and develops guidelines required for an appropriate risk
management control infrastructure, which includes implementation and
monitoring of compliance with the NextEra Energy Trading and Risk
Management Policy (“Policy”). The EMC has in turn delegated limits to FPL
Energy Marketing and Trading (“EMT™) for specific portfolios.

Limits (collectively referred to as “Limits”) are generally expressed in terms of:
e Maximum portfolio tenor; and
e Open (un-hedged) positions (where appropriate)

The FPL hedging program Limits will be managed in accordance with established
corporate guidance. During the ordinary course of business, EMT management
will have regard to these NEE Limits, such that pre-approval will be obtained
before committing to transactions or contracts which might otherwise cause them
to be breached. Adherence to Limits is monitored by the Risk Management
Department.

Credit Risk

Credit risk management includes appropriate creditworthiness review and
monitoring processes, the request for collateral if deemed necessary, and the
inclusion of contractual risk mitigation terms and conditions whenever possible.
Such credit risk mitigations include collateral threshold amounts, cross default
amounts, payment netting, and set-off agreements. Credit Limits are typically
established for trading transactions and are designed to manage counterparty
credit risk; and set appropriate levels at which to trigger communication
concerning risk and strategy.

During the ordinary course of business, EMT management adheres to these credit
limits, such that pre-approval is obtained before committing to transactions or
contracts which might otherwise cause the credit limits to be breached. Adherence
to limits is monitored by the Risk Management Department, as well as
dealmakers.

Liquidity Risk

Transacting Liquidity: The availability of market participants willing to transact
or having credit quality to transact will have an impact on the utility’s ability to
execute hedging and risk management strategies.



Short-Term Funding Liquidity: Changes in underlying market parameters may
impact movements of cash in relation to business activities. Positions that are
balanced for fair value purposes, but unbalanced for cash flow purposes, may give
rise to large swings in cash balances. Risk Management assists the Finance
Department by analyzing and monitoring the sufficiency of the allocated portions
of the corporate facilities as they relate to EMT liquidity requirements.

Operational Risk

Operating risk is the physical risk associated with maintaining and operating
generation assets. The potential risks that FPL encounters with its physical fuel
procurement are fuel supply and transportation availability, product quality,
delivery timing, weather, environmental, and supplier failure to deliver.

There is also operational risk specific to the wholesale trading activities, relating
to inaccurate records of assets and transactions (“Administrative Operational
Risk™). Certain personnel are authorized to transact on behalf of FPL and in so
doing, can obligate the entity “instantaneously.” FPL maintains sufficient controls
to ensure that information relating to commitments, obligations and assets are
captured accurately, completely and on a timely basis.

Fuel Procurement Oversight/Policies and Procedures (TFB-4, Items 4. 5. 6, 7 and 9)

FPL provides its fuel procurement activities with independent oversight.

The President of FPL is responsible for authorizing all hedging activities.
Changes in strategies and any deviations from the program are approved by the
President of FPL or his designee prior to execution. Program activity is included
in the Monthly Operations Performance Review (“MOPR”) chaired by the CEO
of NEE. In addition, the EMC reviews performance and current
procurement/hedging activities on a monthly basis.

The utility is supported by an independent middle office Risk Management
department that provides oversight of fuel procurement activities. FPL has formal
Policy and Procedures documents, signed by all employees, which include
controls specifically related to the fuels hedging program. The Risk Management
department ensures that the approved execution strategies are followed for each
program. Daily and monthly reports are generated and reviewed by the Risk
Management department and distributed to various groups, including executive
management. Credit reviews are performed by the Risk Management department
and included in the reporting mentioned above. Execution strategies must be
approved prior to the execution of any transactions and documented as a Planned
Position Strategy (“PPS™). All hedge transactions are to be addressed within this
strategy document per the ranges and percentages defined in the Risk
Management Plan and may be modified from time to time.



Policy and Procedures

As part of this Risk Management Plan, FPL is attaching the latest Policy and
Trading and Risk Management Procedures Manual (“Procedures”). NEE updates
the Policy and Procedures as necessary. For details that are not covered in this
document, please refer to the Policy and Procedures. FPL considers its Policy and
Procedures to be confidential.

The NEE corporate risk Policy delineates individual and group transaction limits
and authorizations for all fuel procurement activities. The Policy sets out the
NEE approach to energy risk and the management of risk, as follows:

- Identification and definition;

- Quantification and measurements;

- Reporting;

- Authority to transact; and

- Ownership and roles and responsibilities.

The Procedures Manual provides guidance that will promote efficient and
accurate processing of transactions, effective preparation and distribution of
information relating to trading and marketing activities, and efficient monitoring
of the portfolio of risks, all within a well-controlled environment.

FPL’s deal execution and capture functions coordinate activities across relevant
departments, personnel, and systems. This framework of activity properly links
the responsibilities of personnel and provides a sufficient medium to resolve
issues.

The Procedures clearly list authorized trading personnel, trading limits, tenors,
and acceptable instruments. Access to the data entry privileges in the deal capture
system is limited to only those individuals who are formally granted permissions
to enter trades. All transactions are entered and managed through a centralized
deal capture system that supports routine reporting, settlements, and review.
Transaction record editing is managed through acceptable authorizations and
processes. Credit information is available to traders on a timely basis through
daily reporting produced by the Risk Management department. Auditable records
of all transactions are maintained and subject to review on a regular basis.

Deal Execution Details

FPL traders receive daily credit reports and credit watch lists from the Risk
Management department to ensure that FPL does not enter into a trade with an
unauthorized counterparty. FPL traders then select counterparties from this list to
transact with as the hedging program is executed. FPL uses a market comparison
approach to execute financial hedges. For natural gas, real-time prices can be
observed by FPL through electronic tools, such as ICE (“InterContinental
Exchange™), FutureSource, or over-the-counter brokers.




FPL traders generally execute trades with counterparties offering the best price
for a given instrument. However, in a case where two or more counterparties are
offering similar pricing, the traders will attempt to execute trades with the
counterparty that has the least amount of credit exposure with FPL. This is done
primarily to allow FPL to spread its risk among as many counterparties as
possible, but also affords the advantage of preventing the inadvertent telegraphing
of FPL’s commercial intentions to the market, thus helping to ensure favorable
pricing for FPL’s hedges.

2014 Hedging Strategy (TFB-4. Items 2 and 8)

FPL plans to hedge a portion of its projected 2015 natural gas requirements
during 2014. Absent special circumstances (e.g. a hurricane that FPL concludes
will substantially impair market functions); FPL will implement its hedging
program within the following parameters:

Natural Gas

1) FPL will hedge approximately - of its projected 2015 natural gas
requirements within the Hedging Window during 2014. This hedge
percentage is consistent with 2014 hedge levels and is within FPL’s
system base load requirements. FPL will hedge approximately - of

each individual month’s projected natural gas requirements.
D L il uitie [

hedge its projected natural gas requirements.
3) FPL will execute its natural gas hedges for 2015 from _
through as shown below:

Hediini Window

During each month of the Hedging Window, FPL will hedge the
percentages shown of its projected 2015 natural gas requirements. FPL
will have flexibility within any given month to determine the appropriate
timing for executing hedges.

4) FPL intends to rebalance its natural gas hedge positions during the year
based on changes in forecasted market prices, projected unit outage
schedules or changes in FPL’s load forecast. Once the initial monthly
target volumes have been hedged, rebalancing will be executed to
maintain the hedge percentages inside approved tolerance bands. The
monthly tolerance bands for natural gas are - Therefore, the
minimum and maximum monthly hedge percentages are - and -
respectively.



Heavy Fuel Oil

FPL does not intend to hedge heavy fuel oil for 2015. FPL discontinued fuel oil
hedging in 2013 and the factors that influenced that decision still remain.

Reporting System for Fuel Procurement Activities (TFB-4, Items 13 and 14)

FPL reporting systems comprehensively identify, measure, and monitor all forms
of risk associated with fuel procurement activities.

FPL’s philosophy on reporting is that it should be timely, consistent, flexible, and
transparent. Timely and consistent reporting of risk information is critical to the
effective management of risk. The utility has sufficient systems capability for
identifying, measuring, and monitoring all types of risk associated with fuel
procurement activities. These systems include: deal capture, current and
historical pricing database, deal information, valuation models, and a reporting
system that utilizes the information in the trade capture system and the database.

Specifically, several reports are available at FPL to monitor risk:

Daily Management Report

For each business day there is a formal report produced in hard copy or
electronically, for distribution to business and desk heads and members of the
EMC. This report details the current energy, spot and forward, unrealized profit
and loss, VaR, and position amounts. This report is published only after proper
and thorough discussion between Risk Management and desk heads, if necessary
for clarification, and resolution of any issues raised.

Credit Exposure Reporting
For each business day there is a formal report produced in hard copy or
electronically, for distribution to business and desk heads and members of the
EMC. This report details:

¢ Allowable deal types by counterparty
e Restrictions on counterparties

EMC Update

The Vice President Trading Risk Management provides a formal update to the
EMC on a monthly basis. The agenda for the update will be agreed in advance
with the EMC Chairman, but at a minimum contains the following items:

e Summary and explanation of significant changes in market risk
and fair value;

o Summary and explanation of significant changes in credit risk;

e Exceptions to Risk Management Policy; and



 Minutes of previous EMC update for approval.

Hedge Program Limitations [TFB—4. Item 15)

FPL does not currently have any limitations on implementing certain hedging
techniques that would provide a net benefit to customers.

Summary Update on Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection
Act (the Act) on Utility Hedgers

FPL is monitoring the development of rules related to the Dodd-Frank Act and is
actively implementing those rules that affect its business. A number of rules have
already been finalized and have become or will become effective over the next
few months.

FPL is classified as a bona-fide hedger under the new rules and therefore, FPL
will be able to transact swaps in the over-the-counter market without being
subject to the mandatory clearing. FPL has signed up for the ISDA protocol 2.0
that became effective on July 1' 2013. This protocol updates agreements between
swap dealers and their counterparties with respect to the swap trading relationship
documentation and clearing status.

FPL cannot predict the impact that all of these new rules will have on its ability to
hedge its commodity risk or on the OTC derivatives market as a whole, but these
rules could have a material effect on FPL’s risk exposure and financial results. If
the still-to-be-finalized margin rules require FPL to post significant amounts of
cash collateral with respect to swap transactions, FPL's liquidity could be
materially affected and its ability to enter into OTC derivatives to hedge
commodity risks could be significantly limited.



Energy Marketing & Trading

A division of Florida Power & Light Company
Trading and Risk Management

Procedures Manual

Revision: June 2013

Approved By the EMC on January 2, 2013
(If the original signature is needed, please contact Risk Management at 304-6028)
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