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January 28, 1998
Ms. Blanca 5. Bayd, Mirector
Division of Records and Reporting
Florida Public Service Commission
4075 Esplanade Way, Room 110
Tallahassee, FL 323989
T T
RE: DOCKET NO./ 980001-%T

Dear Ms. Bayd:

Enclosed for filing please find an original and ten (10)
copies of Florida Power & Light Company *s Mot ton for
Reconsideration and Request for Oral Argument  in the above
referenced docket

Very truly YOUuLS .,
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

IN RE: Fuel and purchased power ) DOCKET NO. 980001-EI
cost ~ecovery clause ) FILED: JANUARY 28, 1998

HOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION

Florida Power & Light Company (*FPL*"), pursuant to Rule 25-
22.060, F.A.C., hereby files this Motion for Reconsideration of
Order No. PSC-98-0073-FOF-EI and in support thereof states:

PS5C _Actions;

In Order No. PSC-9B-0073-FOF-EI, (the *Order®) the Commission
reached a number of conclusions including

A. Held that *matches*® under the broker system *"should

be made based on incremental system production cast, just

as before FERC Order B888;"...transmission charge regquired

by the FERC Order sl.ould not influence the matches made
on the broker system...." Order at p.3.

Basis for Reconsideration

1. The action by the Commission in directing the basis or
methodology for *matches® between econony sellers and buyers was
not properly noticed. The issues addressed by the Order were
raised by the Commission Staff. The issue identified by the
Commission Staff which was the basis for the recommendation to the
Commission and the Commission’s decision was:

*“Issue 9: How should the transmission costs be accounted

for when determining the transaction price of an economy,

Schedule ¢, broker transaction between two directly
interconnected utilities?"
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FPL submits that the *"transaction price" 1s not necessarily
the same as the "matching® of buyer and seller under the broker
system and the Commission's Order distinguishes between the
*transaction price® and the basis for *"matches*® under the broker
system. Therefore, if the Order was intended to direct what is to
be the basis for "matches® under the broker system, then this issue
was not appropriately noticed.

2. FPL respectfully submits that the so-called broker
procedure for "matches® is not within the jurisdiction of this
Commission. FPL is a participant in the broker system and FPL
intends to comply with Commission Orders but, the broker 1s an
entity separate and apart from any individual member or
participant.

3. The basis for the Commission’s finding is not supported by
the evidence. If, and to the extent the Order’s direction as to
*matches® under the broker system was based upon *unbundling® of
transmission charges pursuant to FERC Order BBH, then there does
not appear to be substancial disagreement, However, 1if the
transmission charge is the additional charge addressed by both FPL
and FPC, then the Order‘'s cbservation about "incremental production
cost® is surmise.

B. Held *"that the transaction price of a broker sale

between two directly interconnected utilities shall be

based on the incremental production cost...®*; and, * Any

FERC required transmission costs shall be added after the
broker has matched a buyer and seller.”

Haats if i d ;

g The action by the Commission directing the basis for
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billing for an economy sale appear to be a matter subject to the
jurisdiction of the FERC.

FPL is subject to the jurisdiction of the FERC with regard to
its wholesale pricing. That is why Order No. BEB applies to FPL.
Therefure, FPL's billing arrangements for economy sales
transactions are contained in its interchange agreements which are
subject to the FERC's jurisdiction. FPL could consider treating
the directions in the Order to be directions to seek FERC approval.

2. After stating that the "matches*® under the broker system
should not be influenced by transmission charges bpecause they are
*“not an incremental production cost associated with the sale.”
Order at p. 3, the Order uses the same rationale to support 1ts
vonclusion that the "transaction price® for an economy sale should
exclude any transmission charge. Why this observation ic necessary
or appropriate is not addressed and the example given is erroncous.
Order at p. 4.

First, as is apparent ‘rom the cited example of Gulf'’s method
of charging for transmission, and which the Order endorses aus the
appropriate response if a utility charges a separate additional
charge for transmission, the resulting transaction price of an
economy sale for most conceivable practicable purposes includes the
additional transmission charge--the Commission’s Order calls this
the "effective" price.

Second, it appears that the convenient observaticn in the
Order that FPL's proposed pricing methodology ... *has the effect

of splitting the transaction charge between the buyer anc seller®




ignores the basis for the price of an economy sale; mistakenly
assumes that an economy energy sale price is only to "cost* and is
wrong. Under FPL's methodology, the transaction price does
increase by only 1/2 the amount of the transmission charge. We
would hope, however, that if what the Commission calls, the
*incremental system production cost®" were to increase by $3.00 in
the example given on pages 3 and 4 of the Order and there were no
$3.00 additional transmission charge, that the Commission would not
conclude that the resulting $26.50 transaction price would have rthe
effect of splitting the $3.00 increase in production cost between
the buyer and the seller. It does not---and it does not because
~he transaction price includes the *"gain.* Therefore, the basis
for the Commission’s decision is not supported by evidence and is

erronegus.

WHEREFORE, FPL respectfully submits this its Motion for

Reconsideration of Order No. PSC-9B8-0073-FOF-EI.
DATED this 28th day of January, 1998.

Respectfully submitted,

STEEL HECTOR & DAVIS LLP
Suite 601

215 South Monrcue Street
Tallahassee, FL 32301
Attorneys for Florida Power
& Light Company

By:afﬁﬁjaﬁ’ i;éiééng::”ééféi;

Matrthew M. Childs, F.A.




BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

IN RE: Fuel and purchased power | DOCKET NO. SB0001-EI
cost recovery clause ) FILED: JANUARY 2B, 1998

REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT

Florida Power & Light Company (*FPL®), hereby files this its
Request for Oral Argument on its Motion for Reconsideration and, in
support thereof states:

1. by separate pleading, FPL has filed its Motion for
feconsideration to Order No. PSC-98-0073-FOF-EI.

2. FPL submits that oral argument would aid the Commission in
understanding and resolving the matters in this Docket,.

DATED this 28th day of January, 1998,

Bespectfully submitted,
STEEL HECTCR & DAVIS LLP
Suite £01

215 South Monroe Street
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Attorneys for Florida Power
& Light Company

Matthew M. Childs, P.A.




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

DOCEET WO,

980001-EI

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of Florida Power
& Light Company's Motion for Reconsideration and Request for Oral
Argument been furnished by Hand Delivery,** or U.5. Mail this 2Bth
day of January, 1998, to the following:

Leslie J. Paugh, Esq.**
Division of Legal Services
FPSC

2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. Rm.370
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Joseph A. McGlothlin, Esq.
Vickil Gordon Kauiman, Esq.
McWhirter, Reeves,McGlothlin,
Davidson, Rief & Bakas, P.A.
117 South Gadsden Street
Tallahassee, FL 312301

G. Edison Holland, Esq.
Jeffrey A. Stone, Esq.
Beggs and Lane

F. 0. Box 12950
Fensacola FL 32576

Kenneth A. Hoffman, Esg.

William B. Willingham, Esq.

Rutledge, Ecenia, Underwood,
Purnell & Hoffman, P.A.

P.O. Box 551

Tallahassee, FL 32302-0551

Suzanne Brownless, P.A.
1311-B Paul Russell Road
Suite 201

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Ms. Angela Llewellyn

Regulatory Specialist

Regulatory & Business
Specialist

Tampa Electric Co.

Post Office Box 111

Tampa, FL 33601

John Roger Howe, Esq.
Offi-e of Fublic Counsel
111 West Madison Street
Room B12

Tallahassee, FL 321599

Lee L. Willis, Esg.
James D. Beasley, Esaq.
Ausley & McMullen

227 5. Calhoun Street
P. 0. Box 181
Tallahassee, FL 32302

James A. McGee, Esq.
Florida Power Corporatian
P. 0. Box 14042

St. Petersburg, FL 3317133

John W. McWhirter, Jr.., Esq.

McWhirter, Reeves,McGlothlin,
Davidson, Rief & Bakas, F.A.

Post Office Box 31150

Tampa, Florida 33601-335%0

Frank C. Cressman

President

Florida Public Utilities Co.
P.O. Box 31385

Wesat Palm Beach, FL 33402

Matthew M.-Childs, P.A.
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