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BBPORJl THll FLORIDA POBLIC S DVICI: COMMISSI ON 

IN RE: Fuel and purchased power 
cost ~ecovery cl ause 

DOCKET NO. 98000 1- EI 
FILED: JANU~RY 28, 1998 

NOTION F OR RBCONSIDI:RATION 

Florida Power & Light Company ! "FPL" ), purs uant to Rule 25-

22 . 060 , F.A.C., hereby files this Motion for Reconslderation of 

Order No . PSC-98-0073 - FOF-EJ and in support thereof states: 

PSC Actions: 

ln Order No . PSC- 98-0073-FOF- EI , !the •order • ) the Comm1ssion 

reached a number of conc lusions includi ng 

A. Held t hat • matches • under t he broker system • s hould 
be made based on incr emental sy s tem production cost . just 
as before FERC Order 888 ; • . .. transmission charge requi C'ed 
by the FERC Order sl.ould not: influence the matches mad,.. 
on the broker system .... • Order at p.3. 

Basis for Reconsideration 

1. The action by the Commiss i on in direc ting the basis or 

methodology for •matc hes • between economy se ll e r s and buyet·s was 

not properly noticed . The i ssues addressed by r he Orde•· were 

raised by the Commission Staff. The issue identtlied by the 

Commission Staf f which was the ba s 1s for the recomrnendauon to the 

Commission and the Commission' s dec1sion was: 

•rsaue 9 : How should the transmission costs be accounr ed 
for when determining the transaction price of an economy . 
Schedule c. broker transact ion between two direc tly 
interconnected util i ties? · 
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FPL s ubmi ts that the • transaction price · is not necessari ly 

t he same as the •matching • of buyer and seller under the broker 

system and the Commission ' s Order distingu1shes between the 

"transaction price· and the basis for •matches · under t he bro ker 

system. Therefore, if the Order was 1ntended to direct what is to 

be t he basis for •matc hes • under the broker system. then this 1ssue 

was not appropriately noticed. 

2 . FPL respectfully s ubmits that the so-called broke~ 

procedure for •matches • is not w1thin the jurisdiction of this 

Commission. FPL is a part icipa·nt in the broker system and FPL 

i ntends to comply with Commission Orders but , the broker is an 

e ntity separate and apart from any indiv1dual member or 

pe.z:ti cipant. 

3. The basis for the Commission's fi nding is not supported by 

the evide nce . If, and to the extent the Order's dir~ction as Lo 

•matches • under the broker system was based upon "unbundling • of 

transmission charges pursuant to FERC Ot·det 888. Lhen t h<?t'· does 

not appear to be substantia l disagreement. However, if the 

transmission charge is the additional charge addressed by both FPL 

and FPC, then t he Order ' s observation about " incremental product1on 

cost • is surmise . 

B. Held "that the transaca:ion price of a broker sale 
between t wo directly interconnected utilit1es shall be 
based on the incremental production cost ... " ; and , ·Any 
FERC required transmission costs shall be added a ft er the 
broker has matched a buyer and seller. · 

Basis for Reconsideration 

l . The action by the commiss1on ditect i ng t:he basis for 
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billing for an economy sale appear co be a matter subject Lo the 

jurisdiction of the FERC. 

FPL is sub ject to the jurisd iction of the FERC with regard to 

its wholesale pricing. That is why Order No. 888 appl1es to FPL. 

Therefvre, FPL' s billing arr angements for economy sales 

transactions are contained in its interchange agreements wh ich are 

subject to t he FERC ' s j u risdiction . FPL could consider treating 

the directions ;n the Order to be directions to seek FERC approval. 

2. After stating t hat the •matches • under the bt·oker s ystem 

should not be influenced by transmiss ion charges oecause they are 

•not a n incremental p •·oduct i on cost assoc1cted with Lhe sa 1~. • 

Order at p . 3, the Or der uses the same rationale to support its 

<..'>nclusion that the • transaction price · for an economy sale shoulrl 

exclude any transmission charge . Why this observation i :. necf>s·wt} 

or appropriate is not addressed and the example given i:. erron·~t.us . 

Order at p. 4. 

First, as is apparent •rom the ci ted example of Gulf ' s mPthod 

of charging for t r ansmissi on, and which the Order endotses "" the 

appropriate response i ( a ut 11 ity charges a sepa rate addi t l ona! 

charge for transmission, the resulting transaction price o r .:111 

economy sale for most conceivable practicable purposes .1.n-:ludes tht.' 

additional transmission charge--the Commiss1on' s Order cal l s this 

the •effective· price. 

Second , it appears that the convenient observation in the 

Order that FPL' s proposed pricing methodolomr ... "has tl.e e f f eeL 

of s plitting the transaction charqe between the buyet •"" s•· llct • 
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ignores the basis for the price of an economy sa le; mtstakenly 

assumes that an economy energy sale pri ce is on ly to •cost • and is 

wrong . Under FPL' s methodology , the transact1on 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 S3.00 1n 

the example given on pages 3 and 4 of the Order and there w~re no 

$3 . 00 additional t ransmission charge. that the Commission would not 

conclude that the resulting $26.50 transaction price would have rhe 

effect of splitting the $3.00 increase i n production cost between 

t he buyer and the seller. It does not---and it does not because 

~he transaction price i ncludes the •gain. · Therefore. the basis 

for the c,mmission•s decision is not s upported by evidence and is 

erroneous . 

WHEREFORE, FPL r espectfully submits t his its Motion for 

Reconsideration o f Order No . PSC-98-0073-FOF-EI. 

DATED this 28th day of January, 1998. 

RespecLiully s ubmitted, 

STEEL HECTOR & DAVIS LLI' 
Suite 601 
215 South MonrLe Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Attorneys (or Flortda Power 

~~;;~~ 
Matthew M. Childs, P.A. 



BBFOR& '1'D FLORIDA POBLIC SBRVICB COMHISSION 

IN RE : Fue l and purchased power 
cost recovery clause 

DOCKET NO. 980001 - EI 
FILED: JANUARY 28, 1998 

Florida Power & Light Company ( 'FPL' ), hereby fil es this its 

Request for Oral Argument on its Mot l on for Recons ideration a nd. ~n 

support thereof states : 

1. by separate pleading, FPI. h~s filed i c.s Motion (o r 

~econsideration to Order No. PSC-98 -0073-FOF-El. 

2. FPL submits that o ral argument would aid the Commission 1n 

understanding and resolving the mat:ters in t hi s Docket. 

DATED this 28th day of January, 1998. 

Respectfully subm1tted . 

STEEL HECTOR b DAVIS LLP 
Suit~ 601 
21S South Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
At.to rneys ! or F 1o n da Power 
r. L1ght Co~a-ny ~ 

By: /~~f' 
~tlhew M ~. P.A. 



CBRTIPICATZ OF SBRVICB 
DOCXBT NO. 980001-BI 

I HBRJUIY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy o! Florida Power 
~ Light C~mpany• s Motion for Reconsideration a nd Request for Oral 
ArgUl!lent been furnished by Hand Delivery. •• or U. S. Hail this 28th 
day o f Januaty, 1998. to t he following: 

Leslie J . Paugh. Esq. •• 
Division of Legal Services 
FPSC 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd . Rm.370 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Joseph A. McGlothl i n, Esq. 
Vicki Gordon Kauf man. Esq. 
McWhirter ,Reeves, McGlothlin, 
Davidson, Rief & Bakas. P.A. 
117 South Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

G. Ed~son Holland, Esq. 
Jeffrey A. Stone , Esq. 
Be ggs and Lane 
1 0. Box 12950 
Pensacola FL 32576 

Kenneth A. Hoffman , Esq. 
Wi l li~n B. Willing~, Esq. 
Rutledge , Ecenia , Unde rwood . 

Purnell & Hoffman. P.A. 
P.O. Box 551 
Ta llahassee, FL 32302-0551 

Suzanne Brownless, P.A. 
1311-B Paul Russell Road 
Suite 201 
Tallahassee , Florida 32301 

Ms. Angel a Llewellyn 
Regulatory Specialist 
Regulatory & Business 

Specialist 
Tampa Electric Co . 
Post Office Box 111 
Tampa , FL 33601 

John Roocr liowe . Eoq. 
Offi - e of Publ ic couns el 
111 West Madison St reeL 
Room 812 
Tallahassee. FL 32399 

Lee L. Willis , Esq. 
James D. Beasley , Es q . 
Ausley & McMullen 
227 S. Calhoun Street 
P. o . Box 391 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

James A. McGee , Esq . 
Flonda Power Corporat~on 
P. 0 . Box 14042 
St. Petersburg. FL 33733 

John w. Mc;W)1 i rter, ,Jr . , Esq. 
McWhirter. Reeves. McGlothl<n. 

Davidson, Rief & Bakas. P. A. 
?ost Of fi ce Box 3350 
Tampa . Florida 33601-3150 

Frank C. Cre ssman 
Pres ident 
Florida Public UL ilit1es Co . 
P.O . Box 3395 
West Palm Beac h. FL 33402 
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