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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 


·FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 


DIRECT TESTIMONY OF JOHN J. REED 


DOCKET NO. 080677-EI 


Q. 	 Please state your name and business address. 

A. 	 My name is John J. Reed. My business address is 293 Boston Post Road West, 

Suite 500, Marlborough, Massachusetts 01752. 

Q. 	 By whom are you employed and what is your position? 

A. 	 I am the Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of Concentric Energy Advisors, 

Inc. ("Concentric"). 

Q. 	 Please describe your duties and responsibilities in that position. 

A. 	 Concentric is an economic advisory and management consulting firm, 

headquartered in Marlborough, Massachusetts, which provides economic and 

financial services related to the energy industry. 

Q. 	 Please describe your background and professional experience. 

A. 	 I have more than 30 years of experience in the energy industry, having served as 

an executive in energy consulting firms, including the position of Co-Chief 

Executive Officer of the largest publicly-traded management consulting firm in 

the U.S., and as Chief Economist for the largest gas utility in the U.S. I have 

provided expert testimony on a wide variety of economic and financial issues 
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related to the energy and utility industry on numerous occasions before 

administrative agencies, utility commissions, courts, arbitration panels, and 

elected bodies across North America. A copy of my Curriculum Vitae is included 

as Exhibit JJR-l. A list of prior proceedings in which I have provided testimony 

is included as Exhibit JJR-2. 

Q. 	 Are you sponsoring any exhibits in this case? 

A. 	 Yes. I am sponsoring the following exhibits: 

• JJR-l: Curriculum Vitae 

• JJR-2: Testimony List 

• JJR-3: Situational Assessment Rankings 

• JJR-4: Productive Efficiency Rankings 

• JJR-5: Operational Metrics Rankings 

• JJR-6: Benchmarking Workpapers 

• JJR-7: FPL 2007 Assessment and Efficiency Tables 

• JJR-8: FPL 2007 Combined Rankings 

• JJR-9: 2007 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Comparison 

• JJR-IO: Consumer Price Index and Producer Price Index 

• JJR-ll: Average Weekly Earnings - Electric Utility Employees 

• JJR-12: Utility Construction Costs 

Q. 	 Are you sponsoring or co-sponsoring any Minimum Filing Requirements in 

this case? 

A. 	 No, I am not. 
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I. TESTIMONY OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY 


Q. 	 What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 

A. 	 I have been asked by Florida Power & Light Company ("FPL" or the 

"Company") to conduct an analysis of FPL's operational and financial 

performance over the past few years through the use of a benchmarking study, 

and to comment on how the results of that benchmarking study may be 

incorporated into this rate case. I have also been asked to review the 

macroeconomic and service area economic drivers that have contributed to FPL's 

requested rate increase. In addition, I have been asked to review the 

benchmarking efforts conducted by FPL witnesses and comment on the accuracy 

and fairness of their analyses. 

Finally, I have been asked to opine on the appropriate use of the Test Year upon 

which FPL should set base rates. 

Q. 	 How is your testimony organized? 

A. 	 After this overview and summary, my testimony is presented in the following 

sections: 

II. 	 Benchmarking Approach 

III. 	 Benchmarking Results 

IV. 	 Regulatory Construct and Policy Overview 

V. 	 Economic Drivers of FPL's Requested Rate Increase 
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VI. Appropriate Test Year For New Rates 

VII. 	 Conclusion 

Q. 	 Please summarize your testimony. 

A. 	 My review of FPL's performance has demonstrated that the Company has out

performed similarly sized companies across an array of financial and operational 

metrics. The Company has achieved this result in spite of the fact that it is 

somewhat disadvantaged by the exogenous factors that are known to have an 

impact on efficiency, as shown in the situational assessment metrics contained in 

Exhibit JJR-3. FPL's customer base consists of a high percentage of residential 

customers with low usage, its sales volume has been decreasing in the past year 

and is expected to continue this trend due to Florida's economic downturn, and its 

infrastructure is aging. In addition, the state's emerging energy policies will 

likely place future cost pressures on FPL to continue to reduce harmful air 

emissions and improve the efficiency of its generation fleet. 

In terms of productive efficiency, FPL is one of the top performers among 

comparable companies, as shown in metrics contained in Exhibit JJR-4. FPL has 

ranked in the top quartile of the 28 companies in the Straight Electric Group for 

nine out of the past 10 years. In terms of operation and maintenance expenses 

specifically, FPL has ranked in the top quartile among comparable companies and 

first among regional utilities over the past 10 years. On individual metrics where 

FPL has not been a top performer, the characteristics of FPL's service area and 
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recent economic factors explain much or all of the underperformance. It is 

important to note that FPL's cost trends have improved over the past 10 years 

relative to its industry peers, even while undertaking significant expenditures to 

decrease the impact of its operations on the environment, in support of the state's 

emerging clean energy policy. 

It is important to note that FPL's high level of productive efficiency has not been 

achieved at the expense of customer service or system reliability, as shown in 

metrics contained in Exhibit JJR-5. FPL is, and has been, a top decile performer 

in controlling the duration of its transmission and distribution system outages, and 

has consistently achieved above-average performance on the frequency of 

interruptions. Furthermore, FPL has been and remains a very strong performer on 

customer service quality and customer satisfaction measures. 

FPL's commitment to reducing the environmental impact of its operations begins 

with a clean and efficient generation fleet. Due to its low-carbon fuel mix, FPL is 

recognized as a clean-energy company, with one of the lowest carbon emissions 

profiles among major U.S. utilities. The company's fossil generation fleet 

performance continues to be in the top decile among comparable companies in 

every year in terms of availability and forced outages. Its nuclear generation 

fleet, despite operational challenges in recent years, has continued to be a critical 
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factor in FPL's ability to achieve its favorable air emissions profile and its 

capacity to support its commitment to environmental stewardship. 

The benefits of FPL's strong performance in terms of financial and operational 

metrics are substantial. For 2007 alone, if FPL had been merely an average 

performer among the 28 straight electric companies, its non-fuel operation and 

maintenance costs charged to customers would have been between $700 million 

and $1.3 billion higher than its actual costs. 

Q. 	 How should these results be incorporated into the ratemaking process? 

A. 	 It is appropriate to consider the Company's productive efficiency, service quality, 

and responsiveness to state policies in setting the allowed return on equity in this 

proceeding. The customer benefits from FPL's superior performance are clear 

and substantial. The cost differential at issue within the reasonable range of cost 

of equity estimates is relatively small compared to the value of the customer 

benefits produced by FPL's superior performance. It is consistent with both cost

based regulation and the long-standing latitude of regulators to recognize low-cost 

efficient service in setting an appropriate return. Based on my benchmarking 

results and the economic requirements necessary to maintain FPL's outstanding 

quality of service, I urge the Florida Public Service Commission ("FPSC" or 

"Commission") to authorize an ROE of 12.5 percent as supported by the 

testimony of FPL witness Pimentel. 
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II. BENCHMARKING APPROACH 


Q. 	 Please describe your approach to benchmarking the Company's 

performance. 

A. 	 Providing reliable and reasonably-priced electric service involves a complex array 

of infrastructure, general corporate services, customer services and financial 

resources. Assessing whether a particular company has successfully achieved 

both its service and cost obligations involves an evaluation of its productive 

efficiency and its service qUality. Productive efficiency is best measured on a 

relative basis. I have measured FPL's productive efficiency against three 

different peer groups of companies to evaluate its relative performance in specific 

years, and across time to capture the trend in its performance. In addition, one 

must ascertain whether any cost improvements that may have been achieved were 

done at the expense of reducing customer service or reliability. These measures 

are considered separately from productive efficiency. One final element to 

consider is a company's responsiveness to regulatory and environmental policy 

objectives in the states in which it operates. I have considered all of these aspects 

of FPL's performance and, where possible, measured and quantified the 

associated customer benefit. 
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Q. In general, what steps did you take in constructing your benchmarking 

analysis? 

A. 	 The first two steps of the benchmarking analysis were to define the timeframe 

over which the analysis was to be perfonned, and develop the composition of the 

peer groups used to compare to FPL. The third step was to define the operational, 

financial and reliability/service quality metrics that were to be used in the 

benchmarking. Finally, in recognition of the significantly different service area 

characteristics that the different peer group members face, and the consequently 

different perfonnance challenges created by these service area characteristics, I 

developed a situational assessment ranking which reflects the "degree of 

difficulty" that each peer group member faces in seeking to maximize its 

productive efficiency. 

Q. 	 What time frame did you use for your benchmarking analysis? 

A. 	 In general, I used the most recent 10 years of data for both the situational 

assessment and the perfonnance metrics. These are the years 1998 through 2007. 

In some cases, such as for generating unit perfonnance and reliability measures, 

data was only available for the most recent five years. 

Q. 	 Please describe the process you used to develop these benchmarks. 

A. 	 I developed merit order benchmarking results for both the operational and 

economic perfonnance of the companies in the comparables groups. These 

generally measure the level of cost input per unit of "output," such as customer 

service expense per customer, or operations and maintenance (O&M) expense per 
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megawatt-hour (MWh) sold. These cost diagnostics are presented individually by 

rank or merit order, with the lowest cost per unit of output being ranked number 

one. In order to develop an "overall" assessment based on rank order, I took an 

average of all the rank order values and developed a merit order based on those 

averages. This approach shows FPL's relative overall merit order. In addition, I 

conducted a "situational assessment" which used the same method to rank the 

level of challenges to performance that different companies face in order to put 

the benchmarking results in context. 

Q. 	 How did you select the companies to include in your benchmarking peer 

groups? 

A. 	 My objective in determining the sample set of electric utility companies was to 

achieve the largest group for which consistent data were available and which was, 

broadly speaking, operationally similar to FPL. Since FPL is a large electric

only utility with ownership in generating resources, I established a group of 

companies with electric-only utility operations who have at least 500,000 

customers and own generating resources. I refer to this group of 27 comparable 

companies as the "Straight Electric Group." I also wanted to perform a 

comparison to other investor-owned electric utilities subject to the same 

jurisdictional authority. This "Regional Group" includes Progress Energy 

Florida, Gulf Power Company and Tampa Electric Company. Finally, I also 

looked at other large utility companies. These include companies with electric 

operations and at least two million electric customers, yielding a group of six 
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companies I refer to as the "Large Utility Group." American Electric Power 

Company, Incorporated met the screening criteria. However, due to its substantial 

operations in the Texas ERCOT market, and ERCOT's competitive 

retai1lcustomer choice market structure, reported data did not permit meaningful 

comparisons to companies outside of ERCOT. The composition of each of my 

comparable groups is shown in Exhibit JJR-6, page 2 of 47. 

Q. 	 Why did you focus on number of customers as a key measure for refining 

your comparable groups? 

A. 	 The purpose of this benchmarking analysis is to develop a meaningful comparison 

of FPL's costs and economic metrics that are indicative of utility performance. 

Many of the challenges and opportunities for a company are a function of its size. 

Since my focus is on controllable economic efficiencies, size is an important 

attribute and a utility's size tends to vary most directly as a function of the 

number of customers it serves. 

Q. 	 How did you conduct your situational assessment, and what is the purpose of 

this analysis? 

A. 	 Drawing comparisons through the use of benchmarking is inherently difficult 

because no two utility companies face the same set of circumstances in terms of 

service area economic factors, and because utilities have an obligation to serve all 

customers within their service area. The purpose of a situational assessment is to 

recognize that the cost advantages or disadvantages that many utilities face are the 

product of circumstances beyond their control. For example, utilities with faster 
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growing service territories, with a more dispersed service territory, with no 

indigenous fuel supplies, that have a higher proportion of low load factor, smaller 

residential customers, and that are more transmission dependent all face greater 

cost challenges than do utilities without these characteristics. 

My situational assessment examines these factors, which are then used to place a 

utility's cost performance in the context of the market it serves. Often, a utility's 

above-average or below-average performance on a single performance metric can 

be explained by the results of the situational assessment. 

Q. 	 What data sources did you rely on for the benchmarks you are presenting? 

A. 	 For the benchmarking analysis, I compiled data from various sources to provide 

sufficient metrics to assess FPL's overall performance relative to the comparable 

groups. For most data, I relied upon FERC Form 1 reports (as reported by SNL 

Financial). For supplemental metrics related to FPL's operational performance, I 

was able to review data from the North American Electric Reliability Corporation 

(NERC), Edison Electric Institute (EEl), and Institute of Nuclear Power 

Operations (INPO). 
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III. BENCHMARKING RESULTS 


Q. 	 Please begin by describing the results of your situational assessment. 

A. 	 The results of this assessment are provided in Exhibit JJR-3, pages one through 

10. This exhibit shows the rank order of each of the companies, in each of the 

comparison groups, for each metric, as well as an overall score in the far right 

column based on the average rank. These metrics generally provide insight 

regarding the operational challenges that the various companies face that could be 

expected to adversely affect cost. In this situational assessment, a ranking of one 

indicates the company with the highest level of challenge related to economic 

efficiency for a particular measure. The situational assessment helps to explain 

the challenges a utility company faces in keeping costs low. 

Q. 	 Would you please identify the exogenous factors you assessed and describe 

how FPL was challenged by each one? 

A. 	 I looked at eight different factors from publicly reported statistical sources that 

indicate challenges to operational performance. The results are presented in 

Exhibit JJR-3, pages one through 10 and the following is a summary of each 

metric: 

• 	 Percent Sales Residential: More than half of FPL's sales by volume 

are sales to residential customers. FPL has a greater proportion of 

residential sales than any other company in any of the comparable 

groups in any year. Residential customers are more expensive to serve 

12 




1 than commercial and industrial customers, and utilities with a higher 

2 proportion of residential customers tend to have higher costs and 

3 higher rates. 

4 • Percent Sales Other: Other sales represent all sales other than sales to 

5 residential, commercial, and industrial customers. This category 

6 includes Sales for Resale. Sales for Resale present the lowest cost per 

7 unit for a utility company. FPL, with a very low volume of other 

8 sales, is the most challenged in the Regional Group and the Large 

9 Utility Group each year, and the most or second-most challenged in 

10 the Straight Electric Group each year. 

11 • Use per Customer: Use per customer measures the average volume of 

12 sales for each customer. Since many of the costs of serving an 

l3 individual customer do not vary with the level of consumption, utilities 

14 with lower use per customer levels tend to be higher cost operations. 

15 FPL is consistently the most challenged in the Regional Group, having 

16 the lowest use per customer each year. In the Large Utility Group, 

17 FPL is either the most or second-most challenged each year. In the 

18 Straight Electric Group, FPL has the second or third lowest use per 

19 customer each year. 

20 • Change in Customers (%): Increases or decreases (in percentage 

21 terms) in the number of customers create challenges in terms of 

22 managing capital expenditures, plant utilization and fixed cost 
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amortization. FPL's customer growth rate has always placed it in the 

top half of the Straight Electric Group, and it is often in the top 

quartile in terms of the challenge represented by this metric. 

• 	 Change in Sales Volume (Rolling Five Year Growth): Like changes in 

customer base, dramatic shifts in sales volume pose challenges to any 

company. FPL has been challenged by more dramatic changes in sales 

volume as compared to both the Regional Group and Large Utility 

Group. When measured on a rolling five year basis, FPL's change in 

sales volume has placed it as most challenged in the Regional Group in 

six out of the last seven years and most challenged in the Large Utility 

Group in five out of the last seven years. 

• 	 Percent Generation Nuclear: The costs for nuclear generation are 

comparatively higher than coal-fired, oil-fired, gas-fired and 

hydroelectric generating resources. FPL has a higher percentage of its 

generation produced by nuclear resources than its peers in any of the 

comparison groups. FPL is ranked first in every year in terms of 

percentage nuclear generation in the Regional Group and in the top 

half in the Straight Electric and Large Utility Groups. This places 

significant pressure on FPL's cost structure and its ability to maintain 

competitive rates relative to its peers in the region. 

• 	 Energy Losses: Energy losses are a product of the transmission and 

distribution infrastructure through which the energy is transmitted. 

14 



I Electric utilities which are more transmission dependent experience 

2 higher losses than utilities which are able to site generation closer to 

3 load centers. This metric represents a significant challenge for FPL. 

4 FPL is consistently the most challenged in the Regional Group, and 

5 either the most, or second most challenged each year in the Large 

6 Utility Group. In the Straight Electric Group, FPL is in the most 

7 challenged quartile each year. 

8 • Accumulated Provision for Depreciation as a Percent of Gross Plant: 

9 This metric is a reasonable proxy for the age of a utility's asset base. 

10 Utilities with a higher proportion of accumulated depreciation to gross 

11 plant are systems which tend to be older. The higher this proportion is 

12 the more challenged a utility will be in terms of the need for 

13 maintenance and capital expenditures. FPL is consistently in the most 

14 challenged quartile on this metric, and consequently faces greater 

15 capital expenditure requirements. 

16 

17 The detailed results of the situational assessment are presented in Exhibit JJR-6, 

18 pages five through 13. 

19 Q. How would you summarize the situational assessment? 

20 A. It is important to keep the situational assessment in context. I offer these metrics 

21 as a means of "getting the lay of the land" in understanding the productive 

22 efficiency metrics. This is not a perfect means of capturing all of the challenges 
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or advantages of the companies in the comparables groups, but represents a 

reasonable cross-section of publicly available measures of a utility's operating 

environment. While only a high-level snapshot, these data indicate that FPL is 

consistently one of the three most "challenged" companies within the comparison 

groups, as the results for 2007 show in Exhibit JJR-7. 

Q. 	 In general, what are the results of your productive efficiency benchmarking 

analysis? 

A. 	 I have utilized 21 productive efficiency metrics which I combined to create 11 

benchmark metrics against which to compare FPL's performance to the three 

different peer groups, across the lO-year study period. Exhibit JJR-4, pages one 

through 10, present the merit order rankings for each company, on each metric, 

for each year. The underlying values for the productive efficiency metrics are 

provided on pages 14 through 35 of Exhibit JJR-6. 

The "high-level" conclusions that I have drawn from this analysis are: 

• 	 FPL has ranked in the top quartile of the 28 companies in the Straight 

Electric Group in every year for the past 10 years and in the top decile 

for the past six years. 

• 	 FPL has ranked as the top (out of four) regional utility in everyone of 

the past 10 years. 

• 	 FPL has ranked as the top large utility (out of seven) in every one of 

the past 10 years. 
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• 	 On the individual metrics where FPL has not been a top performer, the 

characteristics of FPL's service area and recent economic drivers 

explain much or all of the underperformance. 

• 	 FPL's cost trends have improved over the past 10 years relative to its 

industry peers, with the exception of system-average fuel costs. The 

addition of new nuclear capacity as described by FPL witness Stall and 

new renewable capacity as described by FPL witness Bennett will help 

to lower system-average fuel costs. 

Q. 	 What metrics did you use to assess FPL's performance? 

A. 	 FPL's performance was measured across a variety of expense categories. I 

included high-level measures, such as total non-fuel O&M expenses, as well as 

various subcategories. These subcategories include: 

• 	 Non-Fuel Production O&M expenses 

• 	 Transmission O&M expenses 

• 	 Distribution O&M expenses 

• 	 Administrative and General (A&G) expenses 

• 	 Customer expenses 

• 	 Uncollectible expenses 

In addition, I looked at performance metrics outside of O&M expenses to measure 

corporate performance. These metrics include: 

• 	 Days sales outstanding 

17 



1 • Labor Efficiency 

2 • Gross asset base 

3 • Additions to plant relative to customer growth 

4 

5 To ensure that FPL's performance on cost metrics did not occur at the cost of 

6 lower reliability or safety, I also compiled a variety of metrics to measure FPL's 

7 operational performance, which are discussed in detail later in my testimony. 

8 These metrics include: 

9 • Nuclear capacity factor 

10 • Nuclear forced loss rate 


11 • Nuclear industrial safety accident rate 


12 • Fossil plant equivalent availability factor (EAF) 


13 • Fossil plant equivalent forced outage rate (EFOR) 


14 • Distribution system average interruption frequency index (SAIFI) 


15 • Customer average interruption duration index (CAIDI) 


16 • Distribution system average interruption duration index (SAIDI) 


17 • Customer service efficiency and quality 


18 


19 The detailed definitions of each of the productive efficiency and operational 


20 metrics I used are presented on pages three and four of Exhibit JJR-6. 
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I Q. How did you adjust the metrics to account for companies of different sizes? 

2 A. Most metrics are calculated on an expense per-customer or an expense per-MWh 

3 sold basis. The productive efficiency metrics presented in my analysis are an 

4 average of the per-customer values and the per-MWh values for each cost 

5 element. For example, the A&G expenses productive efficiency metric reflects 

6 each utility's A&G expenses per MWh sold and A&G expenses per customer, and 

7 presents the average performance rank on these two metrics as the measure of 

8 A&G productive efficiency. 

9 Q. Which metrics provide the best indication of FPL's overall performance 

10 efficiency relative to the comparables group? 

11 A. While each metric is significant and may help identify particular areas of strength 

12 and explain FPL's results, the best indication of FPL's overall level of 

13 performance in controlling costs is total non-fuel O&M expenses. This category 

14 covers all four primary operating functions (generation, transmission, distribution 

15 and customer service), and includes all administrative and general functions. This 

16 metric also has the advantage of removing the effects of environmental policy 

17 decisions (e.g., reduction in coal use) from the costs being studied. 

18 

19 FPL's performance is particularly strong in controlling non-fuel O&M expenses 

20 each year. It is the top performer in Regional Group, and the Large Utility Group 

21 each year. In the Straight Electric Group, FPL is in the top quartile every year in 

22 controlling its non-fuel O&M expenses. Most recently, in 2007, FPL was the 
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second highest ranked utility out of the 28 companies in the Straight Electric 

Group in controlling non-fuel O&M expenses on combined per-customer and per

MWh basis. 

FPL's performance has translated into real cost savings to its customers. In 2007 

alone, this performance has saved customers between $700 million and $1.3 

billion as compared to costs that customers would have incurred if FPL's non-fuel 

O&M expenses had been merely average (consistent with the average of the 28 

companies in the Straight Electric Group). 

Q. 	 Would you please summarize the results of the other productive efficiency 

metrics? 

A. 	 Yes. I looked at a number of productive efficiency metrics in analyzing FPL's 

overall performance, as summarized in the following: 

• 	 Production, Transmission, and Distribution O&M Expenses: 

Production O&M (less fuel and purchased power expenses) has 

consistently been one of FPL's greatest strengths. FPL is consistently 

in the top quartile of the Straight Electric Group, and the top performer 

in the Regional Group and Large Utility Group. In 2007, FPL ranked 

fourth out of the 28 companies in the Straight Electric Group in 

Production O&M expenses. FPL has also performed well in 

controlling Transmission O&M Expenses (in addition to the "per

customer" and "per-MWh" measurement used in other metrics, the 

20 
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overall merit-order ranking for Transmission O&M also takes into 

account Transmission O&M expenses per mile of transmission line). 

FPL has consistently been in the top two quartiles, and most recently, 

the top performer in the Regional Group. Finally, looking at 

Distribution O&M expenses, FPL's improvement is most notable. 

FPL has improved from the fourth quartile of the Straight Electric 

Group in 1998 to the second quartile in 2007. It has also become the 

top performer in the Regional Group over that time. 

• 	 A&G, Customer, and Uncollectible Expenses: FPL is consistently a 

top performer in controlling A&G Expenses. FPL has been in the top 

quartile in the Straight Electric Group each year, and is one of the top 

two performers in the Regional Group and Large Utility Group each 

year. FPL has typically been in the top half of the Straight Electric 

Group and Large Utility Group in terms of controlling customer 

expenses; however, when compared to the Regional Group, FPL is 

consistently the top performer on this metric. In controlling 

Uncollectible Expenses, FPL typically performs in the top quartile of 

the Straight Electric Group, and is one of the top two companies in the 

Regional Group and Large Utility Group. 

• 	 Days Sales Outstanding: In analyzing Days Sales Outstanding, which 

is a measure of the average level of accounts receivable in relation to 
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total electricity sales over a year, FPL exhibited mid-level performance 

in each group, every year. 

• 	 Labor Efficiency: FPL has consistently been a strong performer in 

terms of Labor Efficiency. In analyzing Labor Efficiency, which is a 

combined metric that includes Salaries, Wages, Pension and Benefits 

per Employee and Employees per Customer, the results show that FPL 

has ranked in the top quartile in nine out of the last 10 years in the 

Straight Electric Group, and has been a top performer in the Regional 

Group in eight out of the last 10 years. 

• 	 Gross Asset Base and Additions to Plant: FPL's level of Gross Asset 

Base per Customer is generally comparable to its peers in each of the 

comparable groups. FPL's Gross Asset Base expressed on a per kWh 

basis is noticeably above its peers, which is linked to FPL's high 

proportion of residential customers, and the Company's low use per 

customer. FPL's Additions to Plant per New Customer demonstrate 

superior performance. FPL is the lowest cost performer each year in 

the Large Utility Group and in the top quartile in eight out of the last 

10 years in the Straight Electric Group. In the Regional Group, FPL is 

either the second or third ranked, indicating that its costs on this metric 

are at or near average. 
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Q. 	 How does FPL compare in the overall merit order rankings? 

A. 	 As shown in Exhibit JJR-7, FPL is currently the overall top perfonner in the 

Regional Group, the Large Utility Group and in the Straight Electric Group in 

tenns of productive efficiency in 2007. It should be noted that these results are 

based entirely on the ranking of the perfonnance metrics, without any adjustment 

made for the challenges demonstrated in the Situational Assessment. 

Q. 	 Is there a means of considering both the challenges identified in the 

situational assessment and the productive efficiency ranks from your 

benchmarking analysis? 

A. 	 Yes. Exhibit JJR-8 combines the productive efficiency merit order rankings and 

the situational assessment rankings. When viewed on these axes, a bandwidth 

around the diagonal line running from the upper left comer to the lower right 

comer (shown in yellow on the chart) reflects the utilities whose productivity is 

consistent with the challenges identified in the situational assessment. The further 

away (either above or below) that a utility's perfonnance is from this line, the 

more exceptional is its perfonnance (either exceptionally good or exceptionally 

poor). As shown in Exhibit JJR-8, FPL's perfonnance in 2007 was exceptionally 

good, and FPL most outperfonned its straight electric peers on a basis which 

considers both absolute productivity measures and the relative challenges it faced. 
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Q. 	 Are there any sensitivities associated with the benchmarking analysis you 

wish to point out? 

A. 	 Yes. There are some points of which the Commission should be aware in judging 

these results. In looking at economic efficiencies, it is easy to assume that the 

companies represented in the data set are all equivalent in terms of safety, 

customer satisfaction and other important operational standards, but that is not 

always the case. If a utility's management decides to launch major service quality 

initiatives, these initiatives may well have appropriate attendant costs but the data 

illustrate only the cost impact and not the off-setting service improvement. To 

examine these issues, I have separately analyzed FPL's trends and performance 

on a set of operational metrics. 

Q. 	 Did your analysis indicate that FPL's level of operational performance was 

diminished in any way as a result of FPL's cost control activities? 

A. 	 No. I analyzed a number of operational performance metrics to examine FPL's 

level of performance over time and relative to the industry. These results are 

presented in Exhibit JJR-5. Page one of this exhibit presents FPL's values for 

each of these metrics for each year that data were available. Page two presents 

FPL's merit order rank on each item, as compared to its industry peers. On the 

whole, I found FPL's operational performance to be improving, and above 

industry norms, on all performance metrics. FPL's investment in its nuclear units 

has resulted in recent performance improvements, as further explained in the 

direct testimony of FPL witness Stall. However, while FPL's cost control 
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activities have not affected its level of performance to date, the rising cost of labor 

and materials, as discussed later in my testimony, make it virtually impossible to 

avoid cost increases without an impact on performance. 

Q. 	 Please describe the operational metrics you examined, and the results of this 

analysis. 

A. 	 I examined fossil generating plant performance, nuclear generation plant 

performance, distribution system reliability, and customer service efficiency and 

qUality. The results of this analysis are summarized below: 

• 	 Fossil Plant Equivalent Availability Factor: FPL's fossil generation 

fleet has consistently performed well above industry average in terms 

of its availability. From 2002 through 2007, FPL has been in the top 

quartile when compared to the industry average, and was in the top 20 

percent of fossil units in 2007. 

• 	 Fossil Plant Equivalent Forced Outage Rate: FPL's fossil units have 

performed exceptionally well compared to the industry on this metric. 

From 2002 through 2007, FPL ranked in the top quartile compared to 

the industry average, and was in the top 20 percent of fossil units in 

2007. 

• 	 Nuclear Plant Capacity Factor: FPL's nuclear generation performance 

in terms of capacity factor has been near industry average from 2002 

to 2007. As discussed in FPL witness Stall's testimony, this 

performance is largely due to industry events which resulted in 
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significant regulatory impacts affecting the entire nuclear industry. 

FPL has made significant investments in these units based on these 

industry events, and these investments have already resulted in 

performance improvements. 

• 	 Nuclear Plant Forced Loss Rate: FPL's Nuclear Plant Forced Loss 

Rate, a measure of how well an owner is maintaining and operating 

plant equipment has been close to industry average from 2002 to 2007. 

As previously noted, FPL has made significant investments in its 

nuclear operating equipment since 2005, and has shown an 

improvement in this metric in each subsequent year. 

• 	 Nuclear Industrial Safety Accident Rate: FPL's Nuclear Industrial 

Safety Accident Rate, a measure of accidents per 200,000 man-hours 

worked, has been at or near industry average in each year since 2003. 

• 	 Distribution System Average Interruption Frequency Index, Customer 

Average Interruption Duration Index, and Distribution System 

Average Interruption Duration Index: In analyzing FPL's Distribution 

System Average Interruption Frequency Index, FPL has consistently 

performed in the top half of the industry in each year since 2003. 

FPL's Customer Average Interruption Duration Index has been 

outstanding, with FPL being in the top decile among industry peers in 

each year over the last five years. Similarly, FPL's Distribution 

System Average Interruption Duration Index, has been in the top 
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quartile in each year over the last five years, and was in the top decile 

in 2006. These metrics indicate that FPL is providing above average 

service to its customers in terms of reliability. 

• 	 Care Center Cost, Abandonment Rate, and Average Speed of Answer: 

In terms of FPL's level of customer service as measured by Care 

Center Cost per customer, Abandonment Rate, and Average Speed of 

Answer, FPL has significantly outperformed its peers. Based on 

industry data, from 2003 to 2007, FPL has ranked in the first or second 

quartile in four out of the last five years. In 2007, FPL ranked in the 

first quartile as compared to industry average in all three metrics. 

Q. 	 What conclusions have you reached regarding your operational 

benchmarking results? 

A. 	 FPL's superior performance on the productive efficiency benchmarks has not 

occurred at the expense of operational performance or customer satisfaction. On 

all of these metrics, FPL has achieved above average performance, often far 

above average, and there is no evidence of a trend towards declining performance 

or customer satisfaction. 

Notably, the operational metrics demonstrate that FPL has achieved the following 

performance levels: 

• 	 Top decile performance in every year for fossil plant performance; 

27 




I • Top decile performance for customer average interruption duration and 

2 distribution system average interruption duration, and consistently 

3 above average performance for distribution system average 

4 interruption frequency; and 

5 • Top quartile performance for customer service efficiency, and above 

6 average performance on customer service quality/satisfaction. 

7 

8 As stated earlier, FPL is above average on all items except nuclear plant 

9 availability metrics (specifically, capacity factor and forced loss rate), and is 

10 frequently in the top quartile or decile. FPL witness Stall's testimony discusses 

11 the recent operational challenges that FPL's nuclear fleet has experienced, and 

12 explains the causes of those challenges and FPL's excellence program for these 

13 assets. FPL has achieved its top quality productive efficiency rankings even 

14 while increasing nuclear plant O&M and capital improvement expenditures as 

15 described in the testimony of FPL witness Stall. 

16 Q. Is there any other operational area in which you examined FPL's relative 

17 performance? 

18 A. Yes, there is. Given Florida's very ambitious goals for greenhouse gas emissions 

19 reductions, I also calculated FPL's approximate level of CO2 emissions relative to 

20 a peer group. 
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Q. 	 Please describe how you compared FPL to other utilities in terms of 

greenhouse gas emissions. 

A. 	 I created a dataset of comparable companies whose energy generation was within 

50 percent (above or below) of FPL' s 2007 generation leveL Exhibit JJR -9 shows 

that FPL produced 97,169,891 MWh of net generation in 2007. There were eight 

utility companies within ±SO percent of FPL's figure. For this comparison, I also 

considered Progress Energy Florida, Gulf Power Company, and Tampa Electric 

Company (the regional comparables group). 

As shown in Exhibit JJR-9, FPL is the cleanest utility among both the eight-utility 

and regional comparables groups, with an average of 0.41 tons of carbon dioxide 

emitted per MWh. FPL's exceptional performance in the area of greenhouse gas 

emissions is a direct result of FPL's commitment to addressing global climate 

change consistent with the state's evolving energy policies. 

Q. 	 Are there benefits associated with FPL's commitment to a clean energy 

portfolio that are not reflected in base rates? 

A. 	 The costs that FPL has incurred in ensuring that the generating units that make up 

FPL's portfolio are as clean and efficient as possible are significant. While FPL's 

investment in its generating portfolio has resulted in fossil units that are 

significantly more efficient, the costs associated with these improvements are 

reflected in FPL's total rates. However, the savings associated with this improved 

efficiency are not reflected in base rates, but instead are ultimately reflected in 
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lower fuel and environmental compliance costs, which are recovered through 

separate adjustment clauses. 

IV. 	 REGULATORY CONSTRUCT AND POLICY REVIEW 

Q. 	 Does the Florida Public Service Commission have the authority to recognize 

corporate performance in setting rates for public utilities? 

A. 	 Yes. Florida Statute 366.041(1) provides the Commission with the authorization 

to "give consideration, among other things, to the efficiency, sufficiency, and 

adequacy of the facilities provided and the services rendered; the cost of 

providing such service and the value of such service to the public; the ability of 

the utility to improve such service and facilities; and energy conservation and the 

efficient use of alternative energy resources" in determining the just, reasonable, 

and compensatory rates for services provided within the state by any and all 

public utilities under its jurisdiction. 

Q. 	 Are you aware of whether regulatory commissions in practice consider a 

utility's performance as a factor in setting the appropriate return on equity 

for utilities that they regulate? 

A. 	 Yes. Regulators at both the state and federal levels reward utilities for superior 

performance by either explicitly, or implicitly, reflecting performance in setting 

the allowed rate of return. The underpinnings of such an approach extend back at 

least to 1923 in the Supreme Court's decision in Bluefield Water Works (262 U.S. 
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I 679). For example, many public utility commissions have referred to that case in 

2 the context of setting rates of return giving due consideration to a company's 

3 efficiency, a key element of performance. 

4 Q. Would it be appropriate for the Commission to consider FPL's superior 

5 performance in its return on equity determination in this case? 

6 A. Yes. Consideration of FPL's superior performance would be consistent with this 

7 and other Commissions' authority and precedent, as well as in the public interest. 

8 In terms of this case, it would be appropriate to consider and recognize the high 

9 performance of FPL and the benefits and value such service provides to customers 

10 in selecting a return on equity within the cost of equity range identified by FPL 

11 witness Avera, and at a level equal to or greater than the amount requested in FPL 

12 witness Pimentel's testimony. 

13 

14 V. ECONOMIC DRIVERS OF FPL'S REQUESTED RATE INCREASE 

15 

16 Q. Please discuss the macroeconomic and serviceMarea economic trends that are 

17 principal drivers of FPL's requested rate increase. 

18 A. As discussed in Section III of my testimony, FPL has done an exceptional job of 

19 controlling costs and achieving a very high level of productive efficiency, even 

20 though it faces circumstances that make it one of the most operationally 

21 challenged utilities in the nation. Notwithstanding FPL's performance in 
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controlling costs, it is facing a set of macroeconomic and service-area economic 

drivers that compel it to seek a rate increase for 201O. 

Q. 	 What is the relevant period for considering the economic drivers of FPL's 

requested rate increase? 

A. 	 FPL's last general base rate increase was in 1985. Base rates were subsequently 

reduced in 1990, and were lowered by $350 million on an annual basis in 1999 

and another $250 million on an annual basis in 2002 as a result of stipulated 

reductions. Rates were increased in May 2007, in accordance with the terms of 

the Generation Base Rate Adjustment (GBRA) mechanism that recognized the 

cost of placing new generating units into service. Given this rate history, I have 

focused my review of economic drivers on data since 2001. 

Q. 	 Please describe the macroeconomic trends that have affected FPL's costs. 

A. 	 Two common measures of the macro-economy's general price level are the 

Consumer Price Index for urban consumers (CPI-U) and the Producer Price Index 

for finished goods (PPI). Exhibit JJR -10 shows the performance of the CPI-U and 

PPI for finished goods since 2001. The CPI-U and PPI have increased nearly 20 

percent and 23 percent, respectively, between 2001 and 2008. Since 2005, when 

FPL's last rate case was settled, these two indices have increased by 

approximately seven percent and nearly nine percent, respectively. 

Since 2003, industrial commodities have accelerated their rate of growth over 

general inflation as measured by the CPI-U. Exhibit JJR-10 presents the PPI for 
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cement, concrete products, copper and brass mill shapes, copper ores, fabricated 

iron and steel pipe, tube, and fittings, iron ore, and steel mill products versus the 

CPI-U. While each of these industrial commodities has outpaced general 

inflation, copper ores, copper and brass mill shapes and steel mill products 

experienced the greatest increases. There is also a clear divergence between these 

commodities and the CPI-U in 2003. A similar divergence occurs for cement, 

concrete products, and iron ore in 2004. These commodities are essential to 

FPL's capital expenditure program, and thus, their prices are putting significant 

upward pressure on costs even beyond the general inflationary pressure measured 

by the CPI. 

An additional area that has had a significant impact on FPL's costs is the cost of 

utility labor. Like the overall price level and the price of specific fuels and 

commodities, the cost oflaborhas continued to climb since 2001. Exhibit JJR-ll 

shows electric utility employee average weekly earnings as reported by the 

Bureau of Labor Statistics. Since 2001, average weekly earnings have increased 

from approximately $996 to approximately $1,289, or 29.6 percent in nominal 

growth. As noted previously, FPL's last rate case was settled in 2005, and since 

then, electric utility employee compensation has regained its upward momentum. 

Lastly, overall utility construction costs have increased significantly in recent 

years. The Handy-Whitman Index of Public Utility Construction Costs provides a 
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good indication of the rising cost of construction incurred by FPL. This index is 

calculated on a regional basis and incorporates all construction costs including 

materials and labor. Exhibit JJR-12 presents the Handy-Whitman Index for the 

South Atlantic region between 2001 and 2008. There are separate data series for 

steam production plant, hydraulic production plant, nuclear production plant, 

transmission plant and distribution plant. All five series show a general upward 

trend with transmission and distribution plant outpacing the others after 2005. As 

noted earlier, since FPL's last rate case was settled in 2005, these costs have 

increased significantly. 

Q. 	 Please describe the current economic environment faced by FPL and its 

impact on revenues. 

A. 	 Florida is in the midst of a severe economic downturn. FPL's customer growth 

has fallen since 2007. Likewise, economic activity has slowed over the past two 

years. Employment has been declining and personal bankruptcies are increasing 

while real household income has been contracting. All of these factors have 

plunged Florida into a severe economic downturn. As a result, FPL' s sales 

growth and revenue growth are declining. The recession is expected to continue 

through 2009, which will result in continued lower sales growth and decreased 

use per customer. 

As described in the testimony of FPL witness Morley, from 1985 to 2005, FPL's 

customer base grew at an average annual rate of about 85,500 customers, or 2.8 
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percent per year. During the same time, energy use per customer grew at about 

0.6 percent per year. As a result, FPL's electric sales almost doubled in the 20

year period ending in 2005. From 2006 through 2010, as discussed above, both 

customer growth and sales are expected to slow dramatically due to the economic 

slowdown. However, the growth in new service accounts is expected to slow 

only moderately despite the absence of sales growth. This is due to requests for 

new service installations with potentially little or no new revenues associated with 

many of them in the short term due to high vacancy rates, as well as high vacancy 

rates for premises associated with existing service accounts. It is this addition of 

new service accounts that, in part, requires FPL to continue to invest in its 

infrastructure today in order to be ready to serve its customers in the future. The 

combination of the costs associated with continued growth in new service 

accounts and the declining revenue as a result of decreased customer growth and 

sales have put greater pressure on FPL's financial performance. 

At the same time that revenues are declining, costs are increasing sharply. FPL's 

commitment to the maintenance and improvement of its generation fleet and 

transmission infrastructure requires a significant investment in these assets. The 

increasing cost of material and labor, as previously discussed, has resulted in 

sharply increased O&M and capital expenditures. Transmission and substation 

capital expenditures to maintain reliability of delivery service are forecasted to 

increase 2.9 percent over 2006 levels while operation and maintenance expenses 
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are forecasted to increase approximately 46 percent from 2006 to 2010. In order 

to maintain its fossil-fIred generation fleet, FPL forecasts an increase of 

approximately 77 percent in capital expenditures, from approximately $231 

million in 2006 to $410 million in 2010. 

In addition, the costs of compliance with both state and federal mandates have put 

signifIcant pressure on FPL's cost structure and its ability to manage costs. 

• 
VI. APPROPRIATE TEST YEAR FOR NEW RATES 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Which year is FPL proposing to use as the basis for its overall jurisdictional 

revenue requirement calculation? 

FPL is proposing to use 2010 as the Test Year upon which to base its revenue 

requirement calculation. 

Would you please explain the basis of selection of a 2010 Test Year? 

Certainly. Based on the stipulation to the Company's 2005 rate settlement 

agreement, FPL's base rates were to remain unchanged from January 1, 2006 

through December 31, 2009, and would remain effective until new base rates 

were set. As a result, FPL's base rates could not change until January 1,2010, at 

the earliest. Therefore, it is reasonable to set the Test Year at 2010 since this 

would be the year in which the new rates would go in effect. 
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1 Q. What are the regulatory principles that apply to the selection of a Test Year? 

2 A. The entire purpose of establishing a Test Year is to measure the expenses, 

3 investment, costs of capital, taxes, and billing determinants as they are projected 

4 to exist during the period for which the rates will be in effect, so as to allow the 

5 Commission to "test" whether the rates approved by the Commission will result in 

6 the utility significantly under-earning or over-earning its authorized rate of return. 

7 The establishment of a proper Test Year begins with the use of a 12-month base 

8 period, which is then adjusted for known or measurable changes, or which is used 

9 as the basis for a partially or fully forecasted Test Year. Whichever approach is 

10 selected, the Test Year must be representative of future conditions (which reflect 

11 the effective date of the new rates) or the "test" is not valid. FPL's proposed use 

12 of a 2010 Test Year meets these regulatory principles and the use of 2009 or an 

13 earlier test year does not. 

14 

15 VII. CONCLUSION 

16 

17 Q. What are your conclusions? 

18 A. FPL has demonstrably superior performance in many areas of financial and 

19 operational efficiency, which provides customers significant savings as compared 

20 with average performance. These benefits are the result of focused efforts by the 

21 Company and are enhanced by FPL's strong customer service record. 
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1 FPL has done an exceptional job of controlling costs and achieving high levels of 

2 service to its customers, even in the face of many economic drivers over which it 

3 has little or no controL Macro-economic trends in the CPI and PPI, as well as 

4 labor and material costs, have put enormous cost pressures on FPL. In addition, 

5 the global economic crises, as well as Florida's economic downturn, have 

6 negatively affected FPL's revenue growth. 

7 

8 It is well within the purview of this Commission, on the basis of the quantifiable 

9 benefits the Company has already achieved and provided to customers, to support 

10 an ROE that represents strong performance and demonstrated commitment to 

11 superior quality of service. It is consistent with both cost-based regulation and the 

12 long-standing latitude of regulators to recognize efficient, high quality service in 

13 setting a compensatory return. 

14 Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony? 

15 A. Yes. 
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Stone & Webster Management Consultants, Inc. (1981 - 1983) 
Senior Consultant 

Consultant 

Southern California Gas Company (1976 - 1981) 
Corporate Economist 

Financial Analyst 

Treasury Analyst 

EDUCATION AND CERTIFICATION 

B.S., Economics and Finance, Wharton School, University of Pennsylvania, 1976 

Licensed Securities Professional: NASD Series 7, 63, and 24 Licenses 

BOARDS OF DIRECTORS (PAST AND PRESENT) 

Concentric Energy Advisors, Inc. 


Navigant Consulting, Inc. 


Navigant Energy Capital 


Nukem, Inc. 


New England Gas Association 
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R. J. Rudden Associates 


REED Consulting Group 


AFFILIATIONS 

National Association of Business Economists 

International Association of Energy Economists 

American Gas Association 

New England Gas Association 

Society of Gas Lighters 

Guild of Gas Managers 



SPONSOR DATE eASF}ApPLICANT DOCKET No. SUBJECT 
,Alaska PQWlC VtiUtles Commission 

Chugach Electric 12/86 Chugach Electric Docket No. U-S6-11 Cost Allocation 
Chugach Electric 6/S7 Enstar Natural Gas Company Docket No. U-S7-2 Tariff Design 
Chugach Electric 12/87 Enstar Natural Gas Company Docket No. U-S7-42 Gas Transportation 
Chugach Electric 2ISS Chugach Electric Docket No. U-S7-35 Cost of Capital 

California _ruQlmmJssion 
Southern California Gas Co. S/SO Southern California Gas Co. Docket No. SO-BR-3 Gas Price Forecasting 

California ,PulJlic UtiUty CommiViion 
Southern California Gas Co. 
Pacific Gas Transmission Co. 

3/80 
10/91 

Southern California Gas Co. 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 

TY 1981 G.R.C. 
App. 89-04-033 

Cost of Service, Inflation 
Rate Design 

Pacific Gas Transmission Co. 7/92 Southern California Gas Co. A. 92-04-031 Rate Design 

" ;CoI~rado Public UtPities Commission 

AMAX Molybdenum 2190 Commission RuJemaking Docket No. 89R-702G Gas Transportation 

AMAX Molybdenum 11190 Commission Rulernaking Docket No. 90R-508G Gas Transportation 
XcelEnergy 8/04 XcelEnergy Docket No. 03]-134E Cost of Debt 

,.Cf.Pe'Pt. ofPublic Qtn1ties Control 
Connecticut Natural Gas 12188 Connecticut Natural Gas Docket No. 88-08-15 Gas Purchasing Practices 
United Illuminating 3/99 United Illuminating Docket No. 99-03-04 Nuclear Plant Valuation 
Southern Connecticut Gas 2/04 Southern Connecticut Gas Docket No. 00-12-08 Gas Purchasing Practices 
Southern Connecticut Gas 4/05 Southern Connecticut Gas Docket No. 05-03-17 LNGlTrunkline 
Southern Connecticut Gas 5106 Southern Connecticut Gas Docket N n. 05-03-17PHOl LNGlTrunkline 
Southern Connecticut Gas 8/08 Southern COrulecticut Gas Docket N (). 06-05-04 Peaking Service Agreement 

·~trietOtColJmtbla J»SC 
Potomac Electric Power Company 3/99 Potomac Electric Power Company Docket No. 945 Divestiture of Gen. Assets & Purchase 

Power Contracts (Direct) 
Potomac Electric Power Company 5199 Potomac E]ectric Power Company Docket No. 945 Divestiture of Gen. Assets & Purchase 

Power Contracts (Supplemental Direct) 
Potomac Electric Power Company 7199 Potomac Electric Power Company Docket No. 945 Divestiture of Gen. Assets & Purchase 

Power Contracts (Rebuttal) 
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Safe Harbor Water Power Corp. 8/82 Safe Harbor Water Power Corp. Wholesale Electric Rate Increase 
Western Gas Interstate Company 5/84 Western Gas Interstate Company Docket No. RP84-77 Load Fest. Working Capital 
Southern Union Gas 4/87 EI Paso Natural Gas Company Docket No. RP87-16-000 Take-or-Pay Costs 
COrulecticut Natural Gas 11/87 Perul-York Energy Corporation Docket No. RP87-78-000 Cost Alloc.IRate Design 
AMAX Magnesium 12/88 Questar Pipeline Company Docket No. RP88-93-000 Cost Alloc.IRate Design 
Western Gas Interstate Company 6/89 Western Gas Interstate Company Docket No. RP89-179-000 Cost Alloc.IRate Design, Open-Access 

Transportation 
Associated CD Customers ]2189 CNG Transmission Docket~o. RP88-2J 1-000 Cost Alloc.IRate Design 
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SPONSOR DATE CAsFiApPLICANT 

Utah Industrial Group 9190 Questar Pipeline Company 

Iroquois Gas Trans. System 8/90 Iroquois Gas Transmission System 

Boston Edison Company 1/91 Boston Edison Company 
Cincinnati Gas and Electric Co., Union Light, 7/91 Texas Gas Transmission Corp. 
Heat and Power Company, Lawrenceburg Gas 
Com~any 

Ocean State Power II 7/91 Ocean State Power II 

Brooklyn UnionlPSE&G 7/91 Texas Eastern 
Northern Distributor Group 9/92 Northern Natural Gas Company 

Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers 10/92 Lakehead Pipe Line Co. L.P. 
and Alberta Pet. Marketing Comm. 
Colonial Gas, Providence Gas 7/93 Algonquin Gas Transmission 
Colonial Gas, Providence Gas 8/93 Algonquin Gas Transmission 
Iroquois Gas Transmission 94 Iroquois Gas Transmission 
Transco Customer Group 1194 Transcontinental Gas Pipeline 

Corporation 
Pacific Gas Transmission 2/94 Pacific Gas Transmission 
Tennessee GSR Group 1/95 Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company 

Pacific Gas Transmission 2/95 Pacific Gas Tmnsmission 
Tennessee GSR Customer Group 3/95 Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company 

ProGas and Texas Eastern 1196 Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company 
PG&E and SoCal Gas 96 EI Paso Natural Gas Company 
Iroquois Gas Transmission System, L.P. 97 Iroquois Gas Transmission System, 

L.P. 
BEC Energy . Commonwealth Energy 2/99 Boston Edison Companyl 
System Commonwealth Energy System 

Central Hudson Gas & Electric, Consolidated 10/00 Central Hudson Gas & Electric, 
Co. of New York, Niagara Mohawk Power Consolidated Co. of New York, 
Corporation, Dynegy Power Inc. Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation, 

Dynegy Power Inc. 
Wyckoff Gas Storage 12/02 Wyckoff Gas Storage 

--

Indicated ShippersIProducers 10103 Northern Natural Gas 
Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline 6/04 Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline 
ISO New El!&and S/04 ISO New EJ!gIand 
Transwestern Pipeline Company, LLC 9/06 Transwestern Pipeline Company, LLC 
Portland Natural Gas Transmission System 6/08 Portland Natural Gas Transmission 

System 

DOCKET No. 
Docket No. RP88-93-000, 
Phase II 
Docket No. CP89-634
000/00 I; CP89-S15-000 
Docket No. ER91-243-000 
Docket No. RP90-104-000, 
RPSS-115-000, 
RP90-192-000 

--

ER89-563-000 

RPS8-67, et al 
RP92-I-OOO, et al 

--

]S92-27-000 

RP93-14 
RP93-14 - Rebuttal 
RP94-72-000 
Docket No. RP92-137"()00 

Docket No. RP94-149..()00 
Docket Nos. RP93-l51-000, 
RP94-39-000, RP94-197
000, RP94-309-000 
RP94-149-000 
Docket Nos. RP93-151-000, 
RP94-39-000, RP94-197
000, RP94-309-000 
RP93-151 
RP92-18-000 
RP97 -126-000 

EC99·_-000 

Docket No. ECOO

CP03-33-000 

Docket No. RP98-39-029 
Docket No. RP04-360-000 
Docket No. ER03-563-030 
Docket No. RP06-614-000 
Docket No. RP08-306-000 

SUBJECT 

Cost Alloc.lRate Design 

Gas Markets, Rate Design, Cost of 
Capital, Capital Structure 
Electric Generation Markets 
Cost Alloc.lRate Design Comparability 
ofSvc. 

Competitive Market Analysis, Se1f
dealing 
Market Power, Comparability of Service 
Cost of Service 

Rate Case Analysis 
Cost of Service 
Cost Allocation, Rate Design 
Cost Allocation, Rate Design 
Cost of Service and Rate Design 
Rate Design, Firm to Wellhead 

Rolled-In vs. Incremental Rates 
GSR Costs 

Rate Design 
GSR Costs 

Declaration 
Stranded Costs 
Cost of Service, Rate Design 

Market Power Analysis - Merger 

Market Power 2031205 Filing 

Need for Storage Proiect 
Ad Valorem Tax Treatment 
Rolled-In Rates 
Cost of New Entry 

Market Assessment, natural gas 
transportation; rate setting 
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SPONSOR DATE CAsFiApPLICANT 

Florida PnbUeSenlce Com.mlssion 
Florida Power and Light Co. 10107 Florida Power & Light Co. 
Florida Power and Light Co. 5/0S Florida Power & Light Co. 

Hawaii PnbUe UtiJit,yCommlssion 
Hawaiian Electric Light Company, Inc. 6/00 Hawaiian Electric Light Company, Inc. 
(HELCO) 

ltldiaul.l!UUUty,lt.watoty .Commis..~on 
Northern Indiana Public Service Company 10101 Northern Indiana Public Service 

Company 
Northern Indiana Public Service Company OliOS Northern Indiana Public Service 

Company 
Northern Indiana Public Service Company OS/OS Northern Indiana Public Service 

Company 

low«Utilities Board ., 

Interstate Power and Light 7/05 Interstate Power and Light and FPL 
Energy Duane Arnold, LLC 

Interstate Power and Light 5/07 City of Everly, Iowa 
Interstate Power and Light 5/07 City of Kalona, Iowa 
Interstate Power and Light 5/07 City of Wellman, Iowa 

Interstate Power and Light 5/07 City of Terril, Iowa 
Interstate Power and Light 5/07 City of Rolfe, Iowa 

.~ J»nblic UtilitY COIIlIUi$$lon 
Northern Utilities 5/96 Granite State and PNGTS 

I,MmI$idPnbUeSemce C{)mmission 
EastaIco Aluminum 3/S2 Potomac Edison 
Potomac Electric Power Company 8/99 Potomac Electric Power Company 

Mus. De~ent olPublit: Utilities 
Haverhill Gas 5/S2 Haverhill Gas 
New England Energy Group lIS7 Commission Investigation 
Energy Consortium of Mass. 9/S7 Commonwealth Gas Company 
Mass. Institute ofTecbnology 12/8S Middleton Municipal Light 
Energy consortium of Mass. 3/89 Boston Gas 
PG&E Bechtel Generating Co.! 1O!91 Commission Investigation 

Constellation Holdings 
Coalition of Non-Utility Generators Cambridge Electric Light Co. & 

Commonwealth Electric Co. 
The Berkshire Gas Company 5/92 The Berkshire Gas Company 
Essex County Gas Company Essex County Gas Company 
Fitchburg Gas and Elec. Light Co. Fitchburg Gas & Elec. Light Co. 

DOCKET No. 

Docket No. 07 -EI 
Docket No. OSOOO9-EI 

Cause No. 41746 

Docket No. 99-0207 

Cause No. 43396 

Cause No. 43526 

Docket No. SPU-05-15 

Docket No. SPU-06-5 
Docket No. SPU-06-6 
Docket No. SPU-06-1O 
Docket No. SPU-06-8 
Docket No. SPU-06-7 

Docket No. 95-480,95-481 

Docket No. 7604 
Docket No. 8796 

Docket No. DPU #1115 

Docket No. DPU-S7-122 
DPU #88-91 
DPU #8S-67 
DPU #91-131 

DPU91-234 
EFSC 91-4 
DPU#92-154 

SUBJECT 

Need for new nuclear plant 
New Nuclear cost recovery 

Standby Charge 

" 

Direct Testimony, Valuation of Electric 
Generating Facilities 
Asset Valuation 

Fair Market Value Assessment 

Sale of Nuclear Plant 

Public Benefits 
Public Benefits 
Public Benefits 
Public Benefits 
Public Benefits 

: 
Transportation Service and PBR 

Cost Allocation 
Stranded Cost & Price Protection (Direct) 

Cost of CajlitaI 
Gas Transportation Rates 
Cost Alloc.lRate Design 
Cost Alloc.lRate Design 
Rate Design 
Valuation ofEnvironmental Externalities 

Review Integrated Resource Management 
Filing 
Gas Purchase Contract Approval 
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SPONSOR DATE CASEIApPLICANT DOCKET No. SUBJECT 

Boston Edison Company 7192 Boston Edison DPU#92-130 Least Cost Planning 
Boston Edison Company 7/92 The WilliamslNewcofP Generatin~ Co. DPU#92-146 RFP Evaluation 
Boston Edison Company 7/92 West Lynn Cogeneration DPU #92-142 RFP Evaluation 
Boston Edison Company 7/92 L'Ener~ia Corp. DPU #92-167 RFP Evaluation 
Boston Edison Company 7/92 DLS Energy, Inc. DPU#92-153 RFP Evaluation 
Boston Edison Company 7/92 CMS Generation Co. DPU#92-166 RFP Evaluation 
Boston Edison Company 7/92 Concord Energy DPU#92-144 RFP Evaluation 
The Berkshire Gas Company 11193 The Berkshire Gas Company DPU #93-187 Gas Purchase Contract Approval 
C.,olonial Gas Company Colonial Gas Company 
Essex County Gas Company Essex County Gas Company 
Fitchburg Gas and Electric Company Fitchburg Gas and Electric Co. 
Bay State Gas Company 10/93 Bay State Gas Company Docket No. 93-129 Integrated Resource Planning 
Boston Edison Company 94 Boston Edison DPU#94-49 Surplus Capacity 
Hudson Light & Power Department 4195 Hudson Li~ht & Power Dept. DPU#94-176 Stranded Costs - Direct 
Essex County Gas Company 5/96 Essex County Gas Company Docket No. 96-70 Unbundled Rates 
Boston Edison Company 8/97 Boston Edison Comoanv D.P.U. No. 97-63 HoldinK Company Corporate Structure 
Berkshire Gas Company 6/98 Berkshire Gas Mergeco Gas Co. DT.E. 98-87 Regulatory Issues 
Eastern Edison Company 8198 Montaup Electric Company D.T.E. 98-83 Marketing for divestiture of its 

generation business. 
Boston Edison Company 98 Boston Edison Company D.T.E.97-113 Fossil Generation Divestiture 
Boston Edison Company 98 Boston Edison Company D.T.E. 98-119 Nuclear Generation Divestiture 

I 
Eastern Edison Company 12198 Montauo Electric Company D.T.E.99-9 Sale of Nuclear Plant 
NStar 9/07, NStar, Bay State Gas, Fitchburg G&E, DPU07-50 Decoupling 

12107 NE Gas, W. MA Electric 

Mus. Energy:Facilities SIting· Council 
Mass. Institute of Technology 1189 M.M.W.E.e. EFSC-88-1 Least -Cost Planning 
Boston Edison Company 9/90 Boston Edison EFSC-90-12 Electric Generation Mkts 
Silver City Energy Ltd. Partnership 1lI91 Silver City Energy D.P.U.91-100 State Policies; Need for Facility 

MichiJUUl.hblit sernceCommission 
Detroit Edison Company 9/98 Detroit Edison Company Case No. U-11726 Market Value of Generation Assets 
Consumers Energy Company 8/06 Consumers Energy Comoanv Case No. U-14992 Sale of Nuclear Plant 

Minnesota.hbU~UttJJtiesCommissioD 
. 

Xcel EnergylNo. States Power 9/04 Xcel EnergylNo. States Power Docket No. G002/GR-04 NRG Impacts 
lSlI 

Interstate Power and Light 8/05 Interstate Power and Light and FPL Docket No. EOOIIPA-OS- Sale of Nuclear Plant 
Energy Duane Arnold, LLC 1272 

Northern States Power Company 11105 Northern States Power Company Docket No. E002/GR-05 NRG Impacts on Debt Costs 
d/bla Xcel Energy 1428 

Northern States Power Company 09/06 NSP v. Excelsior Docket No. E6472/M-OS- Industry Norms and Financial Impacts 
d/bla Xce1 Ener~ 1993 
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~'Url PubHe;:semce Commission 

SPONSOR DATE CASEIApPLICANT 

Northern States Power Company 11106 Northern States Power Company 
d/b/a Xcel Energy 

Missouri Gas Energy 1103 Missouri Gas Energy 
~.....-. 

Aquila Networks 2/04 Aquila-MPS, Aqui1a...L&P 

Aquila Networks 2104 Aquila-MPS, Aquila L&P 
Missouri Gas Energy llI05 Missouri Gas Energy 

1--... 

MOI'ltana PubUeSenice CClmmissIon 
Great Falls Gas Company 10/82 Great Falls Gas Company 

Nat. &nergy~id'CaDada 
Alberta-Northeast 2187 Alberta Northeast Gas Export Project 
Alberta-Northeast 11/87 TransCanada Pipeline 
Alberta-Northeast 1/90 TransCanada Pipeline 
Indep. Petroleum Association ofCanada 1I92 Interprovincial Pipe Line, Inc. 
The Canadian Association of Petroleum 11/93 Transmountain Pipe Line 
Producers 
Alliance Pipeline L.P. 6/97 Alliance Pipeline L.P. 
Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline 97 Sable Offshore Energy Proiect 
Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline 2/02 Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline 
TransCanada Pipelines 8/04 TransCanada Pipelines 
Brunswick Pipeline 9/06 Brunswick Pipeline 
TransCanada Pipelines Ltd. 3/07 TransCanada Pipelines Ltd.: Gros 

Cacouna Receipt Point Application 
Repsol Energy Canada Ltd 3/08 Repsol Energy Canada Ltd 

NewBnms"'ckEnet'2Y and\JtiUdesBoard 
Atlantic WallboardlJD Irving Co 1108 Atlantic WallboardlJD Irving Co. 

NlJPtibDt UtilitiC!li Commission 
Bus & Industry Association 6/89 P.S. Co. of New Hampshire 
Bus & Industry Association 5/90 Northeast Utilities 
Eastern Utilities Associates 6/90 Eastern Utilities Associates 
EnergyNorth Natural Gas 12190 EnergyNorth Natural Gas 
EnergyNorth Natural Gas 7/90 EnergyNorth Natural Gas 
Northern Utilities, Inc. 12191 Commission Investigation 

Ne1t Jersey~!J8rd ofPubDc UtiUdes 

Hilton/Golden Nugget I 12/83 Atlantic Electric 

DOCKET NO. 

Docket No. G002/GR-06-
1429 

SUBJECT 

Return on Equity 
i 

Golden Nugget I 3/87 I Atlantic Electric I B.P.U. No. 837-658 I Line Extension Policies 

Case No. GR-2001-382 
Case Nos. ER-2004-0034 
HR-2004-0024 
Case No. GR-2004-0072 
Case Nos. GR-2002-348 
GR-2003-0330 

Docket No. 82-4-25 

Docket No. GII-I-87 
Docket No. GH-2-87 
Docket No. GH-5-89 
RH-2-91 
RH3-93 

GH-3-97 
GH-6-96 
C;1I·32oo2 
RH-3-2004 
GH·I-2006 
RH-I-2007 

GH-I-2008 

MCTN #298600 

Docket No. DR89-091 
Docket No. DR89-244 
Docket No. DF89-085 
Docket No. DE90-166 
Docket No. DR90-187 
Docket No. DR91-172 

B.P.U.832-154 

Gas Purchasing Practices; Prudence 
Cost of Capital, Capital Structure 

Cost of Capital, Capital Structure 
Capacity Planning 

••
Gas Rate Adjust. Clause 

I 

. 
Gas Export Markets 
Gas Export Markets 
Gas Export Markets 
Pipeline Valuation, Toll 
Cost of Capital 

Market Study 
Market Study 
Natural Gas Demand Analysis 
Segmented Service 
Market Study 

Market Study 

Rate Setting for EGNB 

Fuel Costs 
Merger & Acq. Issues 
Merger & Acq. Issues 
Gas Purchasing Practices 
Special Contracts, Discounted Rates 
Generic Discounted Rates 

Line Extension Policies 
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SPONSOR 

New Jersey Natural Gas 
New Jersey Natural Gas 
New Jersey Natural Gas 
New Jersey Natural Gas 
South Jersey Gas 
New Jersey Utilities Association 

DATE 

2/89 
1/91 
8/91 
4193 
4/94 
9/96 

CASFlApPLICANT 

New Jersey Natural Gas 
New Jersey Natural Gas 
New Jersey Natural Gas 
New Jersey Natural Gas 
South Jersey Gas 
Commission Investigation 

DOCKET No. 
B.P.U. GR89030335J 
B.P.U. GR90080786J 
B.P.U. GR91081393J 
B.P.U. GR93040l14J 
BRC Dock No. GR080334 
BPU AX96070530 

SUBJECT 

Cost Alloc.lRate Design 
Cost Alloc.lRate Design 
Rate Design; Weather Norm. Clause 
Cost Alloc.lRate Design 
Revised levelized gas adjustment 
PBOP Cost Recovery 

New Mt$ico.Public Service Commission 
Public Service Co. of New Mexico Docket No. 1835 Cost Alloc.lRate Design 11/83Gas Company of New Mexico 

,New YorkPublit SerVIce Commission 
Iroquois Gas. Transmission 12186 Iroquois Gas Transmission System Case No. 70363 Gas Markets 
Brooklyn Union Gas Company 8/95 Brooklyn Union Gas Company Case No. 95-6-0761 Panel on Industry Directions 
Central Hudson, ConEdison and Niagara 
Mohawk 

9100 Central Hudson, ConEdison and 
Niagara Mohawk 

Case No. 96-E-0909 
Case No. 96-E-0897 
Case No. 94-E-0098 
Case No. 94-E-0099 

Section 70 

Central Hudson, New York State Electric & 
Gas, Rochester Gas & Electric 

5/01 Joint Petition of NiMo, NYSEG, 
RG&E, Central Hudson, Constellation 
and Nine Mile Point 

Case No. 01-E-00ll Section 70, Rebuttal Testimony 

Rochester Gas & Electric 12/03 Rochester Gas & Electric Case No. 03-E-1231 Sale of Nuclear Plant 
Rochester Gas & Electric 01/04 Rochester Gas & Electric Case No. 03-E-0765 

Case No. 02-E-0198 
Case No. 03-E-0766 

Sale of Nuclear Plant; Ratemaking 
Treatment of Sale 

Oklahoma COrporation Commission 
Oklahoma Natural Gas Company 6/98 Oklahoma Natural Gas Company 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 9105 Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 03/08 Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 

Ptttario.Jl!itet1lY Board 
. 

Market Hub Partners Canada, L.P. 5/06 Natural Gas Electric Interface 
Roundtable 

P~oSilvania Pnblit lltility Commission 
ATOC 4195 Equitrans 
ATOC I 3/96 Equitrans 

RbOOe bland Pnblit.Utilities Commission 
Newport Electric 7/81 Newport Electric 

South County Gas 9182 South County Gas 
New England Energy Group 7/86 Providence Gas Comoanv 

Providence Gas 8/88 Providence Gas Company 

Providence Gas Company and The Valley Gas 1/01 Providence Gas Company and The 
Company Valley Gas Company 

Case PUD No. 980000177 
Cause No. PUD 200500151 
Cause No. PUD 200800086 

File No. EB-2005-055I 

Docket No. R-00943272 
Docket No. P-00940886 

Docket No. 1599 
Docket No. 1671 
Docket No. 1844 
Docket No. 1914 
Docket No. 1673 and 1736 

, 

Evaluate their use of storage 
Prudence of Mclain Acquisition 
Acquisition of Redbud generating facility 

Market-based Rates For Storage 

Tariff Chan8es 
Rate Service - Direct 

Rate Attrition 
Cost of Capital 
Cost Alloc.lRate Design 
Load Forecast., Least-Cost Planning 
Gas Cost Mitigation Strategy 
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SPONSOR DATE CASE!ApPLICANT 

The New England Gas Company 3/03 New En~land Gas Company 

Texlisl'ubl(1,': Utility c.,mmlssi.,n. 
Southwestern Electric 5/83 Southwestern Electric 
P.U.C. General Counsel 11/90 Texas Utilities Electric Company 
Oncor Electric Delivery Company 8/07 Oncor Electric Delivery Company 

Oncor Electric Delivery Company 6/08 Oncor Electric Delivery Company 

T~~6com.ion 
Southern Union Gas 5/85 Southern Union Gas Company 

Utab'\PublkSemceC.,mmJssiOll 
AMAX Magnesium 1188 Mountain Fuel Supply Company 

AMAX Magnesium 4/88 Utah P&UPacific P&L 
Utah Industrial Group 7/90 Mountain Fuel Supply 

AMAX Magnesium 9/90 Utah Power & Li~ht 
AMAX Magnesium 8/90 Utah Power & Light 
Questar Gas Company 12107 Questar Gas Company 

VeI100ut Public Bmitelloard 
Green Mountain Power 8/82 Green Mountain Power 
Green Mountain Power 12/97 Green Mountain Power 
Green Mountain Power 7/98 Green Mountain Power 
Green Mountain Power 9100 Green Mountain Power 

WisqJDsiq PubUeSetyjce Comntlssion 
WEC&W1COR 11/99 WEC 

Wisconsin Electric Power Company 1107 Wisconsin Electric Power Co. 

SPONSOR DATE CASEIApPLICANT 

American.Arbit(atioD Assodation 
Michael Polsky 3/91 M. Polsky vs. Indeck Energy 

ProGas Limited 7/92 ProGas Limited v. Texas Eastern 
Attala Generating Company 12103 Attala Generating Co v. AttaIa Energy 

Co. 
Nevada Power Company 4/08 Nevada Power v. Nevada Cogeneration 

Assoc. #2 

COIlllllOlJ~eaIth of' l\&ssaehusetts. Suffolk Superior Court 
John Hancock I 1184 I Trinity Church v. John Hancock 

State of' Colorado District Court. County of Garfield 

DOCKET No. SUBJECT 

Docket No. 3459 Cost of Capital 

Cost of Capital, CWIP 
Docket No. 9300 Gas Purchasing Practices 
Docket No. 34040 Rate Filing Package; Regulatory Policy, 

Rate of Return, Return of Capital and 
Consolidated Tax Adjustment 

Docket No.35717 Rate Filing 

G.U.D.1891 I Cost of Service 

Case No. 86-057-07 Cost Alloc.lRate Design 
Case No. 87-035-27 Merger & Acquisition 
Case No. 89-057-15 Gas Trdllsportation Rates 
Case No. 89-035-06 Energy Balancing Account 
Case No. 90-035-06 Electric Service Priorities 
Docket No. 07-057-13 benchmarking 

'.' 

Docket No. 4570 Rate Attrition 
Docket No. 5983 Tariff Filing 
Docket No. 6107 Direct Testimony 
Docket No. 6107 Rebuttal Testimony 

. 
Docket No. 9401-YO-100 Approval to Acquire the Stock of 
Docket No. 9402-YO-101 W1COR 
Docket No. 6630-EI-113 Sale of Nuclear Plant 

DOCKET No. SUBJECT 

...... 

Corpomte Valuation, Damages 
Arbitration Panel Gas Contract Arbitration 
Case No.1 (,-'1'-198-00228-03 Power Project Valuation; Breach of 

Contract; Damages 
Power Purchase Agreement 

C.A. No. 4452 Damages Quantification 
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SPONSOR DATE CASEIApPLICANT 

Questar Corporation, et al Il100 Questar Corporation, et al. 

State of DeJa.are, Court of Chancery. New Castle Count~ 
Wilmington Trust Company 11105 Calpine Corporation vs. Bank Of New 

York and Wilmington Trust Company 

nllnois Ap~te.Cou.rt,.JMth Division 
Norweb,plc 8102 Indeck No. America v. Norweb 

----

lndePel'ld•• ArlHtr'ation Panel 
Alberta Northeast Gas Limited 2/98 ProGas Ltd., Canadian Forest Oil Ltd., 

AECOil & Gas 
Ocean State Power 9/02 Ocean State Power vs. ProGas Ltd. 
Ocean State Power 2103 Ocean State Power vs. ProGas Ltd. 
Ocean State Power 6/04 Ocean State Power VS. ProGas Ltd. 
Shell Canada Limited 7/05 Shell Canada Limited and Nova Scotia 

Power Inc . 

.International Court of Arbitration 
Wisconsin Gas Company, Inc. 2197 Wisconsin Gas Co. vs. Pan-Alberta 
Minnegasco, A Division of NorAm Energy 3/97 Minnegasco vs. Pan-Alberta 
Corp. 
Utilicorp United Inc. 4/97 Utilicorp vs. Pan-Alberta 
IES Utilities 97 IES vs. Pan-Alberta 

Sta~,_fJf~wJ'er.sqil\.fereer County Superior Court 
Transamerica Corp., et. al. 7/07 IMO Industries Inc. vs. Transamerica 

Corp., et. aL 

Shlte of New York. N...u. County Supreme Court 
Steel Los III. LP 6/08 Steel Los II. LP & Associated Brook, 

Corp v. Power Authority of State of 
NY 

J'tovUli:e(lfAlberta. Court of Queen's Bench 
Alberta Northeast Gas Limited 5/07 Cargill Gas Marketing Ltd. vs. Alberta 

Northeast Gas Limited 

]~t3te of:Rhodelslan~Pr()Vtdence City Court 
Aquidneck Energy 5/87 I Laroche vs. Newport 

State.lJtt~HutchiDsOnCountyCourt 
Western Gas Interstate 5/85 State ofTexas vs. Western Gas 

Interstate Co. 

DOCKET No. SUBJECT 

Case No. 00CV129-A Partnership Fiduciary Duties 

C.A. No. 1669-N Bond Indenture Covenants 

.• 

Docket No. 97 CH 07291 Breach of Contract; Power Plant 
Valuation 

--

200112002 Arbitration Gas Price Arbitration 
200212003 Arbitration Gas Price Arbitration 
200312004 Arbitration Gas Price Arbitration 

Gas Contract Price Arbitration 

Case No. 93221CK Contract Arbitration 
Case No. 9357ICK Contract Arbitration 

Case No. 9373/CK Contract Arbitration 
Case No. 93741CK Contract Arbitration 

....... 

Docket No. L-2140-03 Breach-Related Damages, Enterprise 
Value 

Index No. 5662/05 Property seizure 

. .. 
Action No. 0501-03291 Gas Contracting Practices 

I Least-Cost Planning 

Case No. 14,843 Cost of Service 
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SPONSOR DATE CAsFiApPLICANT 

State orU.,..Third District Court 
PacifiCorp & Holme. Roberts & Owen, LLP 1107 USA Power & Spring Canyon Energy 

vs. PacifiCorp. et. aI. 

U.s. BankrtlPlCY Coort.Districtof N~w Hampshire 
EUA Power Corporation 7/92 EUA Power Corporation 

U.s.l.lankr1lPlCY·~ Distrkt Of New Jersey 
Ponderosa Pine Energy Partners, Ltd . 7/05 Ponderosa. Pine Energy Partners. Ltd. 

.V.s. QPkmptcyCourt,,$o.l)istrict Of New York 
Johns Manville 5/04 Enron Energy Mktg. v. Johns 

Manville; 
Enron No. America v. Johns Manville 

U.s. BPkmptCy: Courl. NOI'thern District orTexas 
Southern Maryland Electric Cooperative, Inc. 11104 Mirant Corporation, et aI. v. SMECO 
and Potomac Electric Power Company 

U. ·S-·Coort of F~tnd.(Jiatm1i 
Boston Edison Company 7/06 Boston Edison v. Department of 

Energy 
Consolidated Edison of New York 08/07 Consolidated Edison of New York, 

Inc. and subsidiaries v. United States 
Consolidated Edison Company 2/08 Consolidated Edison Company v. 

United States 
Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corporation 6/08 Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power 

Corporation 

\1. S. DistridC~lJot11detCounty, Colorado 
KN Energy, Inc. 3/93 KN Energy vs. Colorado GasMark, 

Inc. 

U. S. DistridCourt"Nol1hern CaUfornia 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co./PGT 4/97 Norcen Energy Resources Limited 
PG&ElPGT Pipeline Exp. Project 

U, S.Di/ltrictCODI't, Dl$trid.of. Connecticot 
Constellation Power Source, Inc. 12/04 Constellation Power Source, Inc. v. 

Select Energy, Inc. 

DOCKET No. 

Civil No. 050903412 

Case No. BK-91-10525-JEY 

Ca8e No. 05-21444 

Case No. 01-16034 (,\.1G) 

Case No, 03-4659; Advenmry 
No. 04-4073 

No. 99-447C 
No. 03-2626C 
No.06-305T 

No. 04-0033C 

No.03-2663C 

Case No. 92 CV 1474 

Case No. C94-0911 VRW 

Civil. \ction 304 CV 983 
(RNe) 

SUBJECT 

... 

Breach-Related Damages 

Pre-Petition Solvency 

Forward Contract Bankruptcy Treatment 

., 
Breach of Contract; Damages 

. 
PPA Interpretation; Leasing 

._. 

Spent Nuclear Fuel Litigation 

Leasing Litigation 

SNF Expert Report 

SNF Expert Report 

Gas Contract Interpretation 

.. 
Fraud Claim 

ISO Structure, Breach of Contract 
• 
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SPONSOR DATE CASEI ApPLICANT 

tJ.S.'J)istrict ,Cour:tfMassacbusetts 

U.S.JJi$tri~court. Montana 
KN Energy, Inc. 9/92 KN Energy v. Freeport MacMoRan 

p.s.1lI$trictCot:lrt;New Hampshire 
Portland Natural Gas Transmission and 9/03 Public Service Company of New 
Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline Hampshire vs. PNGTS and M&NE 

Pipeline 

U:S. DlstrlctCot:lrt;SoUthern DIstrict of New York 
Central Hudson Gas & Electric 1lI99 Central Hudson v. Riverkeeper, Inc., 

Robert H. Boyle, John J. Cronin 
Central Hudson Gas & Electric 8/00 Central Hudson v. Riverkeeper, Inc., 

Robert H. Boyle, John J. Cronin 

Consolidated Edison 3/02 Consolidated Edison v. Northeast 
Utilities 

Merrill Lynch & Company 1105 Merrill Lynch v. Allegheny Energy, 
Inc. 

U. S.l)istrictCourt. Eastern District of Virldnia 
Aquila, Inc. I 1105 VPEM v. Aquila, Inc. 

U. S. Dlstlict Cottrt. Portland Maine 
ACEC Maine,lnc. et al. 10191 CIT Financial vs. ACEC Maine 

Combustion Engineering 1/92 Combustion Eng. vs. Miller Hydro 

'us. Securities and ~cbanlle Commission 
Eastern Utilities Association 10192 EUA Power Corporation 

, DilIlrietol Columbia Court City Councll 
Potomac Electric Power Co. 7/99 Potomac Electric Power Co. 

DOCKET NO. 

Docket No. CV 91-40-BLG
RWA 

Docket No. C-02-105-B 

Civil Action 99 Civ 2536 
(BOP) 
Civil Action 99 Civ 2536 
(BOP) 
Ca,(' No, 01 Civ. 1893 crGK) 
(HP) 

Civil.\ction 02 CY 7689 (lIB) 

Civil ,\ctiotl 30HT 411 

Docket No. 90-0304-B 

Docket No. 89-0168P 

File No. 70-8034 

Rill 13-284 

SUBJECT 

Gas Contract Settlement 

Impairment of Electric Transmission 
Right-of-Way 

Expert Report, Shortnose Sturgeon Case 

Revised Expert Report, Shortnose 
Sturgeon Case 
Industry Standards for Due Diligence 

Due Diligence, Breach of Contract, 
Damages 

Breach of Contract, Damages 

Project Valuation 

Output Modeling; 
Project Valuation 

Value of EUA Power 

Utility restructuring 

i 
I 

Eastern Utilities Associates & Donald F. 3/94 NECO Enterprises Inc. vs. Eastern 
Panlus Utilities Associates 

Civil Action No. 92-10355
RCL 

Seabrook Power Sales 
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Docket No. 080677-EI 
Situational Assessment Rankings 
Exhibit JJR-3, Page 1 of 10 

Situational Assessment Rankings - 1998 
(a rank of I indicates the most challenged performer for each metric) 

~ ~ 
:l 

~ " ~ 
(J 

I~ 
~ .g ..... 

~-; z ~ ! fp g~ 
d 

~.;: .;~- t ~ 
z " 

z ~ 3 ~:;" " " ",,,,0:: "J!Straight Electric Group OJ OJ "iloS U UoJ:. 
$ .. " ~~ '" .,;i1 "'0 .. .$ >:;.. ..$ j ~ -; &.-" ! 

OJ 1:.= -~Ii= c.. : ;ti OJ 

" I:! ~~ 
i 

~ :5 .. O~ OJ 

~ I>< ~ I>< 

Alabama Power Company 19 17 24 10 5 13 20 
Appalachian Power Company 14 21 19 15 20 16 5 
Ari7.ona Public Service Company 8 14 11 3 3 7 7 
Carolina Power & LiEht Company 17 19 21 4 14 5 27 
Oeveland Electric Illwninatirw: Camp"" ' 18 4 6 26 27 8 8 
Columbus Southern Power Company 9 13 9 5 17 16 6 
D"}'ton Power and Light Company 10 18 13 18 21 16 17 
Detroit Edison Company 15 8 3 22 15 15 13 
Duke Enerln' Carolinas ILC 12 6 16 2 16 4 10 
Duke Enerln' Indiana, Inc. 27 27 27 8 13 16 9 
Ente...rgy Arkansas, Inc. 22 24 23 17 9 2 1 
Entetm' Louisiana LLC 16 

florldaPower& Ught Company 1 2 2 12 4 9 J 
Florid. Power Corporation 2 9 5 9 2 12 18 
Georgia Power Company 16 7 17 6 7 11 19 
lndiana Michilran Power Company 23 20 20 16 11 16 4 
Kansas Citv Power & LiRht 13 12 15 21 6 10 23 
Kentu~ Utilities Company 21 22 22 11 8 16 24 
Nevada Power Company 3 5 7 1 1 16 16 

NSTAR Electric Companv 24 16 4 27 24 1 12 
Ohio Edison Company 11 10 8 20 23 14 14 
Ohio Power Company 26 23 26 25 25 16 21 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 5 11 12 24 12 16 2 
PacifiCorp 25 26 25 7 19 28 IS 
Pott!and General Electric Company 20 25 18 13 26 16q 22 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 4 .3 10 23 10 16 11 

Southern California Edison Co. 6 1 1 19 22 3 26 I 
Virginia Electric and Power Company 7 15 14 14 18 6 25 I 

I Regional Group 

florldaPower&UghtCompany 1 1 4 2 
Aorida Power Corporation 2 2 2 .3 2 2. 
Gulf Power Company 4 4 4 .3 3 
Tampa Electric Company .3 .3 3 2 .3 .3 4 

~"iI i 
~ 

~ .g~ 
.. 

~ ..... 

I~~ 
:J il !l ~ i:il"

~'l!l ;);..~ ~ ~ 
~ ~ c 

., c jg ",,,,i:z: ~~lLarge Utility Group -11-8 U u"" .~ 1§ ~1:l 
{/;I ow; Il .$ >:;.. ci ~] is~ u C c.. t "0i~ " ~~u u j!! ~~ :; '"I>< I>< a U 

Dominion Resources Inc. .3 6 5 5 7 1 7 
DTE Eoerln' Company 4 2 2 7 6 7 .3 
Entergy Corporation 6 7 7 (; 4 2 2 

~company 1 1 1 4 1 4 1 
2 4 4 2 2. .3 6 

Southern Company 5 3 6 3 3 5 5 

Xeel Ener"". Inc. 7 5 3 1 5 6 4 

J .lot .lot ~ 
Ii [; (31:..... 

&:i. 0:: 0:: E
oj ~ ::; u 5 ... -6:=.1>< 

~ ,~ ..aE ~B oc u 

.1! 
17 15.6 19 
20 16.3 21 
23 9.5 3 I 
12 14.9 16 

25 15.3 18 
22 I 12.1 9 i 

16 16.1 20 
10 I 12.6 10 
18 I 10.5 6 
11 17.3 24 I 
8 13.3 12 

2 4.4 1 
4 7.6 2 
19 12.8 11 
5 14.4 14 

21 15.1 17 
6 16.3 21 

27 9.5 .3 
26 16.8 23 
15 14.4 14 

9 21.4 27 
3 10.6 8 

24 21.1 26 
13 19.1 25 
7 10.5 6 
1 9.9 5 
14 14.1 13 

, 

1.5 
2. 2.0 2 
3 3.3 4 

3.1 

~ .lot 
Ii 1..... 

~'.§ = = 
~ 'lI

.1>< 

~e ~ ~ 
5 4.9 6 
4 4.4 4 

6 5.0 7 

1 1.8 1 
.3 3.3 2 
7 4.6 5 
2 4.1 3 



Docket No. 080677 -EI 
Situational Assessment Rankings 
Exhibit JJR-3, Page 2 of 10 

Situational Assessment Rankings - 1999 
(a rank of I indicates the most challenged perfonner for each metric) 

Straight Electric Group 

,Alabama Power Companv 19 17 23 16 6 13 20 20 16.8 21 
Appahchian Power Company 10 18 17 17 20 16 5 21 15.5 20 

rrA~n~'z~on~a~p~u~b~li~CjS~~~'c~e~c£o~m~p,ao~'Y~==========~==fI8~:t~24~:t=l1~8::t=j26~~==I~~c:=t==j8~~t=~2~5==j:==i23g::jIr-~1~5~.3~-+--~19~~!; ,Light Companv 17 19 19 v 5 23 10 14.4 IS 

r,~~.ev~cl~an~d~El~e~c~m~·c~I~nunu~~·na~.ring~·~lC~o~m~np~,~~v______;-__~20~~__~9~+-~7__t-~2~5~~_2~7~-t__~7__-t__~1~9__~__~25~-J1 r-~1~7~.4~-+__-=23~~ 
r.Co~lmn~b~~~So~uth~em~P~o~w~~~C~o~m~p,an~vL-______~L-~8L-_4-I~14;-+-~9__t-~7~~__~10~~__~1~6~~__~1~2~~__~22=-~'t-__1~2~.3~~__~1~3__~ 
DavtonPowerandI1!!htComoanv 9 15 I 13 I 21 24 16 2 IS 14.4 15 
Detroit Edison Companv 14 7 I 4 22 12 14 8 11 11.5 9 

~~'~~~~C~----------~~-~~!~~-2~~--~ 1~25~4--~11~~;~~~~~+-~~~~--12:--~--2~~--~--~:~~~r--~:~~B:~~-+-
Rntergy Arkansas 1~n~c.~~============~~~jjt=tjtt=22~::tjl~5:l==j8t=t==j2==:t==f13t=t==j6=~ 13.8 14 J 
Entergy Louisiana LLC +--:- I 16 


BoridaPower&UghtCompany 21=f~122~+-~3~~~12~1 ~13~4__~~9~~__~6__~~2~~~__~6~.1~~__~1~~ 

Florida Power Corporation 5 J5 10 4 7.0 2 
Georgia Power Company IS 5 16 8 5 12 18 18 12.1 11 
Indiana Mic~ Power Company 23 20 20 19 9 16 7 5 14.9 18 
Kansas City Power & I..WJt 11 10 11 9 11 10 15 19 12.0 10 
Kerl111cl<y Utilities Companv 24 25 24 14 7 16 21 8 17.4 23 
Nevada Power Company 3 6 6 1 1 16 14 27 9.3 3 
NSTAR Electric Company 16 8 2 11 22 1 3 26 11.1 7PI
Ohio Edison Company 13 8 18 13 11 26 14 14.5 17 
Ohio Power Company 27 
~O~klab~~o~m~a~G~~~an~d~El~e-c-m~·c-C~o-m-"o-,an-"y-·--------~--;6~--

26 23 26 16 17 7 20.4 26 
11~~~12~~-2~4~+-~2~1--~--~16~-4--~4~-4--~3--~ ~--~1~2~1~-+--~11~-4 

PacifiCorp 25 26 25 27 25 28 16 24 24.5 27 
Portland GeneralEleetricCompany 21 23 21 3 17 16 I 22 13 17.0 22 
Public Service Comoany of Oklahoma 4 3 10 20 15 16 I 11 9 11.0 I 6 
Southern California Edison Co. 7 1 1 26 23 3 I 27 1 11.1 7 
Virginia Electric and Power ComJ>any 5 16 14 13 19 6 I 1 12 10.8 5 

Regional Group 

1.6'BoridaPower&UghtCompany 4 3 
2 2 2 2 2.0 2'Florid. Power Corporation 3 2 2 

3 3.1 3Gulf Power Company 4 4 4 2 4 
2 4 4 3.1Tamoa Rleetric Company 3 3 

, 
Large Utility Group 

Dominion Resources Inc. 3 4 5 4 5 1 1 6 3.6 3 
IDTE Energy Companv I 4 2 2 6 3 5 3 5 3.8 4 

Entergy Corporation 6 5~ 7 5 6 2 6 4 5.1 6 

EB~o~n~'da~P~o~w~er~&~;~LUg~'~lh=t~C=o=m~~p=,an="L-y____~___l~-+~1 ~1~__2~+-~4__~__4~-+__~2~-+__~1__~~__~2~.O~~__~1~~ 
~P~ro~w,e=s~s~E~n~er~gy,~I~nc~.__________________~__~2~-4__~6 ~4__+-~1__~~2~-+__~3__-+__~5__-+___2~-.,t-__~3.~1__-i__~2~~ 
Southern Company 5 3 6 3 1 7 7 7 4.9 5 
Xed Energy, Inc. 7 7 I 3 7 7 6 4 3 5.5 



Docket No. 080677-EI 
Situational Assessment Rankings 
Exhibit JJR-3, Page 3 of 10 

Situational Assessment Rankings - 2000 
(a rank of 1 indicates the most challenged performer for each metric) 

Straight Electric Group 

Alabama Power Company 16 23 14 8 14 26 22 17.8 22 
Appalachian Power Comoanv 18 23 21 18 25 16 13 19 19.1 25 
Arizona Public Service Company 
Carolina Power & LiRhtCompany 
Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company 

9 
13 
22 I 

19 
17 
11 

16 2 
188 -J-1

../.-1L 

2 
16 
27 

7 
5 
4 

23 
24 
6 

23 
7 

24 

12.6 
12.9 
16.1 

11 
12 
20 i

PrCo~lwn~b~~~S~o~u~the~m~P~ow~~~C~om~n~pan~v~------~r--=16~-+I~1~84--1~4~ -f---~2~O---+-~1~6---~---~19~-+---~20~~r--715~.9~-+--~1~9--~4 
Dayton Pow.and Light Company 11 15 10 25 26 16 5 1(\ 14.8 15 

~D~e~tt~ol~'t~Eru~'~so~n~c~o~m~'~~~~lV~~~~~~=========-4-_-_-~~1~4~~-_-_+~-_~~5t~~~~~4~~_--ir-_~~20t~t~~~22~~~t~~il~5~~j~~~~I~ot~~t~~il~5~~~r~-_-_~~1~3~.I===t==jl~3==~ 
P.:D::.:uk=e=En::;e:;.;r=I?VC:;:atD7!li::;.""::;.=ll..C=___________________ 10 6 15 6 23 3 17 17 12.1 9 
Duke En~ Iodiana Inc. 27 27 27 8 15 16 3 I 16 17.4 21 
En~ Arkansas, Inc. 21 21 19 22 12 2 15 11 15.4 18 
Entergy Louisiaoa, ll..C 

Florida Power &; Light Company 1 m2 3 5 13 

16 

8 4 2 4.8 2 
Florid. Power Corporation 2 5 11 6 13 11 3 7.9 3 
~G~e~o~~r=·'a~P~o~w=et~CO~m~p'an=v~---------------f--~17~-- -~17~+-~7~+-~5~-+---1~2~-+--~8~-+---1~8~-'~---1~1~.5~-+--~8~~ 

Indiana Michigan Power Company 25 24 25 24 17 11 12 5 17.9 23 
. ht 8 7 9 15 4 9 18 21 11.4 7 

20 I 20 20 10 7 16 20 6 14.9 16 
IT~.PowcrCOmp~·'~--------------+-~73---rl~9~+-~7~;--71~+-~I---r--~176--+-~2~1~-r--~2~7~r--710~.6~-+--~5~~~
 

NSTAR Electric Companv 
Ohio Edison Company 
,Ohio Power Company 
,Oklahoma Gas and Electric Compaov 
PacifiCorp 

~ 
d General Electric Company 
Service Company of Oklahoma 

outhern California Edison Co. 
(Virginia Eleetric and Power Company 

15 
12 
26 
6 

24 
23 
5 
7 
4 

3 
13 
26 
10 
22 
25 
4 
1 

14 

2 
6 

26 
12 
22 
24 
11 
1 
13 

23 
19 
21 
26 
13 
12 
17 
16 
9 

18 
24 
14 
11 
21 
10 
3 
9 
19 

16 
10 
16 
16 
28 
16 
16 
1 
6 

9 
27 
22 
14 
16 
25 
2 
1 
7 

26 
9 
8 
4 
25 
12 
14 
1 

13 

14.0 
15.0 
19. 
12.4 
21.4 
18.4 
9.0 
4.6 

10.6 

14 
17 
26 
10 
27 
24 
4 
1 
5 

I 

Regional Group 

Florida Power &; Light Company 
Florida Power COrpol"Ation 
Gulf Power Companv 
Tampa Electric Company 
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.. c 
~-8 
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1 
2 
3 
4 

.l4 
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1.4 
23 
3.3 
3.0 

! 
e 
6 
1 
2 
4 
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Large Utility Group 

i I 
Dominion Resources Inc. 2 3 3 4 5 1 2 4 3.0 2 

~~~~~re~'~~~~~~~~rpoc~t:~:~~~:"'-ny-·----------------~--~~~_+--!!~~Ir-~72!--t-~2~1~~--3~2~'--R=53-+---!!~-f---;;~~~--1435~.3.633~--~~:!~r-
Florida Power &; LiHht Company 1 
Progress Energy, Inc. 3 
Southern Company 5 4 6 3 1 I 6 7 7 4.9 5 
Xed Energy. Inc. 7 7 5 7 4 I 7 6 3 5.8 7 
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Situational Assessment Rankings - 2001 
(a rank of 1 indicates the mOSt challenged performer for each metric) 

Straight Electric Group 

20 22 14 16 23 17.8 24 
Appalachian Power Company 16 22 16 22 22 19.6 26 
Arizona Public Service Company 4 13 9 2 2 9 12 I 24 9.4 
Carnlina Power & Light Companv 12 12 15 6 19 19 8 12.3 10 I 

Cleveland Electric Illuminati"" Company 22 22 18 25 26 2 27 21 2004 27 
Columbus Southern Power Company 11 9 16 24 18 15.6 21 
Davron Power and Light Company 11 14 8 20 27 16 11 9 14.5 16 
Detroit Edison Companv 9 4 4 18 21 15 6 15 11.5 8 i 
Duke EnerllY Carolinas ILC 8 5 13 5 25 6 8 16 10.8 7 I 
'Duke Enerl!V Indiana, Inc. 23 23 23 12 7 16 9 17 16.3 23 
Entergy Arkansas Inc. 19 20 20 21 8 3 10 12 14.1 14 I 
Entergy Louisiana ILC 16 

Efl~o~n7'd~a~P~o~W~~~&~Ug~'~lh~t~Co~m~lP~,a~ny______+-~1~-+~29~~~~~7~~~5~-+__~10~~__~4__+-~2~-1~__~4~.3__-r__~1__~ 
Florid. Power Corporation 2 Is 3 6 13 18 3 7.4 3 
Georgia Power Company 15 7 16 8 14 12 15 19 13.3 12 
Indiana Mieh0n Power Companv 24 18 4 23 5 14.8 19 
Kansas City Power & Light 10 10 10 9 13 11 14 20 12.1 9 
Kentucky t:tilities Company 16 18 21 14 11 16 13 7 14.5 16 
Nevada Power Company 13 21 17 1 I 16 21 27 14.6 18 
NSTAR Electric Company 14 3 2 27 12 16 3 26 12.9 11 
Ohio Edison Companv 1 S 17 11 19 23 I 20 6 14.4 15 
Ohio Power Company 23 3 16 2S 10 15.4 20 
Oklahoma Gas and Ele<:tric Companv 5 8 7 26 10 I 16 5 4 10.1 6 
PacifiCorp 21 16 19 13 24 28 7 25 19.1 25 
Portland General Electric Company 17 19 14 17 16 16 17 11 15.9 22 
Pnblic Sen~ce Companv of Oklaltoma 7 6 12 22 4 16 26 14 13.4 13 
Southern California Edison Co. 6 1 1 4 20 5 1 I 4.9 2 
Virginia Electric and Power Company 3 11 6 10 15 8 2 13 8.S 4 

Regional Group 

Florida Power & Ught Company 1 1 3 1.3 
Florida Power Corporation 2 :\ 2 3 2 3 2 2.3 2 
Gulf Power Companv 4 4 4 2 3 2 3 3.3 4 

Tampa Electric Company 3 2 3 2 4 3 4 3.1 3 

f~ I ~ 
5 ~ .. ~ I§ 

Q ..... 
'" :l .", 

:i Gil .. 1 ..... C) 
~':J j :;; ":J:: ~ :. ., ~ 0 "- Ii.. ~ = l-n= 3 ..... !i-c c:: c::., .. 

~.s ~~ 
.. " .: .~ 

ILarge Utility Group ~~ 

if~ ~" 
~ ., 

~ 1P"3.t Q"!!r.n '; VlO t -i .""-" ] '" " E J " 6JC:: " 
.. ~ ~ Q ~., .. 

t;J a ~ 
u ".. 

Dominion Resources Inc. 3 3 4 3 5 2 1 4 3.1 3 
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Situational Assessment Rankings - 2002 
(a rank of 1 indicates the most challenged performer for each metric) 
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Situational Assessment Rankings - 2003 
(a rank of I indicates the most challenged performer for each metric) 
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Situational Assessment Rankings - 2004 
(a rank of 1 indicates the most challenged perfonner for each metric) 
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Situational Assessment Rankings - 2005 
(a rank of 1 indicates the most challenged performer for each metric) 

~~fu~c~LC~------------+--7~~-+--';~1-+~~~~-4--1~~-4--~~~7--+-~16~ 
Entemv Arkansas fuc. 18 3 

Straight Electric Group 

Alabama Power Company 22 15 24 15 14 12 22 22 18.3 24 
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r,A~n~·zo~n~a~P~u~blit·c~S~~~·c~e~C~o~m~p,an=y,----------~~-7.15~-+~2~4-i~2~0~t-~2~+-~12--+--~9~-i~~24~-+--~2~4--~~--~1~4~.9--~--~1~5--~ 
Carolina Power & Li.,.ht Company 11 16 17 6 20 7 21 5 12.9 I 10 
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1--~--~:!~-i~--.!:~?:~~--+---1;~--~ 
1316 18 22 11 5 

Ente= Louisiana.lLC 16 
Florida Power & ~ht Company 1 1 3 3 3 10 2 7 
Florida Power Corporation 2 11 6 4 6 15 11 8 
Geor,;iaPowerCompany 20 10 19 9 16 13 27 18 
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Situational Assessment Rankings - 2006 
(a rank of 1 indicates the most challenged performer for each metric) 
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Productive Efficiency Rankings - 2002 
(. rank of 1 indicates the most challenged performer for each metric) 

Straight Electric Group 

Alabama Power Company 

Appalachian Power Company 
Arizona Public Service Companv 

Carolina Power & LUtht Companv 
Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company 
Columbus Southern Power Company 
Dayoon Power and Light Company 
Detroit Edison Compan •t=Carolinas LLC 

Indiana, Inc. 
rkansas Inc, 

Enter"" Louisi>na tiC 

florida Power &lJgbt Company 
Florida Power Coroorarion 
Georgia Power Company 
Indiana Michigan Power Company 

Kansas Cit;; Power & Lil!:ht 
Kentucky Utilities Company 

~wer Company 
ecrne Company 

Edison Companv 
Ohio Power Company 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 
PacifiCorp 
Portland General Electric Company 

Public Service Company of Oklahoma 
Southern California Edison Co, 
Virginia Electric and Power Company 

Regional Group 

,Florida Power & Lie:bt Company 
IAorid. Power Corooration 
IGulfPower Company 
ITamp. Electric Companv 

Large Utility Group 

Dominion Resources Inc. 
DTE Enet!!V Companv 
,Entergy Corporation 

florida Power &Lie:ht Company 
IProgress Enet)!)', Inc, 
ISouthem Company 
IXeel Enerln', Inc. 

d ~ OIl ::;; ~ 
'i:.' 

::;; ~ 
~ 

.9 ~ ~ C S~ ~ ,!j ..
l ,!j 1;l c 

i 
c 0 

., 
" ! ~'f0 u 

~ 
C ~ 

0 c ~ .~ 'll Q:l !.= 
~~ 

c " Ii!~... !i ~ i<l .. ::I ~ 
.!! 0 I:!l "i' ., ii: i 

~ 'iii]
'1 

.., 
'" t 

~ i<l .:! o 0
]0 ::I .. c 

..c <;.:) § " IS 0 

! :" I! t:r"iI Z " ~ ·c 
~ 

~ ..c c 
~ O~; ~ 

;; § '" .gS 8 .. .!1 "iI <.'5 z ~ ~ c :a ~ 

;> Q '"' ~ i c 
16 11 21 6 21 9 IS 11 15 24 23 I 15.6 18 
4 4 23 13 8 8 12 I 8 10 9 16 10.5 7 

7 17 7 20 7 17 26±=fr 27 7 15.7 20 
19 19 10 18 13 11 14 21 I 26 10 16.2 21 
26 22 17 24 2 17 1 6 25 I 5 17 14.7 14 
5 20 14 4 18 25 4 5 8 4 3 10,0 5 
8 I 3 1 11 27 13 2 1 18 22 9,7 4 

18 24 24 24 21 18 22 24 21 17 19 21.1 27 
23 12 25 23 10 11 15 21 22 15 17.1 23 
S 10 4 26 23 3 18 13 6 20 13.4 12 
19 7 20 27 19 15 8 11 26 20 25 17,9 24 

7 7 10 1 10 6 10 7 4 14 6 7.5 2 
11 16 7 5 26 4 9 15 8 10 5 10.5 8 
22 22 22 7 25 I 12 I 21 19 tHR=+ 18.4 26 
27 2 16 22 3 1 6 25 27 24 15.3 16 
17 14 26 21 6 2 17 8 15.7 19 
5 13 4 12 3 5 2 7 10 18 7,9 3 

10 6 1 11 14 26 19 14 3 10 2 10.5 8 
1 27 26 15 27 24 23 18 2 18.1 25 

25 ill 17 3 20 2 1 20 I 1 4 12.3 11 

19 12 13 14 20 7 23 24 16,5 22 

2 5 6 16 9 15 16 B 6 10 21 lOA 6 
13 16 9 18 16 19 18 11 14 19 13 15.1 15 

11 25 8 7 23 22 24 8 11 

116 I 
12 14.0 13 

2 15 12 3 6 3 5 4 1 14 6.5 1 

14 21 I 15 18 23 12 20 20 11 1 15.5 17 

15 3 1 7 1 14 25 21 5 I 21 I 9 11.1 10 

c " OIl 

~ d::;; " 
., .S0 :'i'l c,. 

,!j " a " 'E i III " ~ 
0 

,!j 

m 
~ ~ S .. l 1::I 0 0. 1>1 "il Q:l 

~1];li .§ ~ l!I '0c i '" ~ 
::I 

~ ~ ... ~ 
I'<,!j 

.~ 
.jl ~ 0 

~ ~ &'0 1l]0 ..6 
.. .. e~ e<;.:) § ... IS " ! " '5 ,!j J z § .. >... a ~ ..c -< 0 

~ .I! ..: .. 
~ 11 \5I! ~ 

~ :l:! 
~ Q u \} 

~'"' 
c !;> Q 

1 1 3 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 2 1.5 1 
2 4 1 2 4 1 1 4 2 1 1 2.1 2 

3 3 4 3 2 3 3 2 3 1 3 2.7 3 
4 2 2 4 3 4 4 2 3 4 4 3.3 4 

~ f ;li 
;; 

S ::;; 
~ III c ,!j 

1J 
8

'il ,!j .. t'i' " ::I 0 ~ Ii i c 0 

~1 
~ 10 c: ~ ii " 1 Q:l

1::;; " " '0 ... Ii! .~ ·8 $ ~ .. 6 IS =: 
I'<,!j " ... 

~ t "iIIl :IS ~ ~ g e-go .il ..6 § 'il II 0 t 

~ 
<;.:) !l ., .,<;.:) ... '5 ,!j 

1 J j z 
~ 

c ~ 0g ,:5 ..: 8 "iI ,]9 
!!:: Q ~ C :az ;> Q !-< ~ 

3 1 1 3 1 5 7 5 1 7 3 3.4 3 
5 7 6 6 6 7 6 3 6 5 6 5,7 7 

6 5 3 6 3 6 1 1 5 5 7 4.4 5 

=H 2 4 1 2 1 2 3 1 1 1 1.7 1 
4 4 5 5 2 3 2 4 4 2 3.5 4 

3 6 3 6 3 5 6 7 3 5 4.8 6 

I 2 6 2 2 4 3 4 3 1 4 3,1 2 



Docket No. 080677-EI 
Productive Efficiency Rankings 
Exhibit JJR-4. Page 6 of 10 

Productive Efficiency Rankings - 2003 
(a rank of 1 indicates the most challenged performer for each metric) 
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Productive Efficiency Rankings - 2004 
(a rank of 1 indicares the most challenged performer for each metric) 
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Productive Efficiency Rankings - 2005 
(0 mnk of I indicates the most challenged performer for each metric) 
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Productive Efficiency Rankings - 2006 
(a rank of 1 indi"'te. the most challenged performer for each metric) 
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Productive Efficiency Rankings - 2007 
(a rank of 1 indicates the most challenged pe<former for each metric) 
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Alabama Power Company 19 17 24 17 22 15 23 16 
Appalachian Power Company 10 3 17 6 11 15 10 4 
Arizona Public Service Companv 27 14 19 13 22 8 18 23 
Carolina Power & Light Companv 26 11 12 19 :> 10 8 22 
Cleveland FJectric Illuminating Company 2 21 I 11 2 8 22 3 
'Columbus Southern Power Company 18 14 16 

H 
17 21 1 2 

Do ~on Power and Light Company 12 23 :> 13 27 14 5 
Detroit Edison Company 16 26 

26 ffi 27 24 15 
Duke Enerlll" Carolinas LLC 22 3 7 24 :> 8 15 
Duke Energy Indiana. Inc. 13 11 2 26 25 2 
EnretRY Arkansas Inc. 23 16 9 22 19 18 6 11 
Eoterm' Louisiana llC 21 13 5 ~16 22 S 11 
Florida Power & Lil!;bt Company 4 7 7 13 5 13 7 
AoridaPowerC~mtion 8 9 23 20 17 11 14 
Georgi. Power Company *hH 21 14 22 12 2S 16 
Indiana Miclili!an Power Company 22 22 5 1 4 19 
Kansas City Power & Light 13 26 2 2 24 
Kentuckv Utilities Company 6 6 I 6 7 6 4 16 
"'evorl. Power Company 7 2 I 1 16 "gg 8 
NSTAR Electric Company 1 
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11 27 2 22 

Ohio Edison Company 19 1 13 1 
Ohio Power Company 23 9 12 10 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Comoanv 11 8 4 10 7 11 17 11 
P.cifiCorp 9 18 25 5 21 6 21 9 
Portland General Electric Company 3 24 17 17 22 14 20 16 
Public s.,,;ce Company of Oklaboma 4 19 28 8 8 3 7 5 
Southern California Edison Co. 13 24 :Jt 25 28 7 9 19 
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Dominion Resources Inc. 6 3 4 3 1 2 4 4 2 5 3 3.4 3 
DTE EnetRY Company 4 7 6 7 6 7 7 4 7 3 5 5.7 7 

Entergy Corporation 6 4 1 6 4 6 1 1 4 3 3.6 5 

BoridaPower&Lil!:btCompany 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 3 1 2 1 1.6 1 
Progress Enerl1V. Inc. 3 2 5 5 I 2 2 2 4 5 7 2 3.5 4 

Southern Company 5 5 6 4 I 6 2 5 4 6 5 4 4.7 6 
Xed Enemv, Inc. 2 6 2 2 I 5 5 6 1 3 1 3.3 2 



Operational Metrics 

FPL Values by Year 
Metric 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 Avera~e 

Fossil Plant Performance 
Fossil Equivalent Availability Factor 
Fossil Equivalent Forced Outage futte 

Source: North American Reliability Council (NERC) 

93.80 
2.39 

90.10 
3.02 

93.70 
1.08 

91.70 
2.55 

92.20 
3.02 

92.60 
2.27 

92.35 
2.39 

Nuclear Performance 
Nuclear Capacity Factor: Regulated Plants 
Nuclear Forced Loss Rate: Regulated Plants 
Nuclear Jndustrial Safety Accident Rate (ISA): Regulated Plants 

Source: SNL Financialt Institute ofNuclear Power Operations (INPO) 

89.801 
1.783 
0.140 

87.884 
2.223 
0.225 

81.715 
4.693 
0.125 

89.577 
3.050 
O.OBO 

83.506 
1.720 
0.040 

86.497 
2.694 
0.122 

Distribution System Reliability 
System Average Interruption Frequency Index (SAIFl) excluding Major Events 
Customer Average Interruption Duration Index (CAIDl) excluding Major Events 
System Average Interruption Duration Index (SAIDl) excluding Major Events 

Source: Edi,on Electric Institute (EEl) 

1.35 
SO.50 
68.20 

1.22 
57.30 
69.70 

1.15 
60.40 
69.60 

1.29 
57.BO 
74.30 

1.25 
56.50 
70.45 

Customer Service 
Care Center Cost per Customer 
Abandonment Rate 
Avetage Speed of Answer (seconds) 

Source: PPL report from PA Consulting Group 

$6.99 
2.0% 

29 

$7.93 
4.0% 

49 

$7.00 
3.0% 

41 

$8.08 
3.1% 
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$7.96 
1.1% 

27 

$7.59 
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Operational Metrics 

FPL Rank ofTotal RankecJ 
Metric 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 Average Rank 

Fossil Pkmt PerjOmtafl/;e 
Fossil Equivalent Availability Factor 

Fossil Equivalent Forced Outage Rate 


Ntltlear Performance 
Nuclear Capacity Factor: Regulated Plants 

Nuclear Forced Loss Rate: Regulated Plants 

Nuclear Industrial Safety Accident Rate (ISA): Regulated Plants 


Distribution System Reliability 
System Average Interruption Frequency Index (SAIFl) excluding Major Events 
Customer Average Interruption Duration Index (CAIDl) excluding Major Events 
System Average Interruption Duration Index (SAID!) excluding Major Events 

ellS/Omer J ernee 
Care Center Cost per Customer 
Abandonment Rate 
Average Speed of Answer (seconds) 

10f37 
30f37 

70f37 
8 of 37 

10f37 
20f37 

50f37 
40f37 

80f36 
70f36 

4 of 36 
60f36 

80f21 
90f21 

100f21 

140f21 
12 of 21 
13 of 21 

160f21 
17 of21 

90f21 

10 of 21 
15 of 21 
80f21 

19 of 21 
130f21 
60f21 

420f63 
30f63 
120f63 

480f76 
50f76 

190f76 

300f66 
30f66 
90f66 

50 of69 
8 of 70 

190f70 

I st Quartile 2nd Quartile 1 st Quartile 2nd Quartile 1 Sf Quartile 
1st Quartile 2nd Quartile 1st Quartile 2nd Quartile I st Quartile 
1 st Quartile 3rd Quartile 2nd Quartile 2nd Quartile Ist Quartile 

40f37 
50f37 

13 of 21 
13 of 21 
90f21 
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50f69 
150f69 
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Benchmarking Workpapers 
Comparable Groups 

Straight 
Electric 

Alabama Power Compau\' ~ 

Appalachian Power Comuanv '.f 
Arizona Public Service Company '.f 
Carolina Power & Lillht Company '.f 
Cleveland Electric Illuminating Companl' 'I 

Columbus Southern Power Companv '.f 
DaHon Power and Light Comoany , 
Detroit Edison Company 'i 
Dominion Resources Inc. 
DTE Energy Company 

§3Duke Enet)?;j' Carolinas, LLC 

Duke Enet)?;j' Indiana, Joe, 
Entergy Arkansas, Jnc, 

Entet)?;j' Corporation 

Entergy Louisiana, LLC , 
Florida Power Comoratlon V 
Georgia Power Companv " Gulf Power Company 

Indiana ;\1ichigan Power Company '.f 
Kansas City Power & Li"ht 'II 

Kentuckv Utilities Companv '.f 
Nevada Power Comoa" ' '.f 
NSTAR Electric Company 'I 

Ohio Jidison Compan ' 'I 

Ohio Power Compan ' ..J 

Large 
Regional Utilities 

I " I ..J 

'.f 

'I 

'.f 

Oklahoma Gas and Elecrric Comuanv 

~ 
PacifiCorp 

Portland General Electric Comoany 
Progress Energy, Inc, 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 

Southern California Edison Co, ..J 
Southern Comoan ' 'V 
tramp. Electric Compan" ,,; 
JVir$!inia Electric and Power Comnanv 'I 

Xed Enerl1:\', Inc. V 

# lnGroup 27 3 6 

~ 
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Benchmarking Workpapers 
Definitions 

Situational A1Isessmen' 
Metric Units Calculation I 

Percent Sales (:\IWh) Residential percent (Yo) Total Residential M\"i;b Sold/Total ;\n,\b Sold I 
Percent Sales (:\lWh) Odler percent (%) (Total Public Street and Highway Lighting.;. Total Sales to Public Authorities + 

Total Sales to Railroads + Total Interdepartmental Sales Total Sales for Resale in 
M\Xb Sold) / Total MWh Sold 

Use per Customer .\\Wh/customer Total Sales of Electricity / Total Customers 
Change in Customers (%J percent rio) (Total Customers for Current Year - Total Customers for Previous Year) / Total 

efOrPrevious Year 
Change in Sales (Sooyear CAGR) CAGR(%) b Sold to Clti~ate Consumers f~r Current Y~;; / Total.\!\X'h Sold to 

onsumers for J Years Pnor to Current Year) ,- -1 
Percent Generation ".Nudear crccnt (1%) Total Nuclear M\"i;b Produced / Net Generation 
Energy Losses / Total Energy Disposition Total M\1(.'h of Energy Lost / Total Disposition of Energy (MWh) 
_Accum. Dep./Gross Plam Accumulated Deprecial.1On for Total Electric Plaor / Total Electtic Utilit,. Plant 

gross plant 
e-dep/$ 

Productive Efliciency 
Metric Group Metric Unit. Calculation 

)\.jon-fuel Producrion O&M :-Jon-Puel Production O&~I S/customer Total Power Production O&M Expenses less Puel, Purchased Po",..r, and Other 
per Customer Expenses I Total Customers 

:-.Jon-Puel Production 0&:-'1 S/~l\X'h Total Power Production O&M Expenses less Fuel, Purchased PO"''ef. and Other 
MWb Produced Expenses / Total MWb Produced 

Transmisslon ()&M Transmission O&M per Total Transmission O&M Expenses / Total Customers 
Customer 

Transmission O&~ per 

I$!customer 

$/kWh Total Transmi"ion O&M Expenses i Total M\Xb Sold 
.\IWb 

Transmission 0&,"\1 per $OOOs/ntile Total Transmission O&~t Expense less Transmission ofE'ectridty by Others / 
1\1ile of Transmission Line Total Length (Miles) of Transntission Line 

Distribution O&M Distribution O&M per T()tal Distribution O&M Expenses / Tota.l Vltimate Customers 
Customer 

Distribution O&M per 

S/customer 

$IMWh Tonti Disrribution 0&,"\1 Expenses / Total MV;'b Sold to L'ltimate Customers 
:\;1\\b 

A&G E.xpense A&G Expense per $/customer ITotal A&G Expenses / Total Ultimate Customers 
Customer 

$iMWh Total A&G Expenses / Total JI,!\Xb Sold to Ultimate Customers~per~1\\'h
Customer Expense mer Expens customer (fotal Customer Accounts Expenses + Total Cusromer Service and Informational 

Offier Expenses + Totaf Sales Expenses) / Total Ultimate Customers 

Customer Expense per S/.\I\X°h (rotal Customer Accoums Expenses + Total Customer Service and Infonnationaf 
?\OlWb Expenses + Total Sales Expenses) / Total MWh Sold to l'ltimate Customers 

VncoUectibles. Expense UncolleccibJes £-:':xpense per S/customer L:ncolleccible Accounts Expenses I Total Ultimate Customers 
Customer 

Cncollectibles Expense per Uncollectible Accounts Expenses / Total ~\X,'h Sold to Ultimate Customers 
~1\\b 

./kWh 

Days Sales Outstanding Days Sales Outstanding days sales uutstanding 365/ (fotal Sales of Electricity / A"erag< of Customer Accounts Recei\',ble for 
Current Year and Predous Year) 

Labor Efficiency 1~~pJoyccs. per Thousand Total Employees / (Total Customers 110l~»))I::~~~~:;s/ thousand 
er 


Salaries j \X'ages, Pensions, 
 (fotal Electric Salaries and \\'ages + Total Pensions and Benefits) / Total 
and Benefits per Employee 

$OOOs/employee 
Employees 

Total NonI'uel 0&;\1 Total "lon-Puel 0&;\1 per TotalO&M Expenses less Fuel, Purchased Power, and O.her / Total Ultimate 
Customer 

$/customer 
Customers 

T otal ~on-Fuel O&~\l per Total 0&:..1 Expenscs less Puel, Purchased Power, and Other / Toral'\l\Xb Sold to 
1\1\\b Sold 

S/MWh 
l'lrimate Customers 

I 
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Benchmarking Workpapers 
Definitions 

Productive Efliciency (continued) 
Metric Group Metric Unit. Calculation 

Gross Asset Base Gross Asset Base per 
Customer 

$OOOslcustomer Total Electric Vtility Plant! Total Customers 

Gross A"et Base per kW'h $OOOs!kW'h Total Electric Utility Plant / Total MW'h Sold 
Additions to Plant I CUS! Growth Additions to Plant / Cust 

Growth 
WOOs/ change in 
customers 

~ross Additions to Utility Piont (less nudear fuel) ! Total New Customers (change 
2 year rolling average number of customers) 

Operational Metrics 
Metric Group Metric Units Calculation 

Fossil Plant Performance Fossil Equivalent 
Availability Factor 

percent (%) \X'eighted Equivalent Availability Factor (excluding Maintenance Ourage Pactor) 

Fossil Equivalent Forced 
Outage Rate 

percent eYn) \'\'eighted Equivalent Forced Oumge Rate 

i\luclear Plant Performance ~uclear Capacity Factor percent (%J Percentage of ener!.,'\, generated relotive to capacit\' 

~uclear Forced wss Rate percent ("/oJ Percentage of energy generation during non~outage periods that a plant is Ii 
capable of supplying to the electrical grid because of unpL1nned energy loss 

i'.:udear Industrial Safety 
Accident Rate 

Accidents/2oo,Ooo 
workhours 

~umber of accidents that result in lost work time, restricted 'k'Urk, or fatalities per 
200,000 workhours. 

System Reliability System Average 
Interruption Frequency 
Index (SAIF1) for All 
Interruptions 

percent C,!,) Total Number of Customers Interrupted I Total ~umber of C . .1stomers Served 

Customer Average 
Interruption Duration 
Index (CAIDI) for All 
Interruptions 

percent C'Al} Sum of AU Customer Interruption Durations I Total ~umber of Cusromer 
Interruptions 

System Average 
Interruption Duration 
Index (SAIDI) for All 
Interruptions 

percent Cy<,) Sum of All Customer 1nterruption Durations I Total ~umber of Customer Served 
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Benchmarking Workpapers 

Situational Assessment 


Percent Sales (MWb) Residential 

60.00 ~----------------------------------------_____________________ 

--+-- Florida POU"t"f &; 

Light Company 

50.00 t~.,..,,-+--.....~~~~==:::::!===:::!:::::~~.....~==~~~~~~==........ 


- • - Straight Electric 

... ··<V"······ ....x ..• ·· .. · .......X.............__ • 


....._.- ........:,:·....:,:·:,:...11·:.:.: - .. - - .. - - ... - - --- - 

FPL;20.00 

10.00 
.... jo(•••• 

0.00 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Year 

Percent Sales (MWh) Residential 

Annual Value.• 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Florida Power & Ught Company 50.90 50.08 50.46 5l.06 51.61 51.75 50.69 51.29 50.75 50.67 

Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 25.74 25.73 25.32 25.93 25.95 25.59 26.61 27.13 27.82 28.36 

Regional Group Mean (excluding FPL) 39.31 38.00 38.67 40.26 41.05 40.61 39.95 40.78 40.79 40.13 

Large Utilities Grou,> ~Iean (<excluding FPL) 26.13 25.83 26.08 26.52 29.62 28.28 30.12 28.91 28.15 28.46 

Rankin,ffS 

1998 1999 2000 200t 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Straight Electric Group: 

Florida Power & light Company Rank 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Total Ranked 27 27 27 23 27 27 27 27 28 28 

Regional Group: 

Florida Power & light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large ('tility Group: 
Florida Power & light Compan)' Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 6 7 6 7 7 7 

Source: SNL lnteractive, fERC Form 1 
Total Residential ~1\,\::'h Sold; Total MWh Sold 
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Benchmarking Workpapers 
Situational Assessment 

Percent Sales (MWh) Other 

.-.- Flonda Power & 
LI,I!;hl Company 

30.00 - --... 
.... • ...... - .. ...-	 - -r" , 

25.00 ...__;-;::_=-=.=---------------------------'1,.----- 

••~ •••••••• i>(......... "'. X. ..x, .......~ - -.
....... . . --. ..... ..............).(........ .. ......~ - • - Straigh1 Electric 

Group Mean 

~. ", .... ..... _......... .... -.. 
 (excluding FPL) 

20.00 
~ .... - ..... 

~-	 --
_ 

~ 

5 
~ 

~ 15.00 
-. 	Regional Group 

Mean (excluding 
FPL) 

10.00 

5.00 ~ 	 .. ··w·,,· Largcbililies- Group Mean 
(excludmg FPL) -

0.00 +-------+-------1--------r------~------_r------_+------_+-------+---~ 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Year 

Percent Sales (MWh) Other 

Annual Value. 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Florida Power & Light Company 5.93 5.19 5.13 3.82 3.56 4.30 4.87 3.99 4.12 3.66 
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 25.19 24.32 26.53 26.47 28.92 29.92 27.41 27.03 23.48 23.00 
Regional Group ~lean (excluding FPL) 20.79 22.82 22.16 19.13 19.00 20.14 21.19 19.78 20.38 21.49 

Large Vtilities Grour Mean (excluding FPL) 22.56 23.09 23.33 23.26 21.02 22.70 21.78 22.84 22.67 22.08 
Rankines 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Straight Electric Group: 

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 

Total Ranked 27 27 27 23 27 27 27 27 28 28 
Regional Group: 

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large L'tility Group: 
florida Power & Ught Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 6 7 6 7 7 7 

Source: 	 S.NL Interactive, FERC Fonn 1 
Total Public Street and Highway Ughting, Total Sales to Publk Authorities, Total Sales to Railroads, Total Interdepartmental Sales, Total Sales 
for Resale in M\Vh Sold; Total M\Vh Sold 
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Benchmarking Workpapers 

Situational Assessment 


Use per Customer 

50.00 

45.00 

40.00 

35.00 

30.00 
~ 
E 
B 
e 25.00 

~ 
20.00 

15.00 

10.00 

5.00 

o.on 

... _- ------....... - -."", ...- --.. -- .. -.--...........X....... '. 
. .... « ......... ""......... « ......... ~ ........."" .........)(0 •••••• "'X 


r- .............. -A" _A' - 'A-' ·A_ .. *,- •• -.- •. -.to. 


...... 
~ 

--..- l-londa Power & 
ughl Company 

- .. - Straight r:Jcclric 
Group Mean 
(cxcludmg l-t>I-) 

-.. 	Reg/(mai Group 
Mean (exdudmg 
FPI.) 

..•. ;.( .... 	Large lTUlillcs 

Group Mean 
(cxcludmgFPL) 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Year 

Use per Customer 

Annual Values 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Florida Power & Light Company 24.28 23.49 23.85 23.68 24.52 25.10 24.52 24.52 24.39 24.20 

StraIght Electric Group ~Iean (excluding FPI.) 41.90 41.03 43.44 42.25 43.17 42.79 41.68 41.91 40.23 40.68 

Regional Group Mean (excluding FPL) 32.79 32.91 33.41 31.69 32.80 33.30 33.35 32.51 32.39 32.42 

Large Utilities Group Mean (excluding FPL) 38.79 39.00 40.07 38.78 39.47 38.11 38.53 38.33 38.62 38.59 

RankilJlfs 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Straight Electric Group: 
Florida Power & Ught Company Rank 2 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 

Total Ranked 27 27 27 23 27 27 27 27 28 28 

Regional Group: 

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Utility Group: 

Florida Power & Ught Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 

Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 6 7 6 7 7 7 

Source: S~L Inreractive, FERC Form 1 

Total Sales of ElectricIty; Total Cusromers 
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Change in Customers (%) 

3.00 

........
~,. ~~ 11··.. ..... '.8. - :.;: ....,;. ······X· 

FPL)
1.011 

''''tc: .... Large lluhue::; 

0.00 +-------+-------~.------~.---~-------_r------_+------_+------_+------~ 

1998 1999 2(KJO ZOO! 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Year 

2.50 

______ I"lorida POW('f & 

U~ht Comp:lny 

2.00 w---~~~--------------------------------------------------~~..~~ 
- • - SU';:u~ht Electric 

1:: 1.50 

.... ... ...... 
''''. ..... 

.J<!. .........X: .......,. ...'". 
,, 

,,~ 
\ 

.X. \ 
.' ". ~ 

Change in Customers (%) 

Annual Values 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Florida Power & Light Company 1.80 2.05 2.46 2.26 2.15 2.42 2,61 2.30 2.03 1.97 

ght Electric Group Mean (excludmg Fl'L) 1.93 1.81 1.71 1.60 1.35 1.29 1.39 154 1.88 1.11 

Group Mean (excluding FPL) 2.36 2.65 2.29 2.61 2.17 2.34 2.37 2,11 2.64 1.89 

G 1.97 1.53 1.55 1.60 1.39 1.32 1,47 1.20 1.65 1.23 
Rankines 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Straight Electric Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 12 12 5 7 4 3 3 3 8 6 

Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 

Regional Group: 
Florida Power & Lighr Companc Rank 4 4 2 3 2 2 1 2 4 2 

Toral Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large VtililY Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 4 2 1 2 2 1 1 1 3 I 

Toral Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 6 6 7 7 

Source: S~L lnteractive, FERC POnTI 1 
Total Customers for Current Year and Preyious Year 
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Change in Sales Vol (Rolling 5 Year CAGR) 

4.50 

.......-. Flonda Power &
4.00 Llf,!:ht Company 

3.50 

3.0() 
- • - StraIght Electrlc 
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_.. ...... ',,<" 
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~ 
8- 2.00 

FPL)
1.50 

1.00 

, ...~ .... LarRc l1ulitic~ 

0.50 

0.00 +----t-----i----+----+-----t----........---t----f-----l 

1998 	 1999 200f) 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 


Year 


Florida Power & Light Company 
Straight Electric Group Mean (exduding FPL) 
Regional Group Mean (excluding FPL) 

Straight Electric Group: 
Plorida Power & Light Company Rank 
Total Ranked 

Regional Group: 
l'1orida Power & J.tght Company Rank 
Total Ranked 

Large Utilit}' Group: 
Florida Power & I~ghr Company Rank 
Total Ranked 

Change in Sales Vol (Rolling 5 Year CAGR) 

Annual Values 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
4.04 2,82 2.90 3,13 ),65 3,17 
V4 2.76 2,88 2.02 2.10 1.61 

3.69 3.21 3,16 2.77 3.64 2.73 

2.96 2.76 2,60 1.69 2,10 1.55 
RanJd 8 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 

4 14 13 5 2 

27 27 27 27 27 27 

2 2 
4 

7 

2004 
3.21 

J.73 

2.92 
2.20 

2004 

27 

4 

2 
6 

3.07 
1.52 
237 

1.60 

2005 

3 

27 

7 

2,82 
1.80 

2.31 

L36 

2006 

6 
27 

1.99 
1.88 

1.46 

1.16 

2007 

11 

26 

2 

Source: S~L Interacti."e, PERC Porm 1 
Total ?v1\'('h Sold to Ultimate Conswners for Current Year and 5 Years precernng 



Docket No. 080677-EI 
Benchmarking Workpapers 
Exhibit JJR-6, Page 11 of 47 

Benchmarking Workpapers 
Situational Assessment 

Percent Generation Nuclear 

35.00 ~-------------------------------------------------------------

---+-- Florida Power & 
I jghl Company 

30.00 	t------------------'=-........~-tc_------------------------_:;:;~-----
;,.:•••••••• • ;x. •••
;,.:.. 


..........X......... i>(.........i>(········· ". ..... ·······X 


25.00 t-----------------------~~--------,.------

- • - Straight Eleclric 
Group Mean 
(excluding FPL) 

20.00 t---------~-------------------------
~ 
~ -- ..... 
c 
" ~ 
~ 15.00 	+---------------------------------------------------------------- 

-*. Regional (-;roup 
Mean (excluding 
FPI.) 

10.00 

............. --... - ... - .... - ...- ......... .... 

5.00 	+-------------------=------..:...-::...-----~ •••• j>(.... LarhTt" l:tiliries 

Group Mean 
(excluding FPL) 

0.00 t----t---...,----t----+----t----+----+----t----..., 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Year 

Percent Generation Nuclear 

Annual Values 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Florida Power & Light Company 30.44 31.91 31.04 29.78 29.86 26.61 25.51 22.88 24.43 22.40 

Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 18.67 19.09 17.75 22.76 22.60 22.14 22.56 21.96 21.45 21.95 

Regional Group Mean (excluding FPL) 6.30 5.98 6.61 6.11 6.48 5.67 6.10 5.22 5.92 5.54 

Large Utilities Group ~lean (excluding FPL) 26.55 27.17 27.07 27.26 28.51 28.91 26.46 28.57 29.50 26.60 
RankinJ?S 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Straight Electric Group: 
Florida Power & Ligh t Company Rank 9 9 8 10 10 10 10 10 10 11 

Total Ranked 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 

Regional Group: 
Florida Power & Ugh t Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Vtility Group: 
Florida Power & Ligh t Company Rank 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source: S~L Interactive, PERC Form 1 
Total i'luc1ear :\1\\'11 Produced; ~et Generation 
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Energy Losses / Total Energy Disposition 
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, ......... Larg<:Ulibucs 

Group )\fcan 
(cl';cluchng ITPI.J 

l.mJ 7-------------------------------------------------------------------

0.00 +--.-.-r-----~------_+-----_+------~------~---+_------r_----~ 

1998 	 1999 2000 200l 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 


Year 


Energy Losses / Total Energy Disposition 

Annual Values 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Florida Power & Light Company 7.00 6.22 6.7 6 6.97 6.70 6.77 6.58 6.89 6.95 6.57 

Straight Electric Group ?\lean (exduding Pl)L) s.r 4.91 5.49 4.54 4.63 4.78 4.66 4.74 4.81 4.94 

Regional Group Mean (excluding FPL) 4.48 4.72 4.98 4.22 4.93 4.74 4.87 4.55 4.65 4.60 
Large lItilities Group Mean lexcludinu I'PL) 4.91 5.39 5.13 5.43 4.55 4.49 4.84 4.20 4.38 4.22 

RankiI1!irS 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Straight FJectric Group: 

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 3 6 4 4 4 3 3 2 1 2 

Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 

Regional Group: 

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 I 1 

Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Large Ctillty Group: 

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 2 1 2 1 1 I 1 I 1 
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 6 7 7 7 

Source: S~L lnter-Active, PERC funn 

Total 1\1\\'11 of Energy Lost; Total Disposition of Energy :0.1\\'11) 
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Accum. Dep./Gross Plant 

600.00 

500.00 
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- • - Saaighl Elccaic 

Group ~fean 
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..,il" 300.00 

e 
~ -. Rcj.jonal Group 

Mran (excluding 
FPL)S200.00 
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.... jI( •••• Large t:llhlK":' 

Gn;upMe:.ln 
(excludmg: FPJ.) 

0.00 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2lK)2 2003 2004 2005 2006 2m)7 

Year 

Accum. Dep./Gross Plant 

Annual Values 
1998 1999 2IlOO 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Florida Power & Light Company 523.60 548.62 560.34 565.56 553.88 474.95 473.38 459.67 448.13 435.85 

Straighr Electric Group ~lean (excluding l'PL) 405.29 414.09 423.71 429.50 433.39 384.22 384.18 373.90 364.33 358.91 

Regional Group ~leon (excluding FPL) 424.36 434.64 445.50 436.46 427.85 420.41 406.67 403.65 397.19 375.89 

Larl!< Utilities Group Mean (excluding FPL) 415.41 427.82 368.77 373.10 444.06 418.09 414.92 416.46 415.20 412.41 

Rsnkings 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Straig~r Electric <?r~~~: 
Fkmda Power & Company Rank 2 2 2 2 2 5 6 7 6 6 
Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 

Regional Group: 

Florida Power & Jight Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 

Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Utility Group: 
Florida Power & light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 3 
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 6 7 7 7 

Source: S~L Interactive. PERC Ponn 1 
Accumulated Depredation for Total Electric Plant; Tot"} Electric Ctility Plant 

http:Gn;upMe:.ln
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Non-Fuel Production O&M per Customer 
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~ .............. --... /' '.,,-- . ....... --.., -'" 
'. r-' 
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--....-. Florida Power & 

i J!!nl Compan~' 

- • - SlrJ.i~hl Elecrric 
Group Mean 
(excluding FPL) 

!'Pl.) 

····jI(····L;Irgcl;n1iuc,. 
Group ~fean 
(excluding FPi ,) 

1998 1999 2000 2ml 2002 2003 2004 2005 2(l()6 2007 

Year 

Non-Fuel Production O&M per Customer 

Annual Values 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Florida Power & Light Company 116,23 110,88 101.33 97.05 109,50 114.49 114,72 123,58 124,67 129,73 

Sttaight Electric Group ~lean (excbdjng FPL) 211.01 209.23 224,16 200.39 206,05 199,97 207.88 225,15 216,85 238.43 

Regional Group :>Iean (excluding rpL) 178.20 172.85 178.99 171.77 189,72 175,50 167.37 177.10 175.21 18284 

ILarge Ctibties Group 'vlean (excluding FPD 189,91 189,85 195.00 204.57 206,()4 206,75 223.42 225.37 234,30 255.39 

Rankines 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Straight Electric Group: 
Florida Powet & Light Company Rank 6 9 7 5 8 11 7 7 8 6 

Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 

Regional Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Latge Utility Group: 

Florida Pov;cr & Lighr Comp,lOY Rank 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 

Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 6 7 7 7 

Source: SKI. Inreracti"\~e, FERC Form 1 

Total Power Production O&M Expenses less Fue!, Purchased Power, and Otber Expenses; Total Customers 
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Non-Fuel Production O&M MWh Produced 
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-- FPL)

4.00 
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0.00 

1998 1999 2000 ZOOI 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 


Year 


Non-Fuel Production O&M MWh Produced 

Annual Values 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
florida Power & Light Company 5.36 5.42 4.92 4.i2 S.20 5.33 5.37 5.71 5.71 5,97 

Straight Ekerric Group :'olean (excluding FPL) 7.33 7.37 7.00 7.47 7.76 8.08 7.62 8.26 9.50 9.74 

Reg'lOnal Group Mean (excluding FPL) 6.07 5.96 6.07 6.34 6.75 6.04 5.53 6.12 5.94 6.25 

Group Mean 'excluding FPL' 5.78 5.79 5.94 6.54 6.55 6.94 7.25 7.58 8.16 8.65 
Rank:ings 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Straight Electnc Group: 

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 11 10 10 7 9 9 7 6 9 5 

Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 

Regional Group: 

Florida Power & Ligh, Company Rank 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 3 2 

Tmal Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

I.Mge C till,), Group: 

F1urida Power & Ligh' Company Rank 3 2 1 ~ 1 1 1 : 1 ! 

Total Rank • .d 7 7 7 7 7 7 6 7 7 7 

Source: SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1 
Toml Power Production O&:~'l Expenses less Fue1~ Purchased Power, and Other Expenses; Total !\f\\-1) Produced 
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Transmission O&M per Customer 
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4O.m 

30.00 

20.00 ....................  .... - .. - ..  ..... .. ~ 

0.00 

1998 2006 20071999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 

Year 

Transmission O&M per Customer 

Annual Values 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Florida Power & J.ight Company 12.55 12.63 11.59 11.05 12.36 13.13 13.11 13.14 14.82 13.53 
Straight Electric Grocp Mean (excluding FPI.) 28.00 29.27 33.26 38.33 38.39 37.S3 42.17 51.47 57 .42 60.97 

Regional Group \Iean (exch,ding FPL) 18.51 18.90 18.69 20.12 18.44 18.68 17.03 18.35 20.90 20.96 

Large Vtilities Groun Mean (excluding FPU 27.73 27.32 29.77 37.41 39.84 36.48 33.45 43.80 49.00 57.16 

Rankings 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

. Straight Electric Group: 
Florida Power & Jjght Comp:tny Rank 5 4 4 3 6 4 2 3 3 2 

! Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 
RegionaJ Group: 

Rorida Power & ught Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 
T mal Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Utility Group: 
Florida Power & Ught Company Rank 1 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 

Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 6 7 7 7 

Source: S~L Interactive, FERC Fonn 1 

Total Transmission O&M Expenses; Total Customers 
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Transmission O&M per kWh 

2,000.00 

______ Fkmda PmyCJ &1,800.00 
I,ii!:hl C.ornp:lfl" 
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soo.()O -..' Rq::ional Group 
~k:an (C1(c1tldm~ 
FPL) , 

600,00 

4{)O,(X) 

•••• ~, •.. Lar~ Cliliues 

20tJ.00 

o.m 
1998 1999 2000 	 2006 2007 

i 	
Transmission O&M per kWh 

Annual Value,. 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Flonda Power & Light Company 516.95 537 .80 485.91 466.46 504.18 523.18 534.60 535.95 607,62 558.89 
Straight Electnc Group :\iean (excluding FPL) 731.41 810.04 864.92 1,~()5.31 1,007.54 1,0J3.88 1,188.38 1,478.60 1,799.86 1,866.06 

Regional Group Mean (excluding FPL) 567,27 594.10 570,72 642.23 572.27 558,06 507,85 565.!J7 657.38 656,06 
Large Utilittes Group \lean (excluding FPD 727.24 695.88 730.51 1,015.23 1,022.44 1 053,97 980.69 1,311.83 1,458.62 1,710,00 

Rankings 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Straight Electric Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 11 10 6 4 6 5 4 7 5 
Total Ranked 27 27 27 23 27 27 27 27 28 28 

Regional Group: 

Honda Power & Ligh' Company Rank 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 1 

! 

Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large U tillt)' Group: 


Florida Power & l..ight Company Rank 	 2 2 2 2 
Total Ranked 	 6 7 7 

2001 2002 2003 2W4 20115 

Year 

4 	 4 

2 	 2 2 2 

7 6 


Source: SNL Interactiye, FERC Form 1 
Total Transmission 0&7\1 E'Xpenses~ Tota! ~1\Vh Sold 

http:1,458.62
http:1,311.83
http:1,022.44
http:1,015.23
http:1,866.06
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http:1,478.60
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http:1,007.54
http:1,~()5.31
http:1,000.00
http:1,200.00
http:1,400.00
http:1,800.00
http:2,000.00
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Transmission O&M per Mile of Transmission Line 
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--+-- Florida PO\vcr & 
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-.AI 	 Regional Group 
Mean (excluding 
rPL) . 
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. Large l'liliuel' 
Group;\kan 

•1.00 ! 	 (excluding FPL) 

0.00 	 +1-----+-----/------I------+-----+------!-------4 
2000 2001 2002 2003 2(1(14 2005 2006 2007 

Year 

Transmission O&M per Mile of Transmission Line 

Annual Values 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Florida Power & I jght Company 4.88 4.71 5.06 4.65 5.30 5.58 6.25 6.49 
Straight Electric Group ~Iean (excluding I'PL) 8.31 6.57 6.75 6.45 7.31 7.78 8.48 8.53 
Regional Group :Mean (excluding 1"1'1.) 5.38 5.77 5.85 5.95 5.49 5.86 7.11 7.35 

Large Utilities Group Mean (excluding FPl.' 4.99 5.31 4.88 4.58 6.09 6.17 7.12 8.18 

RanJdl1Jls 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Straight Electric Group: 
Florida Power & LIght Company Rank 16 17 20 16 18 20 19 18 
Total Ranked 26 26 26 26 26 26 27 27 

Regional Group: 

Florida Power & light Compan)' Rank 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

J.arge Utility Group: 
Florida Power & rjght Company Rank 2 2 2 2 2 4 4 2 

Total Ranked 3 4 4 4 5 6 6 6 

Source: SNL Interactive:. FERC FOIDJ 1 

Total Transmjssion 0&,\1 Expense Transmission ()f Electricity by Others; Total Length G\Wes] ofTtansmlssion Line 
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Distribution O&M per Customer 
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10.00 (excluding FPT") 

0.00 

1998 1999 2000 ZOOl 2002 Z003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Year 

Distribution O&M per Customer 

Annusl Vslues 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

flonda Power & Light Compan} 67.85 63.57 62.50 60.59 59.77 57.69 58.31 50.89 65.86 61.94 

Straight Electnc Group ~Iean (excluding I'PL) 70.15 71.17 73.17 70A3 71.60 77,16 79.03 84.90 82.07 91.98 

IRegional Group ~Iean (excluding rpL) 58.77 56.81 59.91 60.38 66.59 68.60 63.39 77.28 77.29 83.54 

'Large Utilities Groui.> :\lean {excluding PPI} 70.02 77.11 75.32 72.85 68.56 85.63 76.35 79.13 81.48 89.20 

Rankines 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Straigh t Electnc Group: 
PJorida Power & Light Compa.ny Rank 18 11 9 10 9 4 8 :3 6 5 
Total Ranked ?~-: 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 

Regional Group: 

Florida Power & Light Company Rank :3 3 :3 2 1 3 1 1 1 

Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Large Utilit), GrollI': 

Florida Power & Ijght Company Rank 5 2 3 3 3 2 2 1 3 1 

Total Ranked 7 7 
, 7 7 7 6 7 7 7 

Source: S~L Interactive> PERC Fonn 1 
Total Distribution 0&:\1 Expenses; Total UJtimate Customers 
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Distribution O&M per MWh 
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0.00 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2tX13 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Year 

Distribution O&M per MWh 

Annual Values 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Flurida Power & Light Company 2.93 2.82 2.73 2.64 2.52 2.39 2.49 2.15 2.80 2.64 

iStrrughr Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 2.42 2.42 2.46 2,43 2.48 2.68 2.76 2.89 2.80 3.09 

Regional Group 2\fean (excludmg FPL) 2.17 2.15 2.20 2.24 2.39 2,48 2.32 2.86 2.89 3.16 

Large Utilities Group Mean {excluding FPLI 2.35 2.58 2.43 2.42 2.28 2.92 2.63 2.73 2:77 3.01 

Rankinf!9 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Stt~ight Electric Group: 
Flonda Power & Company Rank 24 21 20 21 15 9 12 7 16 12 
Tom! Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 

Regional Group: 

Florida Power & Ligbt Company Rank 4 4 3 3 2 3 2 2 2 
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Utility Group: 
Honda Power & Ligh. Company Rank 6 6 6 6 5 4 4 3 5 4 
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 6 7 7 ~ 

Source: SiS'L Interactive, FERC Form 1 
Total Distribution O&M Expenses; Tot'll ;\t\Vh Sold to Ultimate Customers 
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A&G Expense per Customer 

200.00 

....... x 

+-__________________-:."..,...~......."""'-'-'.}..=..",x... .• 
 .----- Florida Power & 

Light Company 
180.00 

• :"10 ••••• ,x........... ,/ . . ::::--..,::'_ • 

~.X·· .... ___ ... _II- - -,.. 

160.00 ..... ,. 
>:(.........¥ , ...i 


-. -·-'11., ,140.m 
.........~. ... .. .it"" 


- • - Strai"hr Electric ....... 

120.00 

.. 
~ 100.00 
e-..... 

............. Rtt,lI;ionaJ Group 
MClIO (excludmg 
!'Pl.) 

8O.m 

60,00 

40.00 

""k ,•• Large L:(jlitiC5 
Group ~fean 

20,00 (cxcludinR t-t>L) 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2ms 2006 20(l7 

Year 

A&G Expense per Customer 

Annual Values 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Florida Power & Jjght Compan)' 66.51 n.66 71.60 67.17 78.49 76,11 63.08 107,91 99,64 75.75 

Straight Electric Group Mean «xdudmg FPL; 145.38 143,95 142.45 135,82 170,55 159.27 162.92 163,01 166,57 166,09 

al Group Mean (excluding FPL) 119.25 106,04 121.36 95.56 124.25 134.48 145.53 182,67 166.24 183,04 

Vtilities Group .',iean (excluding FPL) 128.45 136.58 146.49 150,53 164.50 168.99 178.77 180.18 182.23 190.26 

R:.nkint?s 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Straight Electric Group: 
Plortda Power & Ijght Company Rank 1 2 2 2 I 1 1 4 4 3 

Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 
Rebrlonal Group: 

Florida Power & Light Company Rank I 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Ltilit)' Group: 
Florida Powet & light Company Rank 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 6 7 7 7 

Source: SNL Interactive, FERC FOnTI 1 

Total A&G Expenses; Tot:allJlt:imate Customers 

I 
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A&G Expense per MWh 

--.-. Florida PO\l.'ef &. 
Jj~hf C:nmpany7.00 

/ ......., 
... x ..... I'.';( . . . ......~ ..... .. .............. 


6.00 )II'-- •. ..,. • 
........-.. - -,,:.. -.--.- -.
~ ......I-"X • 

- • - Stratght Electric .. ' ~ ". Group ;\ie:an5.00 
~ .... 	 (exdudin,l!; fPL).. --. - -...•...-". -. ..".. .....X······ ..,...

k" . . . /' ~ ~ 4.00 .....".. ./
..... .. 	 ~ ",.- --.... /

3.00 ......~ 	 !-'PL)'"""2.00 

•• .. tot .... L:lr~'t' VtJ!itie~ 
1.00 Group;\km 

(cxdndln,R FPl.) 

0.00 

1998 	 1999 2(X10 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 


Year 


A&G Expense per MWh 

Annual Values 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Florim. Power & Light Company 288 3.23 3.13 2.93 3.30 3.15 2.69 4.56 4.24 3.23 
Straight lUcerne Group .\lean (excluding FPL) 4.93 4.82 4.69 4.65 5.81 5.58 5.70 559 5.57 5.53 

Regional Group '\lean (excluding PPL) 4.29 3.88 4.39 3.42 4.43 4.86 5.31 6.75 6.12 6.90 

Large Utilities Grour Mean (excluding FPL) 4.22 4.44 4.71 5.26 5.44 5.97 6.40 6.24 6.15 6.35 
Ranking. 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 200S 2006 2007 

iStr~lght Electric Group: 
Florida Power & I ight Company Rank 4 4 4 4 2 3 1 9 8 4 

Total fuinked 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 
Regional Group: 

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large U till!}' Group: 
Horida Power & Light Company Rank 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 

Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 6 " 7 7 

Source: SNL IoteracriYe, FI~RC POnTI 1 
Total A&G Expenses; Total ?\f\\'h Sold to Ultimare Customers 
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Customer Expense per Customer 

100.00 -,---------------------------------- 

---.- rlorida Power & 
...... 	 ."." Lighl (:qtn?an!9O'00~i • ............. _.. -.. 	 -.

80.f..)() +-------------------1l.=.......__-:-c----::::l=--;-c;-;;;=r'-~.
""' .r- ...... =iI' 

.. --..... 	 ..lJ< 
70.00 	r.··.......x. ... .. - _ ~.•...•.• »( ........ 2<,;......... "'••_.:.:. • 


•••••••••)(o' ......~.:.:;... '>(......... - - .. - - • - • -
 Slfllighl ElecUlC 

.......... 
- -.. --.. 
60.00 

./
40.00 

30.00 

20.00 

10.m 

0.00 

-Ar' Rq.;onal Gmu? 
:\fean (excludioV; 
fPL) • 

'Lar~'t' l"!llhies 
Group Me>tn 
(exduding FPL) 

1998 1999 2000 2002 2004 200S 2006 

Year 

Customer Expense per Customer 

Annual Values 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Florida Power & Light Company 51.84 47.98 44.36 45.10 45.76 41.86 41.55 41.25 52.61 52.56 

Straight Electnc Group Mean (excluding FPL) 73.1)7 74.17 68.77 66.24 62.62 61.78 02.86 64.87 66.10 68.20 

Regional Group :Vlean (excludmg FPL) 93.48 92.03 85.48 87.49 85.25 82.14 78.01 79.03 79.25 85.28 

Large Utilicies Group '\fean !excluding rl'LJ 69.35 67.77 63.87 65.28 65.62 67.20 70.20 67.09 68.86 72.34 
Rankings 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Straight I]ectric Group: 
Flo,-ida Power & Light Company Rank 6 4 2 6 8 7 7 2 13 JO 
Total Ran ked 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 

Regional Group: 

Florida Power & Ught Company Rank I 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 I 
Total Rltnked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Ctility Group: 
Florida Power & light Company Rank 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 6 7 7 7 

Source: S~L lnteractlve, FERC Porm 1 

Total Customer Accounts Expenses; Total Customer Sen1ce and lnforrr.atiom.l Expenses; Toral Sales Expenses; Toral Cltimare Customers 
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Customer Expense per MWh 

4.00 

--4- FI(jnd~ Power & 

1JI'th! Cumpan\3.50 

.... 
3.00 .................. -* .. .;::;.....,. 


- • - Smughl EkClric t---a
2.50 

.... ,. __ .. ~ _ ......_••••••••-.- -.._.__••••••• ••)4 .......... 	 ... ..... ....... - ...... -. 


~...... .)4 .......~.- -It-	 /

~....~ ........ 


2.00~ 
".. 

-.. Regional Gwup 
1.50 ?\·k--an (cxdudinc 

FPL) . 

1.00 +-------...------------------------ 

"··~·,··l.argc C'Uhtlef 
0.50 +-----------------.----  ---------------------------------- Gronp Mean 

(CXcltlding- FP].) 

0.00 +----+---.,-----+----1-----+------1----+-----+-----< 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2(~)5 2006 2007 

Year 

Customer Expense per MWh 

Annual Values 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Florida Power & Jjght Company 2.24 2.13 1.94 1.97 1.93 1.73 1.77 1.74 2.24 224 
Straight Electric Group ~leal1 {exduding FPL) 2.58 2.59 2.38 2.36 2.21 2.23 2.27 2.30 2.32 2.41 
Regional Group Mean (excluding FPL) 3.47 3.51 3.16 3.28 3.08 2.97 2.87 2.90 2,95 3.21 

ILarge Utilities Groun ';Iean 'exduding FPL' 2.28 2.24 2JF 220 2.19 2.3:\ 2.43 2.29 2.32 2.43 
Ranki11lf$ 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Straight Electric Group: 

Flonda Power & Light Company Rank 16 14 11 13 15 14 15 15 17 18 

Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 '27 18 28 
Regional Group: 

Florida Power & l.igh' Compam Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 ! 1 1 t 
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

l.arge U,illty Group: 
Florida Power & I ight Company Rank 4 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 4 4 

Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 6 7 7 7 

Source: 	S)ll. Interactive, FERC Form 1 
Total Customer Accounts Expenses; Tow1 Customer Service and lnforrnational Expenses; Tota) Sales Expenses; Total ?\f\'(b Sold to Ultimate 
Customers 
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Uncollectibles Expense per Customer 

16.~J ,----------------------------------------------------------------- 

--+-- :--ll')rid:J Power & 
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12.~) t---------------------------------------------------------~~----_... .......... .._ -......, ..x.. .•. - • - S1.ndghl Elcc1rlc 
10.00 t--::--'-'==------------------"I..--------.....::---:oo-!----'-'---..:---;""---J'--------- .... ... .' .... y. 

, ... v," 
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 • ."'" I' 


8 00 +-------~---. ~_""':_"--··----"""--=--=-,----=rI'-------:::i"""""". 
. .)4 .........~. •••• ..."""
B ..... ........ ........,.( /

......... 9(.
'" 
6.00 +--..---------------------------------------------..---~..!.....---.....~----~ 

•....:--".Il=""-.-------~'--""------_=_+ 

....- .. FPL) 

4.00 'I"'--.~.-.... . .!..."""'Ik--"--'-=--=

...k···· L:itge Utilnic$ 
2.00 r ......- ..........;;;;;;;;;;JiiI',,£-----------..·..---------....·----- 

D.OO +-------+--- -----+--------ill-------+-------+--------+--------\-------+-------\ 

1998 1 ?99 2000 200 1 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 


Year 


Uneollectibles Expense pel' Customer 

Annual Values 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
2.17 1.99 1.74 2.95 2,47 3.18 4,45 2.69 3.62 4.03l§&U,",Co."~, 

t Electric Group :'lean (excluding fPL) 9.39 10.33 lOAO 11.20 8.94 10.11 8.14 8.32 10.64 1Ll1 

Group Mean (excluding FPL) 4.21 4.29 4.02 4.22 5.08 4.69 5.21 5.58 7.32 8.24 
. .. Group :'Iean (excluding FPL) 6.74 6.76 7.60 7.59 6.98 9.07 111.42 9.49 11.75 14.05 

Rankings 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Sttaigh t Electric Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 3 2 4 6 5 5 12 6 6 5 
Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 

Regional Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 ~ 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Ulili,l' Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 I 1 1 

I Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 6 7 7 7 

Source: SNL Interactive, FERe Faun 1 
Vncollecrible Accounts Expenses; Total UJtimare Customers 



Uncollectibles Expense per kWh 
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FPL) 

"" 	Large C{iJJlies 
Group Mean 
(excluding-FPL)l°O.00+~I'---4·--_~~r--~--_+--~---~--+---+_--~.. 

0,00 ' 


1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2(0) 2004 2005 2007 


Year 


Uncollectibles Expense per kWh 

Annual Values 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Florida Power & Ught Company 93.87 88,27 76,34 128.79 104.0() 131.63 189,84 113.74 153.89 171.76 

Straight Electric Group "'lean (excluding FPL) 342.22 368,25 372.33 401.84 312,33 369.00 297,23 295,33 370,00 383.17 

Regional Group Mean (excluding FPL) ~ 53.36 158.06 145.53 154.77 176,00 167.47 188.47 203.74 273.77 310,65 

Large Vtilities Group Mean (excluding FPL) 23(1,89 224.60 245.64 252.72 234.38 334,95 402.73 345.86 422.79 496,70 
Ranking. 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 _~1l!l7 
Straight Electric Group: 

Florida Power & Ught Company Rank 3 3 5 8 6 7 14 8 9 
Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 

Regional Group: 
Florida Power & Ugh. Company Rank 1 1 2 2 2 3 2 1 1 
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Utility Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 I 1 1 2 j I I 

Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 6 7 7 7 

Source: S~L lnteractive. FERC Form 1 
ljncollectible Accounts Expenses; Toral ~'b Sold to Ultimate Customers 

I 
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Days Sales Outstanding 

35.00 I 

~ rlorida Power &........x······ .. ·l>(········..v. 
 Llgh! Companr
30.00 +--------,,;r'~ ....

-r'-( ...... ......X......... ?< 


I 
.......~... , ,,' 


- • - Srraight Electric: 

~ro~p•r ::r·:·~<'~:;~.~:::·:;· -~..... 
1-:: 
~ 
.. 15.00 

-.tr. Regional Group~ 
:'Iean ~excludjng"tI 
FPI.) 

10.00 

··w·· .. Lart-,>e Utilioes 
Gtoupi>.fean 
(exdudingFPL) 

5.00 

o.()o+-i---+----+----+-----+----+-----i----I----+...-~-_+ 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 


Year 

Days Sales Outstanding 

Annual Values 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Florida Power & Light Company 20.36 20.81 19.49 18.80 19.91 19.89 20.97 19.87 20.24 23.31 

1!:;;;~:lE1e<;triC Group Mean (excluding FPI.) 25.14 27.22 28.97 24.28 25.40 23.44 21.03 21.91 22.62 22.88 
. 1Group !'.Ican (excluding FPL) 24.56 2>.74 18.72 21.34 21.00 22.17 20.31 20.87 20.84 21.25 

ILarj(e Ctilities Group Mean (e.xc]uding FPL) 24.85 25.80 29.49 32.07 31.95 30.22 25.44 26.75 29.43 28.79 
Rankine< 

Straight Electric Group: 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Horida Power & ]jght Company Rank 7 5 6 13 10 9 13 9 9 13 
Total Ranked 25 23 2S 26 25 25 26 25 2S 25 

Regional Group: 
!'lorida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 2 2 2 1 3 2 2 3 
Total Ranked 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

·l.,rge Utility Group: 

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 2 2 3 2 

Total IUnked 7 6 6 7 

Source: SNL Interactive. FERC [<'orm 1 
Total Sales of Electricity; Average of Customer Accounts Recdvable for Current Year and Pre'\'lous Year 
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Employees per Thousand Customers 

7.lXJ 

--+-- Florida Power & 
Light O)mpany 
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" 
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e - • - Sltai,ghl Electric 
0 ........ Group Meanlii 

(excluding fo"PL)::I 
y --.. 4.00-g 
ill -- ...-:> 
0 --- - - ... - -~ .... -..-S "i, . ---.."

" 
3.00 

-J.o Regional Group 
II 

-[ 
>. 

Mean (exduding 
FPL)e 

" 2.00 

.... ;(.... Llli!,,>e bilil.ie!< 

Group Mean 

Cexcluding 1-'-Pl.) 


1.00 

0.00 

1998 1999 2000 2(J02 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Year 

Employees per Thousand Customers 

rida Power & light Company 
aight Electric Group :\lean (excluding FPL) 
gioo.! Group Mean (excluding FPL) 

1998 
2.67 
4.46 

4.79 

1999 
2.60 

4.18 
4.65 

Annual Values 
2000 2001 
2.56 2.48 
3.92 3.71 

4.36 4.09 

2002 
2.39 

3.54 

3.96 

2003 
2.33 

3.45 

4.19 

2004 
2.37 

3.43 
3.60 

2005 
2.36 

3.36 

3.12 

2006 
2.36 
3.05 

3.13 

2007 
2.34 

3.04 

3.11 

s Group Mean (exdudlO' FPL) 4.84 4.91 5.86 6.18 6.20 5.58 5.91 5.18 5.06 5.05 

Rankings 

I

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Florida Power & Ught Company Rank 
Total Ranked 

Regiona! Group: 
Florida Power & light Company Rank 
Total Ranked 

Large Utility Group: 
F!orida Power & light Company Rank 
Total Ranked 

Straight Electric Group: 
5 

27 

1 

4 

2 

6 

5 
26 

1 
4 

1 

6 

(, 

26 

1 

4 

1 
7 

7 

25 

! 
4 

1 

6 

7 

26 

1 
4 

1 

6 

8 
25 

1 

3 

1 

7 

24 

1 
3 

1 

6 

9 

25 

2 
4 

1 

7 

7 
24 

1 
4 

1 

7 

8 
24 

1 
4 

1 
7 

• 

Source: S;-';L Interactive, PERC Form I, SEC 10K Filings 
Total Employees; T utal Cu:;romers 

http:bilil.ie
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120.00 

Salaries, Wages, Pensions, and Benefits per Employee 

--+- Flotida Power & 

40.00 

20.00 

0.00 

1998 1999 20l~1 2001 2002 2003 

Year 

2004 2005 2006 2007 

-... Rcgllmal Group 
MC.lfl (exdudlng 
PPL) 

····101···· Large bilities 
GroupMNn 
(excluding FPL) 

100.00 

80.00 

Light Company 

" I 
)<! .........x 

~ ......... . 
- • - Smllgbl Electric 

Croup Me~ln 
(excludin).!; FPL) 

~ 60.00 

" i 
..... . ' -I: 

••• ;.: ......... j<•••• 

····X.. ········X......... o)(•• ••••• 

Salaries, Wages, Pensions, and Benefits per Employee 

Annual Values 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

I~;:;,~~~er & Ught Company 
61.93 63.36 67.42 71.51 79.14 78.73 

leerrie Group ;\Iean (excluding FPL) 67.73 71.36 76.67 78.65 81.73 87.06 

Regtonal Group Mean (excluding FPL) 54.04 55.78 60.82 63.22 72.30 68.57 

Latge Utilities Group ;\clean (excluding FPL' 63.29 60.58 49.15 50.92 49.46 57.09 

84.55 

90.13 

81.87 

55.73 

93.53 

94.92 

104.93 

65.90 

88.47 

95.51 

91.28 

68.42 

96.44 

100.96 

95.51 

70.56 
Rankings 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Stmigh t Electric Group: 

Florida Power & Ligh t Company Rank 10 10 7 9 13 11 

Total Ranked 27 26 26 25 26 25 

Regional Group: 

Florida Power & Ligh t Company Rank 4 4 4 4 3 3 
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 3 

Large l!tility Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 4 4 6 5 6 7 

Total Ranked 6 6 7 6 6 7 

12 

24 

3 
3 

6 
I> 

16 
24 

3 
4 

5 

6 

10 
24 

2 

4 

7 
7 

12 
24 

3 
4 

7 

7 

Source: 	SNL Interactive, FERC Fonn I, SEC lO·K Filings 

Total Electric Salaries and \\;!ages; Total Pensions and Benefits; Total Employees (Large Utility Group incJude employees from non~eJectric 
utility operation s) 
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Total Non-Fuel O&M per Customer 

.... x 
.'.' . --+- Flonda Power & 

•••••• i'(.......... Li)1;h! Company 
;------------------'"'.-.  .. -: .. :-;.. -;1~...~_==-=~r 

__ 
••••••••• 'Y"..

"_"'x ...' 
, fIIIII/'

.• 
- - • ·i'(· .. •• .. ·i~·:.:. ... 11 .... ' ,.A. • " 

-..... ;;,(.\.... ; • -'Itt- ttf'" ,,------.-.- 
......... , ,Y - • - Straight Electric 

~~. ()roup Mean 
(exdudjn~ FPL) 

..... 

-6" 	 Regional (,'(Our 

Mean (excluding 
FPl.) 

~~~~~-~~~~~~.-~~~-"".---

0.00 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2lK)2 2003 2004 200S 2006 2007 

Year 

Total Non-Fuel O&M per Customer 

Annual Values 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Florida Power & Light Compan)' 314.98 307.72 291.37 280.95 305.87 303.28 290.77 336.76 357.59 333.51 

Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 527.63 528.19 541.83 404.36 549.23 526.15 554.88 589.41 590.59 627.81 

Regional Group ?\clean (excluding FPL) 468.20 446.62 464.43 435.33 484.26 479.41 471.33 534.43 518.89 555.66 

Laf)l,e Utilities Group Mean (exduding FPL) 485.48 498.63 510.66 530.65 544.56 565.05 582.19 595.57 617.24 666.47 

Rankinea 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Straighr Electric Group: 
Florida Power & light Company Rank 2 1 1 6 1 2 1 1 3 1 

Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 

Regional Group: 

Florida Power & Ught Comp.ny Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Utility Group: 
Florida Power & IJght Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 I I 1 1 
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 6 7 7 7 

Source: 	SNL Interactive. l~l~RC Fom1 1 
Total O&~1 Expenses less Fuel, Purchased Power, and Other; Total Vhimate Customers 

" "-""--.~~~~-
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~.OO ,------------------------------------------------------------- 

______ Florida Power & 

Light Cum puny........ x 

........ i>(" .... 


20.00 +-------------------------------------:-:7T".;x.......~. .. ... ? 
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5.00 

0.00 

-" Rcg"junal Group 
Mean (exdudinJ; 
FPL) 

,Jto( •••• Lar~'t' l'lllilicr 
GmupM~n 

(t'xdudingFPL) 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Year 

Total Non-Fuel O&M per MWh Sold 

Annual Values 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Florida Power & Light Company 13.62 13.66 12.75 12.26 12.87 12,55 12.40 14.23 15.21 14.23 
Straight Electric Group Mean (excludIng FPI.) 17.94 17.69 17.91 14.16 18.66 18.23 19.21 19.96 19.87 20.79 

Reg;ona1 Group Mean (excluding FPI.) 17.15 16.78 16.97 16.01 17.31 17.29 17.24 19.65 19.18 20.87 

Large Utilities Group Mean (excluding FPL) 15.86 16.22 16.30 17.86 17.97 19.44 20.08 20.40 20.84 22.21 
Ranldnes 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Straight Electric Group: 

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 6 7 6 8 7 5 3 6 9 4 
Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 

Regional Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 I 1 1 1 1 I 1 I 1 
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Utility Gruup: 

F'lorjda Power & Light Company Rank 2 1 1 ! 2 I I 2 2 1 

Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 6 7 7 7 

Source: SNL 1nteractive, FERC Form 1 
TotalO&M Expenses less Fuel, Purchased Power, and Other; Total ;\I\X,'h Sold to intimate Customers 

I 
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Gross Asset Base per Customer 

10.00 

_____ f<1nrtda Power &
9.00 +---------------------------------------------------------- 

Light Company ..)4.... .....» ..... :.::.. 
-------------------:-:;;,.,...."'._.._._._- ....•».... .. ....8.00 + ... ;.(.........~......... ...__ -r .... 

... 

~..... 

..........X·· ........ • ._ - ... 
7.00 •' _-W--. ..-it' 

- - - • _ .... - '. - . 'Jr- ...... - • - Straight EleclTic ........ 

~---- ~~---~~.~::=--:::~--=:--~~-::: ;r:::......::·:·-::... ...---~:~............... -=~---:;...~----:-...........~ 


4.00 T-m----------~----------------------------------------------- -.' Regional Group
Me-an (exdudio}o: 
FPJ:) 

3.0(J +--------------------------------------------------------------- 

2.00 +----------------------------------------- 
••.. ~ .... Large 1'Iilitks 

Group Mc~tl 
1.00 +---------------------------------------------------------------- (e!\duding FPL) 

0.00 +-------+----------------1--------1--------+-------+--------+--------+-------4 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 


Year 


Gross Asset Base per Customer 

Annual Values 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Florida Power & Light Company 4.71 4.79 4.91 4.99 5.13 5.37 5.47 5.56 5.73 5.93 
StraIght Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 6.69 6.76 6.76 6.91 7.07 7.31 7.50 7.60 8.09 8.57 
Regional Group Mean (excluding FPL) 5.81 5.86 5.96 6.29 6.64 6.72 6.57 6.66 6.86 7.31 
Large Utilities Group "ican (excluding FPL) 7.07 7.22 7.38 7.55 7.69 7.90 850 8.23 8.52 8.71 

RanldnJrS 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Straight Electric Group: 

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 4 3 5 6 6 6 6 6 5 5 

Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 

Regional Group: 

Horid. Power & Light Company R.,nk 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 
i Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

ILarge Utility Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank I I 1 1 1 I I 1 I 1 

Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 6 7 7 7 

Source: Sl\iL Interacrive, FERC Porm 1 

Total Electric Vtility Pfant; Tota1 Cusromers 



Docket No. 080677-EI 
Benchmarking Workpapers 
Exhibit JJR-6, Page 34 of 47 

Benchmarking Workpapers 
Productive Efficiency 

Gross Asset Base per kWh 

300.00 

250m 

zoo.oo 

~ 

..... -. 
•••••••••• i:>:(.........~••:~." -_... 


........ -* .. - -41"'"
- ...------ ........ 
-r 


--+-- Flonda Power & 
Li!l;ht Company 

- fI - Strillghl EiecUlc 

Group Mean 
(nclurling FPL) 

-  150.00
8 
Ii 

100.00 

so.oo 

0.00 

-. Regional Group 
Mean (exdudiOi!; 
FPL) . 

,."p(.... Lar~l111htics 

Group MC:J.n 
(excluding: FPL) 

1998 1999 20(lO 2001 20()2 ZOO) 2004 2005 ZOO6 Z007 

Year 

Gross Asset Base per kWh 

Annual Values 
1998 1999 :zooo ZOOI 2002 Z003 2004 2005 2006 Z007 

Florida Power & Light Company 193.82 204.07 205.94 210.76 209.16 213.84 223.17 226.69 234.86 245.16 

IStraight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 173.78 174.92 167.19 180.01 174.33 178.41 188.57 189.25 206.56 217.93 

!Regional Group Mean (excluding Fl'L) 177.66 180.13 179.50 199.06 204.98 207.13 202.83 208.29 217.58 231.13 

'L1rge etilines Group Mean (excluding FPL) 182.63 185.67 185.97 198.02 210.59 211.23 225.97 216.96 224.14 228.56 
RankJngs 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 200S 2006 2007 
Straight Electric Group: 

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 17 21 21 IS 20 21 20 17 17 17 

Total Ranked 27 27 27 23 27 27 27 27 28 28 
Regional Group: 

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large t: tility Group: 

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 5 (, 5 4 3 4 3 4 4 4 

Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 6 7 6 7 7 7 

Source: SNL Interacrive, PERC Form 1 

Total Electric etilit)' Plam; Total MWh Sold 
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Additions to Plant I Cust Growth 
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1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2005 20(16 2007 


Year 

Additions to Plant I Cust Growth 

Annual Values 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 200S 2006 2007 
~lorida Power & Light Company 12.26 15,48 12.88 14.65 15.36 13.98 16.07 19.28 21.17 
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPI.) 20.79 24.36 25.93 31,77 35.27 39.68 45.66 68.95 101.33 
Regional Group Mean (excluding FPL) 11.87 12.96 24.97 24.00 16.81 15.03 15.40 19.83 31.98 
La~e t!tulties Group Mean (excluding FPL) 21.93 35.98 26.44 28.81 32.10 37.79 42.74 4(),48 104.29 

Ranklt1g8 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Straight Electric Group: 
Florida Power & Ught Company Rank 7 9 6 6 4 .3 4 6 4 
Total Ranked 26 26 27 26 27 27 27 27 26 

Reglon~d Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Utility Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Total Ranked 7 , 7 7 7 6 6 5 5 

Source: SNL Interacri"e, PERC Form 1 

Gross Additions ro lJrilir! Plant ~ess nuclear fuer;; TotaJ Cu~tomers (change in 2 year average number of customers) 
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Fossil Plant Performance 
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Fossil Equivalent Availability Factor 

96.00 

94.00 

92.00 -~ t. 90.00 

E 88.00
" !:! 

86.00" '" 84.00 

82.00 

80.00 

--t- Flonda Powt't & lighl 
Coml'doy: Fo~sil Plants 

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Year 

Fossil Equivalent Availability Factor 

Annual Values 
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Florida Power & light Company: Fossil Plants 93.80 90.10 93.70 
Industr\' Average lexcluding FPL) 85,43 85.54 85.63 

91.70 
86.61 

92.20 
88.13 

92.60 
87.36 

R:m.kioes 
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

FPL compared to companies comprising Industry Average: 

Florid. Power & Light Company Rank 1 7 1 

TOta] Ranked 37 37 37 

5 
37 

8 
36 

4 

36 

Source, i'lorth American Electric Reliability Council (NERq. Wcighted Equivalent Availability Factor (excluding 

Maintenance Outage Facror) for fossil steam and combined cycle units for all reporting companies. 


FPL data internally generated. 


FPL EAF was impacted O.61
}fO in '05 by Hurricane Wilma, and 1'(Y% in '06 by GE 7FA CT jndustry~wide Compressor 


(Stator & R-O Blade) issues. 




Docket No. 080677-EI 
Benchmarking Workpapers 
Exhibit JJR-6, Page 39 of 47 

Benchmarking Workpapers 

Operational Metrics 


Fossil Equivalent Forced Outage Rate 
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 --.- Flonda Power & IJghl 
Company: f.os:sll Plants 

0.00 ~"... I 

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Year 

Fossil Equivalent Forced Outage Rate 

Annual Values 
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

I'lorida Power & light Company: Fossil Plants 2.39 3.02 1.08 
Indumv AveraI!<' (excludin~ FPL) 7.88 7.60 7.65 

2.55 
8.22 

3.02 
6.74 

2.27 
6.28 

R1mkings 

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
PPJ.. compared to companies comprising Industry Average: 

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 3 8 2 
Total Ranked 37 37 37 

4 
37 

7 

36 

6 
36 

Source: North American Electric Reli.,bilitt Council (NERC). Weighted Weighted Equivalent Forced Outage Rate 

for fossil steam and combined cycle units for all reporting companies. 

FPL dara internally generated. 


f<"'PL EFOR \J,~S impacted O.5YVo in '05 by Hurricane Wrilma, and L31'Vo in ~06 by GH 7FA CT indusrry·wide 

Compressor (Stator & R-O Blade; issues, 
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Nuclear Capacity Factor 
92.000 

•90.000 &::------------------..------_ 

---+-- Florida Power 
& Ijght 
Company 

88.000 

86.000 

84.000 

82.000 

- • - IndusLry 
80.000 	 Average

Regulated Plants 

78.000 +-------------------- 

76.000 

2003 2004 	 2005 2006 2007 

Year 


+-~~------'''r_--__I__..__.....-----'~-

+----------'\.----f--------~ 

Nuclear Capacity Factor 

ReportedAnnuaUy for Nominal Operatil1J! Cyde 
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Florida Power & Light Company 89.801 87.884 

Industry Average - Regulated Plants 84.763 88.570 
Florida Power & Light. Ranking 80f21 140f21 

81.715 

86.052 
160f21 

89.577 

85.828 
100f21 

83.506 
90.929 

190f21 

Source: S1\iL Financial, Energy Infonnation Administration (RIA) 

Notes: St. Lucie and Turkey Point are both Regulated Plants 
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Nuclear Forced Loss Rate (FLR) 
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2003 2004 200S 2006 2007 
Year 

Nuclear Forced Loss Rate (FLR) 

ReponedAnnuaOv for Nominal Operating Cycle 
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Florida Power & light Company 1.783 2.223 4.693 
Industry Average Regulated Plants 3.343 2.869 3.161 
Florida Power & Lieht Rankina 90Pl 120f21 170f21 

3.050 
3.251 

150f21 

1.720 
2.035 

13 of 21 

Source: Institute of Nuclear Power Operations 
~otes: St. Lucie and Turkey Point are both Regulated Plants 
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Nuclear Industrial Safety Accident Rate (ISA) 
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2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Year 

Nucleat Industrial Safety Accident Rate (ISA) 

ReportedAnnuallv for Nominal Operatillll Cycle 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Florida Power & Light Company 0.140 0,225 (l,12S 
Industry A"erage - Regulated Plants (1.243 0,247 0,283 

Florid. Power & light - Ranking 100f21 130f21 901"21 

0,080 

O,2QO 

80f21 

0,040 
1),223 

60f21 

Source: Institute of i\luclear Power Operations 
~Ote5: St. Lucie and Turkey Point are both Regulated Plants 
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Distribution System Reliability 
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Distribution System Average Interruption Frequency Index (SAIFI) 
excluding Major Events 

~" 
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2003 2004 2005 2006 

Distribution System Average Interruption Frequency Index (SAIFI) excluding Major 
Events 

Annual Vallles 

2003 2004 2005 2006 

Florida Power & Light Company 1.35 1.22 1.15 1.29 

Indusrty Average (excluding FrI.) 1.24 1.13 1.21 1.02 

Rankings 

2003 2004 2005 2006 

FPL compared to companies comprising Industry Average: 

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 42 48 30 SO 

Total Ranked 63 76 66 69 

Source: Edison Electric Institute (EEl) 


Distribution System Average Interruption Frequency Index (SAIFI) excluding ?viaior Events 
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Customer Average Interruption Duration Index (CAIDI) excluding 
Major Events 
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20m 2004 ZOOS 2006 

Year 

Customer Average Interruption Duration Index (CAIDI) excluding Major Events 

Annual Values 

2003 2004 2005 2006 

Florida Power & Light Company 50.50 57.30 60.40 57.80 

Industn' Average (excluding FPL) 107.72 !O3.00 110.46 114.11 

RankinEB 

2003 2004 2005 2006 

FPL compared to companies comprising Industry Average: 

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 3 5 3 B 

T oral Ranked 63 76 66 70 

Source: Edison Electric Institute (EEl) 


Customer .A.verage lnterruption Duration Index (CAID I) exe1uding ~1ajor Events 
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Distribution System Average Interruption Duration Index (SAIDI) 
excluding Major Events 
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2003 2004 2005 2006 


Distribution System Average Interruption Duration Index (SAIDI) excluding Major 
Events 

Annual Values 

2003 2004 2005 2006 
Florida Power & Light Company 68.20 69.70 69.60 74.30 

lndustry Average (excluding FPL) 137.76 12306 135.75 125.22 

Rankings 

2003 2004 2005 2006 
FPL compared to companies comprising Industry Average: 

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 12 19 9 19 

Total Ranked 63 76 66 70 

Source: Edison Electric Institute (EEl) 


Distribution System Average Interruption Duration Index (SAlOl) excluding !¥1ajor Events 
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FPL 2007 SITUATIONAL ASSESSMENT 

Situational Assessment - 2007 
(1 most challenged) 

Rank in Straight 
Electric Group 

Rankin 
Regional Group 

Rank in Large 
Utility Group 

Percent Sales (MWh) Residential 1128 1/4 1/7 
Percent Sales (MWh) Other 1128 I 14 117 
Use per Customer 3/28 1/4 117 
Change in Customers (%) 6/27 2/4 1/7 
Change in Sales Vol (Rolling 5 Year CAGR) 11/26 I 14 217 
Percent Generation Nuclear 11 /28 1/4 4/7 
Energy Losses / Total Energy Disposition 2/28 114 117 
Accum. Dep./Gross Plant 6/28 114 317 
Overall Merit Order 1/28 1/4 1/7 

FPL 2007 PRODUCTIVE EFFICIENCY 

Productive Efficiency - 2007 
(1 = highest performer) 

Rank in Straight 
Electric Group 

Rankin 
Regional Group 

Rank in Large 
Utility Group 

Non-Fuel Production O&M 4 I 28 114 117 
Transmission O&M 7 I 28 114 117 
Distribution O&M 7 128 114 217 
A&G Expense 3/28 114 1 17 
Customer Expense 13/28 1/4 217 
Uncollectibles Expense 5/28 114 117 
Days Sales Outstanding 13/25 3/4 317 
Labor Efficiency 7/24 114 317 
Total Non-Fuel O&M 2/28 1 14 117 
Gross Asset Base 9/28 114 217 
Additions to Plant I Cust Growth 4/26 2/4 1/5 
Overall Merit Order 1/28 1/4 1/7 
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COMBINED 2007 SITUATIONAL ASSESSMENT 

AND OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY RANKINGS 
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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS COMPARISON - 2007 

Utility 
2007 Net Generation 

(MWh) 

Average Tons of 
CO2 per MWh in 

2007 Rank 

Utilities within ±50% of Florida Power & Light Co.'s Net Generation (MWh) 

Florida Power & Light Company 97,169,891 0.41 

Carolina Power & Light Company 58,357,199 0.55 

Virginia Electric and Power Company 67,273,081 0.55 

Georgia Power Company 87,901,842 0.77 

Union Electric Company 50,315,718 0.79 

Detroit Edison Company 52,855,118 0.85 

Ohio Power Company 54,155,697 0.91 

Alabama Power Company 69,826,121 0.92 

PacifiCorp 54,533,393 0.95 

Regional Florida Utilities 

Florida Power & Light Company 97,169,891 0.41 

Progress Energy Florida 36,875,753 0.69 

Tampa Electric Company 18,157.205 0.86 

Gulf Power Company 16,657,267 0.94 

I 

2 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

2 

3 

4 

Source: FERC Form 1, Environmental Protection Agency 
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CONSUMER PRICE INDEX - URBAN CONSUMERS & PRODUCER PRICE INDEX - FINISHED 
GOODS (2001 = 100) 
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----. Consumer Price Index (CPI·U) -- ProducerPrice Index (PPI) for Finished Goods 

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics 

CONSUMER PRICE INDEX - URBAN CONSUMERS AND PRODUCER PRICE INDEX 
FINISHED GOODS 

. 

2001 2002 

12-months through December 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Consumer Price Index (CPI-U) 

Producer Price Index (PPl) for Finished Goods 

100.0 102.4 

100.0 101.2 

104.3 107.8 111.5 114.2 

105.2 109.7 115.6 116.9 

118.9 

124.1 

119.0 

123.0 

(2001 100) 

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics 
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PRODUCER PRICE INDEX FOR SELECT COMMODITIES 

I Index Value 
I 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Consumer Price Index (CPI-U) 176.7 180.9 184.3 190.3 196.8 201.8 210.0 210.2 
Producer Pnce Index (PPI) for Finished Goods 137.4 139.0 144.5 150.6 158.7 160.5 170.4 168.8 
Concrete Products 153.0 152.5 154.8 166.6 183.4 198.2 205.8 214.5 
Steel Mill Products 99.1 110.1 112.0 166.7 160.4 179.0 180.6 190.2 
Copper and Brass Mill Shapes 149.4 147.0 164.1 212.6 278.4 402.0 389.8 295.1 
Fabricated Iron & Steel Pipe, Tube, & Fittings 11l.8 111.9 113.2 150.1 158.4 153.9 151.6 170.2 
Cement 150.5 152.5 150,8 162.7 182.6 201.7 210.5 209.2 
Iron Ore 96.3 95,0 96.5 103.0 119.0 127.9 129.5 145.2 
Copper Ores'" 77.4 80.2 110.2 181.9 253.3 387.8 381.2 288.6 

Note: Index Values as of December ofeach year lIsted; 

Most recent 2008 data available for Copper Ore as of November 2008 


I Percentage Change (%) CAGR(%) 

I 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2001-2008 
Consumer Price Jndex (CPI-U) 16 2.4 1.9 3.3 3.4 2.5 4.1 0.1 2.5 
Producer Price Jndex (PPJ) for Finished Goods -16 1.2 4.0 4.2 5.4 1.1 6.2 -0.9 3.0 
C oncrele Produc IS 2.5 -0,3 1.5 7.6 10.1 8.1 3.8 4.2 4.9 
Steel Mill Products -6.1 11.1 1.7 48.8 -3.8 11.6 0.9 5.3 9.8 
Copper and Brass Mill Shapes -9.5 -1.6 11.6 29.6 310 44.4 -3.0 -24.3 10.2 
Fabricated Iron & Steel Pipe, Tube, & Fittings -0.6 0.1 1.2 32.6 5.5 -2.8 -1.5 12.3 6.2 
Cement LO L3 -1.1 7.9 12.2 10.5 4.4 -0.6 4.8 

Iron Ore L5 -1.3 16 6.7 15.5 7.5 1.3 12.1 6.0 
Copper Ores' -19.6 3.6 37.4 65.1 39.3 53.1 -1.7 -28.7 20.7 

Note: Index \i alues as of Deccmber of each year hsted, 

:'I.1ost recem 2008 data available for Copper Ore as of November 2008 


Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics 
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AVERAGE WEEKLY EARNINGS FOR ELECTRIC UTILITY EMPLOYEES 
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AVERAGE WEEKLY EARNINGS FOR ELECTRIC UTILITY EMPLOYEES 

YEAR VALUE 

2001 996.05 

2002 1,001.98 

2003 1,045.22 

2004 1,073.21 

2005 1,131.80 

2006 1,172.79 

2007 1,236.06 

2008 1,290.85 

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics 
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HANDY WHITMAN COST TRENDS OF ELECTRIC UTILITY CONSTRUCTION - SOUTH 

ATLANTIC REGION 2001 = 100 
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HANDY-WHITMAN INDEX OF ELECTRIC UTILITY CONSTRUCTION COSTS 

South Atlantic Region (2001 100) 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Total Steam Production Plant 100.0 103.0 104.5 109.9 115.5 120.8 128.5 139.4 

Total Nuclear Production Plant 100.0 102.7 104.3 110.1 117.0 123.1 128.6 139.0 

Total Hydraulic Production Plant 100.0 101.2 102.2 107.8 112.2 117.3 126.0 133.9 

Total Transmission Plant 100.0 100.8 100.5 110.8 117.8 128.6 139.9 152.7 

Total Distribution Plant 100.0 102.8 104.1 113.0 119.7 134.1 147.3 162.8 

Source: Handy-Whitman 


