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fiLE C~p : 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBUC SERVICE COMMISSION 

REBUTI'AL TESTlMONY OF MARIO VILLAR 

DOCKET NO. 970001-EI 

JULY 28, 1997 

P ..... atate your name and business address. 

My name Is Marlo Vlnar and my business address Is 9250 West Flagler Street. 

Miami, Aor1da 33174. 

Are you the same Mario VIllar who submitted testimony In this proceeding 

on June 23, 1997? 

Yes, I am. 

What la the purpoae of your rebuttal testimony? 

The pt.wpose of my rebuttal testimony Is to address Mr. Ballinger's suggestion 

that the 80% I 20o/o sharing of the benefits of Schedule C sales between 

customers and shareholders be eliminated. 

Could you pi81H address your concerns regarding Mr. Ballinger's 

sugg .. tlon that the aharfng of Schedule C nles benefits between 

customers and shareholders be eliminated? 
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A. Yes. Mr. Ballinger's testimony Introduces a new Issue which had not bson 

previously Identified 1o this proceeding: elimination of the sharing of benefits of 

Schedule C sales. Mr. BaUinger goes through the history of the Broker and 

moves from there to the present competitive environment as the major 

Justlflcatiorl for h!s proposal. He expresses concern that the benefits that were 

once shared within the State sre now transferred outside or Aorlda and 

potentially across the nation through power marketers' participation In the 

Broker. Anally, he states that the four large IOUs Initially calculated buy ar.d 

sell quotes In a uniform fashion and therefore the 20CYo shareholder sharing 

was equitable among the utilities. He appears to suggest that elimination of 

that stlaring Is justified because each utility has a different interpretation of 

what FERC Orders 888 and 889 require and because this creates R disparity 

of benefits to the ratepayers. 

Mr. Ballinger's testimony does not answer the lsst.le before the Commission, 

whleh Is how to treat the transmission revenues associated with Order 888. 

Other than a oondUSOfY statement. Mr. Bal'lnger does not tdenuty ant changes 

In utilities' •caJcutated buy and sell ~from those that were provided to the 

Broker prior to Order 888. Moreover, even If he were to Identify any changes 

that gave him concem, Mr. Ballinger does not explain how this makes the 80% 

/ 2()0.4 shartng of the benefits between customers and shareholders Inequitable. 

He falls to provide any justltlcatlon for his proposed fix to his concern. 

Elimination of the sharl"lQ of benefits with shareholders Is not the answer. 

While the prldng of Schedule C Broker sales Is within the jurisdiction of the 

FERC, this Commission has the prerogative to decide the regulatory treatment 
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of the jurisdictional portion of those transmlssJon revenues. To eliminate any 

perceived disparate treatment of benefits the Commission can require 

conslstent treatment by all four IOUs. 

With respect to Increasing competition, Mr. Ballinger's approach may be 

anathema to that regime. Conl>etltlon Is about companies doing the best they 

can for their customers and shareholders. In the CO!llletltlve marl<et success 

Is judged by customer service and contributions to the bottom line. In Order 

No. 12923, Issued January 24, 1984, the CommlssJon approved tha 80/20 split 

of the gain on economy sales as an Incentive to preserve "current levels of 

economy sales and may result In Increased sales." The Commlss•on found the 

20o/o Incentive "'arge enough to maxlmi%8 the amount of economy sales arid 

provide a net benefit to the ratepayer." Mr. Ballinger never addresses the 

benefits of the Broker or whether eliminating the sharing of the benefits will 

lead to the elimination of such benefits. He has not provided any justification 

for the Commission to depart from Its conclusions In Order 12923. 

Removal of the shareholder Incentive In a CO"ll9titive market would send the 

wrong signal as It would require CO!lllanles to operata strlctly on a cost 

recovery pass-through basis for those sales. An approach that llmlts a seller 

to recovery only of marginal costs will not encourage Broker sales that benefit 

customers. Finally, Mr. Ballinger never explains why It Is acceptable for parties 

acting pf1mat11y for the benefit of their shareholders (e.g., marketers) arid who 

have the Incentive and the opportunity to transfer those benefits outside the 

State, to contribute 100% of their share of Broker benefits to their 
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A. 

shareholders, but It Is not acceptable for Aorlda's utilities to share those 

beneftts with their customers on an 80o/o / 20% basls. The Commission should 

at least retain the current sharing of the benefits of Scheoule C salos to 

pr888Ne and encourage the entrepreneurial, competitive spirit required In this 

rnar1<el 

Does this conclude your testEmony? 

Yes, It does. 
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CBR'l'IPICA'l'B OP SBRVXCB 
DOC~'l' NO. 970001-BI 

I BBRBBY CBR'l'IPY that a true and correct copy of Florida Power 
& Light Company's Rebutta l Testimony of Mario Villar has been 
furnished by Hand Delivery, •• or U.S. Mail this 28t:h day o ( July, 
1997 , to the following: 

Lesl ie J. Paugh, Esq .•• 
Division of Legal Services 
FPSC 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd . Rm.370 
Tallahassee, FL 3239 9-0850 

Joseph A. McGlothlin, EsQ . 
Vicki Gordon K~ufman , Esq. 
McWhirter , Reeves , McGlothlin , 
Davidson, Rief & Bakas , P.A. 
117 South Gadsden Street 
Tal l ahassee, FL 32301 

G. Edison Holland, Esq. 
Jeffrey A. Stone, Esq. 
Beggs and Lane 
P. 0 . Box 12950 
Pensacola, FL 32576 

Kenneth A. Ho ffman , Esq. 
William B. Wil lingham, Esq. 
Rutledge, Ecenia, Underwood, 

Purnel l & Ho ffman, P.A. 
P.O. Box 551 
Tallahassee, FL 32302-0551 

Suzanne Brownless, P.A. 
1311- B Paul Russell Road 
Suite 202 
Tal lahassee, Florida 32301 

John Roger Howe, Esq . 
Of fi ce o f Public Counsel 
111 West Madison Street 
Room 812 
Tal lahassee, FL 32399 

Lee L. Will is, Esq. 
Jarnec D. Beasley , Esy . 
Ausley & McMullen 
227 S . Calhoun Street 
P . 0 . Box 391 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

James A. McGee, Esq. 
Florida Power Corporation 
P. o . Box 14042 
St . Petersburg, FL 33733 

John w. McWhirter, Jr . , Esq. 
McWhirter, Reeves, McG l ot hli n. 

Davidson, Rief & Bakas, P.A. 
Post Office Box 33~0 
Tampa, Florida 33601 - 3350 

Frank c . Cressman 
President 
Florida Publ i c UtilitiPs Co . 
P.O. Box J395 
West Palm Beach , FL 33 402 
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