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I. INTRODUCTION 

Please state your name and business address. 

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

West, Suite 500, Marlborough, Massachusetts 01752. 

By whom are you employed and what is your position? 

I am the Chainnan and Chief Executive Officer of Concentric Energy 

Advisors, Inc. ("Concentric"). 

On whose behalf are you testifying? 

I am submitting this testimony on behalf of Florida Power & Light Company 

("FPL" or the "Company"). 

Please describe your background and professional experience. 

I have more than 35 years of experience in the energy industry, and have 

worked as an executive in, and consultant and economist to, the energy 

industry for the past 30 years. Over the past 23 years, I have directed the 

energy services of Concentric, Navigant Consulting and Reed Consulting 

Group. I have served as Vice Chairman and Co-CEO of the nation's largest 

publicly-traded consulting finn and as Chief Economist for the nation's 

largest gas utility. I have provided regulatory policy and regulatory 

economics support to more than 100 energy and utility clients and have 

provided expert testimony on regulatory, economic and fmancial matters on 

more than 150 occasions before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

("FERC"), Canadian regulatory agencies, state utility regulatory agencies, 
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various state and federal courts, and before arbitration panels in the United 

States and Canada. 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. 

Please describe Concentric's activities in energy and utility engagements. 

Concentric provides regulatory, economic, market analysis, and fmancial 

advisory services to a large number of energy and utility clients across North 

America. Our regulatory and economic services include regulatory policy, 

utility ratemaking (e.g., cost of service, cost of capital, rate design, alternative 

forms of ratemaking) and the implications of regulatory and ratemaking 

policies. Our market analysis services include energy market assessments, 

market entry and exit analyses, and energy contract negotiations. Our 

financial advisory activities include merger, acquisition and divestiture 

assignments, due diligence and valuation assignments, project and corporate 

finance services, and transaction support services. 

Are you sponsoring any exhibits in this case? 

Yes. I am sponsoring the following exhibits: 

• JJR-1: 

• JJR-2: 

• JJR-3: 

• JJR-4: 

• JJR-5: 

• JJR-6: 

Curriculum Vitae 

Testimony Listing 

Situational Assessment Rankings 

Productive Efficiency Rankings 

Operational Metrics 

Benchmarking Workpapers 
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• JJR -7: 2010 Assessment and Efficiency Tables 

• JJR-8: 2010 Combined Rankings 

• JJR-9: Emissions Comparison 

• JJR -10: Consumer Price Index and Producer Price Index 

• JJR-II: Weekly Earnings 

• JJR-12: Utility Construction Costs 

How is the remainder of your testimony organized? 

After this introduction, my testimony is presented in the following sections: 

II. Testimony Overview and Summary 

III. Assessment Approach 

IV. Business Environment and Situational Assessment 

V. Benchmarking Results 

VI. Conclusion 

II. TESTIMONY OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY 

What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 

I have been asked by FPL to conduct an analysis of FPL's operational and 

financial performance over the past ten 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. 
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Please summarize your testimony. 

FPL delivers highly reliable service at low prices in a challenging economic 

environment. My benchmarking analysis shows 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 disadvantaged by various exogenous factors that impact a utility's 

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 (which have lower usage compared to commercial and industrial 

customers), its sales volume has been relatively flat in the past year and is 

expected to continue this trend as Florida continues its slow economic 

recovery, and its aging infrastructure requires an increasing level of 

maintenance expenses and capital investment. In addition, state and federal 

energy and environmental policies to continue to reduce air emissions and 

improve the efficiency of its generation fleet will likely place cost pressures 

on FPL in the future. 

In terms of productive efficiency, its ability to maximize output and minimize 

costs, 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 three 

of the 28 companies in the Straight Electric Group in nine of the past 10 years, 

from 2001 to 2010; FPL has been the highest ranked in the Florida Utility 

group and the Large Utility group since 2001. In terms of operation and 
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1 maintenance expenses specifically), FPL has ranked in the top five among 

2 comparable companies and first among Florida utilities in nine of the past 10 

3 years. On the few individual metrics where FPL has not been a top performer, 

4 the characteristics of FPL' s service area and other exogenous factors explain 

5 much or all of FPL's performance. FPL has consistently ranked as the most 

6 challenged in eight of the past 10 years relative to its industry peers, and as the 

7 most challenged Florida utility in each year for the past 10 years. 

8 

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

10 been achieved at the expense of system reliability, as shown in Exhibit JJR-5. 

11 FPL is a top performer in terms of controlling the duration of its distribution 

12 system outages, and has consistently achieved above-average performance on 

13 the frequency of interruptions. Additionally, FPL is a strong performer on 

14 customer service quality and customer satisfaction measures. 

15 

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

17 begins with a clean and efficient generation fleet. With a generating fleet that 

18 produces over 75 percent of its electric power from natural gas and nuclear 

19 resources, FPL is a clean-energy company. In fact, FPL has one of the lowest 

20 emissions profiles among major U.S. utilities in terms of carbon dioxide, 

21 sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides. The Company's fossil generation fleet 

22 performance has been in the top decile or best-in-class among comparable 

As measured by the category "Total Non-Fuel O&M" in Exhibit JJR-4. 
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A. 

companies in eight of the last 10 years in terms of availability and forced 

outages. The performance of its nuclear generation fleet has continued to 

improve and is a critical 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 2010 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 

approximately $1.6 billion higher than its actual costs. 

III. ASSESSMENT APPROACH 

Please describe your approach to evaluating the Company's performance. 

Providing reliable and reasonably-priced electric service involves a complex 

array of infrastructure, general corporate services, customer services, 

operational and financial resources. Assessing whether a particular company 

has successfully achieved both its service obligations and cost control 

objectives involves an evaluation of its productive efficiency, operational 

efficiency, and service quality. I have measured FPL's productive efficiency 

against three different peer groups to evaluate its relative performance in the 

ten year period of analysis, 2001 to 2010; and across time to capture the trend 
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in FPL' s performance. I developed additional analyses to determine if any 

cost improvements were done at the expense of reductions in operational 

efficiency and system reliability. Lastly, I developed analyses to measure 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, I measured and quantified the 

associated customer benefit. 

In general, what steps did you take in constructing your benchmarking 

analysis? 

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

over which the analysis was to be performed, 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 each of the peer group companies face, and 

the consequently different performance challenges created by these service 

area characteristics, I developed a situational assessment ranking that reflects 

the "degree of difficulty" that each peer group member faces in seeking to 

maximize its productive efficiency. 

What timeframe did you use for your benchmarking analysis? 

In general, I used the most recent 10 years of available data, 2001 through 

2010, for both the situational assessment and the performance metrics. In 

some cases, such as for some generating unit performance measures and 
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system reliability measures, data were only available for the most recent eight 

years. 

Please describe the process you used to develop these benchmarks. 

For my benchmarking analyses, I developed ordinal rankings for both the 

operational and economic performance of the companies in each of three peer 

groups. These rankings reflect the performance of each company in each peer 

group as measured by the level of input cost per unit of "output," such as 

customer expense per customer, or operations and maintenance ("O&M") 

expense per megawatt-hour ("MWh") sold. I ranked each company in each 

peer group according to the 11 measures of productivity that I developed. To 

develop an overall assessment based on the rankings of all of the performance 

measurement categories, I took an average of the ordinal rankings for all 

performance measures, and I ranked the companies in the peer groups based 

on those averages. This approach allowed me to compare FPL' s "productive 

efficiency" to the other companies in each peer group. 

In order to put the benchmarking results in context, I also conducted a 

"situational assessment" to rank the level of challenges to performance that 

the companies in each peer group face. Similar to the productive efficiency 

metrics, I took an average of all the ordinal values to determine FPL's overall 

level of exogenous, performance challenges. 
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How did you select the companies to include in your benchmarking peer 

groups? 

My objective in determining the sets of peer group 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 

one peer group of companies with electric-only utility operations that have at 

least 500,000 customers and own generating resources. I refer to this group of 

28 comparable companies as the "Straight Electric Group." I established a 

second peer group consisting of investor-owned electric utilities subject to 

regulation by the Florida Public Service Commission. This "Florida Group" 

includes FPL, Progress Energy Florida, Gulf Power Company and Tampa 

Electric Company. Lastly, I established a third peer group made up of large 

electric utility companies with at least two million electric customers. This 

·'Large Utility Group" consists of seven companies.2 The composition of each 

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

Why did you use the number of customers served as a criteria for 

determining the companies in your Straight Electric Group? 

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 

Although American Electric Power Company, Incorporated ("AEP") met the Large Utility Group 
screening criteria, it was not included because AEP has substantial operations in the Texas 
ERCOT market. As a result of ERCOT's competitive retail/customer choice market structure, 
reported data does not pennit meaningful comparisons to companies outside ofERCOT. 
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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. 

How did you conduct your situational assessment, and what is the 

purpose of this analysis? 

Using benchmark studies to compare the performance of utilities is inherently 

difficult because no two utility companies face the same set of circumstances 

in terms of service area economic and operational factors. The purpose of a 

situational assessment is to recognize each utility'S cost advantages or 

disadvantages that are not within its control. For example, among the factors 

that affect a utility's cost performance are: (a) growth in number of customers, 

(b) growth in demand, (c) density of customers, (d) presence of locally­

produced energy supplies for generating plants, (e) system load factor, (f) 

proportion of small residential customers, and (g) dependency on a 

transmission system. 

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. I use my situational assessment to evaluate FPL's performance in 

the proper context. 
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What data sources did you rely on for the performance measures that you 

developed? 

For the benchmarking analysis, I compiled data from several sources. I 

obtained much of the data from FERC Form 1 reports (as reported by SNL 

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

performance, I obtained data from the North American Electric Reliability 

Corporation ("NERC"), reports by investor owned electric utilities to the 

Florida Public Service Commission, and the Institute of Nuclear Power 

Operations ("INPO"). 

BUSINESS ENVIRONMENT AND SITUATIONAL ASSESSMENT 

13 Business Environment 

14 Q. 

15 A. 

What economic trends and factors did you consider in your analysis? 

I considered a number of local, regional, state-wide and national economic 

16 factors that affect FPL' s performance trends over time, and relative to the peer 

17 group companies. These economic factors influence the Company's need for 

18 rate relief and the level of rate relief that it is requesting in this proceeding. 

19 

20 The recession that began in December 2007 had a substantial effect on 

21 economic indicators. Therefore, in my analyses, I considered the period from 

22 2006 to the present so I could provide context to the economic indicators that 

23 were affected by the recession. Nonetheless, the most relevant period for 
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considering the economic drivers is the period subsequent to FPL's last rate 

case, which was filed March of 2009 and in which a final order was issued in 

March of2010. 

Please describe the national economic trends that have most affected 

FPL's costs. 

Two common measures of the national economy's general price level that are 

indicators of inflationary pressures on FPL' s costs are the Consumer Price 

Index for urban consumers ("CPI-V") and the Producer Price Index for 

finished goods ("PPI"). Exhibit JJR-lO shows the performance of the CPI-V 

and PPI for finished goods since 2006. The CPI-V and PPI have increased 

11.83 percent and 19.55 percent, respectively, between December 2006 and 

December 2011. Since March 2010, when FPL's last rate case was decided, 

these two indices have increased by approximately 3.69 percent and 7.30 

percent, respectively. 

The cost of utility labor also has a significant impact on FPL's costs. Exhibit 

JJR-11 shows electric utility employee average weekly earnings as reported 

by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Since 2006, average weekly earnings have 

increased from approximately $1,215.14 to approximately $1,385.48, or 14.02 

percent in nominal growth. As noted previously, FPL's last rate case was 

decided in March 2010, and since then, electric utility employee compensation 

has grown 5.72 percent. 
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A. 

Lastly, overall utility construction costs, which directly affect the cost of 

additions to rate base, have increased significantly in recent years. The 

Handy-Whitman Index of Public Utility Construction Costs provides a 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 July 2006 and July 2011. Exhibit JJR-12 

demonstrates that the separate data series for steam production plant, 

hydraulic production plant, nuclear production plant, transmission plant and 

distribution plant have all increased significantly over this period; the 

transmission and distribution plant index has the greatest growth rate, 36.90 

percent. Since FPL's last rate case was decided in 2010, these five 

construction cost indices have increased between 4.26 percent and 7.50 

percent. 

Please describe the current state and local economic conditions in FPL's 

service territory and the impact of these economic conditions on FPL's 

revenues. 

The world wide recession that started in late 2007 had a dramatic effect on 

Florida, as measured by a number of indices. The unemployment rate steadily 

increased from 4.7 percent in December of 2007 to a high of 12.0 percent in 

December 2010; unemployment did decline in 2011. During this period, 

personal bankruptcies increased while real household income declined. Based 

on real growth in State Gross Domestic Product ("GDP") from 2009 to 2010, 
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Florida ranked 40th in the nation, with a gain of 1.4 percent. All of these 

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

sales growth has been flat since the last rate case was decided. 

Florida's recovery from the recession has been slow.3 FPL's retail energy 

delivered declined from 2007 to 2010, although retail energy delivered has 

rebounded slightly in 2011. Despite the sluggish retail energy deliveries, the 

number of new service accounts has actually grown since 2007. This addition 

of new service accounts, 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 lack of sales growth and declining revenue have put greater 

pressure on FPL' s financial performance. 

From 1985 to 2005, FPL's customer base grew at an average annual rate of 

about 85,500 customers, or 2.8 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, growth in customers, sales and 

revenues slowed dramatically due to the economic downturn. 

After a few down years, economic activity in Florida began to rebound in 2011. Florida 
experienced positive economic growth in 2011 after declining for each of the two previous years. 
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Please describe the impact of current state and local economic conditions 

in FPL's service territory on FPL's costs. 

At the same time that revenues per customer have been declining, costs have 

been increasing sharply. Although the rate of customer growth has been 

stagnant recently, FPL has still been adding customers and expects to add 

customers in 2013. FPL has made significant investments to its generation 

fleet and transmission infrastructure in response to this growth in customers 

and also to maintain and improve reliability. 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 60 percent 

over 2010 levels while operation and maintenance expenses are forecasted to 

increase approximately seven percent from 2010 to 2013. In order to maintain 

its fossil-fired generation fleet, FPL forecasts an increase of approximately 

79.8 percent in capital expenditures, from approximately $206.6 million in 

2010 to $371.4 million in 2013. 

18 Situational Assessment 

19 Q. 

20 A. 

21 

22 

23 

Please describe your situational assessment. 

I started by identifying exogenous factors that would influence a utility's 

performance, positively or negatively, as compared to other companies in a 

different relative position. Using publicly reported data, I examined ten 

exogenous factors. 
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The results of my situation assessment are presented in Exhibit JJR-3, pages] 

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

each of the comparison groups, for each situational measure, 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 and 

opportunities that the peer group companies face that could be expected to 

affect cost. In my situational assessments, a ranking of one indicates the 

company with the highest level of challenge for a particular measure. 

What other exogenous factors, beyond economic conditions, did you 

consider as part of your situational assessment? 

The factors I considered and my conclusions regarding each factor are 

summarized below. 

• Percent Sales Residential: Residential customers are more 

expensive to serve than commercial and industrial customers, and 

as a result utilities with a higher proportion of residential 

customers tend to have higher costs and higher rates. FPL has a 

greater proportion of residential sales than any of the companies in 

any of the comparable groups; 52.44 percent of FPL's sales by 

volume were sales to residential customers in 2010. 

• Percent Sales Other: Sales Other 4 are non-retail sales, which 

represent the lowest unit cost sales for a utility company. With 

only 3.18 percent of other sales in 2010, FPL has the lowest 

Sales Other represent all sales other than sales to residential, commercial, and industrial 
customers, typically Sales for Resale. 

18 



1 Percent Sales Other in the Florida Group and the Large Utility 

2 Group each year, and the lowest in the Straight Electric Group in 

3 seven of the last 10 years. All else being equal, this would indicate 

4 that FPL's unit costs should be higher than the other companies in 

5 these groups. 

6 • Use per Customers: Since many of the costs of serving an 

7 individual customer do not vary with the level of consumption, 

8 utilities with lower use per customer levels tend to be higher cost 

9 operations. Like Percent Sales Other, FPL has the lowest use per 

10 customer in the Florida Group in each year, and the lowest or the 

11 second lowest use per customer in the Large Utility Group. In the 

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

13 customer each year. 

14 • Change in Customers (percent): Volatility in the number of 

15 customers (in percentage terms) creates challenges in terms of 

16 managing capital expenditures and resource utilization over time. 

17 FPL's customer growth rate has been volatile; in the Straight 

18 Electric Group, FPL has been in the top quartile of low customer 

19 growth in five of the last 10 years, the second quartile in two years, 

20 and the third quartile in three years. 

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

22 changes in customer numbers, volatility in sales volume pose 

5 Use per customer measures the average volume of sales for each customer. 

19 
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challenges to a utility. In spite of FPL's flat sales growth in recent 

years, relative to the comparable groups, FPL has experienced 

noticeable volatility in sales volume. For example, compared to 

the Straight Electric Group, FPL has ranked in the first quartile in 

six years, the second quartile in one year, and the third quartile in 

three years. 

• Percent Generation Nuclear: The non-fuel costs for nuclear 

generation are higher than those for coal-fired, oil-fired, gas-fired 

and hydroelectric generating resources. In every year of my 

analysis, FPL's percentage nuclear generation is ranked first in the 

Florida Group. This places significant pressure on FPL's cost 

structure relative to its peers in the region. In comparison to the 

Straight Electric Group, FPL is in the second quartile each year. 

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

and distribution infrastructure through which the energy is 

transmitted. Electric utilities that are relatively transmission­

dependent tend to experience higher losses than utilities which are 

able to site generation closer to load centers. This metric 

demonstrates a significant challenge faced by FPL. In both the 

Florida Group and the Large Utility Group, FPL has had the 

highest energy losses in nine of the last ten years. In the Straight 

Electric Group, FPL has been in the top quartile each year. 
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Q. 

A. 

• Accumulated Provision for Depreciation as a Percent of Gross 

Plant: I use this metric as a reasonable proxy for the age of a 

utility's asset base. Utilities with a higher proportion of 

accumulated depreciation to gross plant tend to have an older asset 

base. The older its system, the more likely a utility will require 

higher maintenance and capital expenditures to maintain safe and 

reliable service. FPL's rankings clearly indicate that its system is 

older relative to the comparison group companies: (1) first in each 

of the last 10 years in the Florida Utility Group; (2) top quartile in 

eight of the last 10 years for the Straight Electric Group; and (3) 

top quartile in each of the last 10 years for the Large Utility Group. 

Please summarize your conclusions regarding your situational 

assessment. 

While only a high-level snapshot, these analyses indicate that FPL is the most 

"challenged" or disadvantaged company relative to the Florida Utility Group 

and Large Utility Group in every year of my analysis due to exogenous 

factors. In the Straight Electric Group, FPL is the most challenged in eight of 

the last 10 years and the second most challenged in two of the last 10 years. 

That said, it is important to keep the situational assessment in context when 

viewing perfonnance metrics. I offer these metrics as a means of "getting the 

lay of the land" in understanding the productive efficiency metrics. This is 

not a perfect means of capturing all of the challenges or advantages of FPL 

and the companies in the comparables groups, but represents a reasonable 
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cross-section of key factors influencing a utility's operations based upon 

publicly available information. 

v. BENCHMARKING RESULTS 

What metrics did you use to assess FPL's operational and financial 

performance? 

I measured FPL' s performance across a variety of expense, corporate and 

operational categories. With regard to expense performance, I considered: 

• Non-Fuel Production O&M expenses 

• Total Non-Fuel O&M Expenses 

• Transmission O&M expenses 

• Distribution O&M expenses 

• Administrative and General ("A&G") expenses 

• Customer expenses 

• Uncollectible expenses 

In addition to O&M expense performance, I measured corporate performance 

using the following metrics: 

• Days sales outstanding 

• Labor Efficiency 

• Gross asset base 

• Additions to plant relative to customer growth 
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To ensure that FPL's performance on cost and corporate metrics did not occur 

at the expense of reliability or safety, I compiled metrics to measure FPL's 

operational performance, including: 

• Nuclear capacity factor 

• Nuclear forced loss rate 

• Nuclear Equivalent Availability Factor 

• Nuclear Equivalent Forced Outage Rate 

• Nuclear industrial safety accident rate 

• Fossil Plant Heat Rate 

• Fossil Plant Emissions 

• Fossil plant equivalent availability factor 

• Fossil plant equivalent forced outage rate 

• Distribution system average interruption frequency index 

("SAIFI") 

• Customer average interruption duration index ("CAIDI") 

• Distribution system average interruption duration index ("SAID I") 

The detailed defmitions of each of the productive efficiency and operational 

metrics I used are presented on pages 3 and 4 of Exhibit JJR-6. 

Did you adjust the metrics to account for companies of different sizes? 

Yes. Most metrics are calculated on an expense per customer or an expense 

per MWh sold basis. The productive efficiency metrics presented in my 

analysis are an average of the per customer values and the per MWh values 

for each cost element. For example, the A&G expenses productive efficiency 
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Q. 
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metric reflects each utility's A&G expenses per MWh sold and A&G 

expenses per customer, and presents the average performance rank on these 

two metrics as the measure of A&G productive efficiency. 

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

relative to the comparable groups? 

While each metric is significant and may help identify particular areas of 

strength or weakness, the best indication of FPL's overall level of 

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

category covers all four primary operating functions (generation, transmission, 

distribution and customer service), and also includes all administrative and 

general functions. Further, this metric has the advantage of removing the 

effects of differences in fuel costs which can vary due to availability, location, 

and state or local environmental policies. 

FPL's performance controlling its non-fuel O&M expenses is particularly 

strong in each year of my analysis. FPL is the top performer in Florida Group 

and the Large Utility Group. In the Straight Electric Group, FPL is 

consistently ranked in the top quartile and in 2010, was the second highest 

ranked utility out of the 28 companies 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 

2010 alone, this performance has saved customers approximately $1.6 billion 
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Q. 

A. 

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

O&M expenses had been merely average (i.e., consistent with the average of 

the 28 companies in the Straight Electric Group). 

Please summarize the results of your assessment of the other productive 

efficiency metrics. 

I assessed six productive efficiency metrics, in addition to total non-fuel O&M 

expense, which are summarized below: 

• Production, Transmission, and Distribution O&M Expense: These 

three expense metrics provide more detailed measures of expense 

control performance to supplement the total non-fuel O&M 

expenses metric. FPL is consistently a high performer in the 

category of Non-Fuel Production O&M Expenses. FPL has been 

in the top quartile of the Straight Electric group and the top 

performer in the Florida group for 9 of the past 10 years, and the 

top performer in the Large Utility group every year. 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 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 across all comparable groups. Lastly, FPL has shown 

notable improvement in controlling its distribution O&M expenses. 

Since 2007, FPL has improved from the third quartile performance 
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in the Straight Utility and Large Utility comparison groups to 

consistent first of second quartile performance. In the Florida 

Utility group, FPL has been the top performer since 2005. 

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

a top performer in controlling A&G Expenses. Since 2002, FPL 

has been the top performer in the Florida and Large Utility groups. 

FPL has been in the top quartile in the Straight Electric Utility 

Group each year, and among the top three performers since 2007. 

In terms of controlling customer expenses, FPL is consistently the 

top performer in the Florida Utility group and is consistently in the 

top quartile or the upper end of the second quartile of the Straight 

Electric Group and the Large Utility Group. 

FPL's control of Uncollectible Expenses is consistent with this 

performance. FPL typically performs in the top half of the Straight 

Electric Group, and is typically one of the top two performers in 

the Florida Utility 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 total electricity sales over a year, FPL exhibited mid­

level performance in the Straight Electric and Florida Utility 

Groups and performs in the first or second quartile in the Large 

Utility Group. 
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• Labor Efficiency: Labor Efficiency is a combined metric that 

includes Salaries, Wages, Pension and Benefits on a per employee 

and per customer basis, as well as Employees per customer. FPL 

has demonstrated consistently strong performance in these areas. 

FPL has been the top performer in the Florida Utility Group in 

each of the last ten years and has been in the top quartile in nine 

years in the Straight Electric Group. 

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

Asset Base per customer and per kilowatt-hour ("kWh") sales has 

exhibited superior performance, ranking in the first quartile in the 

Straight Electric group and as the lowest cost performer in the 

Florida and Large Utility groups over the past 10 years. FPL's 

Additions to Plant per new customer has generally been in the first 

or second quartile of the Straight Electric group indicating that its 

costs on this metric in terms of investment are at or above average. 

How does FPL compare in the overall rankings for these productive 

efficiency metrics? 

As shown in Exhibit JJR-7, in 2010 FPL was the top performer in the Florida 

Utility Group and the Large Utility Group, and was the second-highest 

performer in the Straight Electric Group. It should be noted that these results 

are "raw," based entirely on the ranking of the performance metrics without 

any consideration of the Situational Assessment. 
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Have you considered both the results of your situational assessment and 

your analysis of productive efficiency in your overall benchmarking of 

FPL's performance? 

Yes. Exhibit JJR-8 does just that, combining the productive efficiency 

rankings and the situational assessment rankings. When viewed together, a 

bandwidth around the diagonal line running from the upper left comer to the 

lower right comer (shown in the middle band 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) a utility's 

performance is from this line, the more exceptional is its performance (either 

exceptionally good or exceptionally poor). As shown in Exhibit JJR-8, FPL's 

performance in 2010 was exceptionally good, and FPL outperformed all of its 

straight electric peers on a basis which considers both absolute productivity 

measures and the relative challenges it faced. 

Did you consider other factors beyond cost in your benchmarking 

analysis of FPL's performance? 

Yes. In looking at economic efficiencies, it is easy to assume that all of the 

companies are created equal in terms of safety, reliability, and other important 

operational standards, but that is not the case. If a utility's management 

decides to launch major service quality initiatives, these initiatives may well 

have attendant costs but the cost impact may also be off-set by service 

improvement. To examine these issues, I have separately analyzed FPL's 

trends and performance with regard to a set of operational metrics. 
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Q. Was FPL's level of operational performance 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. This exhibit presents FPL's 

performance for each of the operational metrics for each year that data were 

available. On the whole, I found FPL' s operational performance to be above 

average. 

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, and distribution system reliability. The results of this analysis 

are summarized below: 

• Fossil Plant Heat Rate: FPL has improved the heat rate of its fossil 

generation fleet by 17 percent since 2001. The average heat rate of 

FPL's fossil fleet in 2010 was 8,044 Btu/kWh compared to an 

industry average of 10,045 BtulkWh. At current gas prices, this 

efficiency advantage translates to over $650 million in 2010 alone 

in fuel cost savings.6 

• Fossil Plant Equivalent Availability Factor: FPL's fossil 

generation fleet has consistently outperformed its peers in terms of 

6 Calculated based on delivered fuel prices and megawatt hours generated in 2010. 
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plant availability. In fact, in each of the past six years, FPL has 

been a top performer when compared to industry peers. 

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

have performed exceptionally well compared to the industry on 

this metric. From 2005 through 2010, FPL's average Equivalent 

Forced Outage Rate was 2.12 percent compared to an industry peer 

average of 7.46 percent. 

• Nuclear Plant Capacity Factor: FPL's nuclear generation fleet has 

performed above the industry average in terms of annual capacity 

factor in four out of the last eight years. From 2003 through 2010, 

FPL's nuclear generation fleet operated at an average capacity 

factor of 88.81 percent against an industry average of 88.90 

percent. 

• Nuclear Plant Forced Loss Rate: FPL's nuclear forced loss rate, a 

measure of how well important plant equipment is maintained and 

operated, has shown improvement since 2008. FPL's commitment 

to investing in their nuclear generation fleet has resulted in a 

reduction in forced loss rate from 3.04 in 2007 to 2.70 in 2010. 

• Nuclear Equivalent Availability Factor: FPL's nuclear generation 

fleet has operated at or close to industry average in four of the last 

eight years. From 2003 through 2010, FPL's nuclear units have 

averaged an equivalent availability factor of 87.23 percent against 

an industry average of 88.24 percent. FPL has improved its 
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performance from 2009 to 2010, from 86.54 percent to 87.75 

percent. 

• Nuclear Industrial Safety Accident Rate: The nuclear industrial 

safety accident rate tracks the number of accidents that result in 

lost work time, restricted work, or fatalities per 200,000 work 

hours. FPL has significantly outperformed its peers in this metric 

in five out of the last six years. From 2005 through 2010, FPL had 

an average industrial safety accident rate of 0.09 against an 

industry average of 0.17. 

• Distribution System SAIDI, CAIDI and SAIFI: Compared to other 

Florida investor-owned utilities, FPL is a top performer. Measured 

by SAIDI, which is the best overall reliability indicator because it 

encompasses both SAIFI and CAIDI, FPL has been either the top 

performer, or second-best performer amongst Florida utilities from 

2006 through 2010. FPL has ranked similarly as one of the top 

two performers, as measured by CAIDI. Observing SAIFI, FPL 

has improved since 2006 to become the second-highest performer 

in 2010 amongst Florida utilities. 

What conclusions have you reached regarding FPL's operational 

performance? 

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

occurred at the expense of fossil and nuclear plant performance or system 
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reliability. On all of these metrics, FPL has achieved above average results, 

with no downward trend. 

Did you consider any other operational area as you evaluated FPL's 

relative performance? 

Yes. Given the concern over air emissions in Florida and nationwide, I 

calculated FPL's approximate level of sulphur dioxide, nitrogen oxides and 

carbon dioxide emissions relative to a peer group. 

How did you compare FPL to other utilities in terms of these air 

emissions? 

I created a dataset of comparable companies whose energy generation was 

within 60 percent (above or below) of FPL's 2010 generation level. Exhibit 

JJR-9 shows that FPL produced 99,768,215 MWh of net generation in 2010. 

There were nine utility companies within ±60 percent of FPL's figure. For 

this comparison, I also considered Progress Energy Florida, Gulf Power 

Company, and Tampa Electric Company (the Florida Utility group). 

As shown in Exhibit JJR-9, FPL is the top utility among both the similarly 

sized utility and Florida utility comparables groups, with an average of 0.41 

tons of carbon dioxide emitted per MWh, 0.45 pounds of nitrogen oxides 

emitted per MWh, and 0.72 pounds of sulfur 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. 
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Are there benefits associated with FPL's commitment to a clean energy 

portfolio that are not reflected in base rates? 

Yes. While FPL's investment in making its fossil-fueled generating portfolio 

significantly more efficient are reflected in FPL's base rates, the savings 

associated with this improved efficiency are ultimately reflected in lower fuel 

and environmental compliance costs, which are recovered through separate 

adjustment clauses. 

What are your conclusions regarding FPL's performance relative to the 

comparable groups? 

FPL has performed very well in comparison to its peers. In particular: 

• 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 eight years. 

• FPL has ranked as the top (out of four) Florida utility in each of the past 

10 years. 

• FPL has ranked as the top large utility (out of seven) in each of the past 10 

years. 

• On the individual metrics where FPL has not been a top performer, the 

characteristics of FPL' s service area, as discussed in my situational 

assessment, and recent economic drivers, which I discuss later in my 

testimony, explain much or all ofFPL's relative "underperformance". 
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VI. CONCLUSION 

What are your conclusions? 

FPL has demonstrably superior performance in many areas of financial and 

operational efficiency, which provides customers significant savings as 

compared with average performance. These benefits are the result of focused 

efforts by the Company and are enhanced by FPL' s strong operational record. 

Macro-economic trends in the CPI and PPI, as well as labor and material 

costs, have put enormous cost pressures on FPL. In addition, the global 

economic crises, as well as Florida's economic downturn, have negatively 

affected FPL's revenue growth. FPL has done an exceptional job of 

controlling costs and achieving high levels of service to its customers, even in 

the face of these economic drivers over which it has little or no control. 

Does this conclude your direct testimony? 

Yes. 
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243-000 
Docket No. RP90-
104-000, RP88-115-
000, 
RP90-192-000 
ER89-563-000 

RP88-67, et al 

RP92-1-000, et al 

IS92-27 -000 

RP93-14 

RP94-72-000 

Docket No. RP92-
137-000 
Docket No. RP94-
149-000 

SUBJECT 

Gas Markets, Rate 
Design, Cost of Capital, 
Capital Structure 
Electric Generation 
Markets 
Cost Alioc./Rate Design 
Comparability of Svc. 

Competitive Market 
Analvsis, Self-dealing 
Market Power, 
Comparability of Sel-vice 
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; rate desi~ 
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SPONSOR DATE CASEI APPLICANT 

Tennessee GSR Group 1/95, Tennessee Gas Pipeline 
3/95, Company 
1/96 

PG&E and SoCal Gas 8/96, El Paso Natural Gas 
9/96 Company 

Iroquois Gas Transmission System, L.P. 97 Iroquois Gas Transmission 
System, L.P. 

BEC Energy - Commonwealth Energy 2/99 Boston Eclison Company / 
System Commonwealth Energy 

System 

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

Power Inc. 
Wyckoff Gas Storage 12/02 Wyckoff Gas Storage 
Inclicated Shippers/Producers 10/03 Northern Natural Gas 

Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline 6/04 Maritimes & Northeast 
Pipeline 

ISO New England 8/04 ISO New England 
2/05 

Transwestern Pipeline Company, LLC 9/06 Transwestern Pipeline 
Company, LLC 

DOCKET No. 

Docket Nos. RP93-
151-000, RP94-39-
000, RP94-197-000, 
RP94-309-000 
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 

--

SUBJECT 

GSRCosts 

Stranded Costs 

Cost of Service, Rate 
Design 
Market Power Analysis -
Merger 

Market Power 203/205 
Filing 

Need for Storage Project 
Ad Valorem Tax 
Treatment 
Rolled-In Rates 

Cost of New Entry 
tTl 
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SPONSOR DATE CASE/ APPLICANT 

Pordand Natural Gas Transmission 6/08 Pordand Natural Gas 
System Transmission System 

Pordand Natural Gas Transmission 5/10, Pordand Natural Gas 
System 3/11, Transmission System 

4/11 

Morris Energy 7/10 Morris Energy 

nHK\\,'C", ><;""'ff,,' _ i,~~~~!afl~li!~f$~~¢)~~~'?r;' 
Florida Power and Light Co. 10/07 Florida Power & Light Co. 

Florida Power and Light Co. 5/08 Florida Power & Light Co. 

Florida Power and Light Co. 3/09 Florida Power & Light Co. 

Florida Power and Light Co. 3/09, Florida Power & Light Co. 
5/09, 
8/09 

Florida Power and Light Co. 3/10; Florida Power & Light Co. 
5/10, 
8/10 

Florida Power and Light Co. 3/11, Florida Power & Light Co. 
7/11 

-- - - ----_ .... _._--

DOCKET No. SUBJECT 

Docket No. RP08- Market Assessment, 
306-000 natural gas transportation; 

rate setting 
DocketNo.RP10- Business risks; 
729-000 extraordinary and non-

recurring events 
pertaining to 
discretionary revenues 

Docket No. RPl0- Affidavit re: Impact of 
Preferential Rate 

,;"'"'''" ~ft~li:!(!;;(\10~;):;';)";"'i" ',;' ,""';"',. ' ........ 
Docket No. 070650- Need for new nuclear 
EI plant 
Docket No. 080009- New Nuclear cost 
EI recovery, prudence 
Docket No. 080677- Benchmarking in support 
EI of ROE 
Docket No. 090009- New Nuclear cost 
EI recovery, prudence 

Docket No. 100009- New Nuclear cost 
EI recovery, prudence 

Docket No. 110009- New Nuclear cost 
EI recovery, prudence 
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10/01 

01/08, 
03 
08/08 

N orthem Indiana Public 
Service 
N orthem Indiana Public 
Service 
N orthem Indiana Public 
Service 

Cause No. 43396 

Cause No. 43526 Fair Market Value 
Assessment 
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Haverhill Gas 

Energy Consortium of Mass. 

Mass. Institute of Technolo 
EnerQv Consorti1.Ul1 of Mass. 
PG&E Bechtel Generating Co'; 

Constellation Holdings 

Coalition of N on-Utility Generators 

The Berkshire Gas Company 
Essex County Gas Company 
Fitchburg Gas and Elec. Light Co. 

1/87 
9/87 

12/88 
3/89 

10/91 

5/92 

Haverhill Gas 

Commission Investi!:!ation 

Docket No. DPU 
#1115 

Transportation Service 
andPBR 

Stranded Cost & Price 

Cost of Capital 

Gas Transbortation Rates 
Commonwealth Gas Docket No. DPU-87- I Cost Alloc./Rate Design 

122 
DPU #88-91 

Boston Gas DPU #88-67 I Rate Desi 
Commission Investigation DPU #91-131 I Valuation of 

Cambridge Electric Light Co, I DPU 91-234 
& Commonwealth Electric EFSC 91-4 
Co. 
The Berkshire Gas Company I DPU #92-154 
Essex County Gas Company 
Fitchburg Gas & Elec. Light 
Co. 

Environmen tal 
Externalities 
Integrated Resource 
Management 

Gas Purchase Contract 
Approval 

tTl 
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SPONSOR DATE CASEI APPLICANT 

Boston Edison Company 7/92 Boston Edison 
Boston Edison Company 7/92 The Williams/N ewcorp 

Generating Co. 
Boston Edison Company 7/92 West Lynn Cogeneration 
Boston Edison Company 7/92 L'Energia Corp. 
Boston Edison Company 7/92 DLS Energy, Inc. 
Boston Edison Company 7/92 CMS Generation Co. 
Boston Edison Company 7/92 Concord Energy 
The Berkshire Gas Company 11/93 The Berkshire Gas Company 
Colonial 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 

Boston Edison Company 94 Boston Edison 
Hudson Light & Power Department 4/95 Hudson Light & Power 

Dept. 
Essex County Gas Company 5/96 Essex County Gas Company 
Boston Edison Company 8/97 Boston Edison Company 

Berkshire Gas Company 6/98 Berkshire Gas Mergeco Gas 
Co. 

Eastern Edison Company 8/98 Montaup Electric Company 

Boston Edison Company 98 Boston Edison Company 

DOCKET No. SUBJECT 

DPU#92-130 Least Cost Planning 
DPU #92-146 RFP Evaluation 

DPU #92-142 RFP Evaluation 
DPU #92-167 RFP Evaluation 
DPU #92-153 RFP Evaluation 
DPU #92-166 RFP Evaluation 
DPU#92-144 RFP Evaluation 
DPU #93-187 Gas Purchase Contract 

Approval 

Docket No. 93-129 Integrated Resource 
Planning 

DPU #94-49 SurpJus Capacity 
DPU #94-176 Stranded Costs 

Docket No. 96-70 Unbundled Rates 
D.P.U. No. 97-63 Holding Company 

C~rporate Structure 
D.T.E.98-87 Merge approval 

D.T.E. 98-83 Marketing for divestiture 
of its generation business. 

D.T.E.97-113 Fossil Generation 
Divestiture 
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SPONSOR DATE CASE/ APPLICANT DOCKET No. SUBJECT 

Boston Edison Company 98 Boston Edison Company D.T.E.98-119 Nuclear Generation 
Divestiture 

Eastern Edison Company 12/98 Montaup Electric Company D.T.E.99-9 Sale of Nuclear Plant 
NStar 9/07, NStar, Bay State Gas, DPU 07-50 Decoupling, risk 

12/07 Fitchburg G&E, NE Gas, W. 
IVLA Electric 

NStar 6/11 NStar, Northeast Utilities DPU 10-170 Merger approval 

'It"" .'.$~CjJiti~.s···Slt(rig.et)),lnc:t.[·"., ••• , .• · .•• : .••••.••....•...••.•...•.••.••.••. '.", ...•...•........•...•......•.•.. ' •..•...•• : .••..••.•.•.. " •. , .. ' .••••. : •.• ' ••••..••.• " .... ',.,., ••.••.. , ....•......... " ...•• ' •• , •..•.••.• ' ••..•.•.••..•.•. , .. , .i'·.'·.·.····.··'.·········.> ... · ... · .. :.,· ... ,::··.· .. " .... , .... ' .. " ........... ' ............ , ........... '... . ....... , ... 
..'" " 

Mass. Institute of Technology 1/89 M.M.W.E.C. EFSC-88-1 Least-Cost Planning 
Boston Edison Company 9/90 Boston Edison EFSC-90-12 Electric Generation Mkts 
Silver City Energy Ltd. Partnership 11/91 Silver City Energy D.P.U. 91-100 State Policies; Need for 

Facility 

··K"n ,1- . ~~~...; . ,r, .• ,...... ·.·.·'.'~;;if}tl. •••••• i?i., •.••• ,.i .• i.··.,.·.··.· .. · ... , · ... ,.·.· ... ·· ..... · .. i ........ , ............................ ' .. ,.' ... ' ........ ' .. ' ..... :.: .................................................... ........ '.'....... . ... i •.•.......•........ " .. ·.·'.·' ...... · ........ '·.· ..... , ............ . ... '. 

Detroit Edison Company 9/98 Detroit Edison Company Case No. U-11726 Market Value of 
Generation Assets 

Consumers Energy Company 8/06, Consumers Energy Company Case No. U-14992 Sale of Nuclear Plant 
1/07 

\VE Energies 12/11 \Visconsin Electric Power Co Case No. U-16830 Economic 
Benefits /Prudence 

. 1I.if~L ,,,- "' .... 'PunlicUr'1! .. : ·ro;,c. :~. " .•. "....; <'::.:: ... ".,.,,' .....•... ' ""'/i" ·····, ... i, .. ","".,.,.····.·· .'" .. .......... '..... ..' , .:<'. '.' .' ................... 

Xcel Energy/No. States Power 9/04 Xcel Energy/No. States Docket No. NRG Impacts 
Power GOO2/GR-04-1511 

Interstate Power and Light 8/05 Interstate Power and Light Docket No. Sale of Nuclear Plant 
and FPL Energy Duane EOO1/PA-05-1272 

------------------ -------- .. 
Arngld, LLC 
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SPONSOR DATE CASE/ APPLICANT 

Northern States Power Company 11/05 Northern States Power 
d/b/aXcel 

09/06 

11/06 

Northern States Power 

Northern States Power 

Northern States Power 

Missomi Gas Energy 1/03 I Missouri Gas Energy 

Aquila Networks 2/04 I Aquila-1Y1PS, Aquila_L&P 

Aquila Networks 2/04 I Aquila-NIPS, Aquila_L&P 

:Missouri Gas Energy 11/05 I J\llissomi Gas Energy 

Missouri Gas Energy 11/10, KCP&L 
1/11 

Missouri Gas Energy 11/10, KCP&LGMO 
1/11 

DOCKET No. 

1429 

1153 

I Case No. GR-2001-
382 

I Case Nos. ER-2004-
0034 
HR-2004-0024 

I Case No. GR-2004-
0072 

I Case Nos. GR-2002-
348 
GR-2003-0330 
Case No. ER-2010-
0355 
Case No. ER-2010-
0356 

SUBJECT 

NRG Impacts on Debt 
Costs 
PP A, Financial Impacts 

Return on Equity 

Return on Equity 

Retum on Equity 

Return on Equity 

Gas Pmchasing Practices; 
Prudence 
Cost of Capital, Capital 
Structure 

Cost of Capital, Capital 
Structure 
Capacity Planning 

Natural Gas DSM 

Natural Gas DSM 
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SPONSOR DATE CASE/APPLICANT DOCKET No. SUBJECT 

Laclede Gas Company 5/11 Laclede Gas Company Case No. CG-2011- Affiliate Pricing 
0098 Standards 

Union Electric Company d/b/a 2/12 Union Electric Company Case. No. ER-2012- ROE/earnings 
Ameren J'vlissouri 0166 attrition/regulatory lag 

.....•• ". M. . i""j, h Itr.Ser\'-i';c .. ('-' ".it"':;."}.... ." •........•....... .?, .. /........ · .. ·····.:iii:...·.···\···.· i.iIi· · .•. ·•·· •• · •. ····:.>·?··.·i.i •• ii.i.}.i.··{·· ·i<· ..• ····.······· .... · ..... ·.:i\.· .... i.).i.·.··· .•...•.....•.• .. ,. ' •.•.•...•.•. : ....•.... ' ...•...•....•••......• ". ••.• . • .•.. j 
Great Falls Gas Company 10/82 Great Falls Gas Company Docket No. 82-4-25 Gas Rate Adjust. Clause 

iN3t:Eti~j;>···· .,.,.. .....•.• "'.of'""·: eli.ii·.·.······ . .. . ...........•. '; .. ·..........?ii ·'.i{' . ....... ·.·ii.·.i··/;· •.•.... ·.··i·.......·.··.····.···.i:ii·iiIt·.. i ••. ·• i··.· .... }..i·: t ···. ....'.. • ....• .•. ..... • •..... . .•.•...•..••.• . ..... ' .•....••.•.•..••.•.•..•. ' 
Alberta-Northeast 2/87 Alberta Northeast Gas Docket No. GH-1-87 Gas Export Markets 

Export Project 
Alberta-Northeast 11/87 TransCanada Pipeline Docket No. GH-2-87 Gas Export Markets 
Alberta-Northeast 1/90 TransCanada Pipeline Docket No. GH-S-89 Gas Export Markets 
Indep. Petroleum Association of 1/92 Interprovincial Pipe Line, RH-2-91 Pipeline Valuation, Toll 
C~~ ~. 

The Canadian Association of Petroleum 11/93 Transmountain Pipe Line RH-1-93 Cost of Capital 
Producers 
Alliance Pipeline L.P. 6/97 Alliance Pipeline L.P. GH-3-97 Market Study 
Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline 97 Sable Offshore Energy GH-6-96 Market Study 

Project 
Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline 2/02 Maritimes & Northeast GH-3-2002 Natural Gas Demand 

Pipeline Ana!ysis 
TransCanada Pipelines 8/04 TransCanada Pipelines RH-3-2004 Toll Design 
Bruns-wlckPipeline 5/06 Bruns-wlck Pipeline GH-1-2006 Market Study 
TransCanada Pipelines Ltd. 3/07, TransCanada Pipelines Ltd.: RH-1-2007 Toll Design 

04/07 Gros Cacouna Receipt Point 
Application 

Repsol Energy Canada Ltd 3/08 Repsol Energy Canada Ltc! GH-1-2008 Market Stud1,---T ____ ---' 
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SPONSOR 

Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline 

Atlantic Wallboard/JD hying Co 

Atlantic Wallboard/Flakeboard 

Bus & Industry Association 

Bus & Industry Association 

Eastern Utilities Associates 

EnergyNorth Natural Gas 

EnergyNorth Natural Gas 

Nortl1ern Utilities, Inc. 

New Jersey Natural Gas 

09/09, 
6/10, 
7/10 

6/89 

5/90 

6/90 

12/90 

7/90 

12/91 

CASE/ APPLICANT 

Maritimes & Northeast 
Pioeline 

Enbridge Gas New 
Brunswick 
Enbridge Gas New 
Brunswick 

P.S. Co. of New Hampshire 

Northeast Utilities 

Eastern Utilities Associates 

EnergyNorth Natural Gas 

EnergyNorth Natural Gas 

Commission Investigation 

Atlantic Electric 
New Jersev Natural Gas 

DOCKET No. 

RH-4-2010 

NBEUB 2009-017 

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. No. 837-658 
B.P.U. GR89030335J 

SUBJECT 

Regulato1)T policy, toll 
develooment 

Rate Settirlg for EGNB 

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 
Cost Alloc./Rate Desi>!n 
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SPONSOR DATE CASEI APPLICANT DOCKET No. SUBJECT 

New Jersey Natural Gas 1/91 New Jersey Natural Gas B.P.U. GR90080786T Cost Alloc./Rate Design 
New Jersey Natural Gas 8/91 New Jersey Natural Gas B.P.U. GR91081393J Rate Design; Weather 

Norm. Clause 
New Jersey Natural Gas 4/93 New Jersey Natural Gas B.P.U. GR93040114J Cost Alloc./Rate Design 
South Jersey Gas 4/94 South Jersey Gas BRCDockNo. Revised levelized gas 

GR080334 adjustment 
New Jersey Utilities Association 9/96 Commission Investigation BPU AX96070530 PBOP Cost Recoverv 
Morris Energy Group 11/09 Public SenTice Electric & Gas BPU GR 09050422 Discriminatory Rates 
New Jersey American Water Co. 4/10 New Jersey American \~'ater BPU \\fR 1040260 Tariff Rates and 

Co. Revisions 
Electric Customer Group 01/11 Generic Stakeholder BPU GR10l00761 Natural gas ratemaking 

Proceeding and ER10100762 standards and pricing 

')New,·1f.&C··· ~.···· •• · .. nL' icS~~Yi~j;!'¢(ifl';thnl!'l. nn ..•.•..•..••• ' •..••• '.', ..•••.• , .. \ •••• ·j·.···.···.·.· .• ·.::.'\.'i •• ;;.>l.ii •••• · •• · •• ·.···........, •••••.. , .•••......• ".. ••..•••..•..••.• , ...... '? .•••••..•. , .••..•• ,. ••••..•••• ' .••••..••••..•... , ..... " ..••...••.• ' ..•.•••.••.. , ••....••• ,.............?, ...... ,' ...... ,., ... " .................. , .. '., .....•. , ... ' ..... ·······.·.i •• ' ... , .. , .•.•....•........ , .....• '. i.·· ..... . •.•. 

Gas Company of New Mexico 11/83 Public Service Co. of New Docket No. 1835 Cost Alloc./Rate Design 
Mexico 

···.··Ni~~'.':l.ui~".~ .u iJ.uc'·Se.:'· ...•. ,....... ' .. 1"'. :::··:"';;';··::"";';;;·"1.itl ....•.... ·• ••• · •. ·.,··.·.· .•••.• ·.••· •.•• '.· .• ·........(/·i: .. ,,.'>i.,,· ..,., •.••... ' ....... ,., •.•......•..•...•.. , •. ,........." ........., ••....... , .•... ,., ..••• '/.';.>:.:::.... ., •••....• ., ...•..... , .•............•....... ·.· •• ·· •. ·r:.' ••.••.•••••••• · .• ·'i'i."::.,., .. ',:.·.,.·.·····.· ..... ·.· .... ............ '.' .. ' 

Iroquois Gas. Transmission 12/86 Iroquois Gas Transmission Case No. 70363 Gas Markets 
System 

Brooklyn Union Gas Company 8/95 Brooklyn Union Gas Case No. 95-6-0761 Panel on Industxy 
Company Directions 

Central Hudson, ConEdison and 9/00 Central Hudson, ConEdison Case No. 96-E-0909 Section 70, Approval of 
Niagara Mohawk and Niagara Mohawk Case No. 96-E-0897 New Facilities 

Case No. 94-E-0098 
Case No. 94-E-0099 
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SPONSOR DATE CASEI,ApPLICANT 

Central Hudson, New York State 5/01 J oint Petition of NiMo, 
Electric & Gas, Rochester Gas & NYSEG, RG&E, Central 
Electric Hudson, Constellation and 

Nine :Mile POUlt 
Rochester Gas & El, 
Rochester Gas & Electric 

Rochester Gas and Electric and NY 2/10 Rochester Gas & Electric 
State Electric & Gas Corp NY State Electric & Gas 

Corp 

Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 

Oldahoma Gas & Electric Company 03/08 

Market Hub Partners Canada, L.P. 
Interface Roundtable 

ATOC 

DOCKET No. 
Case No. 01-E-00ll 

I Case No. 03-E-0765 
Case No. 02-E-0198 
Case No. 03-E-0766 
Case No. 09-E-0715 
Case No. 09-E-0716 
Case No. 09-E-0717 
Case No. 09-E-0718 

Cause No. PUD 
200500151 
Cause No. PUD 
200800086 

SUBJECT 

Section 70, Rebuttal 
Testimony 

Sale of Nuclear Plant; 
Ratemaking Treatment of 
Sale 
Depreciation policy 
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SPONSOR DATE CASEI APPLICANT DOCKET No. SUBJECT 

ATOC 3/96 Equitrans Docket No. P- Rate Design, unbundling 
00940886 

Rtiod¢Is lati~. ri. . ......... .. T'i..cii; ' .. ·llhlhfui,,;,,'·"' ... · .....•.....•...•••..•..•.... .........>/ ...•.......• / ..•••• <,..,., .•• ,..>(.: •••• ",........... .....>/ ........./, .•. // 1../··········· •• ···•·· .•..•.....••.•••••....•..•.••.....• : ....••..•..•. <.... . ............. 1. . ..••.•...••..... 

Newport Electric 7/81 Newport Electric Docket No. 1599 Rate Attrition 
South County Gas 9/82 South County Gas Docket No. 1671 Cost of Capital 
New England Energy Group 7/86 Providence Gas Company Docket No. 1844 Cost Alloc/Rate Desi,Q;n 
Providence Gas 8/88 Providence Gas Company Docket No. 1914 Load Forecast., Least­

Cost Plannin,Q; 
Providence Gas Company and The 1/01 Providence Gas Company Docket No. 1673 and Gas Cost lVIitigation 
Valley Gas Company and The Valley Gas 1736 Strategy 

C omj) any 
The New England Gas Company 3/03 New England Gas Company Docket No. 3459 Cost of Capital 

.. J .. ' ;11! CV .... Cq • .... > ...... , ;~j·oii···/i./ ..>('//............................/ ... ···.··..:!!:.,i.·'·/i...» .....•...•.•....•.•............... /( .. .. /./i. · .. 2::/·"..···········.··· ..........•...•..•.•....•....•.....••..•.• ,...................... . ......• 
Southwestern Electric 5/83 Southwestern Electric Cost of Capital, CWIP 
P.u.e. General Counsel 11/90 Texas Utilities Electric Docket No. 9300 Gas Purchasing Practices, 

Company Prudence 
Oncor Electric Delivery Company 8/07 Oncor Electric Delivery Docket No. 34040 Regulatory Policy, Rate of 

Company Return, Return of Capital 
and Consolidated Tax 
Adjustment 

Oncor Electric Delivery Company 6/08 Oncor Electric Delivery Docket No.35717 Regulatory policy 
Company 

Oncor Electric Delivery Company 10/08, Oncor, TCC, TNC, ETT, Docket No. 35665 Competitive Renewable 
11/08 LCRA TSC, Sharyland, Energy Zone 

STEC, TNMP 
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SPONSOR 

CenterPoint Energy 

Oncor Electric Delivery Company 

Western Gas Interstate Company 

Atmos Pipeline Texas 

AMAX Magnesium 

Green Mountain Power 

DATE 

1/85 

9/10; 
1/11 

1/88 

7/98, 
9/00 

CASEI APPLICANT 

CenterPoint 

Atmos Pipeline Texas 

Green Mountain Power 

DOCKET No. 

DocketNo.38339 

Docket No. 38929 

Docket 5238 

GUD 10000 

Case No. 86-057-07 

SUBJECT 

Regulatory policy, risk, 
consolidated taxes 
Regulatory policy, risk 

Cost of Service 

Ratemaking Policy, risk 
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Wisconsin Electric Power Company 1 

Wisconsin Electric Power Company 10/09 

Wisconsin Electric Power 
Co. 
Wisconsin Electric Power 
Co. 

Docket No. 9402-
YO-101 
Docket No. 6630-EI-
113 
Docket No. 6630-
CE-302 

Approval to Acquire the 
Stock of WI COR 

Sale of Nucleat Plant 

CPCN Application for 
wind 'ht"(YfPrt 
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SPONSOR CABE/ APPLICANT 

Pro Gas Limited 7/92 ProGas Limited v. Texas 
Eastern 

Attala Generating Company 12/03 Attala Generating Co v. 
Attala Energy Co. 

Nevada Power Company 4/08 I Nevada Power v. Nevada 
Assoc. #2 

Sensata Technologies, Inc./EMS Sensata Technologies, 
Engineered Materials Solutions, LLC Inc./EMS Engineered 

John Hancock 1/84 

Wilmington Trust Company 

Gas Contract 
Arbitration 

Case No. 16-Y-198- Power Project 
00228-03 Valuation; Breach of 

I Case No. 11-198-Y-
00848-10 

I Change in usage 
dispute/ damages 

Covenants 
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SPONSOR DATE CASE/ APPLICANT DOCKET No. SUBJECT 

I.··.·.T.,~·~ ... , .. ·.~'\f!15eUa.te.· •. C(Jttr(,'Flfth· .• nh1Sip~~:.·~.·.···· •• ···.·····i •.•.. ·•••••. ..............................................} .•........•.. } ...•.•.......•.•..••.•.•..•••••...•.••••....•...••. · ••• ··.·i ......... ·.·.· .. ··.··.· ... ···· ............................................................................ ···i.· •••••••••• ji·:.··· •• · .••••• ···.· ••.• · .......•...•....... 
............•. 

..' 

N onveb, pIc 8/02 Indeck No. America v. Docket No. 97 CH Breach of Contract; 
Nmweb 07291 Power Plant Valuation 

I··· Indep, ., ..... , ......... , .. 
I"> ltle.I· ...•.•••.••..•..••••• · .•• · .• · .• · •• ·•··· ••••••. i ·T ••..••.••• y •••• ·...) •••.• .i'·'i·: .......................} ..•. . ••.....•....... .• . ..• ..i. . ..... i .... :.i. ii'" .....:/.} .•... ..} 

•••••••••••••••••• •• 

........i·.· ...... ··i 
Alberta Northeast Gas Limited 2/98 PraGas Ltd., Canadian 

Forest Oil Ltd., AEC Oil & 

Gas 
Ocean State Power 9/02 Ocean State Power vs. 2001/2002 Gas Price Arbitration 

PraGas Ltd. Arbitration 
Ocean State Power 2/03 Ocean State Power vs. 2002/2003 Gas Price Arbitration 

Pro Gas Ltd. Arbitration 
Ocean State Power 6/04 Ocean State Power vs. 2003/2004 Gas Price Arbitration 

PraGas Ltd. Arbitration 
Shell Canada Linuted 7/05 Shell Canada LinUted and Gas Contract Price 

Nova Scotia Power Inc. Arbitration 

Jt I Tr> rri;l'tlori~ I R011t't.r.f.· A"···' .. ,. ...... I ••.• · •••••• •· ••. ·· ••• '.. .•••.. . ·i·· •..••.. •· •••.• ··}.· •• ··}} •• · .•. ·i}.· ...... ·· .···•·.· •..... .: .. : ....... :!.· ••.•• · .•.•••• ·•· •• · •• ··.··i ...•.•..... • · ... · ... ·.· •• ··· .. ···.· ....•.. · .. ···.·.·.··..i ....... ·.·· ......... i:t: •• / •.•. ·ii ••.•.•.•• · .••.• }·.······ ...•.•.•.••••.••.•.••••••...•.••..•••.•.. . ...•.•.. . ......... 
i . ... 

,..,.~ 

Wisconsin Gas Company, Inc. 2/97 Wisconsin Gas Co. vs. Pan- Case No. 9322/CK Contract Arbitration 
Alberta 

11innegasco, A Division of NorAm Energy 3/97 Minnegasco vs. Pan-Alberta Case No. 9357/CK Contract Arbitration 
Corp. 
Utilicorp United Inc. 4/97 Utilicorp vs. Pan-Alberta Case No. 9373/CK Contract Arbitration 
IES Utilities 97 IES vs. Pan-Alberta Case No. 9374/CK Contract Arbitration 
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Steel Los III, LP 6/08 

CASE I APPLICANT 

Transamerica Corp., et. al. 

Steel Los II, LP & 
Associated Brook,Corp v. 
Power Authority of State of 
NY 

Cargill Gas Marketing Ltd. 
vs. Alberta Northeast Gas 
Limited 

DOCKET No. SUBJECT 

Property seizure 

Gas Contracting 
Practices 

tTl 
& 
~ ti 
~. 0 

t::o-J~ 
:;>;:I Cl> Cl> 

N !:t. Z 
~!3? '" 0 _ 

~ ~ l:5 
Nt""o 
0 ...... 1-0<1 

o ~. y. 
H)::ltTl 
N {fq ,.... 
.J:>o 



SPONSOR 

PacifiCorp & Holme, Roberts & Owen, 
LLP 

EVA Power Corporation 

Ponderosa Pine Energy Partners, Ltd. 

Cayuga Energy, NYSEG Solutions, The 
Energy Network 

Johns Manville 

CASE/ APPLICANT 

7/92 

7/05 Ponderosa Pine Energy 
Ltd. 

09/09 I Cayuga Energy, NYSEG 
Solutions, The Energy 
Network 

Case No. BK-91-

Case No. 06-60073-
6-sdg 

Breach of Contract; 
Damages 
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SPONSOR 

Boston Edison Company 7/06, 
11/06 

Consolidated Edison of New York 08/07 

Consolidated Edison Company 2/08, 
6/08 

Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power 6/08 
Corooration 

ASE/ APPLICANT 

Boston Edison v. 
De artment of Ener 
Consolidated Eclison of 
New York, Inc. and 
subsidiaries v. United States 
Consolidated Eclison 
Com an v. United States 
Vermont Yankee Nuclear 
Power Corooration 

KN Energy vs. Colorado 
GasMark, Inc. 

Noreen Energy Resources 
Limited 

DOCKET No. SUBJECT 

No. 99-447C Spent Nuclear Fuel 
No.03-2626C Liti ation 
No.06-30ST Leasing, tax clispute 

I No. 04-0033C I SNF Expert Report 

No.03-2663C I SNF Expert Report 
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SPONSOR 

Portland Natural Gas Transmission and 
Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline 

Central Hudson Gas & Electric 

Consolidated Edison 

Merrill Lynch & Company 

11/99, 
8/00 

3/02 

CASE/ APPLICANT 

NECO Entel1nises Inc. vs. 
Eastern Utilities Associates 

KN Energy v. Freeport 
MacMoRan 

Northeast Utilities 
1/05 I Merrill Lynch v. Allegheny 

Inc. 

DOCKET No. 

Civil Action 99 Civ 
2536 (BDP) 

Case No. 01 Civ. 
1893 
Civil Action 02 CV 
7689 

Impairment of Electric 
Transmission Right-of­
Way 

Electric restructuring, 
environmental impacts 

Due Diligence, Breach 
of 
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Combustion Engineering 1/92 

Potomac Electric Power Co. 7/99 

CASEI APPLICANT 

Potomac Electric Power 
Co. 

Docket No. 89-
0168P 

Bill 13-284 

~ 0 
::;" 0 
...... ('") =:!....,,,, 
(IV (tI ~ 

N ~. Z 
;'Sp cffl 0 _ 

o ~ ~ 
l~ t""' 0 
.J:;a. ...... ~ 

o ~. If 
H,i::Itrj 
N (Iq ..... 
-I:> 



Situational Assessment Rankings - 2001 
Ca rank of 1 indicates the most chall<~lb>cd for each metric) 
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Alabama Power Company 20 15 22 17 17 14 
Appalachian Power Company 25 26 18 21 16 
Arizona Public Service Company 5 13 9 2 2 8 
Carolina Power & Liltht Company 13 12 15 7 20 6 
Columbus Southern Power Company 24 25 13 10 16 
Dayton Power and Light Comnanv 12 14 8 22 26 16 
Detroit Emson Company 10 3 3 20 19 15 
Duke Ener"" Carolinas LLC 9 4 13 6 23 5 
Duke EnerllV Indiana. Inc. 23 23 23 14 8 16 
EnterllV Arkansas Inc. 19 20 19 23 7 2 
Entero:v Louisiana. U,C 
Florida Power & Lie:ht Company 1 2 2 9 5 9 
Georgia Power Company 15 6 16 10 11 12 
Indiana Michigan Power Company 26 27 26 16 3 
Kansas City Power & Liltht Company 11 10 10 11 15 10 
Kentucky U tiIities Company 16 18 20 16 14 16 
Nevada Power Companv 14 21 17 1 1 16 
Ohio Emson Company 18 17 11 21 18 1 
Ohio Power Company 27 24 25 27 16 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 6 8 7 27 13 16 
PacifiCoro 21 16 18 15 24 27 
Portland General FJectric Company 17 19 14 19 22 16 
Prol!1'CSS Ener"" Horida 2 9 4 3 4 13 
Public Set\~ce Company of New Mexico 22 22 21 8 9 11 
Public Set\~ce Companv of Oklahoma 8 5 12 24 3 16 
Southern California Edison ,.0. 7 1 1 4 25 4 
Tampa Electric Company 3 7 5 5 6 16 
Virginia Electric and Power Cornoanv 4 11 6 12 12 7 
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Florida Power & Lie:ht Company 1 1 1 3 3 1 
Gulf Power Company 4 4 4 4 2 3 
Prol!1'ess Enerl(V Horida 2 3 2 1 1 2 
Tampa Electric Company 3 2 3 2 4 3 
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Dominion Resources Inc. 3 3 4 3 3 2 
om Energy Company 4 2 2 6 6 5 
Enter"" Corooration 5 5 7 7 7 1 
Florida Power & Lie:ht Company 1 1 1 2 1 4 
Pro""ess Encr"". Inc. 2 4 3 1 5 3 
Southern Comoanv 6 6 6 4 4 6 
Xed Ener"" Inc. 7 7 5 5 2 7 
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24 18.0 22 
22 21.6 26 
25 9.4 5 
8 125 10 

19 18.9 24 
9 14.6 16 

15 11.3 9 
16 10.4 6 
18 16.6 20 
12 13.9 14 

2 4.1 1 
20 13.0 12 
5 18.1 23 

21 12.6 11 
7 14.9 17 

27 14.9 17 
6 14.0 15 

10 22.1 27 
4 10.6 8 

26 19.1 25 
11 16.8 21 
3 6.9 3 
17 16.4 19 
14 13.6 13 
1 5.5 2 

23 10.4 6 
13 8.4 4 
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Situational Assessment Rankings - 2002 
(a rank of 1 indicates the must challenged for each metric) 

Straight Electric Group 

Alabama Power Company 19 17 24 19 18 15 

~alachian Power Com~t1Y_ 18 20 22 20 16 16 
Arizona Public Service Companv 4 11 2 
Carolina Power & Li"ht Company 14 14 19 4 15 
Columbus Southern Power Company 13 18 11 11 2 16 

Dayton Power and Li"ht Company 12 15 12 25 20 16 
Detroit Edison Company 11 5 3 22 25 14 

Duke Energy Carolinas LLC 10 4 14 13 24 
Duke Energy Indiana, Inc. 25 26 27 12 5 16 

Enlergy Arkansas Inc. 22 21 21 27 14 2 
Enter!.,'\' Louisiana, LLC 
Florida Power & Lil(ht Company 2 2 5 4 10 
Geofgia Power Com~an~ 17 7 18 13 12 
Indiana Michir:an Power Compan • 24 25 25 24 11 4 
Kansas Citv Power & L1ltht Company 16 13 15 10 21 11 
Kentucky Utilities Company 15 16 20 15 16 

Nevada Power Company 7 12 16 

Ohio Edison Company 20 19 13 23 17 
Ohio Power Company 27 24 26 26 27 16 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 9 18 22 16 
PaeifiCorp 23 22 23 14 26 27 

Portland Gcncral Electric Company 21 23 16 17 12 16 

PrQF.1:ess Energy Florida 2 4 13 
Public SeMce Compan_LofNew Mexico 26 27 17 10 
Public Service Compan~ of Oklahoma 6 7 21 23 16 

Southern Califon';. Edison Co. 9 16 19 
Tampa Electric Company 6 6 16 
Virginia Electric and Power Companv 10 10 7 7 7 

Florida Group 

Florida Power & Light Compa"Y. 2 2 
Gulf Power Como any 4 4 4 4 
Pro""e05 Energy Florida 2 3 2 3 4 2 
Tamoa Electric Company 3 2 3 3 

Large Utility Group 

Dominion Resources Inc. 2 3 3 2 2 

DTE Enerr:v Company 4 2 2 7 7 
Entergy Corporation 5 G 5 6 
Florida Power & Light Company 2 1 4 
Progress Encfm7 Inc. 3 4 4 4 

Southern Compan ! 6 7 4 5 7 
Xcd Energy Inc. 7 7 3 
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23 19.5 25 

20 17.8 24 
24 9.0 

7 13.0 12 
18 13.4 13 

10 15.4 18 
15 12.8 11 
17 11.6 9 
22 17.3 23 
11 15.1 16 

2 3.8 
21 15.3 17 

16.6 20 
19 15.6 19 

14.1 14 
27 12.0 10 
6 14.8 15 

12 23.1 27 
5 11.1 7 

25 21.5 26 
9 17.1 22 

4 6.9 2 
16 17.0 21 
14 11.4 8 

7.3 
26 10.1 6 
13 8.8 4 

1.3 
3 3.3 4 
2 2.5 2 
4 2.9 3 

4 2.8 2 
4.4 4 

5 4.6 
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2 3.3 3 
7 6.1 

3 5.4 



Straight Electric Group 

Alabama Power Company 21 
Appalachian Power Company 19 
Arizona Public Service Company 15 
Carolina Power & Light Company 11 
Columbus Southern Power Company 17 
Da ·ton Power and Lilrht Company 12 

Detroit Edison Company 
Duke Enerw Carolinas LLC 10 
Duke Enerw Indiana, Inc. 23 
Enterw Arkansas Inc. 22 

Entergy Louisiana, LLC 
Florida Power & Lil!:ht Company 
Georgia Power Company 16 
Indiana Michilrall Power Company 25 

Kansas Citv Power & Light Company 14 
Kentucky Utilities Company 13 
Nevada Power Company 4 
Ohio Edison Company 20 

Ohio Power Company 27 

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 6 
PacifiCorp 24 
Porrland General Electric Company 18 
Pr=ss Ener"" Horida 2 
Public Service Company of New Mexico 26 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 
Southern California Edison Co. 
Tampa Electric Company 
Virginia Electric and Power Company 

~ 
6] 
~ 1: 
~~ Florida Group 
00 ";; 

- 01 5~ 
~ 

" ~ 
Florida Power & Light ComDanv 1 
Gulf Power Company 4 

Progress Ener"" Horida 2 
Tampa Electric Company 3 

Large Utility Group 

Dominion Resources Inc. 2 

DTE EnerlrY Company 4 
EntcrlrY Corporation 5 
Florida Power & Light Company 
Progress Enerw, Inc. 
Southern Company 6 

Xed Energv Inc. 7 

Situational Assessment Rankings - 2003 
(a rank of 1 indicates the mo~t challcnt,Tcd for each metric) 
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25 19.4 24 
22 19.8 26 
26 15.6 19 

12.6 10 
15 14.6 18 
8 14.3 15 
13 12.1 8 
14 12.4 9 
24 17.9 23 
18 14.5 16 

5 3.8 
20 14.5 16 
2 16.9 20 
12 14.1 13 
10 14.1 13 
27 10.0 6 
4 13.5 12 

17 23.4 27 

3 8.9 4 
23 19.4 24 
6 17.4 22 
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16 16.9 20 

11 13.0 11 
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Situational Assessment Rankings - 2004 
(a rank of 1 indicate~ the mo~t challenged for each metric) 

Straight Electric Group 

Alabama Power Company 20 16 23 16 12 13 
Appalachian Power Company 5 7 25 14 16 
Arizona Public Service Company 23 25 25 2 8 
Carolina Power & Light Com1"'nY 12 14 18 9 13 6 
Columbus Southern Power Company 17 21 15 13 9 16 

Davton Power and Li"ht Comoany 13 15 12 27 20 16 

Detroit Edison Comoanv 9 11 2 26 27 15 

Duke Enerln' Carolinas LLC 10 14 10 23 5 
Duke Enerln' Indiana. Inc. 24 23 24 23 16 

Enterln' Arkansas Inc. 22 22 22 19 17 2 

Enterln' Louisiana. LLC 
Florida Power & U2ht Company 2 3 4 3 10 
Georgia Power Company 15 7 19 11 12 
Indiana Michigan Power Company 26 26 26 24 16 3 
Kansas City Power & Light Company 18 18 17 18 24 11 
Kentucky Utilities Company 16 17 21 15 7 16 

Nevada Power Company 4 4 4 2 16 

Ohio Edison Comoanv 21 20 13 20 25 
Ohio Power Company 27 24 27 21 22 16 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Comoanv 8 9 9 17 21 16 

PacifiCoro 19 13 16 19 27 

Portland General Electric Company 14 19 11 12 26 16 

Progress Enerln' Florida 2 12 5 5 5 14 
Public Service Company of New Mexico 25 27 20 3 10 9 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 7 3 8 22 15 16 
Southern California Edison Co. 11 14 18 4 
Tampa Electric Company 3 6 6 4 16 

Virginia Electric and Power Co~anv 6 10 10 11 6 7 

Florida Group 

Florida Power & Ueht Company 
Gulf Power Company 4 4 4 4 4 3 
Progress Energv Florida 2 2 2 3 2 
Tampa Electric Company 2 3 2 

Large Utility Group 

Dominion Resources Inc. 2 2 4 4 2 2 

DTE Energv Company 4 3 7 
Entcr"" Comorarion 6 6 6 
Florida Power & Lieht Company 2 2 4 
Progress Energy Inc, 4 3 3 
Southern Company 6 7 7 
Xcd Encrln' Inc. 7 5 4 6 
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24 17.9 25 
23 14.1 13 
25 17.0 22 

13.0 10 
14 14.5 14 

15.0 17 
13 13.4 11 
18 11.6 
20 18.8 26 

15 15.8 19 

6 4.0 
21 14.8 15 
2 17.6 23 
12 17.8 24 

11 14.8 15 

27 9.4 4 
3 14.0 12 
17 21.9 27 

10.9 
22 16.3 20 
4 15.3 18 

7.0 2 
16 16.9 21 
10 12.1 
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26 10.0 
19 10.4 
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3 3.8 4 
2 2.3 2 
4 2.9 

6 3.4 
4 4.1 4 

5 4.6 
1.6 

2 3.1 2 
7 6.3 7 

4.9 6 



Straight Electric Group 

Alabama Power Companv 22 
Appalachian Power Company 19 
Arizona Public Service Company 16 
Carolina Power & Light Company 12 
C-olumbus Southern Power Company 14 
D'll'ton Power and Li~ht Company 9 
Detroit Edison Com~any 8 
Duke Energy Carolinas LLC 10 
Duke Ene= Indiana. Inc. 24 
Enter!!V Arkansas Inc. 17 
Enter!!V Louisiana. LLC 
Florida Power & Lia'ht Company 1 
Geor~PowerCompanv 20 
Indiana Michi= Power Company 26 

Kansas Citv Power & Li/!:ht Company 13 
Kentucky Utilities Company 15 
Nevada Power Comp~I!V 4 
Ohio Edison Compan~ 21 
Ohio Power Companv 27 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 6 
PacifiCoro 2.3 
Portland General Electric Companv 18 
Prol(ress Ener!!V Aorida 2 
Public Service Company of New Mexico 25 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 7 
Southern Crulfomia Edison Co. 11 
Tampa Electric Company 3 
Vil:Rinia Electric and Power Company 

Florida Group 

Florida Power & Lieht Company 
Gulf Power Company 4 
Prol(ress EnerJ1:V Aorid. 2 
Tampa FJcctric Companv 3 

Large Utility Group 

Dominion Resources Inc. 2 
DTE Enerl!:Y Company 4 
EnterJ1:V Corporation 5 
Florida Power & Li~t Company 
Pr<>gress Ener!!V. Inc. 3 
Southern Comoanv 6 
Xcel Energy Inc. 7 

Situational Assessment Rankings - 2005 
(a rank of 1 indicates the most chanenged for each metric) 
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2.3 17.8 24 
25 19.1 26 
26 15.9 17 
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20 16.3 19 
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Straight Electric Group 

Alabama Power Company 21 
Appalachian Power Comoanv 25 
Arizona Public Sen'ice Company 7 
Carolina Power & Lieht Comoany 15 
Columbus Southern Power Company 18 
Davton Power and Lieht Company 14 
Detroit Edison Company 12 
Duke Ener£y Carolinas LLC 11 
Duke Ener£y Indiana, Inc. 20 
Entergy Arkansas Inc. 22 
Enter£Y Louisia~a, LLC 13 
Florida Power & Light Comoanv 
Geor";a Power Comoanv 19 
Indiana Michigan Power Company 28 
Kansas Citv Power & Li£ht Company 16 
Kentucky Utilities Comoanv 17 
Nevada Power Company 4 
Ohio Edison Company 

Ohio Power Companv 27 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 6 
PacifiCorp 24 
Portland General Electric Company_ 23 

Pr=ss EnergyFlorida 2 
Public Sen,;ce Company of New Mexico 26 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 9 
Southern California Edison Co. 10 
Tampa Electric Company 3 
Vircinia Electric and Power Company 
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Florida Power & Li.,.ht Comoanv 1 
Gulf Power Campan . 4 
Proeress Energy Aorida 2 
Tampa Electric Compan' 3 

Large Utility Group 

Dominion Resources Inc. 2 
DTE Energy Company 4 
Entergy Corporation 6 
Florida Power & Li.,.ht Companv 
Pw.eress Encr£y, Inc. 
Southern Companv 
Xcd Energy Inc. 7 

Situational Assessment Rankings - 2006 
(a rank of 1 indicates the most challenged for each metric) 
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22 19.1 25 
27 18.6 23 
25 11.3 7 
4 15.1 16 
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15.4 19 

13 13.1 13 
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12 15.4 19 
19 12.7 11 
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Situational Assessment Rankings - 2007 
(a rank of 1 i"dicates cl,c most challenged for each metric) 
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Alabama Power Company 20 17 25 14 14 13 
Appalachian Power Company 25 24 26 21 5 17 
Arizona Public Service Company 4 9 8 2 4 9 
Carolina Power & Light Company 15 20 18 6 21 7 
Columbus Southern Power Company 24 23 21 20 2 17 
Davton Power and Light Companv 12 18 11 27 24 17 
Detroit Edison Company 14 7 3 24 7 16 
Duke Ene~ Carolinas LLC 9 3 12 5 18 6 
Duke Enerl!V Indiana, Inc. 21 21 24 17 12 17 
Entetl!V Arkansas Inc. 22 22 22 22 13 3 
Entemv Louisiana LLC 16 4 23 18 5 
Florida Power & Lieht Company 1 1 2 7 22 12 
Geor0aPowerCompanv 18 11 20 9 6 14 
Indiana Michigan Power Companv 27 28 27 25 16 4 
Kansas City Power & Light Company 17 19 17 23 10 11 
Kentucky Utilitie. Company 13 16 19 16 8 17 
Nevada Power Company 5 2 6 3 .3 17 
Ohio Edison Company 7 5 4 28 23 1 
Ohio Power Company 28 27 28 26 26 17 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 8 12 9 13 20 17 
PacifiCoro 23 15 16 4 11 17 
Portland General Electric Companv 19 25 14 10 27 17 
Pro""es. Enerl!V Florida 2 14 5 19 25 15 
Public Service Comoany of New Mexico 26 26 15 1 1 10 
Public Service Companv of Oklahoma 11 10 13 15 17 17 
Southern California Edison Co. 10 6 1 12 15 2 
Tampa Electric Company 3 8 7 8 19 17 
Vir0nla Electric and Power Company 6 13 10 11 9 8 

Florida Group 

Florida Power & Lieht Company 2 2 
Gulf Power Company 4 4 4 3 3 
Pro""e •• Energy Florida 2 3 2 4 4 2 
Tampa Electric Company 3 2 .3 3 3 
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Dominion Resources Inc. 2 3 5 4 2 1 
DTE Energy Companv 4 2 2 7 1 6 
Entergy Cot'ROration 5 6 7 6 7 2 
Florida Power & Lil'(ht Cnmpany 1 1 1 1 5 4 
Progre.s Energy, Inc. 3 5 3 5 6 3 
Southern Companv 6 4 6 3 3 7 
Xccl Enen.> .. Inc. 7 7 4 2 4 5 
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Situational Assessment Rankings - 2008 
(a rank of 1 indicates the most chaHcnged for each metric) 

Straight Electric Group 

Alabama Power Company 22 18 25 12 21 13 

Appalachian Power Compan ' 25 25 26 13 4 17 
Arizona Public Sen'ice Company 4 9 3 9 
Carolina Power & Light Company 14 19 18 26 7 
Columbus Southern Power Company 24 22 20 23 17 
Dayton Power and Light Comoanv 8 15 11 26 17 
Detroit Edison Company 15 15 3 14 
Duke Enemy Carolinas LLC 9 13 2 19 6 
Duke Energv Indiana. Inc. 20 21 24 21 18 17 
Bntergv Arkansas Inc. 21 23 22 18 11 
Entergv Louisiana, LLC 17 3 23 10 
Florida Power & Light Company 2 22 16 11 
Georgia Power Company 18 10 19 11 10 15 
Indiana Michigan Power Company 27 28 27 24 20 4 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 19 17 17 17 9 12 
Kentucky Utilities Company 16 20 21 16 13 17 
Nevada Power Company 2 5 5 17 
Ohio Edison Company 7 6 4 27 22 
Ohio Power Company 28 27 28 28 24 17 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Comoanv 10 14 14 8 17 
PacifiCorP 23 13 16 7 17 
Portland General Electric Company 13 24 10 4 27 17 
Progress Energv Florida 3 16 6 20 25 16 
Public Service Company of New .Mexico 26 26 9 2 10 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 12 11 15 14 15 17 
Southern California Edison Co. 11 4 19 12 2 
Tampa Electric Company 2 7 25 17 17 
Virginia Electric and Power Company 6 12 12 14 8 

Florida Group 

Florida Power & Light Company 3 2 
Gulf Power Company 4 4 4 2 3 
Progress Energv Florida 3 3 2 4 2 
Tampa Electric Company 2 2 3 4 3 3 

Large Utility Group 

Dominion Resources Inc. 2 3 5 2 3 2 
DTE Energy Companv 4 2 2 6 

Entergv CO!P9ration 6 7 7 7 
Florida Power & Light Companv 7 4 4 
Pr~ess Enen!\' Inc. 3 6 3 3 3 
Southern Comoany 4 6 5 7 
Xccl Ene",,, Inc. 7 5 4 4 2 
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Straight Electric Group 

Alabama Power Comoanv 23 
Aopalachiao Power Company 19 

Arizona Public Service CommlnV 4 
Carolina Power & Light Compan ' 15 
Columbus Southern Power Company 20 

Da 1:on Power and Li"ht Company 13 
Dctroit Edison Company 18 

Duke Enerl<Y Carolinas LLC 8 
Duke Enerl<Y Indiana. Inc. 21 
Entergy Arkansas Inc. 26 

Entergy Louisiana. LLC 17 

Florida Power & Li"ht Cornuanv 
Georgia Power Company 16 

Indiana Michigan Power Company 27 

Kansas Cirv Power & Li"ht Company 22 
Kentucky Utilities Company 11 

Nevada Power Company 
Ohio Edison Company 
Ohio Power Company 28 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 9 
PacifiCorp 24 

Portland General Electric Comoanv 10 

Pro",ess Ener"" Horida 2 
Public Service Company of New Mexico 25 

Public Sen~ce Company of Oklahoma 12 
Southern California Edison Co. 14 
Tampa Electric Company 
Virginia Electric and Power Company 6 

Florida Group 

Florida Power & Li"ht Comoanv 
Gulf Power Comoaov 4 
Pro",ess Energy Horida 2 
Tampa Electric Company 

Large Utility Group 

Dominion Resources Inc. 3 
DTE Enerl<Y Company 4 
Enter~1 Corporation 
Florida Power & Lil!ht Company 
Progress Enermr Inc. 2 
Southern Compan\' 
Xed Ener.,. Inc. 

Situational Assessment Rankings - 2009 
(a rank of 1 indicates the most <;hallenged for each metric) 
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Straight Electric Group 

Alabama Power Company 18 
Appalachian Power Company 24 

Arizona Public Service Comyany_ 4 
Carolina Power & Li"ht Company 12 
Columbus Southern Power Company 20 
Dayton Power and Li"ht Company 11 
Detroit Edison Company 16 

Duke Encr"" Carolinas LLC 7 
Duke Ener"" Indiana, Inc. 23 
Enter"" Arkansas Inc. 22 
Enter"" Louisiana, LLC 19 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Georgia Power Company 14 

Indiana Michigan Power Comp-,flY_ 27 
Kansas City Power & Limt Company 25 
Kentucky Utilities Company 13 
Nevada Power Company 
Ohio Edison Company 

Ohio Power Company 28 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 

PacifiCorp 26 

Portland Genenl Electric l.ompany 17 

Progress Ener"" Florida 2 

Public Sen'icc Company of New Mc~-ico 21 

Public Sen'ice Company of Oklahoma 10 

Southern California Edison Co. 15 

Tamp" Electric Compa~ 
Vircinia Electric and Power Company 

Florida Group 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Gulf Power Company 4 
Progress Energy Horida 2 
Tam~a Electric Company 

Large Utility Group 

Dominion Resources Inc. 
DTE Ener"" Company 4 
Entcrgy Corporation 
Florida Power & Lil!:ht Company 
Progress Energy Inc. 2 
Southern Company 5 
Xccl Energy Inc. 7 

Situational Assessment Rankings - 2010 
(a rank of 1 indica.tes the most challenged for each metric) 
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Productive Efficiency Rankings - 2001 
(a rank of 1 ind.icates the highest performer for each metric) 
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Productive Efficiency Rankings - 2002 
(a rank of 1 indicates the hil!:hest performer for each metric) 

Straight Electric Group 
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Columbus Southern Power Comoanv 8 24 16 18 25 6 
Dayton Power and Lioht Comoanv 9 2 3 10 27 14 
Detroit Edison Company 20 25 25 25 21 19 23 26 
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Pro_ss Energy_Florida 6 15 5 27 9 13 
Public Service Comoanv of New Mexico 26 23 10 ?? 13 25 24 
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Tampa Electric Company 25 7 8 15 23 18 12 16 
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Productive Efficiency Rankings - 2003 
(a rank of lindlcatcs the highest performer for each metric) 
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Alabama Pmver Company 1~ 16 22 12 20 10 1~ 18 
Appalachian Power Company 3 4 23 5 11 9 16 j 

Arizona Public Service Comoanv 23 10 13 16 19 13 12 28 
Carolina Power & Li"ht Comoanv 10 21 3 18 14 16 15 26 
Columbus Southern Power Company 8 23 19 1 17 24 5 2 
Davton Power and Light Company 9 2 2 22 26 22 9 
Detroit Edison Company 21 24 26 27 24 25 2~ 25 
Duke Ener!!" Carolinas LLC 15 12 2+ 20 8 12 11 24 
Duke EnerlZV Indiana. Inc. 7 9 4 25 13 17 3 20 
Entcrg;' Arkansas Inc. 20 7 19 18 15 17 8 1+ 
Entergv Louisiana LLC 1 
Florida Power & Light Company 5 8 6 1 8 6 10 6 
Georgia Power ComDanv 11 19 18 6 24 14 23 16 
Indiana Michigan Power Company 27 1 16 23 2 3 6 21 
Kansas City Power & I.il!:ht Company 16 IS 24 24 3 4 27 
KenNck 7 "Ctilitics Compan 7 ~ 17 9 10 3 5 1 7 
Nevada Power CompatlY 18 11 1 13 18 27 18 8 
Ohio Edison Comoany 26 ?6 15 13 6 23 2 4 
Ohio Power Comoany 22 15 14 3 12 ?? 7 11 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Compan T 2 5 5 17 7 6 19 12 
PacifiCorp 11 22 21 15 15 20 20 15 
Portland General Electnc Compan 7 13 27 9 7 ?? 21 26 12 
Pro""es, EnerlZV Florida 6 12 11 9 22 6 13 10 
Public Service Company of New Mexico 25 25 8 26 8 1 9 21 
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Tampa Electric Company 24 5 7 8 20 11 17 16 
Vircinia Electric and Power Compan r 19 3 27 10 1 15 25 21 
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Dominion Resou rces Inc" 4 1 7 2 1 5 7 5 
DTE EnerlZV Compan ' 6 6 6 7 6 7 6 6 
EnterJ2:Y Corporation 7 5 2 5 3 5 1 1 
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Productive Efficiency Rankings - 2004 
(a. rank of 1 indicates the hi ,-hcst performer for each mctl'ic) 

Straight Electric Group 

Alabama Power Company 10 12 18 14 21 9 22 18 
.A~alachian Power Company 25 + 7 15 
Arizona Public Service Company 24 15 17 21 6 14 ?8 

Carolina Power & Lie:ht Campan ' III 17 13 21 10 14 12 25 

Columbus Southern Power Company 17 23 ?? 2 18 25 2 
Da\-ton Power and Light Company 20 16 2 21 12 27 18 7 
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Nevada Power Campan t 22 11 14 11 21 16 9 
Ohio Edison Comoanv 25 26 10 2 2 
Ohio Powc'[ Company 23 15 19 16 24 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Compan , 7 9 19 17 20 12 
PacifiCorp 7 21 27 13 19 11 2+ 15 
Portland General Electric Company 16 27 16 24 23 26 14 
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Productive Efficieucy Raukiugs - 2005 
(a rank of 1 indicates the hi thest performer for each metric) 
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Productive Efficiency Rankings - 2006 
(a rank of 1 indicates the hi hcst performer for each metric) 
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Productive Efficiency Rankings - 2007 
(a rank of 1 indicates the highest !,erfonncr for each metric) 
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Productive Efficiency Rankings - 2008 
(a rank of 1 indicates the hi hest pctformc..'t for each metric) 
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Productive Efficiency Rankings - 2009 
(a tank of 1 indicates the hi hest performer for each metric) 

= 1;l .. 
~ " ·E ~ ~ <= :a ol! ~ 

~ ~ ol! 1;l <= = .a 0 ~ ~ .s <= 0 " 
.,., 

.~ " OJ .. fil :l 
e~ .s <= I fil ,.!; " IS Straight Electric Group =-ol! '" 0 .; .: II .., 

fil 
-gO " a .: .. e .., t.:I u ~ is 
11;< .. ·s ~ ~ 

~ 

" = en j 
~ ~ rS " '" 5-" u :5 ~ 

Alabama Power Company 13 1-+ 25 16 23 17 21 18 
Annalachian Power Comnan. 18 2 28 7 4 5 9 4 
Arizona Public Scmce Comnanv 27 16 14 14 26 14 14 26 
Carolina Power & l.U?ht Company 19 12 10 18 5 13 10 25 
Columbus Southern Power Company 24 25 19 3 15 26 2 2 
Dayton Power and r.;"ht Compan3 14 27 2 8 20 27 17 9 
Detroit Edison Comoanv 17 27 24 22 27 27 27 19 
Duke Enerl!V Carolinas LLC 11 3 5 21 3 6 22 27 
Duke EnetI!V Indiana. Inc. 9 8 22 25 12 20 4 21 
Ente= Arkansas Inc. 15 11 18 22 19 23 8 5 
Entemv Louisiana. LLC ?? 1-+ 4 12 10 12 7 5 
Florida Power & Light Comuanv 2 4 2 1 13 9 16 5 
Geor~PowerComPanv 6 17 11 12 18 16 26 14 
Indiana Michi201l PowO[ Comnanv 28 1 23 24 2 1 6 23 
Kansas City Power & Li£ht Company 12 18 14 27 9 2 28 
Kentucky Utilities Comoanv 4 5 11 11 15 8 18 14 
Nevada Power Comnan ' 9 6 1 17 17 24 11 8 
Ohio Edison Company 23 20 9 3 6 21 1 1 
Ohio Power Company 26 12 19 8 13 25 3 12 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 7 10 16 5 10 4 23 10 
PacifiCcnp 3 23 25 2 24 9 24 11 
Portland Genend Electric Comnanv 5 26 17 15 20 17 19 16 
Pro2reSS EnetI!V Florida 16 7 13· 10 20 17 12 13 
Public Service Company of Now Me."ico 25 23 5 27 6 6 25 17 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 1 19 27 6 8 3 5 3 
Southern California Edison Co. 8 21 21 25 28 11 13 20 
Tampa Electric Comnanv 20 9 5 19 25 15 15 21 
Vir.,mia Electric and Power Company 21 22 5 19 1 22 20 24 

" .. 
" = '" ::rl 

~ ~ ~ :a .... .: ol! OJ 

" " ~ ~ u 
0 '" " <= .a 0 <= ~ " = " r:tl :l ·0 

£~ '" = ~ fil .!! " Florida Gro;'p .il! '" 0 IS 
.~ 

.: fil II .., 
fil "ilO " t.:I a .: ., 

~ 'E u ~ is 

j ~ ~ ~ en .Q 
c: ~ .. 

E-
j 

'" " 2: u = ;:J ~ 

Florida Power & Lie:ht Companv 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 1 
Pro,g:ress Enefl!V Florida 2 4 3 2 2 4 2 3 
Gulf Power Company -t 2 3 3 4 2 1 2 
Tampa Electric Comnanv 3 3 2 3 2 3 3 4 

c: fl: .. 
ofi ~ ::rl ~ 

,: ;g 
t' ol! ol! " " = .a 0 5 I E = 0 ~ .~ <l 

2~ 

:1 
c: ~ r:tl :E " " Large U tiIity Group =-ol! .~ 0 IS 

fil II fil 

~o 
.: ., .., t.:I e " ~ !; .. :i ~ j 

OJ 

<= = til .Q 
0 .. 

~ " 5- ...l Z ~ <= 
;:J ~ 

Dominion Resources Inc. 5 5 4 5 1 6 4 7 
DTE Enerl!V Company 6 7 6 7 7 7 7 5 
Enterl!:Y Corporation 6 4 2 5 2 5 1 2 
Floriw. Power & Light Comnanv 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 
Pro2reSS Enerl!V Inc. 3 2 5 4 2 4 2 5 
Southern Company 4 3 6 3 5 3 5 4 
Xccl EnetI!V Inc. Z 6 3 2 5 2 6 3 

~ 
ol! fl: 0 " "il I'Q 

" 'il 
~ ~ 
'" ., 

2: ., 

1 ~ 
E-< 

?? 24 
6 9 

23 26 
18 22 
9 4 

20 15 
25 6 
16 21 
17 23 
21 20 
7 13 
1 3 

12 17 
28 18 
23 28 
3 13 
2 16 
3 1 

26 27 
7 5 
13 25 
11 7 
10 11 
27 18 
5 2 
18 12 
13 8 
15 9 

~ 
ol! " 0 rl 
"il I'Q 

" t 
11;< ~ ~ 
2: :: e "5 t.:I 
0 

E-< 

1 1 
2 3 
4 2 
2 4 

~ fl: 0 .. 
-g I'Q 

~ 11;< 

-< ~ .. Z ., 
~ "5 

0 
E-< 

2 4 
7 3 
2 5 
1 1 
5 5 
6 7 
2 2 

Docket No. 120015-EI 
Productive Efficiency Rankings 

Exhibit JJR-4, Page 9 of 10 

~ 'E' 
§ 

"- ,.\01 ~,g ~ <= ;.c " CIS a. 
p; ~ == == ~ OJ = ~ '" '" .. 
:l5 e ".<: 

~:f <= " '" -< o " .: -£ :a .l'l 

~ :::. 
19.3 27 

15 9.7 5 
5 18.6 26 
2 1-+.0 12 
13 12.9 10 

15.9 19 
?0.1 28 

9 13.1 11 
16.1 21 

14 16.0 20 
11 10.6 7 

5.6 1 
10 14.5 13 

15.4 18 
17 17.8 24 
6 9.8 6 
16 11.5 8 

8.8 3 
17.1 22 

4 9.2 4 
7 15.1 17 
8 14.6 14 

12.9 9 

17.9 25 
1 73 2 
12 17.2 23 

15.0 16 
3 14.6 14 

~ -.::-.. " u § ...... ,.\01 1..g 
~i " .. 

~e-=: 
" ~~ '" 0 on 

;c3 ~ " .-
~ " ~..: 

-< o " .: -£ :a .l'l 
~ :::. 

1.3 1 
2.7 2 
2.7 2 
2.9 4 

a -.::-
§ 

"- ,.\01 ,.\01<2 

~i 
<= = w .. 

~~ =: 

1 'iii ~ '" '" ;c:; ll:i> 
~ 

~.<: 

0.,s .: 
:a ." ~ :::. 

2 4.1 5 
6.2 7 

3 H 3 
1.3 1 

5 3.8 -t 
4 4.5 6 
1 3.1 ? 



Productive Efficiency Rankings - 2010 
(a raflk of 1 indicates the hi hest ncrformcr for each metric) 

" 
bI) .. 
~ .. ::s ~ 1;l := .: <!/l " t-" <!/l 1;l .: 

~ 
.: 

" 0 " S .: 

"" 0 .: ~ III i " e~ .: " 'u 0 .. ~ III :E Straight Electric Group "'<!/l 

:1 
0 0 IS .: III \:i III 

]0 " " IS 
.: .. .. ,Q " ~ ~ ·S ~ ~ 
.. co 
'E ,Q 

.!1l ..: " " u ~ ..:I co Q u £ z ~ 
Q 

Alabama Power Company 21 17 26 17 18 16 18 16 
Appalachian Power Company 28 ~ 20 6 3 9 9 8 

Arizona Public Service Comnanv 25 11 14 15 25 ~ 17 26 

Carolina Power & Lil>ht Comnanv 19 11 10 17 7 12 10 23 
Columbus Southern Power Comnanv 24 24 21 ~ 26 27 3 2 

Dal'ton Power and Lie:ht Companv 16 27 4 12 21 28 13 10 
Detroit Edison Companv 13 28 26 21 24 25 27 20 

Duke Enerev Carolinas LLC 7 3 9 23 6 10 20 27 
Duke En.rev Indiana Inc. 18 13 5 26 13 24 2 25 
Entere:v Arkansas Inc. 11 9 12 20 13 15 8 7 

Entere:v Louisiana LLC 15 15 3 12 4 8 5 6 

Florida Power & Lu.ht Comnanv 4 8 7 2 12 6 21 5 
Geomia Power Comnanv 17 19 18 8 19 22 26 12 
Indiana Michil>an Power Comnanv 26 2 24 22 5 1 7 24 

Kansas City Power & Li"ht Companv 13 20 15 28 9 2 28 
Kentuckv Utilitie, Companv 3 10 11 11 13 20 11 13 

Nevada Power Company 8 5 1 9 16 23 12 3 

Ohio Edison Comnanv 22 1 2 1 2 7 1 1 
Ohio Power Comnanv 23 16 ?? 6 22 25 4 18 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 8 18 17 9 9 4 19 14 
Pac;fiCorp 6 24 25 2 26 14 25 8 
Portland General Electric Comnanv 1 26 16 14 16 17 23 11 
Pro","" Ene"", Florida 5 7 18 19 20 19 14 14 
Public Service Comnanv of New Mexico 27 22 8 27 7 11 22 18 

Public Se"';ce Comnanv of Oklahoma 2 21 28 5 11 3 6 3 

Southern California Edison Co. 10 22 ?? 23 28 13 15 20 

Tamp. Electric Comoallv 12 6 6 16 23 21 16 16 
Viminia Electric and Power Comoanv 19 14 12 25 1 18 24 ?? 

1;l 
bI) 

<I ::il ~ co 
~ ~ <I .: <!/l .. i;' 

" I;i I " 0 " ~ <I 

"" 0 5 ~ '0 " III 
g~ co .: ~ III ..!! 

Florida Group "'~ 'Ii! 0 0 IS .. . : III \:i ,Q III ]0 " .: .. . ~ ,Q " e il ~ 
.. 

":' '5 <!/l co co 
.: 1;; = til ..0 .. .:!l ..: 0 " .. f! Q " " ~ ...l 

Z ~ u <= 
;:l Q 

Florida Power & LiHht Comnanv 1 2 1 1 1 1 4 1 
Pro",es, HnC<2V Florida 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 3 
Gulf Power Companv -I ~ 3 2 3 2 1 2 
Tampa Electric Company 3 1 1 3 4 4 3 4 

.: 1;l 
bI) 

~ " .. ~ ~ .: :a ... .: 
ol:I .. 

" <!/l " ! 
<= " .a 0 .. .. 
~ 5 0 5 ~ " '!l e~ co " i III ..!! Large Utility Group "'~ 'iI .~ 0 IS 

\:i ..0 III 'ilD "i t.:l e .~ .. .. 
i j u ..!! 

<!/l co ~ " 
Q 

.: ;: til ..0 ..: " f! " u .. ..:I 0 
~ 

Q u .. ... z " ;:l Q 

Dominion Resources Inc. 5 4 3 7 1 4 -I 7 
DTE Ener.,. Company 2 7 6 5 7 7 7 5 
Entere:v Corporation 3 3 1 5 2 2 1 2 
Florida Power & LiHht Comoanv 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 1 
Pro",ess Ene",,' I ne. 3 1 5 -I -I 3 2 5 

Southern Comnanv 5 5 6 3 5 6 5 3 
Xccl Ener2\' Inc. 5 6 4 2 5 5 6 4 

~ 
<!/l 
0 
] 
'/; .. 
Z 

~ 
~ 

23 
8 

21 
20 
9 
21 
23 
16 
18 
17 
6 
2 

13 
28 
25 
4 
3 
1 

26 
10 
14 
10 
10 
27 
5 

19 
6 

14 

~ 
<!/l 
0 
'il 

" '/; 
co 
Z 
] .. 
~ 

1 
2 
4 
2 

~ 
<!/l 
0 
'il 

" ":' 

~ 
] 
co 
~ 

2 
7 
2 
1 
-I 
6 
4 

Docket No. 12001S-EI 
Productive Efficiency Rankings 

Exhibit JJR -4, Page 10 of 10 

;: "" 8 " 
" § 
; ...... 

~ ..!ld..s ... 
~ C..c: ;l 

C b 
1: .. Co ;;: ~ ~ ~ 

~ ~ ~ ~ o 0 

~t5 !! S:g, 
ill <I " .. ..<: e 0 -< o '" t.:l .: -5 

~ 
~ 

c.. 
?? 19.4 27 
7 19 11.0 6 

27 12 17.9 23 
23 15.2 15 
2 H.2 13 
14 16.6 19 
6 21.3 28 

21 16 14.4 1~ 

25 3 15.6 17 
14 6 12.0 9 
10 I 7.7 3 
4 4 6.8 2 
17 18 17.2 ?? 

19 20 16.2 18 
28 21 18.9 26 
13 17 11.5 8 
19 5 9.5 5 
1 3.9 1 
2~ 18.6 25 
5 9 11.1 7 

26 15 16.8 20 
7 14 14.1 12 
10 10 13.3 11 
16 2 17.0 21 
2 8 8.5 4 
18 13 18.5 24 

7 11 12.7 10 
12 7 15.3 16 

;: "" " " u § 1;l ...... 

! .>1<8 " !1 ~ <I .. 

~~ i .. ;; ~ < 9 e bI) 

., .. " Ii t~ e .: ;...<: .. -< o " 
" 

.: -S :a ~ 

~ c.. 
1 1 1.4 1 
3 2 2.5 2 
2 4 2.8 3 
-I 3 2.9 ~ 

1;; "" " " u § 
?J ...... .>I .>1<8 = ~l " !! " i ~ 

" ::; ~ < o .. bI) ;c:s .. ti~ ., \:i ., 
<I .. ..0 e co -< 0,s 

" 
.: 
:a .'" ~ C 

-I 3 4.0 4 
3 5.6 7 
4 1 2.4 2 
1 2 1.5 1 
6 3.7 3 
7 ~ 5.0 6 
2 4.3 5 



Docket No. 12001S-EI 
Operational Metrics 

Exhibit JJR-S, Page I of 10 

Operational Metrics 
Swnmary 

Florida Power & Light Company 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

f70ssil - Equivalent Availability Factor 91.70 92.22 92.56 92.63 93.36 92.07 
Fossil - Equivalenr Forced Outage Rate 2.55 3.02 2.27 2.29 1.61 0.98 
Nuclear - Capacity Factor 90.89 88.84 83.41 91.10 84.97 93.39 88.37 89.53 

Nuclear - Equivalent 1\ vailability Factor 8935 87.47 82.35 89.60 83.62 91.17 86.54 87.75 
Nuclear - Forced Loss Rate 2.84 3.07 3.04 1.96 2.14 2.70 
Nuclear - Industrial Safety Accident Rate 0.13 0.06 0.06 003 0.09 0.19 
Distribution ReliabiJity - SMDI 74.00 73.00 67.00 78.00 77.00 
Distribution Reliability - S,\lrI 1.29 1.21 1.07 1.11 0.92 
Distriburiun Reliabiliry - CAIO! 5800 6000 6300 70.00 84.00 

Industry Averages 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Fossil - Equivalent Availabiliry Factor 87.53 88.49 87.55 88.49 86.78 84.99 
f70ssil - Equivalenr porced Ourage Rate 7.63 7.12 6.87 6.64 7.74 8.79 
Nuclear - Capacity Factor 87.09 88.30 8770 88.50 90.82 89.97 8910 89.71 
Nuclear - Equivalenr Availability Factor 86.15 87.53 87.06 88.70 9033 89.40 88.21 88.53 
Nuclear - Forced Loss Rate 278 2.56 2.46 2.24 2.36 2.40 
Nuclear - Industrial Safety Accident Rate 0.23 0.22 0.19 0.15 012 0.11 
Distribution Reliability - SJ\IDI 116.33 93.33 91 .33 100.00 107.67 
Disrribution Reliability - SAIFI 1.09 111 1.08 1.15 129 
Distrtbution Rcliability - CAIO! 102.67 83.33 8267 85.67 85.00 
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Fossil - Equivalent Forced Outage Rate 
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Nuclear - Capacity Factor 
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2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Flolida Power & Light Company 90.89 88.84 83.41 9110 84.97 93.39 88.37 89.53 
Industry Averao-e 87.09 88.30 87.70 8850 90.82 89.97 89.10 89.71 

Source: Company pro\'idcd data 
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2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Florida Power & Light Company 89.35 87.47 82.35 89.60 83.62 91.17 86.54 87.75 
Industry A\'e~ 86.15 87.53 87.06 88.70 90.33 89.40 88.21 88.53 

Source: Company prO\'ided data 
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Source: Florida Public Se""ice Commission, 2010 SC""ice Reliability Reports 
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Source: Flmida Public Scn-ice Commi >sion, 2010 Sen· icc Reliability ReportS 
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Situ3tioDal Assessment 
Melric Units Calculation Sourc~ 

i\:rcC'Jn Sale:- (.\f\'Ch) RC'!'iu<':olial ~rccllt ("' 1'1) To",1 Rc,;dcnml \I\\'h Sold / To",1 \1\\'1, Sold Si\J. 11l(cfttctiH" F[RC !:onn 1 
P('rccn t .sillc~ (.\ [\\"h) Other p<>rccllr C· 0) (rural Public Srrce( and I hghway Lighting + Tota l Sa\(':;: 

to Pub lic _ \ udwnli('~ + Total Sale::: 10 Rail road!' + T()1~ 1 

rnl cr~artrnclllal Sales + Total ~ak" for R~lc Ul Af\\ h 

S0.:L Inrc~ ct:i\'t:·, J'l~RC I OnTl I 

U !'t': >er CU$lomcr !\ \,\Xfh/ cus lumc.:r Total Sales of Ek-c mClt)' / T otlll Cu~tomers SI'L in rc rn con, Ft::RC Form 1 
Chlmge in Cu~tOmcr:> (%) pt'rcent (':'/0) (Tota) Cusrornen; for Current \'~ r - TOlal Cus tomers for 

Pre\·iou5 Year) / Total Customers for P r('\'iou~ Year 

S0.' L Inlc('3crin', FF.RC Form 1 

Cha nge in Sales (>-year C.'G R) C:lCR("o) Total \f\Yh Sold to Ulrimarc COll!'UJDcrs for Current Year 

/ Total ,\1\X'1, Sold to Ultimate Consumers for 5 Year::: 

S1'\ L lmcracrin', FERC Form 1 

Percent Gent' ration Nuclea r crcent (% ) Tau! Nudear M\Vh Produced / Net Generation SN L JntcracOn. FERC Fonn 1 
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Accum. Dcp./Gross Plant $OOOs aecum dcp/S 

Iwo" phn r 

Accurnul;Hcd Depreciation fot Tara l Ek-c l:T'ic Plant / T o tal 
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S~ L I ntCOCtT\'c, FERC Form 1 

Productive Efficiency 
Metric Group Metric Units Calculation Sourc(: 

Non·fuel Producrion 
O&~! 

Non-f-ucl Production 0&1\\ 
et C U!' lomcr 

$/custu mcr Total Power Production O&i\f Expt:m.cs less Fud, 
Purchased PO\\;er. and Other E..xDcmcs / Totll CUHomcrs 

SNL Interacove, fERe Form 1 

Non-Fucl Production O&.~...f 
i\[\'(lh Produced 

S/~I\H T ota l Power Production O&~l E~pcn~es I ~s F ud, 

Purc hascd PO\l,o'er, ilnd Other E:\pen~c$ / Tor.al1-.f\Vb 

S~L Tn teractin, FERC (:urm ( 

Non-Fuel NUcJC'af 

Production O&i\l ~f\Vh 
S/~I\n Total Po wer Production O&),{ Expcmcs (ess Fuel , 

Purcllas1.,.>d POWcf, -and Other E,;~n::es I Total J\{\\-·11 
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Non-Fuel Stt'"l m Production 

O&M OII\Vh Produced 
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Tnn mlission O&\ { Transmission O&),,( per 
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Di:-tnburion O&~ f pC'r 

MWh 
$/~I\\'h TOlal Distribution 0&,,\1 Expenses 1 Tota l U \'Ch Sold to 

Utirrute Cusrorner!l 

S~IL Jnreracri\"e, FERC Form 1 

A&G Expense :\&G E:-< peme per 

CU$tomc-r 

S/cusromC'r T o ul.A&G Expemcs. 1 Total Lilnm;' le Custo mer; S~L Inte~c ri\'e, FERC r onn 1 

,~&G E,pen,c pe< M\\ll S/~I\\'h T otal .\&G ExpC'nse!' / Total 1\f\-X'h Sold 10 Ultimate SNL Intene""., FERC Form I 
CUs.fUm er Ex pcmc CU!ltomcf E:tpemc pcr 

CUS-tomer 

S/cus.tomer (To~l C ustomer Accounts E:-<p('nse~ + Total Customer 

Scnice and l nfonnaoonal E."pen$C$ + Toral Salc!I 

Expenses) I fo tal Urunate CUHome-rs 

SNL Interacti\"C') FF:RC Form 1 

C ustomer E:-< p cnse per 
~I\\'h 

$/~1\X'h (foul CU!:'lOmcr :\ ccount ~ E.xpeme~ + T otal Cm.tomer 

Sen·ice and Inronnarional Expenses ~ T ural Saks 

Expenses) / T013.1 .l\1\\11 Sold to Ulrimatc CustomC'rs 

SA" L lnrcracnvC', f"ERC FOffil 1 

Uncollectibles F.xpense UncollC'ctibles Expens.e' per 

CU!ltomcr 

S/customer Uncollectible :\ccounl " E:>.penscs / T ota l L'ltimate 

Customers 

SN L Inte rncti\,e, FFRC Fonn I 

Uncollccriblcs Expen :;e p<'r 

l\l\\h 
$/k\\'h Uncollectible .\ccounrs E xpenses / To~;\1 \I\X ·h Sold lO 

L1h.im;ue Cu"lOmers 

SN L IntC'r.lcn\'t:, FERC Form 1 

O ars Sil les OUlstanding DilP; S al~ OutStlnding m}'s scales 

o ut!'lan ding 

365 / (fotal Sa les of Electriciry 1 ,\\'{'rageofCustOm er 

Accounts Receivable for Current Year all(..1 P rc\'}ou$ Year) 

SNL IntC'r-Acri\'e , FERC Fonn 1 

J~bor Efficien C}' Employees pC'r 1l1ou~and 

Cusromers 
emplorC'c~1 

Ihou~and a'~lomer 

'1'0131 Emplo)'<c, / (Total [uHomeTS / 1000)) SN I. Inr=eci\'c, FERC Fonn I ,SEC 10-" 
Filiugs 

$ab\rics., \V~gc~, Pensions, 

and Ilenefil." pcr Cusromn 

SOOO,, 1empio)'ce (roul Elccolc Sal:uics and Wages + TOl",1 Pcn.<qom and 

Ilenefit~) 1 T ota! Cus lomers 
SNl. lnre ract::ive') FERC Fonn 1 

SillilriC'$, \Vilge!l, Pens-ions., 

and BcnefiLS per Emplo)'('c 
$OOOs/('m rlo~·ee (To~1 Electric Sala ries and \"'( Iages + Total PCIl :, iuns and 

Ben~fifS) / T mal Employees 

S:--"'L i1l1 cr-Acti,'e , FERC [-'orm 1, SEC 10-I-.:. 

FilUlgs. 

TOlal N on-Fuel O&'\f Total N un-FuC"l 000\1 per 

Cusromer 

$/cu~ tolner Total 0&:\[ Expcn~s less Fud, Purcha:-cd Power, al1(..1 

Other / T otal Ultima!e C ustomers 

S;-"; L IntC'TaetlvC', FER C Fonn 1 

T o[;t l 0.'on- fucl O&l\[ per 

M\n Sold 
$/~I\\ 'h Total O&.\ t cxpcns-cs less Fuel , Purcha~d Power, and 

Other / TOlal M\'('h Sold 10 Ultimate CUHomcn 

SNL 'ntC'rdeti\"e. FE.RC Form 1 

G rMs .'\ sse! Base Gross A~set Ba:-e p{'r 

Cu~tolfler 

$000:-;/cu$tomcr T otal Electric Urihry Plant 1 Toral CU ~lOmcr.: S]'\,lL l nlcracu\,c , fERC Form 1 

Gro!'!' ,\ss.c r Base Dcr k\\ h SOOOs/ kl\'h T otal £Iccmc Util,,,' Pia or / To",1 ~ !Wh Sold .sN L In lt.'racti\"t~, FERC Form 1 

,\ddJtiom to Planrper 

IncrC'm C'nta l CU5tOmer 

,Idditions 10 ~tp<'r 
Increm C' n l:l.l (:u5(Oma 

SQfJQ,/ YoY 
c!l;m 'l~ m 

G rO$s ,\ ddmons to L'tiliry Plilnr (les.~ nuclear fuel) 1 Tot,.,1 

~ew CU!ltomC'f"S (chan .c in 2 'car rolling an'ragc number 

SN I. 11ltC't'ilcr1\'c. FERC Fonn 1 
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Percent Sales (MWh) Residential 

60.lKJ'·, .,------ ---------------------------------- ­

~	Ronda Power & 
u sht Co:n.p:my 

,.... ._.. 
<0.00:', ...- . - .- ..... - - .::........ ......~.....,-_'-'.'-. -A- . - ... ­"'-'.	 -=-.- . --=-. =--"""'_ "------'~.--'=~.._~~-'I~F--.-----­

- _ 	 St r:ught Electric 
Group MC:lu 
(ex cluding R'L) 

....-- ~~ ~ 30.00% .. ·X······ · ~·· ···· ·~ · · .:." ............... " .~. ::~. :: ....~ . 

0. ...... ~. :.: .- . - - - .. - - ­... .. ... 	 • FloridaGroup 

l\ le:lJl (tsc1uding 

20.00% +-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- FPL) 

10.00'/. +------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ­
•• J( •• I~ UtiJll)e1 

G roup~ lc:lUl 
(e,ciuding FPL) 

O.()(r,', +-----~----~---_----__---_----_---_----__---~ 
2001 2002 2003 2005 	 2008 2010 

Percent Sales (MWh) Residential 
Annual Values 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Florida Power & Light Company 51.06% 51.61% 51./5% 50.69% 51.29% 50./5°/0 50.67% 50.42% 51.19% 52. 44% 
Strrught Electric Group Mean (c,e1uding FPL) 23.18'}";, 26.79% 26.27u/o 27 . 40~/D 27.81% 28.26% 28.67% 28.97% 30.42% 31.43% 
Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 40.26%, 41.05% 40.61% 39.95% 40.78% 40.79% 40.13% 4O. 25~/o 43 .37% 43.75(% 

La"l!" Utilities Group Mean (excluding FPL) 26.52% 27.17% 28. 28~/o 28.290/0 28.91% 28. 15% 28.46% 28.0<)% 29.20% 30.85% 
Rankings 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Straight Elecenc Group: 

n o rida Power & Light Co mpany Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28 

Flo rida 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 Utilit), Group: 
Florida Power & Light Compan)' R""k 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source: SNL Int.rac';,"e , FERC Fo rm 1 
Residential -'It:c tric Salc ~ Vol; Toral Ekctriciry Sales Vol 
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Percent Sales (MWh) Other 

....-.-. R(lnd:l PC1\\"('( & 
Lighl Comp.m)' 

- .. Sr r:aighr EJcctric 
25.00'/0 G~ .:\tc-:LO 

(c..-xcluding FPL) 

~ Florida Group !-. Ic:'ln 
15.00'%, {c.:tcludill£ FPL) 

~I
,,, - .... 

' .. ­
<M. 

... ... ....... - - • ... ... ... 
(' ..... ".

'.~....... ~ ..... .. ~ .... ... 

~. _ ..a.­

- -- ~--- . 
~ )<: - -.......~ ....... .. .....~ 

~ ..--: 
.i.' - • • • 

..... 
• • • • ., 

~. -.II: . ­ ... 
"­ ..... -­ . -4 

10.00"/0 

5.00% 
• •1(_. Ltr:gt= Utilities Group 

~{(::m (excluding 
FPL) 

o.OO'~ 

2001 2002 2003 2003 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Percent Sales (MWh) Other 
Annulll Villues 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Florida POWl'( & Light Company 3.S2{YII 3.65% 4.30·Y. 4.87% 3.99% 4.12(1/0 3.66(0/0 3.03~/o 3.()1(~/O 3. 18% 
Straight r:.kcrric Group \lean (excluding l-"PL) 36.56% 28.64% 30.33% 27.51% 27.50~.{. 24.89·~~, 24.4(}% 23.80(% 22,39~;;, 21.20% 
Rorida Group :- !can (excluding FPL) 19.13% 19.00% 20. 14% 21. 19% 19. 78~FO 20.38"1" 21.49% 20. 1 Oo/u 16.41~/u 18.28%, 

Large Utilities Group Il!can (e,dueling [,PU 23.28% 25.57% 22.70% 23.43% 22.84% 22.67% 22.0~% 22.50'~/t1 22.01 ~/o 20.69% 
RuUdnlfs 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Straight Electric G rc)Up: 

R orid. Power & Light Company Ran k 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Tot>! JUnked 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28 

R o rid. Group: 
Hurida Power & L;ght Comp"" )' 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 Po\\'cr & Light Compm}' Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
T oral Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source::: SNL Intcractl\'c , FERC Form 1 

Tcl Pub Sr. Other,RJ rd Sale, Vol; Intt:rdepan Electric Sales Vol; Ekctric Sale, For Re,ale Vol; Tornl Electricity Sales Vol 
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Use per Customer 

oQOO ,------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ ­

~	Rorid~ Power & 
Light COOlp:m)' 

<0.00 +-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Iit- -- ..--- .. __ 

•• )4. 1 - - - . - - ___ -- . - .... ­
<0.00 k' " 

"r- ··· · "X··· ·····x···· · · ·~·· ·· ··· ~ ·· ·····~· · · ··· · ~ . .... ... - • '. ~- ..~... 	 .. .. ,.~ 

35.00 +------------------------------------------------------------------------------------­
-"-	 - •. _ . . * ­

- ~ &night Electric 
r- . ..... '" Gro.lp!\te:m 
l_ .· - ·· 	 ·· .... ··-.. ·_·4_ 

30.00 +-----------------------------=-='--'------;;=----::=--.......... (c.xcludl ... A'L) 

""-.. ­

W.OO +------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ • Florid:!. Group ]'lIcan 
(excluding FPL) 

15.00 +-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------­

10.00 t-------------------------------------------------------------------------------­
,. . "6 • I~"'C Utilities Group 

~fe:to (excluding 
5.00+------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ ­ FPL) 

OOO ~---~---_r---__----~---~---_r---__----~---~ 
:!OOI 2002 2003 	 W07 :!OOs 2009 2010 

Y~ r 

Use per Customer 
Annual Values 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
R o rida Power & Light Company 23.68 24.52 25.111 24.52 24.52 24.39 24.20 23.41 23.43 23.77 

Straight Electric Group Mean (c,e1uding FPL) 42.99 43.17 43.20 41.74 41.95 40.76 41.36 40.12 36.88 38.17 
Florida Group />.·!ean (e, e1uding FPL) 31.69 32.80 3330 33.35 32.51 32.39 32.42 30.97 28.74 30.45 
Lar~e Utilities Group Mean (exciudinQ FPL) 38.78 41.00 38.11 38.11 3833 38.62 3859 38.04 36.30 37.40 

RU2l.:in.e;s 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Straigh t Electric Group: 
Rorida Power & Light Compan)' Rank 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 
Total Ranked 23 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28 

Florida Group: 
Florida Power & Light 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 Ctil ity Group: 
Flo rida Power & Light Co mpan)' Ran k 1 I 2 2 2 I 1 1 1 1 

Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source: SNL Intc.:rac ti\·c. FERC f o rm 1 
Totru Eh:ctricity Sates Vol; "f O la] E!t:ctric Customers 



Docket No. 120015-EI 
Benchmarking Workpapers 
Exhibit JJR-6, Page 6 of 34 

Benchmarking Workpapers 
Situational Assessment 

Change in Customers ('10 ) 

3.~~ ~--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

~~----------------~~~-----3~-----------r--~------------------------------------

\ 

2.~' +---------------------------------------------~~----__~._--------------------------

....~... 
.- ...... .;- .X. 

1.5~~ +-~Lr~~~~----_=~~·~...------~·•._--------_r~--·~·~------~---------------------------. .-.. 

I~/. +----------------------------------------------------------\u,."..,,-----------------

.. 

+-----------------------------------------------------------------'r-----~oc_------=".....III 

........- [lorida P()'I.I."er & 

ugh[ COl1lpmy 

23~ ~ 

- .... 	Straiglu El<:<.'t_rlc 
Gra..ep i\ lean 
(",eluding R'L) 

C 
~ 
~ 
c.. 

• Florid;!Grrup /\Iem 
("'clu&SFPL) 

o.SO% 
•• l( • • b eg: Utili, iefi Group 

Mean (excluding 
FPL) 

o.~/. +-------~--------.,_------~--------~------~--------~------~--------~------~ 

2001 2002 2003 2005 2006 z007 2008 2009 2010 

Change in Customers ('10) 
Annual Valu~s 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Flo rida Power & Light Company 2.26% 2.15% 242"/0 2.61 % 2.30% 2.03% 1.97% 0.29% Q,24°/u 0.47% 
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 1.78% 1.48'!-'o 1.45% 1.58% 1.67% 2.04% l.G3,"! /U 0.720,/0 0.40';', O. 52~/o 

Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 2.6 10/0 2.17% 234% 2.37% 2. 11 ~/o 2.64~/o 1.89% 0.31% 0.29% 0.57% 
La!!,;.e Utilincs Gmup McanfexciudingFPLL 1.60% 1.39% 1.32% 1.81% 1.16% 1.65'1. 1 .23~/o 0.96% 0.68% 061% 

RUlkinj!s 
2001 2002 2003 200t 2005 2006 2007 200S 2009 2010 

Straight Electric Group: 
Flo riJa Pmn:r & Light Compmy R;).nk 9 5 5 4 5 10 7 2.2 17 18 
Total R.-mk"d 27 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 2.8 

Rorida Group: 
Ronda Power & Light Company Rank 3 2 2 1 2 4 2 3 3 3 
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Utili,,. Group: 
Rorida Power & Light Company Rank 2 2 1 2 1 3 1 7 5 5 
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source: SNL Inreracri\'c, J-+.R.C Form 1 

Totrtl Electric Cu~tomcr!' ror C:urn:ny Ycar and Prc\<jous Ycar 
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Change in Sales Vol (S-Yr CAGR) 

l ,SO'I. 

. .... a 
..... ·x ..... 

'le"" 

... 
/ 

I . .... 
... 

/ 
If 

.. .. . .I .- .·x ...... 

\ 

1 2002 2003 200-1 2005 '!007 201lS 

_ Florid:\ PQ\yC'r & 
3'<)(),"/. 

Lghr Compm}' 

2.~', 

2.00'i, 
_ _ Str:ligh( Beculc 

Group Mc.m 
(t".Xdudmg FPL) 

1.S{"~" ,.,
'" ~ 
t 
"- 1.00"/0 

• Roow. Group Mean 
(exdudins fVL) 

050'% 

0.00'% 
0 

•• ~ •• U flF U61irics Group 

-0.50'% ~ rOlfl (I.:xcluding 
R'L) 

-1.0<1% 
Yeo, 

Change in Sales Vol (S-Yr CAGR) 
Annual Valu", 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Florida Power & Light Company 2.47% 2.330/0 3.301% 2.4 1%) 2.55% 1.65% 1.16~/o 0.76% 0.09% 0.17% 
Srr:ught Fkctric Group ~lcan (excluding FPL) 1.53% 1.30"10 0.86% 0.55% 1.48% 1.23% 1.95(Yo 1.39% -0.36'~'. 0.30% 
I·lorida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 2.57% 2.34% 2.70% 1.91 % 2.11 % 1.2S~/o 1.07% 0.56% -0.48% -0.06% 
Large L'ci lities Group Mean (excluding FPL) 1.50"'/", 1.23~/o 0.6 1% 0.12% 1.06% 0.66% 1.48% 1.00% -0.34% 0.34% 

R:V1.kiDJ!S 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Srraight Electric Group : 

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 5 4 2 3 4 9 22 16 7 15 
Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 28 

~lorid a Group: 

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 3 2 I I I 1 2 2 I 2 
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Utilit), Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank I I I I 2 I 5 4 2 G 

Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source: SN L InterncD"c, FERC Form I 


5 Year Ct\GR Total Retail Electric Volume, Totnl (M\\"h) 
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.. . 'X" .... . ·X· ..•... 'X' ... ' .. 'X", . .><: •.••• . ')<;'"
'. ••••• • ••• "X 

~.~~ t--------------~~~-------~-------~~ __~-------

- - ..- - - .. - - ..­
---- . ~ 

- _ Stmight [:lec.:! rlc 
Grcup :"-fean 
(excl uding FPL) 

Percent Nuclear Generation 

35-<);)% ,------------------------------------------ ­

~ Rorida P W 1b' & 
LghtComp:lflr' 

30.00% ............_£---------:-:------------;::;---------- ------;-;,-----­

20.00% t------------------------------------------ ­

13.00% +------------------------------------------ ­

• 	F1ond~'Group ~k:l1l 
(~ c1uding FPL) 

10.00% +------------------------------------------- ­

" '-" ' -"'- " '- . .. - -- . . -- '- . _ ....... .
5.00% +-----------=~--------=.....:::*'...!--=-----------'!!~----=c::--'--''__o''"'':_r---- •• 1( • • 	 LuSt-' Urilitlcs Group 
:',,!c;J.1l (cxcludu-tg 
FPL) 

O.~h+----_.----~------_.--------~------_.--------~------_.--------__------~ 
2001 2002 2003 200-1 2C(}5 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Percent Nuclear Generation 
Annuu Values 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Florida Power & Light Company 29. 78% 29.86% 26.61 % 25.51 % 22.88% 24.43%, 21.40% 25.29')1. 23.71 % 22.90% 

Straight Electric Group Mean (cxcluding FPL) 21.74% 22.11'Yo 22.53°/0 21.75% 21.19% 22.33%) 22. 95% 22.89% 22.53% 21.90~/o 

Florida Group :"fcan (cx.cluding f-PL) 6.11 % 6.48% 5.6 7% 6.10% 5.22% 5.920/(1 5_54~/o 5.70% 4.61% 0.00% 

Lar ~c U til ities Group ,,[can (excludin , FPL) 27.26% 28.51% 28.91% 29.20% 28.57% 29,50% 26.60'Yo 29.11~/o 29.36% 27.14% 
R:wk1nj(s 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Slraight Ekctnc Group: 

!londa PO\\'cr & L;ght Companr Rank 10 10 10 10 10 12 11 11 11 
Total Ranked 27 27 26 27 27 28 28 28 28 28 

florida Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 

Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large l'ciliry Group: 
I'londa Po\\""r & L;ght Company Rank 4 4 4 4 4 
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 

Source: SNL Intcractivc, FERC Form 1 
Nuclear Generation; Ncr Generation 
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Energy Losses / Total Energy Disposition 

8.00". 

..........-- r:1orid:l. POWN & 
7.()(I\'. Light Cornp:\f\y 

..... .... ~ 

............ 


i6.00'% 

/ 
".. -­- ~- -... Stf:L1.g)n El~"1.·!ric 

G rDI.1' !\lc:lIl 
« :~cludjns FPL)

--
' 
;, - - ...- _. . .... -. - • - - --- - - • - - ........ - .. .o" X
~.:. ...... . ~ .......~ .. ..... ....-.. _. .... - .. ..... .. ~. ...~ .... 


i"" "'~ . .. ... ~.•..... ?( •• ' 
.. ..o .o.o.o .... ~ ... 

_ • Florid:JGroop;"!c:tn 
3.00'(. (,-,eluding ['I'Ll 

2.()()'!IO 

.... ~ .... urSC l,,'ntiric:s Croup
1.00% r-.fc:;m (e;l:duding 

FPL) 

0.00'/. 
2001 2002 2003 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 


Year 


Energy Losses / Total Energy Disposition 
Annual VRJu~s 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

l~orida Power & Light Company 6.97% 6.70% 6.77% 6.58% 6.89% 6.95% 6,5i~'o 6.50% 6.58~/o 6.28% 
Straigh t E lectric Group Mean (excluding rPL) 4.63% 4.85% 4.75% 4.70% 4.86')'0 4.84% 4.84% 4.67% 5.20Cl! 1,l 5.0 1% 
Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 4.22% 4.93% 4.74% 4.87% 4.55% 4.65% 4.60% 4.47% 5.00% 6.07% 
Lar~e Ctilities GrouD Mean~xcludinJ! FPL) 5.43~/o 4.55% 4.49% 4.63~/o 4.200/0 4.38% 4.22% 4.11% 4.581~/O 4.77% 

R~nkinj(s 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Straight Electric Grour: 

Flo rida Power & Light Company Rank 3 4 3 3 2 1 2. 2 3 7 
Total Ranked 27 2.7 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28 

Ilorida Group: 
r·lorida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2. 
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

r.arge Ll tilit)' Group: 

~lorida Power & Light Cemp.ny Rank 2. 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source: SNL lnreracnyc, FERC Form 1 

Energy l..os$c~ ; T otal Di!'po::;:;tion of Energy 
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Accum. D ep. / Gross Plant 

600.00 

500.00 

~ 

~ 
"""" ­

----- r:luricb PO\\:C"r & 
Li,£,ht Comp:'U"\)' 

-lOO.OO 

• ­.
.­"-~4:"'-, -.0 - ­.. .~. ·.t. 
 -.. -.. .!!.
- 1.1 ••• ~: • • , •• • ~ 
... ...... ...... 

-,... -. ----... 

~ 


. 

1" 


. ~. ~ 

&- ,
......... , 


-~ ~~I 


- -. SlC"oUght E1 eclric 

GrOCLpJ\lc'Jn 

(excluding FPL) 


___ • Rorid;t Group Mean 
(e.~:dud;ng FPL) 

200.00 

100.00 
•	 • K a • urge Utilities; Grcro.lp 

Mean (l':r;cluding 
FI'L) 

0.00 
2001 	 2002 2003 2()().j 2003 2007 2008 2009 2010 


Year 


Accum. Dep. / Gross Plant 
AnnU21 V.lues 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Flo rid. Power & Light Company 565.56 553.88 474.95 473.38 459.67 448.13 435.85 416.91 40188 390.27 

Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 433 .73 437.40 423. 38 42298 415.32 404.56 396.89 382.42 341.21 339.13 

Florida G roup Mean (excluding FPL) 436.46 427.85 420.41 406.67 403.65 397.19 375.89 352.20 333.41 332.70 

Large Util ities Gro\JjJ Mcanlc,c1uding FPL) 373.10 444.06 418.09 418.29 416.46 415.20 412.41 401.68 3%.00 389.1 1 
R=1.:inl!s 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Straight Ekernc G ro up: 

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 2 2 5 6 8 7 7 6 7 8 
Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28 

Florida Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 I I 
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Utilit), Group: 
f'lorida Power & Light Compan)' Rank I 1 1 1 2 2 3 3 4 4 

Tora! Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source: SNL Intcracrl\T, r-ERC Fonn 1 

!\ccum D cp rec-To ra! Elec Plant (S(100); Tora! Col Plant-Electric (SOOO) 
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Non-Fuel Production O&M per Customer 
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-	 .... S~T;JIghr Electnc ............. 
 Group t. le.:Jl 
(excluding I::'tJ L)
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..... - ' "r"'0 " 

: 150.00 +-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------~~ ~" ... ~ ..... 
_ • Flu rida Group ,!\ !t;lfl 

(t'xcluding f"PL)
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50.00 +------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ­
•• to: •• u f9." Urilitits Group 

i\lean (excluding 
!'l'L) 

0.00 	+-----.----.----_----.----_----.----_----.----~ 


2001 2002 2003 1005 1006 1007 1008 2009 1010 


Non-Fuel Production O&M per Customer 
Annual Valu~s 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Ronda Power & Light Company 9705 109.50 114.49 114.72 123.58 124.67 129.73 135.54 131.13 148.66 

Straight Electric Group :Yfcan (excluding FPf.) 216.54 215.60 216.51 221.25 238.50 237.28 261.31 26809 271.57 284.75 

[lorida Group Mean (exeluding FPL) 171.77 189.72 175.50 167.37 177.10 175.21 18284 194.75 214.51 213.57 
Larl!~ Utilities Group Mean (excluding FPL) 20457 206.04 206.75 21? 27 225.37 234.30 255.39 251.87 264.38 278.95 

Rankinf[s 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 ?010 

Straight S lectric Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 4 7 9 6 6 6 4 4 4 4 
Total Ranked 27 27 26 27 27 28 28 28 28 28 

Florida Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

T o tal Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Ublity Group: 
Florida Power & Light Comrany Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source: SNL Inrcractin:, FERC Forn1 1 
Total Power Productlon 0&1\1 Expenses less fud, Purchased POWcf, and Other Expcnsc~; Total Electric Cu:-;romcrs 
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Non-Fuel Production O&M per MWh Produced 

14QO 

.. 
 ~ FlQrid1 PO\n: r & 

Light ComP:L.,Y 

1200 
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X····· · ··, . ' 
- __ Slr.tisht B eane , 

, 
.. ' .' 
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~ .. .....~. G roup M CID 


. "k' •••• • •• (excluding FP L) 


&00 
 .- - -•• .. , .... ... - - ..- - - X·' ,/ ......X···· ····X······· · .........
, -=-* ..... . 
~.. ... '.. '-- . ........ . .~ 

6.00 

4 FlOlld:t Group I\fC:lJ1 
(o:d llding FPL) 

~ - -' 
~ 

4.00 

200 •• jr;_. L~ Uriliut $Group 
\ Ic;an (excludIng 
FPL) 

0.00 

2001 2002 1003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 10ID 


Y~r 

Non-Fuel Production O&M per MWh Produced 
Annual Values 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Florida Power & Light Company 4./2 5.20 5.33 5.37 5.71 5.11 5.97 6A3 6.11 6.74 

Straight Electric Group Mean (exclud ing FPL) 7.70 7.59 8.08 8.00 8.60 10.16 10.67 11.07 12.14 11.53 

R orida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 6.34 6.75 6.04 5.53 6.12 5.94 6.25 6.96 8.10 7.34 
Large CtiJi tics Group 0. fcan (excluding r PL) 6.54 6.55 6.94 7.11 7.58 8.16 8.65 8.73 9.58 9.76 

Rvtl:inp;s 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Straight Electric Group: 
ROfiua Power & Light Company Rank (, 8 7 6 5 7 3 7 2 5 
Total Ranked 27 27 26 27 27 28 28 28 28 28 

Florida Group: 
Flo riua Po\\'cr & Light Company Rank 1 1 2 2 2 3 2 1 1 1 
T otal Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Util ity Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source: SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1 
Total Po\\'er Production O&!\f LxpcnsL:s less Fuel, Purchased Power, and Orher Expenses; Total Net Generation 



------ ------ ------

........ .. .... ·x-···.~ ~~.. 
10.00 t-:,.."""­---------------------­

Docket No. 12001 5-EI 
Benchmarking Workpapers 

ExhibitJJR-6, Page 13 of 34 

Benchmarking Workpapers 
Productive Efficiency 

Non-Fuel Nuclear Production O&M per M\Vh Produced 

Light Company 
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(""eluding R'L) 

5.00 +-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------­

•• l< •• Lu-gt= Utilities Group 
.\fc.:an (excluding 
[l'Ll 

ooo ~------~------~------~------__ __ __ __------~------~ 

2001 2002 2003 2001 2005 2006 2007 2009 20 10 

Yea r 

N o n-Fuel Nuclear Production O&M per MWh Produced 
Annu:u Vsfu""s 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

I'lorid, Power & Light Company 9.47 10.92 13.09 13.85 16.15 15.32 

Straight Eleclric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 14.27 13.60 14.24 1374 14.65 18.19 

i-lorida Group Mean (excluding FI'L) 14.82 11.18 12.68 11 .05 15.06 12.72 
br 'e L'nlitic, G roup Me,n !excludinj( FPL) 11.84 1107 11.54 1130 i2.23 13.46 

17.4 1 

19.04 

14.53 
15.01 

16.88 
19.72 

14.29 
13.71 

17.27 

2 1.57 
21.43 
15.48 

19. 11 
20.51 

17.73 
RIlni<inRs 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Straight Electric Group: 

florid. Po\\'e r & Light Company Rank 3 6 10 12 13 12 

Total Ranked 16 16 16 16 16 17 

Flo rida Group: 
Florida Po\\'er & Light Company Rank 1 1 2 2 2 2 
Toral Ranked 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Large Utility Group: 
Florid. Power & Light Compan)' Ran k I 4 5 (, G 5 
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 
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16 
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7 

12 

16 

2 
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16 
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9 
15 
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4 
7 

Source: SNL lnteracti"e, I';FRC Form 1 
N on-Fuel ~uc1car O&td less Fud L::xpcns(:s; Nuclear C(.:n<.: ration 
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Non-Fuel Steam Production O&M per MWh Produced 
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FP L) 
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2001 ~OO2 :2003 2003 2007 2009 2010 

Non-Fuel Steam Production O&M per MWh Produced 
Annual Valu~s 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Rorida Power & Light Company 2.95 3.60 3.52 3.72 4.46 5.36 
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding I'I'L) 4.85 4.94 5.00 5.51 6.15 6.22 
Florida Group Mean (e,c1uding FPL) 5.33 6.35 5.73 5.64 6.48 6.23 
Larue L: ri litics Group j\ fem (excluding; FPL) 4.42 4.73 5.01 5.30 5.75 5.90 

5.94 
6.89 
6.82 
6.10 

6.73 
7.21 
7.65 
655 

0.21 

8.00 
10.58 
7.71 

8.02 
7.88 
9.29 
7.39 

RUJ.idn}!:s 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Stra,jght Electric Group: 

['lorida Power & Light Compan)' Rank 4 6 5 5 5 11 
Total R.anked 26 26 26 26 26 27 

Ro nda Group: 
norida Power & Light Company Rank 1 2 I 1 1 2 
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Uolit)' Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 2 1 1 1 3 
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 
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Source: SNL Interactivc, FERC Form 1 

Non- r ucl Steam O&M less Fw..:1 Expcn::;e~; Stcam Generation (t\f\,\"h) 
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Transmission O&M per Customer 
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10.00 -- ~ le ~Ul (exch.Jdillg 
FPL) 

0.00 

2001 2002 2003 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 


Transmission O&M per Customer 
Annual Values 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Rorida Power & Light Company 11 .05 1236 13.13 13.11 13.14 14.82 13.53 14.79 12.90 16.99 
Straight Electric Group ~ Ican (excluding FPL) 35.34 34.06 33.87 37.71 44.38 46.43 53.59 61.80 53.82 60.22 

R o rid. Gmup Mean (excluding FPL) 20.12 18.44 18.68 17.03 18.35 20.90 20.96 20.89 21.81 23.11 
Larce utilities GrouD Mean (excluding- FP L) 37.4 1 3984 36. 48 38.17 43.80 49.00 57. 16 59.28 68.99 70.57 

RJUIkin}!s 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Straight Electric Group: 

l10 rida Po\\-cr & Light Company Rank 3 6 5 3 4 3 2 3 3 3 
Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28 

Aorida Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 
To tal Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Utility Group: 
Rorida Power & Light Company Rank 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 I 
To,,"] Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source: SNL IntcraCb\'<::, FERC Fo rm 1 

Transmis s-O&M Exp; Total Electric Customers 

http:UW"(A,,,p.U1
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Transmission O&M per kWh 
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!\-fc:Jtl (e...-;c1uding 
FPL) 
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2001 2002 2003 200-l 2003 2007 2008 2010 

Transmission O&M per kWh 
Annual V.lues 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Florida Power & Light Company 4D6.4JJ 504.18 523.18 534.60 535.95 607.62 558.89 631.83 550.67 714.95 
Straight LIl'ctric Group .\.fc~n (excluding l'l)L) 803.66 877.30 866.44 1,029.48 1,229.03 1,331.24 1,536.11 1,799.63 1,646.95 1,763.06 

Rorida Group Mean (excluding ..1'1.) (142.23 572.27 558.06 507.85 565.07 657.38 656.06 684.00 764.80 75918 
Large Utilities Group Mean (excluding FI'L) 1.01523 1,065.12 1.053.97 1.10348 1,311.83 1,458.62 1,710.00 1,799.70 2,192.41 2,230.96 

RUlkinJ!s 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Straight Electric Group: 
Rorid::l. Po\\-cr & Light Company Rank 8 7 6 5 5 8 5 4 3 6 
Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28 

Florid:l Group: 
norida Power & Light Company Rank 2 2 2 2 2 3 1 2 1 2 
Tutal Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Utility Group: 
J'lorida Power & Light Company Rank 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 1 

Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source: SNL Interactiyc, FERC Fom1 1 
Transrniss-O&f..1 E).:p; Tmal Ekctriciry Sales Vol 

http:1,000.00
http:1,500.00
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Transmission O&M per Mile of Transmission Line 
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Yeo, 


Transmission O&M per Mile ofTransmission Line 
Annual Values 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Florida Power & Light Co mpany 6.89 7.85 8.48 8.64 8.78 9.8 7 
Straight Elec tric G ro up ;"1can (c:xcluding FPL) 8.86 8.9 5 8.81 9.8 7 10.79 11.79 

n " ricia G roup ~ I e?n (excluding FPL) 6. 50 6.02 6.05 5.6 1 6.06 7.36 
Lar ~ l 't.i Ji tic:s Group l\fcan (exdudin I f PL) 8.09 7.94 8.84 
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R~nJ:in£s 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Straight Electric Group: 

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 14 19 18 19 18 19 
Total Ranked 25 25 25 25 25 26 

Flo rida Group: 
r-Io rida Power & Light Company Rank 3 4 4 4 4 4 
To tal Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Lar.;" Util ity Gro up: 
Rorida Power & Lighr Comp'Ml y Rank 1 1 1 4 4 4 
T o tal Ranked 1 I 1 6 6 6 
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Source: SNL Intert\c ti n::, FERC Form 1 

Transmi,, ·O&M r::x p (SU( l(J); Length o f T rl11smiss ion Line, ( ~ I il c,) 
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Distribution O&M per Customer 
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....... L1.rg''': Utilities Group 
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10.00 A'I.) 

000 
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y"", 

Distribution O&M per Customer 
.An.ouaJ Values 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Florida Power & Light Company GO.59 59.77 57.69 58.31 50.89 65.86 61 .94 GO.35 54.42 58 .64 

Straight Eltctnc G roup ~lcan (excluding FPL) 67.59 68.68 74.44 76.97 81.90 79.49 89.94 87.23 92. 73 93 .59 

Ronda G roup Mean (excluding FPL) 60.38 66.59 68.60 6339 77.28 77.29 83.54 81.92 79.47 81.93 
Large Utilities G roup iV(c?.fl (cxcludin r FPL) 72.85 68.56 85.63 73.78 79.13 81.48 89.20 92.23 85.51 94.68 

Rall.king s 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Straight Ekc tric G roup: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 12 10 5 9 4 7 6 5 3 4 

Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28 
Rorida G roup: 

Flo rida Power & Light Com pany Rank 3 2 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 
T o tal Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Utility G roup: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 3 3 2 2 1 3 1 1 1 1 

Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source: SNL Jntcracti \·c, Fl .J{( Form I 


Dis tr~O&r. f [7:xr ; L' lt Consumcr Elec tric CUs{(lnlc r$ 
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2001 2002 2003 .:!oos 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 


Ycar 


Distribution O&M per MWh 
Anau;u Vslues 

2001 2002 2003 20M 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
f-lo rida Power & Light Compan )" 2.64 2.52 2.39 2.49 2.15 280 2.64 2.64 2.38 2.54 
Straight Ekctric Group 1\'lcan (excluding FPL) 2.30 234 2. 56 2.67 2.76 2.68 2.97 2.94 3.27 3.19 
Florida G roup Mean (e,c1uding FPL) 2.24 2.39 248 2.32 2.86 2.89 3.1 6 3.15 3.13 3.16 
l arj(c ll olioes Group Mean (excludin)( (-I'LL 2.42 2.28 2.92 2.60 2.73 2.77 3.01 3. 14 3.07 3.30 

RaMinjl;s 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Straight Electric Group: 
Florida Power & light Company Rank 21 16 10 12 8 17 13 J3 4 11 
Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28 

Rorida Group: 
Florida Power & Light Comp""y Rank 3 3 2. 3 2 2 2. 2 1 2 
To tal Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Utility Group: 
Florioa Power & Light Compan)' Rank G 5 4 5 3 5 4 4 2 3 
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source: SN L Internco,·c. FERC Form 1 

Di>lT-0&1,1 Exp; To t Salcs: L"lt Cnsmr-~ Iwhrs Sold (M\X ·h) 
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A&G Expense per Customer 
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VtM 

A&G Expense per Customer 
Annual Valu~s 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
R o nda Power & Light Company 67. 17 78.49 76. 11 63.08 107.91 99.64 75.75 46.19 74.51 72.56 

Straight Uectric Group ,lean (excluding f'P L) 137.Q1 169.97 162.56 164.78 166.33 172.87 171 .96 165.72 170.57 191.19 
Rorida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 95.56 124.25 134.48 145.53 18267 166.24 183.04 169.35 16421 181.54 
Large L' rilicies Group Mean (excluding FPL) 150.53 16450 168.99 167.B4 IBO.18 182.23 190.26 180.91 179.85 20663 

RVlkin;:s 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Straigh t Electric Group: 
fl orida Pown & Ligh ( Comp:lnY Rank 2 1 I I 4 3 2 2. 1 2. 

T otal Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28 
rlorida Group: 

Rorida Powt:: r & Light Company Ran.k 2. 1 1 1 I I 1 I 1 1 
Tot:li Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Utility Group; 
F10 rida Power & Light Compa.ny Rank 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 I I I 

T otal ~'nked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source: SNL Intcrilc tivc. PE RC Fo rm 1 
A&G·O&M Exp; CIt Co nsumer E.lectric Custo mers 
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A&G E xpense per MWh 
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L. ·X ·· 
.. . ;: /11. - _ Sm.ight Eketric 

5.00 +-~--------------~~~~---------------------------------------------------------- Group ~ Ie-.ltl 
(ad udins fPL) 

~ 
~ ~

,---_...... _ .. Aorid!tGm Jp l\fC'lfl 
------------F-----------.: «(.":);cludingFPI 1 

2.00 +-------------------------------------------------------------~~----------------­

.. .. 1('" l...:trse Ltriliric~ Group
1.00t--------------------------------------------------------------------------- ­ ,I\ 1can (c:-,cluding 

A'L) 

0 .00 +--------~------__------~--------__------~------__------~--------__----___ 
2001 2003 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

A&G Expense per MWh 
Annusl Vslu~s 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Fl orida Power & Light Company 2.93 3.30 3.15 269 4.56 4.24 3.23 2 02 3.2(, 3. 14 
S,raight Electri c Group Mean (excluding FPL) 4.71 5. 79 5.76 5.84 5.79 5.86 5.76 5.68 6.20 668 
Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 3.42 4.43 4.86 5.31 6.75 6.12 6.90 6.47 6.38 6.95 
Large Utilities G ro up Mean (excluding FP L) 5.'6 5.44 5.97 6.09 6. 24 6.15 6.35 6. 11 6.34 6.94 

Ranhnf[s 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Straight Electric Group: 
R onda Power & Light Co mpany Rank 4 2 3 1 9 7 3 2 2 3 
Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28 

110rida Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 2 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 I 

Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Utility Group: 
no rida Power & Light Company Rank 1 I 1 1 2 I I 1 1 1 
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source: SNL Interac ti,·c, FERC Form 1 

A&G-O&M Exp; To t Sales: l'It C"'mr-~ lwh" Sold (1\[\\1,) 
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Customer E"'Pense per Customer 
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• Rorida GKJUp MC:lfl 
(excluding rPL) 
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20.00 +-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------­
•• 1( •• L'fb't: Utllicics Group 

Mean (excluding 
Il'L) 

O.OO +-------~------~------____------__------~------~--------__------__------~ 
2001 2002 2003 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Yeu 

Customer Expense per Customer 
Annual Values 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
R o nda Power & Light Company 45.10 45.76 41.86 41.55 4125 52.61 52.56 59.47 ssm 61.45 
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FI'L) 64.31 61.26 62.40 60.77 63. 19 64.68 66.73 69.32 72.03 81.71 

r-lorida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 87.49 85.25 82.14 78.01 7903 79.25 85.28 88.00 99.59 101.43 
Larl<e Uti~rics G roup Me.n (excluding FPL) 65.28 65.62 67.20 68.15 67.09 68.86 72.34 75.71 79.64 81.94 

R=1t:in2s 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Straight Electric Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 5 7 6 G 2 13 10 13 11 10 
Total R'll1ked 27 27 26 27 27 28 28 28 28 28 

Rorida Group: 
Florida Po\\'er & 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 

brge Utili , Group: 

Florida PO\\'cr & Light Company Rank 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source: SNL Imcr"cti\"c, FERC Form 1 
CU!'tom('r Accounts Exp; Customer Sen"icc and Info Exp; Sales E xp; Cit Co nsumer Eleclric Cu:- tomers 
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- -. Sfr:aigl u: Ek'Cl ric 

GrnJP Me:tn 
(""c\uding FPL) 

2.50 

~ ...... 
2.00 

• Ronda Group Mem 
(~,c\uding FrL) 

1.;0 
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• • ..: •• LuSt Urilnjcs. Group 
;\kW1 (excludlng 
FrI.) 

0.50 

0.00 
200 1 2003 2005 2007 2009 2010 


Y", r 


Customer Expense per MWh 
Annu:u V:uues 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Flo rida Power & Light Company 1.97 1.93 1.73 1.17 1.74 2.24 2.24 2.61 2.54 2.(16 

Straigh t Elect ric Group Mean (excluding I"PL) 2.25 2.11 2.21 2.17 2.2.3 2.25 2.31 2.46 2.68 2.93 

Florid a G roup " !can (excluding FPL) 3.28 3.08 2.97 2.87 2.90 2.95 321 3.35 3.90 3.86 
Lar ~c et:i lities Group .Mean (excluding FPL) 2.20 2. 19 ? 33 2.41 2.")9 232 2.43 2.6? ?92 ?91 

Rankinf(s 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Straigh t E lcccric G roup: 
Ronda Power & Light Company Rank 12 14 12 14 14 16 17 18 15 16 
Total Ran ked 27 27 26 27 27 28 28 28 28 28 

Florida Group: 
Flo rida Po wer & Light Compan)' Rank 1 1 J 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Large L' tility G ro up: 

Flo rida Power & Light Company Rank 3 3 2 2 2 4 4 4 4 3 
To tal Ranked 7 7 7 I 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source; SN L Intc raClln~:, FERC Form 1 

Cu>tomcr Accounts Exp; Customer Service "nd Info Exp; Sales E xp; Tot Sales: Ut Cnsmr· i\ I"·h,, Sold (hl\\n) 
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Uncollectible Expense per Customer 
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4.00 
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... ... ...• 
'" .····X· 

• ..... .. ---. 
-... Straight Eectric 

Gr~pt'l l e:m 
("eluding FPL) 

• Room G roup i\ lean 
(exduding FPL) 

•• .: • • l......ugt: L·tilitJc~ Group 
j\·fC:lH (c_xc ludlllg 
FPL) 

0.00 ~------~-------r------~--------~------~-------r------~--------~----~ 
1001 2:002 2003 2005 2007 2008 2009 20 10 

Y"u 

Uncollectible Expense per Customer 
Annu:u Vslu~s 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
R orida Power & Ligh t Compan>t 2.95 2.47 3.18 4.45 2.69 3.G2 4.03 7.03 G.73 3.30 
Str";ght Electric Group Mean ("xeluding ri'L) 10.34 8.52 9.50 7.56 7.63 10. 18 10.43 12.47 13.18 12.82 
Ro rida Group ~h::m (excluding FPL) 4.22 5.08 4.69 5.21 5.58 7.32 8.24 9.16 1050 10.66 
Lan..:.e Utilities Group i\· k~ln (excluding FPL) 7.59 6.98 907 9.6U 9.49 11.15 14.05 15.44 17.10 12.7 1 

Rankings 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Straigh t Electric Group: 
florida Puwer & Ligh t Company Rank 6 G 6 13 G 7 6 9 8 4 
TOI:U Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28 

Rorida Group: 
Florida Power & Light Compan)f Rank 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 
TOlal Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Util ity Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Total lunkcd 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source: SNL Interaeoye, I-ERe Form 1 
Cust Ac.cf~-Uncoll cet1bl c ,\eelS L XI'; L'lt Con ~um<:r r.kctric Customers 
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Uncollectible Expense per MWh 
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_ __ Slrmght I::k"(tnc 

G roup i\ le:m 
(pc1udij1S FPL) 

• R onda G roup ~!(;;lf) 
(e....... duding FT'L) 

• • 1( • • 	 J"';lr~ Utilities Group 
Mc:tl1 (excludi ng 
Fl'L) 

2001 2002 2003 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Ye;\r 

Uncollectible Expense per MWh 
Annual VilJut!s 

2001 2002 2003 2004 200S 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

I1urida P ower & Lighr Company 128.79 104.00 131.63 189.84 11 3.74 153 89 17176 308.01 294.63 142.69 
Str:ught I, kcu;c Croup Mean (excluding I'I'L) 36498 290.15 339.(,1 271.43 265.23 349.39 349.,5 430.31 486.62 44499 
Rorida Group S1can (exel uding fPL) 154.77 176.00 167.47 188.47 203.74 273.77 310.65 348.17 412.72 402.96 
Large l'tiliocs G roup M""n (excluding ['Pl.) 252.72 234.38 334.95 372.22 345.86 422.79 496.70 ,78.13 65323 47878 

Ran1:inl<s 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Straigh[ Eh.:ctric Group: 
Florida Powe r & Light Company Rank 8 7 8 16 S 9 7 14 11 7 
Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28 

!lo rida Group: 
Florida POlVe, & Light Company Rank 2 2 2 3 2 1 1 1 1 1 
Tut7J Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Utili C')' G roup: 
Florida Powe r & Light Company Rank I 1 1 2 1 1 1 4 1 1 
T atal Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source: SNL Inte::racti\-c, FERC Form 1 

Cu" l\cc,,-L'ncollec tib1c ,\cct; Sxp; To t Sales: l"lt Cn;mr,~h-[m Sold (iI1\\'h) 
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Days Sales Outstanding 
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2001 2002 2003 2()().j 2003 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Yt!"3r 

Days Sales Outstanding 
Annual Values 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Florida Power & Light Company 18.80 19.91 19.R9 20.97 19.87 20.24 23.31 22.27 22.46 24.08 
Straight Electric Group Mean (e'cluding FPL) 24.20 25.41 22.67 20.70 20.81 22.01 22.36 21.75 21.55 19.44 
Florida Group Mean (e,cluding FPL) 21.34 21.00 22. 17 20.31 20.87 20.84 21.25 21.93 20.25 20.25 
Large Ctilities Group Mean (excluding FPL) 3?O7 31.95 30.?? 27.25 ?8.69 29,43 2879 28.96 2962 26.38 

R2I1kinJ:s 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Stra,jght Ekctric Group: 
Rorida Power & Light Company Rank 12 10 10 13 10 10 14 12 16 21 
Total Ranked 26 26 26 26 26 27 27 27 27 27 

r!orida Group: 
FloriJa POWtf & Light Company Rank 2 2 1 3 2 2 3 2 4 4 
TOl,'] Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Ualit), Group: 
l'lorida Po\\'er & Light Companr Rank 2 2 2 3 1 2 3 3 3 3 
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source: SNL In teracuI·c. FERC Form 1 
Toral Sales of Elcctricity~ n:ra~c o fCuslOmcr Accoums Rccei\'ablc (or Current Year :md Prc\·jous Year 
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Employees per Thousand Customers 
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~ - .....-~- -- • --'" -- • ­.......... 

&' -----1:-- -4- --II ­. . , . . - ,'""'-- .41 -. • Aoci.da Group Mean 

(c:..c1uding FPL) 
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Mem (exduding 
FI'L) 

0.00 
200t 2002 2003 2005 

Y." 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Employees per Thousand Customers 
Annuu Values 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Rorid. Power & Light Company 2.48 239 233 2.37 2.36 2.36 234 237 2.33 2.21 
Slraight E lec tric Group ~1ean (excluding FPL) 4.03 3.84 3.73 3.67 3.52 3.22 318 3.20 3.07 2.88 
R o rida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 4.09 3.96 419 3.60 3.12 3.13 3.11 3,12 3.04 299 
Large l1tili tie, GrouP Mean (excluding FPL) 6.18 6.20 5.58 5.46 5.17 505 5.05 5.16 5.11 4.90 

R;uuJnjt$ 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Straight Elcccnc Group: 
Rorida Pow!,;r & Light Companr Rank 6 (, 7 6 8 (, 7 7 8 8 
Total Ranked 26 27 26 25 26 25 25 24 24 24 

Flo rida Group: 
folond. Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 2. 1 1 1 J 1 
Total Ranked 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Utility Group: 
F10rida Po\\"er & Light Compiln~' Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Total Rankcd (, 6 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source: SNL Intcr.cci,-e, FE RC ['orm 1, SEC 10-K [,iling,; 

Emplorcc~; L1lt Consumer Electric Customers (La r~c L"tili tics Group include" cmplorccs fcom non -dec util operations) 
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Salaries, Wages, Pensions, and Benefits E xp ense per Customer 
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Salaries, Wages, Pensions, and Benefits Expense pe r Customer 
Annuu Values 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Florida Power & Lighr Companr 177.30 189.24 183.57 200. 13 220.74 208.65 225. 19 

StT;Ut;ht Electric Group ?\lci\1l (excluding t ''PL) 287. 59 291.82 29970 303.12 304.16 314.86 -'21.89 
Florida Group Mean (cxcluJing Fl'L) 252.44 280.07 281.18 286.46 311.67 283.54 291.42 
Lar'c Utilities G roup ~'kan (excluding FPL) 302.77 290.1 1 311.71 312.08 287.30 331.87 343.72 

223.93 
331.83 
294.28 
35337 

233.36 
340.39 
323.78 
357.99 

231.25 

358.96 
326.56 
375.07 

R2f2kiJ1!<$ 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Straight Electric G ro up: 

Flo rida Power & Light Company Rank 5 6 5 7 9 8 7 
T ota! R.1 n ked 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 

Florida G roup: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

T OlallUnhd 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Utility Group: 
Florida Po~' er & Light Co mpany Rank 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 

Total R.nked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 
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Source; SN L Interactive, fERC Form 1 
Total Sahrics, \~·agcs . Pl:n~ion s, and rkn<.:(its. Expcn ~c; CIt Con sumer Electric Customers 
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Salaries, Wages, Pensions, and Benefits E"'-pense per Employee 
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Salaries, Wages, Pensions, and Benefits Expense per Employee 
Annual Valu~s 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Florida Power & Light Compan)' 71.51 79.14 78.73 84.55 93.53 88.47 96.44 
Straight Electric G roup ~!can (excluding FPL) 73.87 7736 83. 04 85.36 88.35 96.15 101.43 
Flo rida Group Mean (excluding FPI.) 63.22 72.30 68.57 81.87 104.93 91.28 94 .97 
I.ac):o L' tiJities Group Mean (excluding FPL) 51.56 49.46 58 .13 59.62 GO 57 70.67 72.36 
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R2JJldnlU 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Straight Electric Group: 
Florida Power & Light Compan)' Rank 12 16 13 15 19 10 12 
Total Ranked 27 28 27 26 27 25 25 

Florida Group: 
Rorida Pawn & Light Comptl!ly Rank 4 3 3 3 3 2 3 
Total Ranked 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 

Large U tilit)' G rou p: 
Rorida Power & Light Company Rank 5 6 7 7 6 6 7 
Total Ranked 6 6 7 7 7 7 7 
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Source: SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1, SEC 10-K filings 

T o r:ll S:llaric::: . \Vages, Pcn~ion:::. and 13t:nc(j[~ Expen:::c; Emplo)'ccs (Large L' t.ililj~5 Group include. t.:mploy<.' c.::s from non-<:lcc uti! opl:[Jtion ~) 
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Total N on-Fuel O&M per Customer 
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2001 2002 2003 2005 
 2007 2008 2010 

T otal N on-Fuel O&M per Customer 
Annu~ Values 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Flo rio:} Power & Light Company 280.95 3U5.87 303.28 290.77 336.76 357.59 333. 51 316.34 330.97 358.30 
S,,;light E lect ri c Group \fcan (excluding FPL) 520.81 549.60 550.67 561.50 594.33 60216 645.65 653.85 66269 713 61 
I·lorida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 435.33 484.26 479.41 471.33 534.43 518.89 555.61l 554.90 579.58 601.57 

La!);" L· tili ""s G roup :-!can (e,c1uoul!' FPU 530.63 544.56 565.05 560.22 595.57 617.24 666.47 661.36 680.3() 734.86 

Rankin"s 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Straight Ekctric Group: 
Florida Po\\'e [ & Ligh t Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 
To tal Ranked 27 27 26 27 27 28 28 28 28 28 

r'loriJ, Group; 
R oriua Po\\'u & LiglH Co mpany Rank 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 
Tot:t! R, nked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Lorge 1,; til ity Group; 
R o riJa Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Total Ilml;cd 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source: SN L lnrcrac t.i\-c , FF.RC Form 1 

Tot;c\ O&tvl Expc.mc:- It'~ $ Fu<:l l Purchased Pow er, and Othe r Expe nses; L"lt Con :; u.mcr Electric C\.l~ to mcrs 
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Benchmarking Workpapers 
Productive Efficiency 

Total Non-Fuel O&M per MWh Sold 

3000 

~ Florid:l Pow~r & 
Light Compally 

25,00 
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~ .' ••• ':J, •.. .. ...... . ",.... . 

..... ..: .~ -. 
~ 

, 4t- . . 
~ 

20.00 .. .., .......... .~.. - ..­ - ~ 	Sinight Ek,(lric 
G rOup j\(c;lnJIt - ...-~•• -•-:-•• .. ·X· · 	 (excluding H'L) ........ - • . _ ..I('" 


~. 	

...... .-.~ tS.OO 
....... ..... ~ 

...... ~ 
~ • Flo rida GrCl.lp MC;Vl 

(ctcluding R>L) 

10.00 

5.00 
.... .: .... wr~ Utilili!:s Group 

.\I~ {t." :-;c1uding 
Fl'L) 

0.00 

200 1 2002 2003 2003 2006 2007 2008 2009 201 0 


Year 

T otal N on-Fuel O& M per MWh Sold 
.Annual VAlut:S 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Florida Powc.:( & Light Companr 12.26 12.87 12.55 12.40 14.23 15.21 14.23 13.86 14.49 15.49 
Straight Electric Croup Mean (excluding I;PL) 17.94 18.73 1925 19.69 20.42 20.48 21.56 22.30 23.83 2460 
['lorida Group ~!can (e,<luding FPL) 1601 17.31 17.29 17.24 19.65 19.18 20.87 21.16 22.65 22.97 
Lar 1C Utilities Group ~\1can (excluding FPL) 17.86 17.97 19.44 19.74 20.40 20.84 22.21 2145 24.25 25.14 

R:wJ:in/is 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 20 10 

Straight Electric Group: 
Florida Power & Ligh t Company Rank 4 7 4 3 6 8 3 3 1 3 
Total Ranktd 27 27 26 27 27 28 28 28 28 28 

Florida G roup: 
Florida Power & Light Co mpany Ran.k I 1 1 I I I 1 1 1 I 
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Utili!)' Group; 
rIorida Power & Ligh t Compan y Rank I 2 1 I 2 2 1 I I I 
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source; SNL Intera.ctiYe, FERC Form 1 

Total O&..M -E xpc.:mics less Fud. Purch~~cd Power, and Othe r Expcn ~ t:s; Tot Sales: L·1t Cnsmr-?\[\\"hr~ Sold (f\f\\b) 
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Gross Asset Base per Customer 
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8.00 +-----CX ••-.-.-:- .. ~~L.L!..:..:....:.=---.--=-------------.- •.:-;.,..:-;to;~~ ...- - - .--:;;;:Q~------_
.. . . ... . .. ­ ..,, ' 

II" - - ... - - - _ • '" ~ 
t 
8; r-- . . ...... . -

.. 
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~ 
___ 
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il 6.00 c===:=:;=:::;:::::::~-==-------
~ 

4.00 t------- ------------------------------- ­

............ R o nda PO\ver & 

Lght Company 

__ S. '~shr EkcrrK 

Gn;a.op~ lc"" 
<" ,cludingFl'L) 

• Ro rida Group Mean 
(c-<>:c1uding RlL) 

... 11: •• Lust: Utiliti::s Group 
~tcan (excluding 
FPL) 

Gross Asset Base per Customer 
Arwual Valu~s 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Florida Power & Light Co mpany 4.99 5.13 5.37 5.47 5.56 5.73 5.93 6. 28 6.76 7.08 

Straight Ekctnc Group Mean (excluding FPL) 7.09 7.28 7.51 7.67 7.88 8.36 8.86 9.53 10.17 10.62 

Florida G ro up Mean (excluding FPL) 6.29 6. 64 6.72 6.57 6.66 686 7.31 7.99 8.74 9.10 
Large Utilities G roup Mean (cxcludinq FPL) 7.55 769 7.90 8.03 8.23 8. 52 8. 7! 9.3 8 9.88 10.43 

Ruu:io£s 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Straight Electric G ro up: 
I'l orida Power & Light Co mpany Ran.k 5 5 5 5 4 3 3 3 2 2 
T orn! Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28 

!'lorida Group: 
Rorida Power & Light Co mpany Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

T otal Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

l.ar!,,,, Uti li ty Group: 
!'lo rida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 I 1 
Torn! Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Source: SN L I ntcracu,·c, FE RC Form I 

To tal L·til Plant-Electric (5000) ; L-It COl1>lImcr Eic"Ctr;c Cu' tomers 



DocketNo.120015-El 
Benchmarking WorJ..'Papers 

Exhibit JJR-6, Page 33 of 34 

Benchmarking Workpapers 
Productive Efficiency 

Gross Asset Base per kWh Sold 
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.......... Florida PO\\"C'r & 

Light Co:-npm~'350.00 

300.00 

-.... Str.l1shr Electric 
250.00 Groupl\l~ 

(exc\u~ns f"PL) 

• foloncb G rc-up lIlem 
ISO.OO (~duding l:PL) 

100.00 

•• 1( •• Lugt' Utilities Group
50.00 ~kst (excluding 

FPL) 

0.00 
2007 2008 2009 2() IO2001 2002 2003 200< 

Gross Asset Base per kWh Sold 
Annuu Values 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 20()9 2()10 

Florida Power & Light Company 217.73 215.79 222.14 233.26 234.80 243.(>3 253.08 275.38 296.12 306.12 

Straight E lectric Group Mean « ., eluding FPL) 240.47 244.37 255.57 261.37 262.95 276.50 287.(,7 315.67 353.91 356.08 
Florida Group Mean (excludIng FPL) 231.31 236.33 240.71 239.11 241.99 253.69 273.05 304.77 34209 347.32 
Lar~c Uuliues Group Mean (.xcluding FPL) 245.70 246.57 26().44 267.00 2(>8.63 277.04 280 64 308.13 337.64 342.06 

R=kin;;s 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Straight Electric Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 12 12 10 11 9 6 6 6 6 6 
Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28 

Florida G roup: 
f.lorida Power & J ,ight Company Rank 2 3 2 3 3 2 2 2 1 1 
Total Ranl:cd 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large lltility Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Suurce: SNL Interacti\~e, FERC Form 1 

Tot;ti Ctil Plant- EkClric (SO OO); To t 5,10;: LIt Cnsm r-~l\\'hrs Sold (1\[\\11) 
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Additions to Plant per Incremental Customer 

)00.000 

_ r-J ~)fid:t Pc/wcr & 
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150.000 

x 
j.~'" 
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200.0Cl0 ,. .... -... Str.ught E1t'Ctnc 
~ I : Group ;"fearl 
8 (och .• .ling FPL)I : § I I ' .:g 

i
150.000 

I · · · I ,," · 
• Rood'll. Group Me:1!1j ." ! : (excluding FPL) 

,, " / :. 
100.000 • 

/ . .
/ ~ i/. ::/ . 

- / . ..j
50.000 

.. .. 1(" .. urge Utilities Group 
~ ... . ----..... ,. ".'" -d" " • 

Mc:m (excluding F ''- ::,;JI!' ... ·X· • • ... - - • •• ·x· ... .... 
 Fl'L) 
. --~ ~- . ." ". ..~...... '.:.:i:'".. .. .. - . . . . 

P"" .... T 

0.000 

2001 2001 200) 
 1007 1009 1010 

Additions to Plant per Incremental Customer 
Annuu Valu~s 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
F'Iorida Power & Light Company 11.416 16.864 19.529 9.015 20.(,26 14.306 21.952 117.2/8 44.483 
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 28.729 29.382 43.599 33.974 33.039 50.781 97.949 131.180 224.085 195.073 
Rorid. Group Me,n (excluding FPL) 7.792 27.213 21.973 20.371 19.711 12.378 36.489 197.434 104.919 
Large L'tiliDCS Group Mean (excludinu FPL) 3'.484 26555 32.740 24.325 24.342 32.795 31.206 58.331 238.220 194.685 

Ra.a1:in~s 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Straight Ekerric Group: 

Rorid. Power & Light Company Rank 7 8 7 3 14 9 5 15 4 
Tot.ll Ranked 27 27 25 27 27 27 26 24 21 

Florida Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 4 2 2 1 3 3 2 3 1 
T otal Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Utility Group: 
R oriJa Power & L;ght Company Rank 1 2 1 1 3 2 2 6 2 
Total Ranked 7 7 G 7 6 5 6 6 4 

Source: SNL InteracD"c, FERC Form 1 
Gross Addit ions to Utiliry Plant; Tor~ yc:nr· to ~ rcar incn:a5c ll1 Tor:!l Cu~tomcrs 
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Situational Assessment - 2010 
(1 = most challanged) 

Rank in Straight 
Electric Group 

Rank in 
Regional Group 

Rank in Large 
Utility Group 

Percent Sales (MWh) Residential 1/ 28 1 / 4 117 
Percent Sales (MWh) Other 11 28 114 117 
Use per Customer 2 / 28 114 117 
Change in Customers (%) 18 / 28 3 / 4 5 17 
Change in Sales (5-year CAGR) IS / 28 2 / 4 617 
Percent Generation Nuclear II / 28 I /4 317 
Energy Losses / Total Energy Disposition 7/28 2/4 117 
Accum. Dep./Gross Plant 8/28 114 417 
Overall Rank 1 / 28 1/4 1 /7 

Productive Efficiency - 2010 
(1 = highest performer) 

Rank in Straight 
Electric Group 

Rank in 
Regional Group 

Rank in Large 
Utility Group 

Non-Fuel Production O&M 4 / 28 I / 4 117 
Transmission O&M 8 / 28 2 / 4 117 
Distribution O&M 7 / 28 114 217 
A&G Expense 2/28 114 117 
Customer Expense 12/28 114 217 
Uncollectible Expense 6/28 114 117 
Days Sales Outstanding 21 / 27 4/4 317 
Labor Efficiency 5 / 28 114 117 
Total Non-Fuel O&M 2 / 28 I / 4 117 
Gross Asset Base 4128 1/4 117 
Additions to Plant / Cust Growth 4 12 1 114 2 / 4 
Overall Rank 2 / 28 1 / 4 117 
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Annual Customer Savings in Total Non-Fuel O&M Expenses on Customer Basis 

] ,ffC)'J O(J 

1,6011 (1111 r- ­

I.-U11J.otl f- ­

1,~Hlfi 1­

I"" 
~ \.t1l"Utl' 

< 
0 

'E 8OO.Qt' 

noo.l.lll 

<UIO,UlJ 

I 

I­

- f-­

I-­

f-­

'-­

f-­

~ 

~ 

-
-

-

-

~ 

I­

f-­

I"" 

~ 

-

-

I­

!-­

~ 

I­

;;­

~ 

-

!-­

I-­

~ 

1­

~ 

~ 

-

-

-
-

-

I­

1­

~ 

~ 

-

-

-

-

-

-

I"" 

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

I"" 

~ 

-

-

-

-

-

-

r-

r-
I"" 

~ 

-

-

-

-

-

-

~~) [ 

'UJI) -
:wt XI{J! 1!lIJJ ::tl(M "lIJ5 " WiG ~- .!!J09 :!OIO""'" 

~ 

. s.t\,"fl m'C : SUlWI;b, Eke-In!:" G rQtlr ~Ic:tll a;~Hrag~ U\'~ IlJundli l ' ubn l~ [Ol,p Mc:an . s.\'~~ 1)\ 1;1" 1"IUl-~ l' lIl:llt'- C'lImp ;>"\t:;m 

Annual CustOmer Savings in Total Non-Fuel O&M Expenses on CustOmer Basis 

AmJuaJ Savinxs (millions S) 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Total 

Savings over Straight Electric Group l\1ean 943.92 979.72 1,0 18.55 1,143,71 1,113,16 1,078.42 1,403.55 

Savings over Florida Utili,\, Group Mean 607,52 717,09 725. 18 762,82 854,30 711.25 998,93 

S~vings uver Large Utilities G roup Mea n 982,64 959.47 1,077.78 1,138.29 1,118,54 1,144.95 1,497,20 

1,522.08 

1,075.84 

1,555.94 

1,492.45 

1,118.55 

1,571.67 

1,606.14 

1,099,69 

1,702, 19 

12,301,71 

8,671,15 

12,748.65 

Source: SNL ]meraccive, FERC Form 1 

Total O&M Expenses I"" Fuel, Purchased Puwer, and Other; Taral UJrimate Customers 

Ba>c'J on Calculation ofT otal Non-Fuel O&M per Customer Ex pense 
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2010 Combined Situational Assessment And Productive Efficiency Rankings 
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Greenhouse Gas and Air Pollution Emissions 

Average Tons of C02 per MWh in 2010 
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Greenhouse Gas and Air Pollution Emissions 

Average T ons of C02 per MWh in 2010 
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Greenhouse Gas and Air Pollution Emissions 

CO, NOx SO, 

2010 Net Average Tons of i\vcrage Pounds of Average Pounds of 

Generation CO, per Iv!Wh in NOx per ]I:[Wh in SO, pcr MWh in 
Company Q::1\X'h) 2010 Rank 2010 fuJ.nk 2010 Rank 

I :rilirirs within 60% of Florida Power & Light '-0 's Ner Generation CM\X/h) 
AJabama Power Compan)' 69,224,009 0.7 17 5 1010 5 3.203 6 
Carolina Power & Light Company 58,188,728 0.574 4 0853 4 2.532 5 
Detroit Edison Company 47,170,784 0.857 8 1795 9 5.816 8 
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 84,845,228 0. 444 2 0542 2 1154 2 
Florida Power & Light Company 99,768,215 0.411 0.453 0.717 
Georgia Power Company 75,286,395 0.734 6 1169 8 4267 7 
Ohio Power Company 48,768,500 0.983 10 1100 7 7.279 10 
PacifiCorp 57,639,191 0.897 9 2.452 10 2.339 3 

Union Elccmc Company 48,046,798 0.806 1.037 6 6.109 9 
Virginia Electric and Power Company 62,707,323 0.512 0.811 3 2463 4 

Flo rida Utj lities 
Florida Power & Light Company 99,768,215 0.411 0.453 0.717 
Gulf Power Company 15,342,216 1061 4 2.302 4 4.702 4 

Progress Ener,,), Florida 36,870,19 1 0.689 2 0.868 3 2.568 3 
T"mpa Elecrnc Company 19,037,154 0.865 3 0.603 2 1.136 2 

Source: SNL Interactive 
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Consumer Price Index and P roducer P rice Index 
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--C~n~um('r Pnce Jndc:'( (CPT) - Producer PriCl: Index n'} PI) 

Consumer Price Index for Urban Consumers 
Year Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aue. Sep. Oce. Nov. Dec. 
20U6 198.30 198.70 1\19.80 201.50 202.50 202.90 203.50 203.90 202. 9() 20L80 20150 201 .80 

2007 202A2 20350 205.35 206.69 207.95 208.35 20830 207.92 208.49 208.94 210.18 210.04 

2008 211.08 211.69 21353 214.R2 216.63 218.82 219.96 219.09 218.78 216.57 212,43 21023 

2009 211.14 212.19 212.71 213.24 213.86 21569 215.35 215 83 215.97 2161 8 216.33 215.95 

2010 "16.69 216.74 217.63 218.01 218.18 "17.97 218.01 "18.31 218,44 "18.71 218.80 "19.18 

"O I l 220."" ""1.31 2"3,47 ""4.91 225.96 ""5.7" 225.92 ""6.55 226.89 2"6,4" ')')6.23 ""5.67 
ChJI1"I..' since December 2006 11.83% 

Chan.··e ,ince ?I!o rch 21110 3.69""0 

Producer Price Index fo r Finis hed Goods 
Ycar Jon. Fc·b. Mar. ,\pr. "by Ju ne lull' ,\uo. ~Cj). Oct. ~('\' . Dec. 
211116 160.50 15S.70 159.30 160.60 160.00 161.40 161.00 162.10 160.20 158.70 IGllOO 161.1 0 
2007 160.60 162.50 164.20 165.71) IM.60 16(,.60 167.50 165.80 167 ..',(j 16H.60 1 /200 17LlO 
200R 172,90 173.60 175.40 176.30 17890 181.RO 183.')U 1!l1.90 182.20 177.50 172.40 169.40 

"009 170.80 170.70 169.30 170AO 170.60 173.90 1 1170 174.10 173.50 173.~)1) 176.30 176.9() 

"010 178.90 178.20 179.50 179.-+0 179.10 178.50 178.60 179.70 180."0 181.20 18".10 183.70 
2011 185.50 188.20 189.50 191.00 191.20 1907() 191.20 191.50 192.90 192.30 192.80 19260 

Chan l1(, ~i l1ce DCCI.: mbL'f 2006 19.55"'0 

Chon."c ,ince ~ I arch 2010 7.30o'n 

S UtlfCL': I3un.::J u o f Labor Sr:1tisrics 
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Ave rage Wee kly E a rnings for E lec tric Utility Employees 
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2006 2007 2(Hlt) 2009 2010 20 11 

Average Weekly E arnings fo r Electric U tili ty E mployees 
Yea r laD. Feb. Mar. Apr. May TUDe July All!!. Sep. Oct. N ov. D ec. 
~OO6 1,195.15 1,?2H.68 1,199.74 1,'04.33 1,'35.22 1,'06.41 1.208 05 1,227.6' 1.'14.68 1,215.14 
2007 1212,98 1,221,35 1.240.~~ 1,2 1-1.48 1.265.Q4 1,262.94 1 281.42 1,268.31 1,299.14 1,266.26 1,269J!7 1,316 ,05 

2008 1,341.47 1,351.14 1,.358,90 1,332.68 1,333,50 1,394,00 1,344,99 1.344,26 1,366,36 1,341.77 1,360,93 1,361.62 

2009 1,369,01 1,388.10 1,361.66 1.343.14 1.342.73 1,332.05 1,3,30,89 1.344.79 1,320.30 1.326,81 1,346,03 1,32884 

'010 1.319,90 1,304.Q7 1,310.57 1,315.39 1,366.56 1,334.93 1,336, 16 1 355fP 1,35?.58 1,369.43 1,348,75 1,353,81 

2011 1 ,387,34 1,386,10 1,399.88 1,416.66 1,4'1.7' 1 ,407.33 1.399.Q1 1,403,58 1,437.35 1,433.53 1,425.31 1,38548 
Chan~c ,i nce Dccember '006 14.0,)0 (0 

Change since \hrch 2010 5,72" ;, 

So urce: Burc~u o f Labo r Statistics 
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H:t.ndv-Whirman Ind~x 0 Electric Uri~1V ConstruClJon COSIS 

W06 2007 WOS W09 WIO 2011 Percent Change Since 

Jan. I Jul.1 Jan. I ~ul.l Jan. I Jul. I l ..... · 1 Jul.1 an. I uJ. I Jan. I uti uJ L 2006 an I. 2010 

Total Sll"~.m Production Planl 46.1 ~7~ 492 504 51 :) son 5~O 322 532 5.17 350 571 .:!O.-I6 /1·u 7.33'. 

Totall\'uck"l.! Production Plant ~3; -1-17 -\ 6..) . 67 ~76 ;'ill:> 501 491 500 513 51 B 531) 2U.25"0 7.50"0 
TOlall-iydnulic ProduClion PhlOl 36. 373 389 .01 407 4c6 4?4 415 4?3 431 435 +11 18.23f> /0 -1 .26"'0 

T ol-;U Tr:l1l5mission Plant ~59 476 5U I )IR 5~O 563 ,80 531 536 558 56-l 585 J?~O"it 5.12" lJ 

COla} Di.<; tribul ion Phot ~OO HO ~53 ~(, 1 5TS 5tO 535 523 ,38 5-47 559 575 16,I)()'I"1l 6.R8"'~ 




