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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 Chairman 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 firm and as Chief Economist for the nation’s
largest gas utility. 1 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 financial 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-1. A list of prior proceedings in which I have provided testimony is
included as Exhibit JJIR-2.
Please describe Concentric’s activities in energy and utility engagements.
Concentric provides regulatory, economic, market analysis, and financial
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:

e JJR-1: Curriculum Vitae

e JJR-2: Testimony Listing

e JJR-3: Situational Assessment Rankings

e JIR-4: Productive Efficiency Rankings

e JJR-S: Operational Metrics

o JIR-6: Benchmarking Workpapers

4
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JIR-7: 2010 Assessment and Efficiency Tables

JJR-8: 2010 Combined Rankings

JJR-9: Emissions Comparison

JJIR-10:  Consumer Price Index and Producer Price Index
JIR-11:  Weekly Earnings

JJIR-12:  Utility Construction Costs

Q. How is the remainder of your testimony organized?

A. 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?

A. 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.

review the macroeconomic and service area economic drivers that have

contributed to FPL’s requested rate increase.

5

I have also been asked to
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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
JJIR-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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maintenance expenses specifically’, FPL has ranked in the top five among
comparable companies and first among Florida utilities in nine of the past 10
years. On the few individual metrics where FPL has not been a top performer,
the characteristics of FPL’s service area and other exogenous factors explain
much or all of FPL’s performance. FPL has consistently ranked as the most
challenged in eight of the past 10 years relative to its industry peers, and as the

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

It is important to note that FPL’s high level of productive efficiency has not
been achieved at the expense of system reliability, as shown in Exhibit JJR-5.
FPL is a top performer in terms of controlling the duration of its distribution
system outages, and has consistently achieved above-average performance on
the frequency of interruptions. Additionally, FPL is a strong performer on

customer service quality and customer satisfaction measures.

FPL’s commitment to reducing the environmental impact of its operations
begins with a clean and efficient generation fleet. With a generating fleet that
produces over 75 percent of its electric power from natural gas and nuclear
resources, FPL is a clean-energy company. In fact, FPL has one of the lowest
emissions profiles among major U.S. utilities in terms of carbon dioxide,
sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides. The Company’s fossil generation fleet

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

1

As measured by the category “Total Non-Fuel O&M?” in Exhibit JJR-4.

7
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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.

II. 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. [ 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



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

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.

10
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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.” 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 permit meaningful comparisons to companies outside of ERCOT.

11
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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, (¢) 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.

12
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Iv.

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

Business Environment

Q.

A.

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

I considered a number of local, regional, state-wide and national economic
factors that affect FPL’s performance trends over time, and relative to the peer
group companies. These economic factors influence the Company’s need for

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

The recession that began in December 2007 had a substantial effect on
economic indicators. Therefore, in my analyses, I considered the period from
2006 to the present so I could provide context to the economic indicators that

were affected by the recession. Nonetheless, the most relevant period for

13
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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 of 2010.

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-U”) and the Producer Price Index for
finished goods (“PPI”). Exhibit JJR-10 shows the performance of the CPI-U
and PPI for finished goods since 2006. The CPI-U 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
JIR-11 shows electric utility employee average weekly eamings 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.

14
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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,

15
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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.> 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.

16
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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.

Situational Assessment

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.

17
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The results of my situation assessment are presented in Exhibit JJR-3, pages 1
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.

Q. What other exogenous factors, beyond economic conditions, did you
consider as part of your situational assessment?
A. The factors I considered and my conclusions regarding each factor are

summarized below.

e 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.

e Percent Sales Other: Sales Other * 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



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

Percent Sales Other in the Florida Group and the Large Utility
Group each year, and the lowest in the Straight Electric Group in
seven of the last 10 years. All else being equal, this would indicate
that FPL’s unit costs should be higher than the other companies in
these groups.

Use per Customer: Since many of the costs of serving an
individual customer do not vary with the level of consumption,
utilities with lower use per customer levels tend to be higher cost
operations. Like Percent Sales Other, FPL has the lowest use per
customer in the Florida Group in each year, and the lowest or the
second lowest use per customer in the Large Utility Group. In the
Straight Electric Group, FPL has the second or third lowest use per
customer each year.

Change in Customers (percent): Volatility in the number of
customers (in percentage terms) creates challenges in terms of
managing capital expenditures and resource utilization over time.
FPL’s customer growth rate has been volatile; in the Straight
Electric Group, FPL has been in the top quartile of low customer
growth in five of the last 10 years, the second quartile in two years,
and the third quartile in three years.

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

changes in customer numbers, volatility in sales volume pose

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.

20
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e 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 performance 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

21
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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

22
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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
(“SAIFT”)

Customer average interruption duration index (“CAIDI”)

Distribution system average interruption duration index (“SAIDI™)

The detailed definitions of each of the productive efficiency and operational

metrics [ 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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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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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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e 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.

e 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 corner to the
lower right corner (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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Was FPL’s level of operational performance diminished in any way as a
result of FPL’s cost control activities?
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.
Please describe the operational metrics you examined, and the results of
this analysis.
I examined fossil generating plant performance, nuclear generation plant
performance, and distribution system reliability. The results of this analysis
are summarized below:
e 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 Btw/kWh compared to an
industry average of 10,045 BtwkWh. At current gas prices, this
efficiency advantage translates to over $650 million in 2010 alone
in fuel cost savings.®
e Fossil Plant Equivalent Availability Factor:  FPL’s fossil

generation fleet has consistently outperformed its peers in terms of

¢ 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

30



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

performance from 2009 to 2010, from 86.54 percent to 87.75
percent.

e 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.

e 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
JIR-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:

e 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.

e FPL has ranked as the top (out of four) Florida utility in each of the past
10 years.

e 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 of FPL’s relative “underperformance”.
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VL. 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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John J. Reed 1s a financial and economic consultant with more than 30 years of experience in the energy
industry. Mt. Reed has also been the CEO of an NASD member securities firm, and Co-CEO of the nation’s
largest publicly traded management consulting firm (NYSE: NCI). He has provided advisory services in the
areas of mergers and acquisitions, asset divestitures and purchases, strategic planning, project finance,
corporate valuation, energy market analysis, rate and regulatory matters and energy contract negotiations to
clients across North and Central America. Mr. Reed’s comprehensive experience includes the development
and implementation of nuclear, fossil, and hydroelectric generation divestiture programs with an aggregate
valuation in excess of $20 billion. Mr. Reed has also provided expert testimony on financial and economic
matters on more than 150 occasions before the FERC, Canadian regulatory agencies, state utility regulatory
agencies, various state and federal courts, and before arbitration panels in the United States and Canada.
After graduation from the Wharton School of the University of Pennsylvania, Mr. Reed joined Southern
California Gas Company, where he worked in the regulatory and financial groups, leaving the firm as Chief
Economist in 1981. He served as executive and consultant with Stone & Webster Management Consulting
and R.J. Rudden Associates prior to forming REED Consulting Group (RCG) in 1988, RCG was acquired
by Navigant Consulting in 1997, where Mr. Reed served as an executive until leaving Navigant to join
Concentric as Chairman and Chief Executive Officer.

REPRESENTATIVE PROJECT EXPERIENCE

Executive Management

As an executive-level consultant, worked with CEOs, CFOs, other senior officers, and Boards of Directors of
many of North America’s top electric and gas utilities, as well as with senior political leaders of the U.S. and
Canada on numerous engagements over the past 25 years. Directed merger, acquisition, divestiture, and
project development engagements for utilities, pipelines and electric generation companies, repositioned
several electric and gas utilities as pure distributors through a series of regulatory, financial, and legislative
initiatives, and helped to develop and execute several “roll-up” or market aggregation strategies for companies
seeking to achieve substantial scale in energy distribution, generation, transmission, and marketing.

Financial and Economic Advisory Services

Retained by many of the nation’s leading energy companies and financial institutions for services relating to
the purchase, sale or development of new enterprises. These projects included major new gas pipeline
projects, gas storage projects, several non-utility generation projects, the purchase and sale of project
development and gas marketing firms, and utility acquisitions. Specific services provided include the
development of corporate expansion plans, review of acquisition candidates, establishment of divestiture
standards, due diligence on acquisiions or financing, market entry or expansion studies, competitive
assessments, project financing studies, and negotiations relating to these transactions.

Litigation Support and Expert Testimony

Provided expert testimony on more than 150 occasions in administrative and civil proceedings on a wide
range of energy and economic issues. Clients in these matters have included gas distribution utilities, gas
pipelines, gas producers, oil producers, electric utilities, large energy consumers, governmental and regulatory
agencies, trade associations, independent energy project developers, engineering firms, and gas and power
marketers. Testimony has focused on issues ranging from broad regulatory and economic policy to virtually
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_Alaska Public Utilities Commission

Chugach Electric g 2/ 86 Cllugaéh Electric | Docket No. U-86-11 | Cost Aﬂoéation

Chugach Electtic 6/87 Enstar Natural Gas Company | Docket No. U-87-2 Tariff Design
Chugach Electtic 12/87 Enstar Natural Gas Company | Docket No. U-87-42 | Gas Transpottation
Chugach Electric 11/87, Chugach Electric Docket No. U-87-35 | Cost of Capital
2/88
| California Enetgy Commission e . Y - T
Southern California Gas Co. | 8/80 | Southern California Gas Co. l Docket No. 80-BR-3 | Gas Price Forecasting
California Public Utility Commission _ - o . ‘ L
Southern California Gas Co. 3/80 Southern California Gas Co. | TY 1981 G.R.C. Cost of Service, Inflation
Pacific Gas Transmission Co. 10/91, | Pacific Gas & Electric Co. App. 89-04-033 Rate Design
11/91
Pacific Gas Transmission Co. 7/92 Southetn California Gas Co. | A. 92-04-031 Rate Design

| Colorado Public Utilities Commission _ . . ,
. . Docket No. 89R- .
AMAX Molybdenum 2/90 Commission Rulemaking 702G Gas Transportation

AMAX Molybdenum 11/90 | Commission Rulemaking Docket No. 90R- Gas Transportation
508G
Xcel Enerpy 8/04 Xcel Energy Docket No. 031-134E | Cost of Debt
CT Dept. of Public Udlities Control = . - . o .
Connecticut Natutal Gas 12/88 Connecticut Natural Gas Docket No. 88-08-15 | Gas Purchasing Practices
United Iluminating 3/99 United Illuminating Docket No. 99-03-04 | Nuclear Plant Valuation
Southern Connecticut Gas 2/04 Southern Connecticut Gas Docket No. 00-12-08 | Gas Purchasing Practices
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Comparability of Service
Northern Distributor Group 9/92 Northern Natural Gas RP92-1-000, et al Cost of Service
Company
Canadian Association of Petroleum 10/92 Lakehead Pipe Line Co. L.P. | IS92-27-000 Cost Allocation, Rate
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and Alberta Pet. Marketing Comm.
Colonial Gas, Providence Gas 7/93, Algonquin Gas Transmission | RP93-14 Cost Allocation, Rate
8/93 | Design
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Design
Transco Customer Group 1/94 Transcontinental Gas Docket No. RP92- Rate Design, Firm to
Pipeline Corporation 137-000 Wellhead
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Tennessee GSR Group 1/95, Tennessee Gas Pipeline Docket Nos. RP93- GSR Costs
3/95, Company 151-000, RP94-39-
1/96 000, RP94-197-000,
RP94-309-000
PG&E and SoCal Gas 8/96, El Paso Natural Gas RP92-18-000 Stranded Costs
9/96 Company
Iroquois Gas Transmission System, L.P. 97 Iroquois Gas Transmission RP97-126-000 Cost of Service, Rate
System, L.P. Design
BEC Energy - Commonwealth Energy 2/99 Boston Edison Company/ EC99-___-000 Market Power Analysis —
System Commonwealth Energy Metrger
System
Central Hudson Gas & Electric, 10/00 Central Hudson Gas & Docket No. EC00- Market Power 203/205
Consolidated Co. of New York, Niagara Electric, Consolidated Co. of | ___ Filing
Mohawk Power Cotporation, Dynegy New York, Niagara Mohawk
Power Inc. Power Cotporation, Dynegy
Power Inc.
Wyckoff Gas Storage 12/02 Wyckoff Gas Storage CP03-33-000 Need for Storage Project
Indicated Shippers/Producers 10/03 | Northern Natural Gas Docket No. RP98-39- | Ad Valorem Tax
029 Treatment
Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline 6/04 Maritimes & Northeast Docket No. RP04- Rolled-In Rates
Pipeline 360-000
ISO New England 8/04 ISO New England Docket No. ER03- Cost of New Entry
2/05 563-030
Transwestern Pipeline Company, LLC 9/06 Transwestern Pipeline Docket No. RP06-

Company, LLC
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Portland Natural Gas Transmission 6/08 Portland Natural Gas Docket No. RP08- Market Assessment,
System Transmission System 306-000 natural gas transportation;
rate setting
Portland Natural Gas Transmission 5/10, Portland Natural Gas Docket No. RP10- Business risks;
System 3/11, Transmission System 729-000 extraordinaty and non-
4/11 recutring events

pettaining to
discretionary revenues

Mortis Energy 7/10 Motris Energy Docket No. RP10- Affidavit re: Impact of
Preferential Rate

Florida Public Setvice Commission

Flotrida Power and Light Co. 10/07 Florida Power & Light Co. | Docket No. 070650- | Need for new nuclear

EI plant
Florida Power and Light Co. 5/08 Florida Power & Light Co. Docket No. 080009- | New Nuclear cost
EI recovery, prudence
Florida Power and Light Co. 3/09 Flotida Power & Light Co. Docket No. 080677- | Benchmarking in suppott
EI of ROE
Florida Power and Light Co. 3/09, Florida Power & Light Co. Docket No. 090009- | New Nuclear cost
5/09, EI recovety, prudence
8/09
Florida Power and Light Co. 3/10; Florida Power & Light Co. Docket No. 100009- | New Nuclear cost
5/10, EI recovety, prudence
8/10
Florida Power and Light Co. 3/11, Florida Power & Light Co. Docket No. 110009- | New Nuclear cost
7/11 EI recovery, prudence
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Florida Senate Committee on Communication, Energy and Uslities .
Florida Power and Light Co. ‘ 2/09 T—l-:%ida Power & Light Co. ‘ Securitization
Hawaii Public Utility Commission _ . o - s - e e
Hawnatiian Electric Light Company, Inc. 6/00 Hawaiian Electric Light Cause No. 41746 Standby Charge
HELCO) Company, Inc.
Indiana Utility Regulatoty Commission .. .
Northern Indiana Public Service 10/01 Northern Indiana Public Docket No. 99-0207 | Valuation of Electric
Company Service Company Generating Facilities
Notthern Indiana Public Service 01/08, Northern Indiana Public Cause No. 43396 Asset Valuation
Company 03/08 | Setvice Company
Northern Indiana Public Service 08/08 Northern Indiana Public Cause No. 43526 Fair Market Value
Company Setvice Company Assessment
Interstate Power and Light 7/05 Interstate Power and Light Docket No. SPU-05- | Sale of Nuclear Plant
and FPL Energy Duane 15
Arnold, LLC
Interstate Power and Light 5/07 City of Everly, Iowa Docket No. SPU-06-5 | Municipalization
Interstate Power and Light 5/07 City of Kalona, Iowa Docket No. SPU-06-6 | Municipalization
Interstate Power and Light 5/07 City of Wellman, Iowa Docket No. SPU-06- | Municipalization
10
Interstate Power and Light 5/07 City of Terril, Jowa Docket No. SPU-06-8 | Municipalization
Interstate Power and Light 5/07 City of Rolfe, Iowa Docket No. SPU-06-7 | Municipalization
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Maine Public Utility Commission , - .. . j e
Northern Utilities 5/96 Granite State and PNGTS Docket No. 95-480, Transportation Setvice
95-481 and PBR
Maryland Public Service Commission . _, .. e
Eastalco Aluminum 3/82 Potomac Edison Docket No. 7604 Cost Allocation
Potomac Electric Power Company 8/99 Potomac Electtic Power Docket No. 8796 Stranded Cost & Price
Company Protection
Mass. Department of Public Utilities : . . . ' '
Haverhill Gas 5/82 Haverhill Gas Docket No. DPU Cost of Capital
#1115
New England Energy Group 1/87 Commission Investigation Gas Transportation Rates
Energy Consortium of Mass. 9/87 Commonwealth Gas Docket No. DPU-87- | Cost Alloc./Rate Design
Company 122
Mass. Institute of Technology 12/88 | Middleton Municipal Light DPU #88-91 Cost Alloc./Rate Design
Enetgy Consortium of Mass. 3/89 Boston Gas DPU #88-67 Rate Desigh
PG&E Bechtel Generating Co./ 10/91 Commission Investigation DPU #91-131 Valuation of
Constellation Holdings Environmental
Externalities
Coalition of Non-Utility Generators Cambridge Electric Light Co. | DPU 91-234 Integrated Resource
& Commonwealth Electric EFSC 91-4 Management
Co.
The Betkshire Gas Company 5/92 The Betkshite Gas Company | DPU #92-154 Gas Purchase Contract

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

Essex County Gas Company
Fitchbutrg Gas & Elec. Light
Co.

Approval
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SPONSOR DATE CASE/APPLICANT DOCKET No. SUBJECT
Boston Edison Company 7/92 Boston Edison DPU #92-130 Least Cost Planning
Boston Edison Company 7/92 The Williams/Newcorp DPU #92-146 RFP Evaluation
Generating Co.
Boston Edison Company 7/92 West Lynn Cogeneration DPU #92-142 RFP Evaluation
Boston Edison Company 7/92 L’Energia Corp. DPU #92-167 RFP Evaluation
Boston Edison Company 7/92 DLS Energy, Inc. DPU #92-153 RFP Evaluation
Boston Edison Company 7/92 CMS Generation Co. DPU #92-166 REP Evaluation
Boston Edison Company 7/92 Concord Energy DPU #92-144 RFP Evaluation
The Berkshire Gas Company 11/93 | The Berkshire Gas Company | DPU #93-187 Gas Purchase Contract
Colonial Gas Company Colonial Gas Company Approval
Essex County Gas Company Essex County Gas Company
Fitchburg Gas and Electric Company Fitchburg Gas and Electric
Co.
Bay State Gas Company 10/93 Bay State Gas Company Docket No. 93-129 Integrated Resource
Planning
Boston Edison Company 94 Boston Edison DPU #94-49 Surplus Capacity
Hudson Light & Powet Department 4/95 Hudson Light & Powet DPU #94-176 Stranded Costs
Dept.
Essex County Gas Company 5/96 Essex County Gas Company | Docket No. 96-70 Unbundled Rates
Boston Edison Company 8/97 Boston Edison Company D.P.U. No. 97-63 Holding Company
Corporate Structure
Berkshire Gas Company 6/98 Berkshite Gas Metrgeco Gas | D.T.E. 98-87 Merge approval
Co.
Eastern Edison Company 8/98 Montaup Electtic Company | D.T.E. 98-83 Marketing for divestiture
of its generation business.
Boston Edison Company 98 Boston Edison Company D.T.E. 97-113 Fossil Genetation

Divestiture
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Arnold, LLC

SPONSOR DATE CASE/APPLICANT DocCkeT NoO. SUBJECT
Boston Edison Company 98 Boston Edison Company D.T.E. 98-119 Nuclear Generation
Divestiture
Eastern Edison Company 12/98 | Montaup Electtic Company | D.T.E. 99-9 Sale of Nuclear Plant
NStar 9/07, NStat, Bay State Gas, DPU 07-50 Decoupling, risk
12/07 Fitchburg G&E, NE Gas, W.
MA Electtic
NStar 6/11 NStat, Northeast Utilities DPU 10-170 Metrger approval
Mass, Energy Facilities Siting Cougeit. =~~~ o .. :
Mass. Institute of Technology 1/89 MM.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
‘Michigan Public Service Commission - L o L : s
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
WE Energies 12/11 Wisconsin Electtic Power Co | Case No. U-16830 Economic
Benefits/Prudence
‘Minnesota Public Utilities Commission. - G
Xcel Energy/No. States Powet 9/04 Xcel Enetgy/No. States ocket No. NRG Impacts
Powet G002/GR-04-1511
Interstate Power and Light 8/05 Interstate Power and Light Docket No. Sale of Nuclear Plant
and FPL Enetgy Duane E001/PA-05-1272
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SPONSOR DATE CASE/APPLICANT DoOcCkET NoO. SUBJECT
Northern States Power Company 11/05 Northern States Power Docket No. NRG Impacts on Debt
d/b/a Xcel Enetgy Company E002/GR-05-1428 Costs
Northern States Powet Company 09/06 NSP v. Excelsiot Docket No. PPA, Financial Impacts
d/b/a Xcel Enetgy E6472/M-05-1993
Northern States Power Company 11/06 Northern States Power Docket No. Return on Equity
d/b/a Xcel Energy Company G002/GR-06-1429
Notthern States Power 11/08, Notthern States Power Docket No. Return on Equity
05/09 Company E002/GR-08-1065
Northern States Power 11/09 | Notrthern States Power Docket No. Return on Equity
6/10 Company G002/GR-09-1153
Northern States Power 11/10, | Northern States Power Docket No. Return on Equity
5/11 Company E002/GR-10-971
Missouri Public Service Commission . o s o e
Missouri Gas Energy 1/03 Missouri Gas Energy Case No. GR-2001- Gas Purchasing Practices;
382 Prudence
Aquila Networks 2/04 Aquila-MPS, Aquila_L&P Case Nos. ER-2004- | Cost of Capital, Capital
0034 Structure
HR-2004-0024
Aquila Networks 2/04 Aquila-MPS, Aquila_L&P Case No. GR-2004- | Cost of Capital, Capital
0072 Structure
Missouri Gas Energy 11/05 Missouri Gas Energy Case Nos. GR-2002- | Capacity Planning
348
GR-2003-0330
Missouri Gas Energy 11/10, KCP&L Case No. ER-2010- Natural Gas DSM
1/11 0355
Missouti Gas Energy 11/10, | KCP&L GMO Case No. ER-2010- Natural Gas DSM
1/11 0356
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SPONSOR DATE CASE/APPLICANT DoCkET NoO. SUBJECT
Laclede Gas Company 5/11 Laclede Gas Company Case No. CG-2011- | Affiliate Pricing
0098 Standards
Union Electtic Company d/b/a 2/12 Union Electtic Company Case. No. ER-2012- | ROE/earnings
Ameren Missouri 0166 attrition/regulatory lag
Montana Public Service Commission o . - e :
Great Falls Gas Company | 10/82 | Great Falls Gas Company | Docket No. 82-4-25 | Gas Rate Adjust. Clause
Nat. Energy Board of Canada _ . . G e
Alberta-Northeast 2/87 Alberta Northeast Gas Docket No. GH-1-87 | Gas Expott Matkets
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-5-89 | Gas Export Markets
Indep. Petroleum Association of 1/92 Interprovincial Pipe Line, RH-2-91 Pipeline Valuation, Toll
Canada Inc.
The Canadian Association of Pettoleum 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 Analysis
TransCanada Pipelines 8/04 TransCanada Pipelines RH-3-2004 Toll Design
Brunswick Pipeline 5/06 Brunswick Pipeline GH-1-2006 Matket 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 Ltd GH-1-2008 Market Study
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SPONSOR DATE CASE/APPLICANT DockeT No. SUBJECT
Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline 7/10 Maritimes & Northeast RH-4-2010 Regulatory policy, toll
Pipeline development

New Brunswick Energy and Utilities Board

MCTN #298600

Rate Setting for EGNB

Atlantic Wallboard/JD Itving Co 1/08 Enbﬁdge Gas New
Brunswick
Atlantic Wallboard/Flakeboatrd 09/09, | Enbridge Gas New NBEUB 2009-017 Rate Setting for EGNB
6/10, Brunswick
7/10
NH Public Utilities Commission .. L ... .
Bus & Industry Association 6/89 P.S. Co. of New Hampshire | Docket No. DR89- Fuel Costs
091
Bus & Industry Association 5/90 Northeast Utilities Docket No. DR89- Merger & Acq. Issues
244
Eastern Utilities Associates 6/90 Eastern Utllities Associates Docket No. DF89- Merger & Acq. Issues
085
EnergyNorth Natural Gas 12/90 EnergyNorth Natural Gas Docket No. DE90- Gas Purchasing Practices
166
EnergyNorth Natural Gas 7/90 EnergyNorth Natural Gas Docket No. DR90- Special Contracts,
187 Discounted Rates
Northern Utilities, Inc. 12/91 Commission Investigation Docket No. DR91- Generic Discounted
172 Rates
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities _ . o H e
Hilton/Golden Nugget 12/83 Atlantic Electric B.P.U. 832-154 Line Extension Policies
Golden Nugget 3/87 Atlantic Electric B.P.U. No. 837-658 Line Extension Policies
New Jersey Natural Gas 2/89 New Jersey Natural Gas B.P.U. GR89030335] | Cost Alloc./Rate Design
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SPONSOR DaATE CASE/APPLICANT DoCKET NoO. SUBJECT
New Jersey Natural Gas 1/91 New Jersey Natural Gas B.P.U. GR90080786] | Cost Alloc./Rate Design
New Jersey Natural Gas 8/91 New Jersey Natural Gas B.P.U. GR91081393] | Rate Design; Weather
Norm. Clause
New Jersey Natural Gas 4/93 New Jersey Natural Gas B.P.U. GR93040114] | Cost Alloc./Rate Design
South Jersey Gas 4/94 South Jersey Gas BRC Dock No. Revised levelized gas
GRO80334 adjustment

New Jersey Utilities Association 9/96 Commission Investigation BPU AX96070530 PBOP Cost Recovery
Morris Energy Group 11/09 Public Service Electric & Gas | BPU GR 09050422 Discriminatory Rates
New Jersey American Water Co. 4/10 New Jersey American Water | BPU WR 1040260 Tariff Rates and

Co. Revisions
Electric Custometr Group 01/11 Generic Stakeholder BPU GR10100761 Natural gas ratemaking

Proceeding

and ER10100762

standards and pricing

New Mexico Public Service Commissi

11/83

’Plv.blblic Service Co. of i\TeW

Docket No. 1835

Gas Company of New Mexico Cost Alloc./Rate Design
Mexico

New Yotk Public Service Commission . o e

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 Industry
Company Directions

Centtal 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 CASE/APPLICANT DocCkET NoO. SUBJECT
Central Hudson, New York State 5/01 Joint Petition of NiMo, Case No. 01-E-0011 Section 70, Rebuttal
Electtic & Gas, Rochester Gas & NYSEG, RG&E, Central Testimony
Electric Hudson, Constellation and
Nine Mile Point
Rochester Gas & Electtic 12/03 Rochestetr Gas & Electtic Case No. 03-E-1231 Sale of Nuclear Plant
Rochester Gas & Electtic 01/04 Rochester Gas & Electric Case No. 03-E-0765 | Sale of Nuclear Plant;
Case No. 02-E-0198 | Ratemaking Treatment of
Case No. 03-E-0766 Sale
Rochester Gas and Electtic and NY 2/10 Rochester Gas & Electric Case No. 09-E-0715 | Deptreciation policy

State Electric & Gas Corp NY State Electric & Gas Case No. 09-E-0716
Corp Case No. 09-E-0717
Case No. 09-E-0718
Oklahoma Corporation Commission . .
Oklahoma Natural Gas Company Oklahoma Natural Gas Case PUD No. Storage issues
Company 980000177
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 9/05 Oklahoma Gas & Electric Cause No. PUD Prudence of McLain
Company 200500151 Acquisition
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 03/08 | Oklahoma Gas & Electric Cause No. PUD Acquisition of Redbud
Company 200800086 generating facility

_Ontario Energy Board

5/06

N éfﬁral Gas Eiecﬁ:ic

File No. EB.2005-

Matket—based iRates Fof

Market Hub Partners Canadd, L.P.I -
Interface Roundtable 0551 Storage
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission =~ - v .. : :
ATOC 4/95 Equitrans Docket No. R- Rate Design, unbundling
00943272
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STEC, TNMP

SPONSOR DATE CASE/APPLICANT DocCkET No. SUBJECT
ATOC 3/96 Equitrans Docket No. P- Rate Design, unbundling
00940886
 Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission . - L
Newport Electric 7/81 Newpott 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 Design
Providence Gas 8/88 Providence Gas Company Docket No. 1914 Load Forecast., Least-
Cost Planning
Providence Gas Company and The 1/01 Providence Gas Company Docket No. 1673 and | Gas Cost Mitigation
Valley Gas Company and The Valley Gas 1736 Strategy
Company
The New England Gas Company 3/03 New England Gas Company | Docket No. 3459 Cost of Capital
Texas Public Utility Commission . . ne L
Southwestern Electric 5/83 Southwestetrn Electric Cost of Capital, CWIP
P.U.C. General Counsel 11/90 Texas Utilities Electtic Docket No. 9300 Gas Purchasing Practices,
Company Prudence
Oncor Electric Delivery Company 8/07 Oncor Electtic 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 Delivety Company 10/08, Oncor, TCC, TNC, ETT, Docket No. 35665 Competitive Renewable
11/08 LCRA TSC, Sharyland, Enetrgy Zone
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SPONSOR DaTE CASE/APPLICANT DockeT NoO. SUBJECT
CenterPoint Energy 6/10 CenterPoint Docket No. 38339 Regulatory policy, risk,
10/10 Energy/Houston Electric consolidated taxes
Oncor Electric Delivery Company 1/11 Oncor Electtic Delivety Docket No. 38929 Regulatory policy, risk
Company
Texas Railroad Commission - . . L .
Western Gas Interstate Company 1/85 Southern Union Gas Docket 5238 Cost of Service
Company
Atmos Pipeline Texas 9/10; Atmos Pipeline Texas GUD 10000 Ratemaking Policy, risk
1/11
Utah Public Service Commission . . o » i
AMAX Magnesium 1/88 Mountain Fuel Supply Case No. 86-057-07 Cost Alloc./Rate Design
Company
AMAX Magnesium 4/88 Utah P&L/Pacific P&L Case No. 87-035-27 Merget & Acquisition
Utah Industrial Group 7/90 Mountain Fuel Supply Case No. 89-057-15 | Gas Transportation Rates
AMAX Magnesium 9/90 Utah Power & Light Case No. 89-035-06 Energy Balancing
Account
AMAX Magnesium 8/90 Utah Power & Light Case No. 90-035-06 | Electric Service Priorities
Questar Gas Company 12/07 Questar Gas Company Docket No. 07-057- | Benchmarking in support
13 of ROE
Vermont Public Service Board = _ - .. -
Green Mountain Power 8/82 Green Mountain Power Docket No. 4570 Rate Attrition
Gtreen Mountain Power 12/97 Green Mountain Power Docket No. 5983 Cost of Service
Green Mountain Power 7/98, Green Mountain Power Docket No. 6107 Ratae development
9/00
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SPONSOR DATE CASE/APPLIC DockeT NO. SUBJECT
Wisconsin Public Setrvice Commission . . . TR
WEC & WICOR 11/99 WEC Docket No. 9401- Approval to Acquire the
YO-100 Stock of WICOR
Docket No. 9402-
YO-101
Wisconsin Electric Power Company 1/07 Wisconsin Electtic Powet Docket No. 6630-EI- | Sale of Nuclear Plant
Co. 113
Wisconsin Electric Power Company 10/09 | Wisconsin Electric Powet Docket No. 6630- CPCN Application for
Co. CE-302 wind project
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Materials Solutions, LLC v.
Pepco Energy Services

SPONSOR DATE CASE/APPLICANT DOCKET No. SUBJECT
Ametican Arbitration Association — ' . : e

Michael Polsky 3/91 | M. Polsky vs. Indeck Corporate Valuation,
Energy Damages

ProGas Limited 7/92 | ProGas Limited v. Texas Gas Contract
Eastern Arbitration

Attala Generating Company 12/03 | Attala Generating Co v. Case No. 16-Y-198- | Power Project
Attala Energy Co. 00228-03 Valuation; Breach of

Contract; Damages

Nevada Power Company 4/08 | Nevada Power v. Nevada Power Purchase
Cogenetation Assoc. #2 Agreement

Sensata Technologies, Inc./EMS 1/11 | Sensata Technologies, Case No. 11-198-Y- | Change in usage

Engineered Matetials Solutions, LLC Inc./EMS Engineetred 00848-10 dispute/damages

Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Suffolk Superiot

Court

John Hancock

1/84

Hancock

Ttinity Church v. Johﬁ T

C.A No. 4452

Damages Quantification

State of Colorado District Court, County of Garfield

Case No. 00CV129-

Questar Corporation, et al.

Partnership Fiduciary

Wilmington Trust Company

Bank Of New York and

Wilmington Trust Company

Questar Corporation, et al 11/00
A Duties
State of Delaware, Court of Chancery, New Castle County . o :
11/05 | Calpine Corporation vs. C.A. No. 1669-N Bond Indenture

Covenants
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SPONSOR DATE CASE/APPLICANT DockET NoO. SUBJECT
1llinois Appellate Court, Fifth Division ‘ ‘ . ...
Norweb, plc 8/02 Indeck No. America v. Docket No. 97 CH Breach of Contract;
Norweb 07291 Power Plant Valuation
JIndependent Arbitration Panel . ' -
Alberta Northeast Gas Limited 2/98 | ProGas Ltd., Canadian
Forest Oi1l Ltd., AEC Oil &
Gas
Ocean State Power 9/02 Ocean State Power vs. 2001/2002 Gas Price Arbitration
ProGas Ltd. Arbitration
Ocean State Power 2/03 Ocean State Power vs. 2002/2003 Gas Price Arbitration
ProGas Ltd. Arbitration
Ocean State Power 6/04 Ocean State Power vs. 2003/2004 Gas Price Arbitration
ProGas Ltd. Arbitration
Shell Canada Limited 7/05 Shell Canada Limited and Gas Contract Price
Nova Scotia Power Inc. Arbitration
Imematiq_,‘nalfcaurt of Arbitration L » o e
Wisconsin Gas Company, Inc. 2/97 | Wisconsin Gas Co. vs. Pan- | Case No. 9322/CK | Contract Arbitration
Alberta
Minnegasco, A Division of NotAm 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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SPONSOR

DATE

CASE/APPLICANT

DOCKET NoO.

SUBJECT

State of New Jetsey, Mercer County Superior Court

e

Transamerica Corp., et. al.

7/07,
10/07

IMO Industries Inc. vs. ~
Transamerica Cotp., et. al.

H vaocket No. II‘;—21.4O— )

03

| Breach-Related
Damages, Enterprise
Value

State of New York, Nassau County Supreme Court

Steel Los III, LP

6/08

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

Tndex No. 5662/05

Property seizure

Province of Alberta, Court of Queen’s Bench

Alberta Northeast Gas Limited

T5/07

Cafgill Gas Markétihg Ltd
vs. Alberta Northeast Gas
Limited

Action No. 0501

03291

Gas Contracting
Practices

':S‘t‘atq.;o‘f;Rh.ode'Isfé“_xid,:vai.dencer'(‘lit}aﬂbuxt .

Aquidneck Enetgy

P

Laroche vs. Newport

| Least-Cost Planning

State of Texas Hutchinson County Court

Western Gas Interstate

5/85

Gas Interstate Co.

State bfﬁxas vs. ‘Westerﬁ Case No. 14,843

Cost of Service

State of Texas District Court of Nueces C

Northwestern National Insurance
Company

11/11

ASARCO LLC

No. 01.2680-D

Damages
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SPONSOR DATE CASE/APPLICANT | DockET NO. SUBJECT
State of Utah Third District Court . .. s
PacifiCorp & Holme, Roberts & Owen, 1/07 | USA Powet & Spring Civil No. 050903412 | Breach-Related

LLP

Canyon Energy vs.
PacifiCorp. et. al.

Damages

U.S. Bankruptey Court, District of New Hampshire

EUA Powet Cotporation

7/92

EUA Power C‘E)‘;f)oraﬁon.

Casé No. B:K—9l;
10525-JEY

U.S. Bankruptcy Court, District Of New Jersey

Ponderosa Pine Energy Partners, Ltd.

7/05

Ponderosa Pine Energy
Partners, Ltd.

T Case No. 0521444

Forward Contract
Bankruptcy Treatment

U.S. Bankruptcy Court, No. District of New York

Cayuga Energy, NYSEG Solutions, The
Energy Network

09/09

C.ayuga Enelgy, NYSEG
Solutions, The Energy
Network

Case No. 06.60073-
6-sdg

Going concern

U.S. Bankruptey Court, So. District Of New Yotk

Enrbn Ene.rgyb Nﬂ{tg. v.

Case No. 01-16034

Breach of Contract;

Johns Manville 5/04
Johns Manville; AJG) Damages
Enron No. America v.
Johns Manville
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SPONSOR

DATE

CASE/APPLICANT

DockET NoO.

SUBJECT

U.S. Bankruptey Coutt, Northern District Of Texas

Mirant Corpotation, et al. v.

Case No‘.“03’—465”9v;

PPA Interpretation;

Southern Maryland Electric Coopetative, 11/04
Inc. and Potomac Electric Power Company SMECO Adversary No. 04- Leasing
4073
U. 8, Court of Federal Claims . v v . L
Boston Edison Company 7/06, | Boston Edison v. No. 99-447C Spent Nuclear Fuel
11/06 | Depattment of Energy No. 03-2626C Litigation
Consolidated Edison of New York 08/07 | Consolidated Edison of No. 06-305T Leasing, tax dispute
New York, Inc. and
subsidiaries v. United States
Consolidated Edison Company 2/08, | Consolidated Edison No. 04-0033C SNF Expert Report
6/08 | Company v. United States
Vermont Yankee Nuclear Powet 6/08 | Vermont Yankee Nuclear No. 03-2663C SNF Expert Report

Corporation

Power Corporation

U. 8. District Court, Boulder County, Colorado

‘ KN Eﬁergy ‘Xf‘S...COIO‘fadO

Case No. 92 CV

Gas Contract

KN Energy, Inc. 3/93

GasMark, Inc. 1474 Interpretation
. S. District Court, Notthern California ‘ - e G
Pacific Gas & Electric Co./PGT 4/97 | Notcen Enetgy Resources Case No. C94-0911 | Fraud Claim

PG&E/PGT Pipeline Exp. Project

Limited

VRW
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SPONSOR DATE CASE/APPLICANT DocCKET No. SUBJECT

U. 8. District Court, District of Connecticut o 5 . _r s

Constellation Power Source, Inc. 12/04 | Constellation Power Soutce, | Civil Action 304 CV | ISO Structure, Breach
Inc. v. Select Energy, Inc. 983 (RNC) of Contract

U. 8. District Court, Massachusetts . . o ,

Eastern Utilities Associates & Donald F. 3/94 NECO Enterprises Inc. vs. | Civil Action No. 92- | Seabrook Power Sales

Pardus Eastern Utilities Associates | 10355-RCL

U. 8. District Court, Montana . . . . . . _ s Sy

KN Energy, Inc. 9/92 | KN Energy v. Freeport Docket No. CV 91- | Gas Contract Settlement
MacMoRan 40-BLG-RWA

U.S. District Court, New Hampshire . - , e

Portland Natural Gas Transmission and 9/03 | Public Service Company of | Docket No. C-02- Impairment of Electric

Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline New Hampshire vs. 105-B Transmission Right-of-
PNGTS and M&NE Way
Pipeline

U. 8. District Court, Southern District of New York

Central Hudson Gas & Electric

11/99,
8/00

Central Hudsoﬁ V.
Riverkeeper, Inc., Robert H.
Boyle, John J. Cronin

Civil Action 99 Civ
2536 (BDP)

Electric restructuring,

environmental impacts

Consolidated Edison 3/02 | Consolidated Edison v. Case No. 01 Civ. Industry Standards for
Northeast Utilities 1893 IGK) (HP) Due Diligence

Merrill Lynch & Company 1/05 | Metrill Lynch v. Allegheny | Civil Action 02 CV | Due Diligence, Breach
Energy, Inc. 7689 (HB) of Contract, Damages
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SPONSOR DATE CASE/APPLICANT DockeT No. SUBJECT

U, S. District Court, Eastern District of Vitginia . . i

Aquila, Inc. 1/05, | VPEM v. Aquila, Inc. Civil Action 304 CV | Breach of Contract,
2/05 411 Damages

_U. 8. District Court, Portland Maine . L e
ACEC Maine, Inc. et al. 10/91 | CIT Financial vs. ACEC Docket No. 90- Project Valuation
Maine 0304-B
Combustion Engineeting 1/92 | Combustion Eng. vs. Miller | Docket No. 89- Output Modeling;

Hydto

0168P

Project Valuation

U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission

10/92

EUA Power Corporation | File No. 70-8034

| Value of EUA Power

Eastern Utilities Association |
Council of the District of Columbia Committee on Consumer and Regulatory Affairs e
Potomac Electric Power Co. 7/99 | Potomac Electric Power Bill 13-284 Utility restructuring

Co.
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Situational Assessment Rankings - 2001

(a rank of 1 indicates the most challenged for each metric)

Docket No. 120015-EI
Productive Efficiency Rankings
Exhibit JIR-3, Page 1 of 10
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Alabama Power Cogx_ganv 20 15 22 17 17 14 15 24 18.0 22
Appalachian Power Company 25 26 18 21 16 23 22 21.6 26
Arizona Public Service Company 5 13 9 2 2 8 11 25 9.4 5
Carolina Power & Light Company 13 12 15 7 20 6 19 8 12.5 10
Columbus Southem Power Company 24 25 13 10 16 25 19 18.9 24
| Dayton Power and Light Company 12 14 8 22 26 16 10 9 14.6 16
Detroit Edison Company 10 3 3 20 19 15 5 15 11.3 9
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 9 4 13 6 23 5 -7 16 10.4 6
Duke Energy Indiana, Inc. 23 23 23 14 8 16 8 18 16.6 20
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 19 20 19 23 7 2 9 12 13.9 14
Entergy Louisiana, LI.C
Florida Power & Light Company 1 2 2 9 5 9 3 2 4.1 1
Georgia Power Company 15 6 16 10 11 12 14 20 13.0 12
Indiana Michigan Power Company 26 27 26 16 3 24 5 18.1 23
Kansas City Power & Light Company 11 10 10 11 15 10 13 21 12.6 11
Kentucky Utilities Company 16 18 20 16 14 16 12 7 14.9 17
|Nevada Power Company 14 21 17 1 1 16 22 27 14.9 17
Ohio Edison Company 18 17 11 21 18 1 20 6 14.0 15
Ohio Power Company 27 24 25 27 16 26 10 22.1 27
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 6 8 7 27 13 16 4 4 10.6 8
PacifiCorp 21 16 18 15 24 27 6 26 19.1 25
Portland General Electric Company 17 19 14 19 22 16 16 11 16.8 21
Progress Energy Florida 2 9 4 3 4 13 17 3 6.9 3
Public Service Company of New Mexico 22 22 21 8 9 11 21 17 16.4 19
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 8 5 12 24 3 16 27 14 13.6 13
Southern California Edison Co. 7 1 1 4 25 4 1 1 5.5 2
Tampa Electric Company 3 7 5 5 6 16 18 23 10.4 6
Virginia Electric and Power Company 4 11 6 12 12 7 2 13 8.4 4
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Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 1 3 3 1 1 1 1.5 1
Gulf Power Company 4 4 4 4 2 3 2 3 33 4
Progress Energy Florida 2 3 2 1 1 2 3 2 2.0 2
[ Tampa Electric Company 3 2 3 2 4 3 4 4 3.1 3
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Dominion Resources, Inc. 3 3 4 3 3 2 11 4 29 2
DTE Energy Company 4 2 2 6 6 5 3 6 4.3 4
Entergy Corporation 5 5 7 7 7 1 6 5 5.4 5
Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 1 2 1 4 2 1 1.6 1
Progress Encrgy, Inc. 2 4 3 1 5 3 5 2 3.1 3
Southern Company 6 6 6 4 4 6 4 7 5.4 5
Xcel Energy Inc. 7 7 5 5 2 7 7 3 5.4 5




Situational Assessment Rankings - 2002

(a rank of 1 indicates the most challenged for cach metric)
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Alabama Power Company 19 17 24 19 18 15 21 23 19.5 25
Appalachian Power Company 18 20 22 20 16 16 10 20 17.8 24
Arizona Public Service Company 4 11 6 2 3 8 14 24 9.0 L)
Carolina Power & Light Company 14 14 19 4 15 6 25 7 13.0 12
Columbus Southern Power Company 13 18 11 11 2 16 18 18 13.4 13
Dayton Power and Light Company 12 15 12 25 20 16 13 10 15.4 18
Detroit Edison Company 11 5 3 22 25 14 7 15 12.8 11
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 10 4 14 13 24 5 6 17 11.6 9
Duke Energy Indiana, Inc. 25 26 27 12 5 16 5 22 17.3 23
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 22 21 21 27 14 2 3 11 15.1 16
Entergy Louisiana, L1.C
Florida Power & Light Company 1 2 2 5 4 10 4 2 3.8 1
Georgia Power Company 17 7 18 8 13 12 26 21 15.3 17
Indiana Michigan Power Company 24 25 25 24 11 4 17 3 16.6 20
Kansas City Power & Light Company 16 13 15 10 21 11 20 19 15.6 19
Kentucky Utilites Company 15 16 20 15 8 16 15 8 14.1 14
Nevada Power Company 7 12 8 1 1 16 24 27 12.0 10
Ohio Edison Company 20 19 13 23 17 1 19 6 14.8 15
Ohio Power Company 27 24 26 26 27 16 27 12 23.1 27
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 8 9 9 18 22 16 2 5 11.1 7
PacifiCorp 23 22 23 14 26 27 12 25 215 26
Portland General Electric Company 21 23 16 17 12 16 23 9 17.1 22
Progress Energy Florida 2 8 4 6 9 13 9 4 6.9 2
Public Service Company of New Mexico 26 27 17 9 10 9 22 16 17.0 21
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 6 3 7 21 23 16 1 14 11.4 8
Southern California Edison Co. 9 1 1 16 19 3 8 1 7.3 3
Tampa Electric Company 3 6 5 3 6 16 16 26 10.1 6
Virginia Electric and Power Company 5 10 10 7 7 7 11 13 8.8 4
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Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 13 1
Gulf Power Company 4 4 4 4 1 3 3 3 3.3 4
Progress Energy Florida 2 3 2 3 4 2 2 2 2.5 2
‘Tampa Electric Company 3 2 3 1 3 3 4 4 2.9 3
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Dominion Resources, Inc. 2 3 3 3 2 2 3 4 2.8 2
DTE Encrgy Company 4 2 2 7 7 5 2 6 4.4 4
Tintergy Corporation 5 5 6 5 6 1 4 5 4.6 5
Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 1 2 1 4 1 1 1.5 1
Progress Energy, Inc. 3 4 4 1 4 3 5 2 33 3
Southern Company 6 6 7 4 5 7 7 7 6.1 7
Xcel Energy Inc. 7 7 5 6 3 6 6 3 5.4 6
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Alabama Power Company 21 16 25 19 17 13 19 25 19.4 24
Appalachian Power Company 19 23 23 22 20 16 13 22 19.8 26
Arizona Public Service Company 15 24 22 2 3 7 26 26 15.6 19
Carolina Power & Light Company 11 12 16 8 16 6 23 9 12.6 10
Columbus Southern Power Company 17 20 13 14 11 16 11 15 14.6 18
Dayton Power and Light Company 12 15 11 23 21 10 8 14.3 15
Detroit Edison Company 8 4 2 25 26 14 5 13 12.1 8
Duke Energy Carolinas, LI.C 10 2 12 27 22 5 7 14 12.4 9
Duke Energy Indiana, Inc. 23 19 24 16 19 16 2 24 17.9 23
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 22 21 21 9 14 2 9 18 14.5 16
Entergy Louisiana, LLC
Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 3 5 2 10 3 5 3.8 1
Georgia Power Company 16 8 17 7 12 11 25 20 14.5 16
Indiana Michigan Power Company 25 26 26 21 23 4 8 2 16.9 20
Kansas City Power & Light Company 14 13 15 12 13 12 22 12 14.1 13
Kentucky Utiliies Company 13 14 18 18 8 16 16 10 14.1 13
Nevada Power Company 4 6 5 1 1 16 20 27 10.0 6
Ohio Edison Company 20 17 10 20 24 1 12 4 13.5 12
Ohio Power Company 27 25 27 24 27 16 24 17 23.4 27
OKahoma Gas and Electric Company 6 10 8 15 9 16 4 3 8.9 4
PacifiCorp 24 18 19 10 18 26 17 23 19.4 24
Portland General Electric Company 18 22 14 17 25 16 21 6 17.4 22
Progress Energy Florida 2 9 4 6 5 15 6 7 6.8 3
Public Service Company of New Mexico 26 27 20 3 7 9 27 16 16.9 20
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 7 7 9 26 10 16 18 11 13.0 11
Southern California Edison Co. 9 5 1 13 15 3 1 1 6.0 2
Tampa Electric Company 3 3 6 4 4 16 15 21 9.0 5
Virginia Electric and Power Company 5 11 7 11 6 8 14 19 10.1 7
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Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1.1 1
Gulf Power Company 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 3 3.6 4
Progress Energy Flonda 2 3 2 3 4 2 2 2 25 2
Tampa Electric Company 3 2 3 1 2 3 3 4 2.6 3
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Dominion Resources, Inc. 2 3 3 3 2 2 3 6 3.0 2
DTE Energy Company 4 2 1 7 7 5 2 4 4.0 4
Entergy Corporation 5 5 6 5 6 1 4 5 4.6 5
Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 2 1 1 4 1 1 1.5 1
Progress Energy, Inc. 3 4 5 2 4 3 5 2 3.5 3
Southern Company 6 7 7 4 5 6 7 7 6.1 7
Xcel Energy Inc. 7 6 4 6 3 7 6 3 5.3 6
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Alabama Power Company 20 16 23 16 12 13 19 24 17.9 25
Appalachian Power Company 5 1 7 25 14 16 22 23 14.1 13
Arizona Public Service Company 23 25 25 2 1 8 27 25 17.0 22
Carolina Power & Light Company 12 14 18 9 13 6 23 9 13.0 10
Columbus Southern Power Company 17 21 15 13 9 16 11 14 14.5 14
Davton Power and Light Company 13 15 12 27 20 16 10 7 15.0 17
Detroit Edison Company 9 11 2 26 27 15 4 13 13.4 11
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 10 5 14 10 23 5 8 18 11.6 8
Duke Energy Indiana, Inc. 24 23 24 23 8 16 12 20 18.8 26
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 22 22 22 19 17 2 7 15 15.8 19
Entergy Louisiana, LL.C
Florida Power & Light Company 1 2 3 4 3 10 3 6 4.0 1
Georgia Power Company 15 7 19 7 11 12 26 21 14.8 15
Indiana Michigan Power Company 26 26 26 24 16 3 18 2 17.6 23
Kansas City Power & Light Company 18 18 17 18 24 11 24 12 17.8 24
Kentucky Utilities Company 16 17 21 15 7 16 15 11 14.8 15
Necvada Power Company 4 4 4 1 2 16 17 27 9.4 4
Ohio Edison Company 21 20 13 20 25 1 9 3 14.0 12
Ohio Power Company 27 24 27 21 22 16 21 17 21.9 27
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 8 9 9 17 21 16 2 5 10.9 7
PacifiCorp 19 13 16 8 19 27 6 22 16.3 20
Portland General Electric Company 14 19 11 12 26 16 20 4 15.3 18
Progress Energy Florida 2 12 5 5 5 14 5 8 7.0 2
Public Service Company of New Mexico 25 27 20 3 10 9 25 16 16.9 21
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 7 3 8 22 15 16 16 10 12.1 9
Southern California Edison Co. 11 8 1 14 18 4 1 1 7.3 3
'Tampa Electric Company 3 6 6 6 4 16 13 26 10.0 5
Virginia Flectric and Power Company 6 10 10 11 6 7 14 19 10.4 6
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Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.0 1
Gulf Power Company 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 38 4
Progress Energy Florida 2 3 2 2 3 2 2 2 2.3 2
‘Tampa Electric Company 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 4 2.9 3
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Dominion Resources, Inc. 2 2 4 4 2 2 5 6 3.4 3
DTE Energy Company 4 3 1 7 7 5 2 4 4.1 4
Entergy Corporation 5 5 6 6 6 1 3 5 4.6 5
Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 2 2 1 4 1 1 1.6 1
Progress Energy, Inc. 3 4 3 3 3 3 4 2 3.1 2
Southern Company [3 6 7 5 5 7 7 7 6.3 7
Xcel Energy Inc. 7 7 5 1 4 6 6 3 4.9 6
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Alabama Power Company 22 15 24 17 6 12 23 23 17.8 24
Appalachian Power Company 19 23 23 22 17 16 8 25 19.1 26
Arizona Public Service Company 16 24 21 2 5 8 25 26 15.9 17
Carolina Power & Light Company 12 16 18 8 13 6 22 6 12.6 9
Columbus Southern Power Company 14 19 13 21 15 16 15 18 16.4 20
Dayton Power and Light Company 9 13 7 24 24 16 7 4 13.0 11
Detroit Edison Company 8 6 2 25 26 14 9 12 12.8 10
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 10 3 14 9 19 5 4 17 10.1 8
Duke Energy Indiana, Inc. 24 21 25 14 9 16 1 20 16.3 19
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 17 18 19 23 14 2 5 15 14.1 13
Entergy Louisiana, LLC
Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 3 5 4 10 2 8 43 1
Georgia Power Company 20 10 20 11 11 13 27 19 16.4 20
Indiana Michigan Power Company 26 26 26 26 21 3 17 1 18.3 25
Kansas City Power & Light Company 13 14 16 18 12 11 18 11 14.1 13
Kentucky Utilities Company 15 17 22 16 3 16 11 7 13.4 12
Nevada Power Company 4 2 4 1 1 16 20 27 9.4 5
Ohio Edison Company 21 20 11 19 23 1 24 14 16.6 22
Ohio Power Company 27 25 27 27 16 16 21 21 22.5 27
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 6 8 8 15 18 16 3 5 9.9 6
PacifiCorp 23 12 15 7 25 27 6 22 17.1 23
Portland General Electric Company 18 22 12 12 27 16 19 3 16.1 18
Progress Energy Florida 2 11 5 6 8 15 12 9 8.5 3
Public Service Company of New Mexico 25 27 17 3 20 9 10 13 15.5 16
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 7 4 10 20 22 16 26 10 14.4 15
Southern California Edison Co. 11 7 1 13 10 4 13 2 1.6 2
‘Tampa Electric Company 3 5 6 4 7 16 14 24 9.9 6
Virginia Electric and Power Company 5 9 9 10 2 7 16 16 9.3 4
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Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 11 1
Gulf Power Company 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 38 4
Progress Encrgy Florida 2 3 2 3 3 2 2 2 2.4 2
‘Tampa Electric Company 3 2 3 1 2 3 3 4 2.6 3
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Dominion Resources, Inc. 2 3 4 3 1 2 5 6 3.3 3
DTE Energy Company 4 2 1 6 7 5 3 4 4.0 4
Lntergy Corporation 5 5 6 7 6 1 2 5 4.6 5
Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 2 1 2 4 1 2 1.8 1
Progress Energy, Inc. 3 4 3 2 3 3 4 1 2.9 2
Southern Company 6 6 7 4 4 7 6 7 5.9 7
Xcel Energy Inc. 7 7 5 5 5 6 7 3 5.6 6
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Alabama Power Company 21 18 26 19 11 13 23 22 19.1 25
Appalachian Power Company 25 24 25 22 3 17 6 27 18.6 23
Arizona Public Service Company 7 21 13 3 2 9 10 25 11.3 7
Carolina Power & Light Company 15 20 19 9 21 7 26 4 15.1 16
Columbus Southern Power Company 18 22 15 4 7 17 18 17 14.8 14
Dayton Power and Light Company 14 19 10 25 24 17 9 5 15.4 19
Detroit Edison Company 12 7 3 24 26 16 4 13 13.1 13
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 11 3 11 11 22 6 5 16 10.6 6
Duke Energy Indiana, Inc. 20 16 22 21 19 17 27 20 20.3 27
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 22 23 24 17 8 2 15 12 15.4 19
Entergy Louisiana, LLC 13 5 23 4 12 19 12.7 11
Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 2 10 9 10 1 7 5.1 1
Georgia Power Company. 19 13 21 1 4 14 28 18 14.8 14
Indiana Michigan Power Company 28 28 27 26 23 5 22 1 20.0 26
Kansas City Power & Light Compan 16 15 16 18 12 12 21 11 15.1 16
Kentucky Utilities Company 17 17 20 16 18 17 8 8 15.1 16
Nevada Power Company 4 2 6 2 1 17 17 28 9.6 3
Ohio Edison Company 8 6 4 23 20 1 19 21 12.8 12
Ohio Power Company 27 27 28 27 27 17 14 26 241 28
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 6 10 9 15 13 17 2 6 9.8 4
PacifiCorp 24 14 17 8 6 28 3 23 15.4 19
Portland General Electric Company. 23 25 18 13 25 17 25 3 18.6 23
Progress Energy Florida 2 12 5 7 15 15 16 9 10.1 5
Public Service Company of New Mexico 26 26 14 5 14 11 24 14 16.8 22
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 9 9 12 20 10 17 11 10 12.3 10
Southern California Edison Co. 10 4 1 14 5 3 7 2 5.8 2
'Tampa Electric Company 3 8 7 6 17 17 13 24 11.9 8
Virginia Electric and Power Company 5 11 8 12 16 8 20 15 11.9 8
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Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 1 4 1 1 1 1 14 1
Gulf Power Company 4 4 4 2 4 3 4 3 3.5 4
Progress Energy Florida 2 3 2 3 2 2 3 2 24 2
'Tampa Electric Company 3 2 3 1 3 3 2 4 2.6 3
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Dominion Resources, Inc. 2 3 4 4 2 2 4 6 3.4 3
DTE Energy Company 4 2 2 7 7 6 2 5 4.4 4
Enterpgy Corporation 6 6 7 6 6 1 3 4 4.9 [
Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 1 3 1 4 1 2 1.8 1
Progress Energy, Inc. 3 4 3 2 5 3 5 1 3.3 2
Southern Company 5 5 6 5 4 7 7 7 5.8 7
Xcel Energy Inc. 7 7 5 1 3 5 6 3 4.6 5
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Alabama Power Company 20 17 25 14 14 13 15 22 17.5 22
Appalachian Power Company 25 24 26 21 5 17 14 26 19.8 26
Arizona Public Service Company 4 9 8 2 4 9 6 25 8.4 3
Carolina Power & Light Company 15 20 18 6 21 7 24 2 14.1 14
Columbus Southemn Power Company 24 23 21 20 2 17 20 18 18.1 24
Davton Power and Light Company 12 18 11 27 24 17 8 5 15.3 20
Detroit Edison Company 14 7 3 24 7 16 13 14 12.3 8
Duke Energy Carolinas, LL.C 9 3 12 5 18 6 9 11 9.1 4
Duke Energy Indiana, Inc. 21 21 24 17 12 17 27 21 20.0 27
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 22 22 22 22 13 3 5 9 14.8 18
Entergy Louistana, LLC 16 4 23 18 5 11 8 12.1 7
Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 2 7 22 12 2 7 6.8 2
Georgia Power Company 18 11 20 9 6 14 17 20 14.4 17
Indiana Michigan Power Company 27 28 27 25 16 4 22 1 18.8 25
Kansas City Power & Light Company 17 19 17 23 10 11 18 10 15.6 21
Kentucky Utilities Company 13 16 19 16 8 17 7 17 14.1 14
Nevada Power Company 5 2 6 3 3 17 21 28 10.6 5
Ohio Edison Company 7 5 4 28 23 1 23 19 13.8 13
Ohio Power Company 28 27 28 26 26 17 16 27 244 28
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 8 12 9 13 20 17 3 6 11.0 6
PacifiCorp 23 15 16 4 1 17 4 23 14.1 14
Portland General Electric Company 19 25 14 10 27 17 25 4 17.6 23
Progress Energy Florida 2 14 5 19 25 15 12 16 13.5 12
Public Service Company of New Mexico 26 26 15 1 1 10 28 13 15.0 19
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 11 10 13 15 17 17 10 12 13.1 10
Southern California Edison Co. 10 6 1 12 15 2 1 3 6.3 1
‘Tampa Electric Company 3 8 7 8 19 17 19 24 13.1 10
Virginia Electric and Power Company 6 13 10 11 9 8 26 15 12.3 8
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Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1.3 1
Gulf Power Company 4 4 4 1 3 3 4 3 3.3 4
Progress Energy Florida 2 3 2 4 4 2 2 2 2.6 2
Tampa Electric Company 3 2 3 3 1 3 3 4 2.8 3
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Dominion Resources, Inc. 2 3 5 4 2 1 6 6 3.6 2
DTE Energy Company 4 2 2 7 1 6 3 5 3.8 3
Entergy Corporation 5 6 7 6 7 2 2 2 4.6 5
Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 1 1 5 4 1 3 2.1 1
Progress Energy, Inc. 3 5 3 5 6 3 4 1 3.8 3
Southern Company 6 4 6 3 3 7 5 7 5.1 7
Xcel Energy Inc. 7 7 4 2 4 5 7 4 5.0 6
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Alabama Power Company 22 18 25 12 21 13 18 18 18.4 23
Appalachian Power Company 25 25 26 13 4 17 12 27 18.6 25
Arizona Public Service Company 4 9 8 3 0 9 5 23 8.4 3
Carolina Power & Light Company 14 19 18 1 26 7 24 1 13.8 12
Columbus Southem Power Company 24 22 20 23 1 17 23 17 18.4 23
Dayton Power and Light Company 8 15 11 26 23 17 8 5 14.1 14
Detroit Edison Company 15 7 3 15 3 14 9 11 9.6 5
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 9 5 13 2 19 6 7 10 8.9 4
Duke Energy Indiana, Inc. 20 21 24 21 18 17 26 19 20.8 27
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 21 23 22 18 11 3 14 7 14.9 19
Entergy Louisiana, LLC 17 3 23 10 5 15 9 11.7 7
Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 2 22 16 11 2 6 7.6 2
Georgia Power Company 18 10 19 11 10 15 13 20 14.5 15
Indiana Michigan Power Company 27 28 21 24 20 4 19 2 18.9 26
Kansas City Power & Light Company 19 17 17 17 9 12 21 14 15.8 21
Kentucky Utllities Company 16 20 21 16 13 17 10 22 16.9 22
Nevada Power Company 5 2 5 8 5 17 28 28 12.3 8
Ohio Edison Company 7 6 4 27 22 1 22 16 13.1 11
Ohio Power Company 28 27 28 28 24 17 11 26 236 28
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 10 14 14 9 8 17 6 8 10.8 6
PacifiCorp 23 13 16 5 7 17 4 25 13.8 12
Portland General Electric Company 13 24 10 4 27 17 20 3 14.8 18
Progress Energy Florida 3 16 [ 20 25 16 16 21 15.4 20
Public Service Company of New Mexico 26 26 9 6 2 10 25 12 14.5 15
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 12 11 15 14 15 17 3 13 12.5 9
Southern California Edison Co. 11 4 1 19 12 2 1 4 6.8 1
‘Tampa Electric Company 2 8 7 25 17 17 17 24 14.6 17
Virginia Electric and Power Company 6 12 12 7 14 8 27 15 12.6 10
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Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 1 3 2 1 1 1 14 1
Gulf Power Company 4 4 4 2 1 3 4 3 3.1 4
Progress Energy Florida 3 3 2 1 4 2 2 2 2.4 2
‘Tampa Electric Company 2 2 3 4 3 3 3 4 3.0 3
- PN @ =
S5 |8 | E 1 |3e|f.|g8]é N
g =] Qo S ~ <
B w & 25 2 3= a9 € g g & & & ~ & E &
Large Utility Group ﬁ-ﬁ: Eg © =S &0 373 g}i SE‘:- Sn =25
8 5]
S A LA A R RN P |5z
o @ o &0 S = bt B s 3 % oo
g e = g 2 5 5 g 8 <
& £ N o ~ Hall I
Dominion Resources, Inc. 2 3 5 2 3 2 7 6 3.8 3
DTE Energy Company 4 2 2 6 1 5 2 5 3.4 2
Enterpy Corporation 6 7 7 1 7 1 4 2 4.4 5
Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 1 7 4 4 1 3 2.8 1
Progress Energy, Inc. 3 6 3 3 6 3 5 1 3.8 3
Southern Company 5 4 6 5 5 7 3 7 5.3 7
Xcel Energy Inc. 7 5 4 4 2 6 6 4 4.8 6
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Alabama Power Company 23 22 26 28 23 14 22 17 21.9 27
Appalachian Power Company 19 24 25 19 8 17 9 25 18.3 24
Arizona Public Service Company 4 8 9 8 4 9 11 21 9.3 3
Carolina Power & Light Company 15 20 20 1 15 6 25 1 12.9 11
Columbus Southem Power Company 20 17 15 15 2 17 23 15 15.5 20
| Dayton Power and Light Company 13 19 11 26 25 17 2 28 17.6 22
Dectroit Edison Company 18 10 3 3 19 15 10 [ 10.5 6
Duke Energy Carolinas, L1.C 8 3 12 11 18 5 14 11 10.3 5
Duke Energy Indiana, Inc. 21 18 22 25 24 17 26 18 21.4 26
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 26 26 24 18 21 2 16 3 17.0 21
Entergy Louisiana, LLC 17 2 23 12 4 17 8 11.9 9
Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 2 17 7 11 3 7 6.1 1
Georgia Power Company 16 5 18 13 6 13 18 22 13.9 15
Indiana Michigan Power Company 27 27 27 23 22 8 8 2 18.0 23
Kansas City Power & Lx:g!xt Company 22 21 21 20 14 12 24 13 18.4 25
Kentucky Utilities Company 11 15 19 4 16 17 13 19 14.3 17
Nevada Power Company 5 4 6 22 3 17 27 27 13.9 15
Ohio Edison Company 7 6 4 16 26 1 20 14 11.8 8
Ohio Power Company 28 28 28 21 27 17 15 23 23.4 28
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 9 14 14 2 10 17 4 10 10.0 4
PacifiCorp 24 16 17 6 5 17 7 26 14.8 19
Portland General Electric Company 10 23 10 9 12 17 21 4 13.3 13
Progress Energy Florida 2 11 5 10 17 16 12 20 11.6 7
Public Service Company of New Mexico 25 25 7 27 1 10 5 9 13.6 14
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 12 13 16 7 20 17 6 12 12.9 11
Southern California Edison Co. 14 9 1 14 11 3 1 5 7.3 2
Tampa Electric Company 3 7 8 24 13 17 19 24 14.4 18
Virginia Electric and Power Company 6 12 13 5 9 7 28 16 12.0 10
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Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1.3 1
Gulf Power Company 4 4 4 2 3 3 4 4 3.5 4
Progress Energy Florida 2 3 2 1 4 2 2 2 23 2
‘Tampa Electric Company 3 2 3 4 2 3 3 3 29 3
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Dominion Resources, Inc. 3 3 5 4 3 2 7 6 4.1 6
DTE Energy Company 4 2 2 3 7 7 2 3 3.8 2
Entergy Corporation 6 7 7 2 4 1 4 1 4.0 4
Florida Power & Light Compan 1 1 1 5 2 4 1 4 2.4 1
Progress Energy, Inc. 2 6 3 6 5 3 5 2 4.0 4
Southern Company 5 4 6 7 6 6 6 7 5.9 7
Xcel Enesrgy Inc. 7 5 4 1 1 5 3 5 3.9 3
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‘Alabarma Power Company 18 17 24 27 17 14 19 16 19.0 24
Appalachian Power Company 24 26 25 22 23 16 9 25 21.3 28
Atizona Public Service Company 4 9 8 12 18 9 14 20 11.8 11
Carolina Power & Light Company 12 21 20 1 6 8 24 1 11.6 10
Columbus Southern Power Company 20 18 15 28 3 16 27 12 17.4 21
Davton Power and Light Company 11 19 11 26 24 16 28 28 20.4 26
Detroit Edison Company 16 11 4 11 28 15 10 6 12.6 13
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 7 3 13 16 8 5 16 9 9.6 3
Duke Energy Indiana, Inc. 23 20 23 6 20 16 26 22 19.5 25
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 22 25 22 14 10 2 3 3 12.6 13
Entergy Louisiana, LLC 19 5 26 8 2 4 17 5 10.8 5
Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 2 18 15 11 7 8 7.9 1
Georgia Power Company 14 2 18 21 11 13 15 24 14.8 17
)_Igdina Michigan Power Company 27 28 27 25 22 3 13 2 18.4 22
Kansas City Power & Light Company 25 24 21 20 12 12 22 11 18.4 22
Kentucky Utilities Company 13 16 19 7 5 16 5 19 12.5 12
Necvada Power Company 6 4 7 19 19 16 25 27 15.4 19
Ohio Edison Company 8 8 6 24 26 1 20 13 13.3 15
Ohio Power Company 28 27 28 23 9 16 18 17 20.8 27
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 9 14 14 4 7 16 4 15 10.4 4
PacifiCorp 26 15 17 3 13 16 6 26 15.3 18
Portland General Electric Company 17 23 10 13 25 16 21 4 16.1 20
Progress Energy Florida 2 12 5 9 21 16 1 21 10.9 6
Public Service Company of New Mexico 21 22 3 2 1 10 2 10 8.9 2
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 10 10 16 17 16 16 11 14 13.8 16
Southern California Edison Co. 15 6 1 15 27 6 12 7 11.1 8
Tampa Electric Company 3 7 9 10 14 16 8 23 113 9
Virginia Electric and Power Company 5 13 12 5 4 7 23 18 10.9 6
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Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 1 3 2 1 2 1 1.5 1
Gulf Power Company 4 4 4 4 3 2 4 4 3.6 4
Progress Energy Florida 2 3 2 1 4 2 1 2 2.1 2
‘Tampa Electric Company 3 2 3 2 1 2 3 3 2.4 3
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Dominion Resources, Inc. 3 3 5 2 2 2 7 6 3.8 4
DTE Energy Company 4 2 2 4 7 7 2 3 3.9 5
Entergy Corporation 6 7 7 1 1 1 4 1 3.5 2
Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 1 5 6 3 1 4 2.8 1
| Progress Energy, Inc. 2 5 3 6 4 4 3 2 3.6 3
Southern Company 5 4 6 7 5 6 5 7 5.6 7
Xcel Tinergy Inc. 7 6 4 3 3 5 6 5 4.9 6
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Alabama Power Company 11 11 20 6 22 8 24 21 16 24 24 17.0 24
Appalachian Power Company 5 4 25 10 9 4 8 14 8 9 17 10.3 7
Arizona Public Service Company 24 14 13 8 24 18 22 27 20 27 5 18.4 25
Carolina Power & Light Company 14 22 4 19 11 12 16 24 17 26 19 16.7 21
Columbus Southern Power Company 13 21 15 4 15 23 3 3 9 4 9 10.8 9
Dayton Power and Light Company 10 2 3 2 13 26 15 8 3 15 15 10.2 6
Detroit Edison Company 18 19 22 26 19 21 19 26 24 11 20 20.5 28
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 19 14 10 26 9 11 13 22 25 16 8 15.7 16
Duke Energy Indiana, Inc. 6 9 5 25 2 13 2 18 10 12 13 10.5 8
Entergy Ackansas, Inc. 21 9 24 [9 14 22 11 11 23 23 22 16.9 22
Entergy Louisiana, LLC 1 1.0 1
Florida Power & Light Company 3 6 17 3 8 7 12 5 2 6 7 6.9 3
Georgia Power Company 15 20 23 14 25 19 20 17 18 19 14 18.5 26
Indiana Michigan Power Company 27 1 26 24 7 1 4 27 27 21 21 16.9 22
Kansas City Power & Light Company 12 12 27 17 6 1 25 18 25 23 16.6 20
Kentucky Utilities Company 4 3 2 19 2 6 7 4 + 6 16 6.6 2
Nevada Power Company 17 13 1 13 20 27 9 9 6 9 6 11.8 10
Ohio Edison Company 25 27 12 15 2 24 1 2 21 1 3 12.1 11
Ohio Power Company 22 14 17 12 12 16 5 18 22 12 27 16.1 17
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 1 6 14 15 17 25 17 10 7 5 26 13.0 12
PacifiCorp 7 25 21 9 18 20 18 12 15 22 12 16.3 19
Portland General Electric Company 9 26 6 10 26 14 21 12 11 2 18 14.1 14
Progress Energy Florida 7 17 6 1 27 4 10 7 5 6 1 8.3 5
Public Service Company of New Mexico 26 24 16 19 16 14 23 18 26 19 10 19.2 27
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 2 18 11 5 5 1 6 5 1 3 25 7.5 4
Southern California Edison Co. 15 23 9 19 23 17 26 16 13 14 2 16.1 17
Tampa Electric Company 23 5 6 17 20 9 14 15 14 18 4 13.2 13
Virginia Electric and Power Company 19 8 19 19 1 9 25 23 11 16 11 14.6 15
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Florida Power & Light Company 1 2 3 2 1 2 2 1 1 1 4 1.8 1
Progress Energy Florida 2 + 1 1 4 1 1 2 2 1 1 1.8 1
Gulf Power Company 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 2 3.1 4
‘Tampa Electric Company 4 1 1 4 2 3 4 4 3 4 3 3.0 3
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Dominion Resources, Inc. 6 2 4 6 1 2 7 5 2 4 38 5
DTE Energy Company 6 6 6 7 3 6 5 [4 7 3 5.8 7
Entergy Corporation 4 5 3 3 3 6 1 1 2 7 6 37 +
Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 4 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 15 1
Progress Energy, Inc. 3 4 1 2 3 2 3 + 2 5 2 3.0 2
Southern Company 5 3 7 3 5 5 [3 6 6 5 5 5.1 6
Xcel Energy Inc. 2 7 2 3 4 4 4 3 3 1 4 3.5 3
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Alabama Power Company 14 9 22 [3 21 10 16 14 16 24 22 15.8 17
AREalachian Power Company 3 3 24 12 7 9 13 8 10 9 20 10.7 10
Arizona Public Service Company 23 12 19 9 20 8 18 28 17 27 9 173 23
Carolina Power & Light Company 13 19 12 19 12 12 15 25 18 26 17 17.1 22
Columbus Southern Power Company 8 24 16 4 18 25 4 6 8 3 2 10.7 10
Dayton Power and Light Company 9 2 3 1 10 27 14 4 1 16 24 10.1 7
Detroit Iidison Company 20 25 25 25 21 19 23 26 21 11 25 21.9 28
Duke Encrgy Carolinas, LLC 16 10 26 24 10 11 11 19 22 17 19 16.8 21
Duke Energy Indiana, Inc. 7 17 5 26 16 24 3 18 14 13 23 15.1 13
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 17 8 21 27 19 16 8 10 25 23 27 18.3 26
Entergy Louisiana, LLC 1 1.0 1
Florida Power & Light Company 5 11 12 1 9 7 10 7 4 6 8 7.3 4
Georgia Power Company 21 21 23 7 26 13 22 19 18 18 7 17.7 25
Indiana Michigan Power Company 27 1 18 22 2 1 6 27 27 20 18 15.4 14
Kansas City Power & Light Company 15 14 27 21 5 2 22 22 25 11 16.4 19
Kentucky Utilities Company 4 13 4 12 2 6 1 3 7 6 14 6.5 3
Nevada Power Company 12 5 1 11 13 26 20 11 3 9 1 10.2 9
Ohio Edison Company 24 26 19 17 2 22 2 2 20 1 3 12.5 12
Ohio Power Company 22 18 14 14 13 20 7 19 24 14 26 17.4 24
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 1 5 6 16 8 16 17 9 6 5 5 9.5 5
PacifiCorp 10 22 10 19 16 20 19 14 15 21 16.5 20
Portland General Electric Company 19 27 9 9 23 23 24 11 11 3 13 15.6 16
Progress Energy Florida 6 15 7 5 27 4 9 13 8 6 5 9.5 6
Public Service Company of New Mexico 26 23 10 22 13 4 25 24 25 19 21 19.3 27
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 2 16 15 3 5 3 5 3 1 2 6 5.7 2
Southern California Edison Co. 17 19 17 18 23 13 21 16 12 11 12 16.3 18
‘Tampa Electric Compan 25 7 8 15 23 18 12 16 13 22 10 15.4 14
Virginia Electric and Power Company 11 4 1 7 1 15 26 22 5 15 + 10.1 7
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Florida Power & Light Company 1 2 3 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 2 1.5 1
Progress Enerey Flonda 2 4 1 2 4 1 1 2 2 1 1 1.9 2
Gulf Power Company 3 2 4 3 2 3 3 2 3 1 4 27 3
Tampa Electric Company 4 1 2 4 3 4 4 4 3 4 3 33 4
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Dominion Resources, Inc. 3 1 1 3 1 5 7 5 1 3 1 28 2
DTE Energy Company 6 7 6 6 [ 7 6 6 6 3 7 6.0 7
Iintergy Corporation 5 3 3 6 3 6 1 1 5 7 6 4.4 5
Florida Power & Light Company 1 2 4 1 2 1 2 2 1 1 2 1.7 1
Progress Energy, Inc. 2 1 4 5 5 2 3 4 4 6 3 3.8 4
Southern Company 6 3 6 3 6 3 5 7 7 5 ) 5.1 6
Xcel Energy Inc. 4 6 2 2 + 3 4 3 3 1 4 33 3
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Alabama Power Company 14 16 22 12 20 10 14 18 18 23 23 173 26
Appalachian Power Company 3 4 23 3 11 9 16 3 6 11 20 10.3 7
Arizona Public Service Company 23 10 13 16 19 13 12 2 16 27 9 16.9 23
Carolina Power & Light Company 10 21 3 18 14 16 15 26 17 26 16 16.5 22
Columbus Southern Power Company 8 23 19 1 17 24 3 2 7 3 3 10.2 6
Davton Power and Light Company 9 2 2 22 26 22 9 15 17 13.8 12
Detroit Edison Company 21 24 26 27 24 25 24 25 24 13 25 23.5 28
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 15 12 24 20 8 12 11 24 19 17 16.2 21
Duke Energy Indiana, Inc. 7 9 4 25 13 17 3 20 12 15 13.3 11
Enterpy Arkansas, Inc. 20 7 19 18 15 17 8 14 19 24 16.0 20
Entergy Louistana, LLC 1 1.0 1
Florida Power & Light Company 5 8 6 1 8 6 10 6 2 6 7 5.9 3
Georgia Power Company 11 19 18 6 24 14 23 16 12 17 14 15.8 19
Indiana Michigan Power Company 27 1 16 23 2 3 [ 21 25 22 22 15.3 17
Kansas City Power & Iight Company 16 18 24 24 3 4 27 22 25 10 17.3 27
Kentucky Utilities Company 4 17 9 10 3 5 1 7 3 8 13 73 4
Nevada Power Company 18 11 1 13 18 27 18 8 3 7 1 11.4 9
Ohio Edison Company 26 26 15 13 6 23 2 4 21 1 8 13.2 10
Ohio Power Company 22 15 14 3 12 22 7 11 22 12 24 14.9 16
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 2 3 5 17 7 6 19 12 3 5 4 7.7 5
PacifiCorp 11 22 21 15 15 20 20 15 14 21 12 16.9 23
Portland General Electric Company 13 27 9 7 22 21 26 12 11 4 6 14.4 14
Progress Energy Florida 6 12 11 9 22 6 13 10 10 8 11 10.7 8
Public Service Company of New Mexico 25 25 8 26 8 1 9 21 25 19 2 154 18
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 1 12 12 4 3 2 4 3 1 2 +4 2
Southern California Edison Co. 16 20 16 21 26 19 21 19 15 10 5 17.1 25
‘Tampa Electric Company 24 3 7 8 2 11 17 16 9 19 18 140 13
|Visginia Electric and Power Company 19 3 27 10 1 15 25 21 8 14 19 14.7 15
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Florida Power & Light Company 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1.2 1
Progress linergy Florida 2 + 3 3 2 1 3 4 2 3 3 2.7 2
Gulf Power Company 3 3 4 4 4 3 2 2 4 2 1 29 4
Tampa Electric Company 4 1 2 2 2 3 4 3 2 1 4 2.8 3
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Dominion Resources, Inc. 4 1 7 2 1 5 7 5 2 3 5 38 4
DTE Energy Company 6 6 6 7 6 7 6 6 6 5 6.1 7
Entergy Comporation 7 5 2 5 3 5 1 1 5 7 6 43 5
Florida Power & Light Company 1 2 2 1 2 i 2 1 1 1 1 1.4 1
Progress Energy, Inc. 2 4 1 5 5 2 3 4 3 4 2 3.2 3
Southern Company 5 3 5 2 6 2 4 6 6 5 4 44 6
Xcel Energy Inc. 3 [3 2 2 3 2 5 3 3 1 3 3.0 2
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Alabama Power Company 10 12 18 14 21 9 22 18 15 23 18 16.4 21
Appalachian Power Company 6 5 25 4 12 7 15 5 9 10 25 11.2 10
Anzona Public Service Company 24 4 15 17 21 6 14 28 15 27 5 16.0 19
Casolina Power & Light Company 10 17 13 21 10 14 12 25 15 25 9 15.5 16
Columbus Southern Power Company 17 23 22 2 18 25 + 2 11 3 6 12.1 11
Davton Power and Light Company 20 16 2 21 12 27 18 7 13 16 27 16.3 20
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Public Service Company of Oklahoma 2 19 20 3 2 4 5 4 3 2 14 7.1 2
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Florida Power & Light Company 1 2 3 1 1 2 3 1 1 1 1 1.5 1
Progress Energy Florida 2 4 1 2 3 1 2 3 2 1 2 2.1 2
Gulf Power Company 3 3 4 + 4 4 1 1 4 1 3 2 4
Tampa Electric Company 4 1 1 2 2 2 4 3 2 4 4 2. 3
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Dominion Resources, Inc. 3 1 1 2 1 5 + 4 2 3 5 2.8 2
DTE Energy Company 7 7 6 7 6 7 6 6 6 5 7 6.4 7
Entergy Corporation 6 4 2 4 3 5 1 1 4 7 6 3.9 5
Florida Power & Light Company 1 2 2 1 2 2 3 2 1 1 1 1.6 1
Progress Energy, Inc. 2 3 2 5 3 1 2 5 3 4 3 3.2 3
Southern Company 5 5 6 6 6 3 5 [3 6 5 + 5.2 6
Xcel Enerpy Inc. 4 6 2 3 3 3 7 3 3 1 2 34 4
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Alabama Power Company 13 12 23 16 20 15 24 20 21 23 22 19.0 26
Appalachian Power Company 6 6 20 5 14 7 9 7 8 10 25 10.6 8
Anizona Public Service Company 22 15 13 10 26 6 17 28 19 27 6 17.2 24
Carolina Power & Light Company 10 16 12 22 3 9 12 26 21 25 10 15.1 17
Columbus Souther Power Company 25 21 18 2 19 25 3 4 11 3 26 143 15
Dayton Power and Light Company 17 24 2 7 7 25 15 8 10 16 18 13.5 13
Detroit lidison Company 20 26 25 26 23 25 22 6 25 13 16 20.6 28
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 10 4 14 20 7 9 11 22 12 16 11 12.4 11
Duke Energy Indiana, Inc. 17 7 4 24 12 22 6 17 18 18 21 15.1 17
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 17 5 10 17 1 13 10 15 23 20 135 12
Entergy Louisiana, LLC 1 1.0 1
Florida Power & Light Company 5 9 5 6 6 7 10 11 2 4 14 7.2 3
Georgia Power Company 135 20 20 14 25 20 26 21 13 18 19 19.2 27
Indiana Michigan Power Company 26 1 26 19 2 3 5 24 26 22 24 16.2 21
Kansas City Power & Light Company 14 17 24 25 5 5 27 23 25 23 18.8 25
Kentucky Utilities Company 3 12 9 8 4 11 16 3 2 8 5 7.4 4
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Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 1 2 6 13 11 12 20 11 2 4 17 9.9 5
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Progress Energy Florida 8 10 19 22 20 16 14 19 14 4 9 14.1 14
Public Service Company of New Mexico 27 22 6 26 16 12 2 25 26 20 16.7 22
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 2 18 15 1 12 2 4 5 1 2 13 6.8 2
Southern California Edison Co. 9 23 17 21 27 4 8 17 15 11 12 1149 16
Tampa Electric Company 16 3 6 11 18 17 19 16 7 15 3 119 10
Virginia Electric and Power Company 10 2 3 9 1 18 21 22 6 14 7 10.3 6
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Florida Power & Light Company 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 3 14 1
Progress Energy Flonda 2 4+ 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 1 2 2.7 4
Gulf Power Company 3 3 3 3 + 1 1 1 4 1 4 25 2
Tampa Electric Company 4 1 1 2 2 4 4 3 2 4 1 2.5 2
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Dominion Resources, Inc. 3 1 1 2 1 5 4 5 1 3 1 25 2
DT Energy Company 7 7 6 7 6 7 5 1 7 4 4 5.5 6
Entergy Corporation 6 4 3 4 4 3 2 3 4 7 1.0 4
Florida Power & Light Company i 2 2 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 3 1.5 1
Progress Energy, Inc. 2 3 5 6 3 2 3 7 5 4 2 3.8 3
Southern Company 5 3 6 5 6 4 6 6 6 6 6 5.5 6
Xcel Enerpy Inc. 3 6 4 3 5 6 7 4 3 1 5 1.3 5
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Alabama Power Company 12 16 25 16 22 14 22 18 20) 25 20 19.1 27
Appalachian Power Company 6 2 20 4 7 5 11 5 7 10 25 9.3 4
Arizona Public Service Company 26 17 16 16 24 7 19 27 20 28 8 18.9 26
Carolina Power & Light Company 16 14 11 20 3 11 13 21 18 26 11 149 15
Columbus Southern Power Company 21 23 15 2 18 23 2 2 9 2 1 10.7 7
Dayton Power and Light Company 4 25 4 9 13 28 15 8 13 17 23 14.5 14
Detroit Edison Company 22 27 26 26 27 27 25 23 25 12 21 23.7 28
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 11 3 12 24 5 6 17 28 17 16 14 13.9 13
Duke Energy Indiana, Inc. 24 12 5 28 13 25 5 22 24 18 22 18.0 24
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 16 14 6 22 20 21 9 6 22 23 18 16.1 17
Entergy Louisiana, LLC 18 10 3 19 13 14 7 11 10 20 125 11
Florida Power & Light Company 6 8 12 4 13 7 10 6 5 3 9 15 2
Georgia Power Company 9 21 23 11 24 20 27 17 15 15 2 16.7 19
Indiana Michigan Power Company 28 1 23 21 3 2 4 24 28 22 27 16.6 18
Kansas City Power & Light Company 9 19 18 26 2 3 26 22 27 24 17.6 23
Kentucky Utilities Company 3 6 9 7 5 10 20 3 3 8 7 74 1
Nevada Power Company 15 4 1 14 9 22 18 9 1 9 16 10.7 7
Ohio Edison Company 23 28 12 1 11 26 1 1 13 1 13 11.8 10
Ohio Power Company 27 18 17 6 13 23 3 10 26 23 26 175 22
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 1 7 2 16 9 16 23 12 1 6 15 9.8 5
PacifiCorp. 8 22 28 9 24 19 24 16 16 21 17 18.5 25
Portland General Electric Company 13 26 20 13 23 16 26 15 11 5 5 15.7 16
Progress Energy Florida 4 11 19 7 21 18 12 13 6 7 10 11.6 9
Public Service Company of New Mexico 25 20 7 24 12 7 14 25 27 18 6 16.8 20
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 2 12 27 3 8 1 6 4 4 3 19 8.1 3
Southern California Edison Co. 18 24 20 22 28 4 8 20 19 11 12 16.9 21
Tampa Electric Company 20 8 9 15 18 12 16 14 11 14 4 12.8 12
Virginia Electric and Power Company 14 4 7 11 1 13 21 18 8 13 3 10.3 6
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Florida Power & Light Company 2 3 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 3 1.5 1
Progress Energy Florida 1 4 3 2 3 4 3 2 2 3 4 2.8 4
Gulf Power Company 3 2 3 4 4 2 1 3 4 2 1 2.6 2
‘Tampa Electric Company 4 1 1 3 2 3 4 3 3 4 2 2.7 3
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'Dominion Resources, Inc. 5 1 3 2 1 2 4 5 1 4 1 2.6 2
DTE Energy Company 7 7 6 6 [ 7 5 7 6 3 5.9 7
Entergy Corporation [9 3 1 6 4 5 1 2 3 7 3.8 4
Florida Power & Light Company 1 2 4 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1.6 1
Progress Energy, Inc. 2 4 5 4 2 2 3 3 3 5 3 33 3
Southern Company 3 5 6 4 6 4 6 [3 6 5 4 5.0 6
Xcel Energy Inc. 3 6 2 2 5 6 7 4 3 2 1.0 3
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Alabama Power Company 12 14 25 17 23 17 24 18 19 25 16 19.1 27
Appalachian Power Company 15 2 18 5 10 17 11 4 6 8 23 10.8 6
Arizona Public Service Company 25 18 20 11 23 8 20 26 21 27 4 18.5 26
Carolina Power & Light Company 17 16 13 18 3 11 9 23 22 26 8 15.1 15
Columbus Southern Power Company 24 21 14 2 17 23 2 2 4 2 22 12.1 8
Dayton Power and Light Company 18 27 3 10 13 27 16 6 17 19 26 16.5 21
Detroit Edison Company 21 26 27 28 27 27 25 20 26 6 233 28
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 9 3 7 23 3 8 17 28 15 19 9 12.8 10
Duke Energy Indiana, Inc. 16 12 2 26 18 26 3 23 23 18 21 17.1 23
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 14 14 9 21 20 20 7 10 19 21 17 15.6 17
Entergy Louisiana, LL.C 13 12 5 19 16 24 [ 8 11 16 2 12.0 7
Florida Power & Light Company 5 6 9 2 13 5 14 6 1 3 5 6.3 1
Georgia Power Company 9 19 22 12 23 13 27 17 16 15 6 16.3 19
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Kansas City Power & Light Company 8 20 14 26 2 2 26 24 28 20 17.0 22
Kentucky Utilities Company 1 7 6 6 6 4 18 3 1 8 13 6.6 2
Nevada Power Company 11 4 1 14 8 21 13 8 1 10 3 8.5 3
Ohio Edison Company 22 28 14 1 13 25 1 1 8 1 24 12.5 9
Ohio Power Company 26 4 14 8 12 22 4 10 25 23 14.8 13
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 7 9 4 9 7 12 19 10 4 5 15 9.2 4
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Portland General Electric Company 3 25 18 16 23 15 22 15 10 7 18 15.6 17
Progress Energy Florida 4 9 24 19 21 19 12 14 12 12 19 15.0 14
Public Service Company of New Mexico 28 21 7 24 11 6 26 25 27 17 1 17.5 24
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 2 17 28 7 8 3 8 5 12 3 14 9.7 5
Southern California Edison Co. 20 24 20 24 28 8 10 18 18 13 11 17.6 25
Tampa Electric Company 18 8 9 14 19 16 15 15 7 14 7 12.9 11
Virgl:m'a Electric and Power Company 23 11 12 13 1 13 21 21 8 10 10 13.0 12
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Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 2 1.3 1
Progress Energy Flonda 1 4 3 3 3 4 2 3 3 3 4 3.0 4
Gulf Power Company 3 3 3 4 4 2 1 2 4 1 1 2.5 2
' Tampa Electric Company 4 2 1 2 2 2 4 4 2 4 3 2.7 3
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Dominion Resources, Inc. 7 2 4 3 1 2 4 6 2 4 5 3.6 3
DTE Energy Company 6 7 6 7 6 7 7 6 7 3 6.2 7
Entergy Corporation 5 4 1 6 4 6 1 1 4 5 4 3.7 4
Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 2 1 1 2 1.5 1
Progress Encrgy, Inc. 2 3 3 5 2 2 2 4 5 6 [3 3.8 5
Southern Company 3 5 6 + 6 2 5 5 6 7 3 +7 6
Xcel Energy Inc. 4 6 2 2 3 3 4 3 3 2 1 3.5 2
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Alabama Power Company 15 16 24 18 23 16 24 20 21 24 14 19.5 27
Appalachian Power Company 6 2 23 6 6 9 9 4 5 8 8 7.8 3
Arizona Public Service Company 25 15 20 12 25 5 13 26 22 27 4 17.6 25
Carolina Power & Light Company 18 12 7 21 3 8 11 25 19 24 2 13.6 12
Columbus Southern Power Company 26 24 14 3 20 27 2 2 12 2 21 13.9 13
Dayton Power and Light Company 21 27 3 5 13 25 17 6 17 15 14.9 15
Detroit Edison Company 15 26 26 23 27 28 27 18 25 7 22.2 28
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 11 4 6 23 2 5 21 27 16 21 5 12.8 10
Duke Energy Indiana, Inc. 14 11 19 27 14 23 5 17 20 19 23 17.5 23
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 9 14 28 16 17 16 8 10 24 21 18 16.5 19
Entergy Louisiana, LLC 17 12 4 18 11 13 7 8 11 15 10.8 7
Florida Power & Light Company 8 4 9 2 16 11 12 5 1 2 15 7.7 2
Georpgia Power Company 12 17 18 12 25 22 2 19 15 14 13 17.5 24
Indiana Michigan Power Company 27 1 25 21 4 3 4 24 28 20 22 16.3 18
Kansas City Power & Light Company 12 18 14 28 5 1 28 23 28 11 16.8 21
Kentucky Utilities Company 1 4 7 9 7 7 18 11 3 12 20 9.0 4
Nevada Power Company 10 7 2 14 15 23 14 7 3 17 19 11.9 8
Ohio Edison Company 22 27 17 1 8 16 1 1 8 1 10.2 6
Ohio Power Company 24 19 13 6 18 26 3 13 26 21 16.9 22
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 7 9 9 9 10 4 19 9 6 5 17 9.5 3
PacifiCorp 5 22 27 1 22 12 23 11 12 24 12 15.8 17
Portland Geneml Electric Company 2 25 22 16 23 21 20 15 14 [ 1 15.0 16
Progress Energy Flonda 3 10 20 18 21 15 135 14 10 12 10 13.5 11
Public Service Company of New Mexico 28 21 5 26 11 16 25 22 27 17 9 18.8 26
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Public Service Company of Oklahoma 4 20 1 8 9 2 [3 1 2 16 6.5 1
Southern California Edison Co. 22 23 14 23 28 10 10 0 18 8 6 16.5 20
'Tampa Electric Company 19 8 11 11 19 20 16 15 6 11 24 145 14
Virginia Electric and Power Company 20 3 12 15 1 13 22 23 8 10 7 12.2 9
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Florida Power & Light Company 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 3 1.4 1
Progress Energy Florida 1 4 4 3 2 2 3 3 2 3 2 2.6 3
Gulf Power Company 3 1 3 4 4 2 1 2 + 1 1 2.4 2
Tampa Electric Company 4 3 1 2 2 4 4 4 2 3 4 3.0 4
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Dominion Resousces, Inc. 7 1 +4 3 1 1 4 7 2 4 4 3.5 3
{DTE Energy Company 6 7 6 7 6 7 7 4 7 3 6.0 7
Iintergy Cormporation 5 + 3 6 3 4 1 2 + 7 1 3.6 4
Florida Power & Light Company 1 2 2 1 4 3 3 1 1 1 6 2.3 1
Progress Energy, Inc. 2 3 5 5 2 1 2 4 5 5 2 3.3 2
Southern Company 3 4 6 3 6 5 5 6 6 5 5 19 6
Xcel Energy Inc. 3 6 1 2 5 6 3 3 3 2 3 3.6 4
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Alabama Power Company 13 14 25 16 23 17 21 18 22 24 19.3 27
Appalachian Power Company 18 2 28 7 4 5 9 4 6 9 15 9.7 5
Asizona Public Service Company 27 16 11 14 26 14 14 26 23 26 5 18.6 26
Carolina Power & Light Company 19 12 10 18 5 13 10 25 18 22 2 110 12
Columbus Southern Power Company 24 25 19 3 15 26 2 2 9 4 13 12.9 10
Davton Power and Light Company 14 27 2 8 20 27 17 9 20 15 15.9 19
Detroit Edison Company 17 27 24 22 27 27 27 19 25 6 22.1 28
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 11 3 5 21 3 6 22 27 16 21 9 13.1 11
Duke Energy Indiana, Inc. 9 8 22 25 12 20 4 21 17 23 16.1 21
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 15 11 18 22 19 23 8 5 21 20 14 16.0 20
Entergy Louistana, LLC 22 14 4 12 10 12 7 5 7 13 11 10.6 7
Florida Power & Light Company 2 4 2 1 13 9 16 5 1 3 5.6 1
Georgia Power Company 6 17 11 12 18 16 26 14 12 17 10 145 13
Indiana Michigan Power Company 28 1 23 21 2 1 6 23 28 18 15.4 18
Kansas City Power & Light Company 12 18 14 27 9 2 28 23 28 17 17.8 24
Kentucky Utilities Company 4 5 11 11 15 8 18 14 3 13 6 9.8 6
Nevada Power Company 9 6 1 17 17 24 11 8 2 16 16 11.5 8
Ohio Edison Company 23 20 9 3 6 21 1 1 3 1 8.8 3
Ohio Power Company 26 12 19 8 13 25 3 12 26 27 171 22
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 7 10 16 3 10 4 23 10 7 5 4 9.2 4
PacifiComp 3 23 25 2 24 9 24 11 13 25 7 15.1 17
Portland General Electric Company 5 26 17 15 20 17 19 16 11 7 8 146 14
Progress Energy Flonida 16 7 13- 10 20 17 12 13 10 11 129 9
Public Service Company of New Mexico 25 23 5 27 6 6 25 17 27 18 17.9 25
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 1 19 27 6 8 3 5 3 5 2 1 7.3 2
Southern California Edison Co. 8 21 21 25 28 11 13 20 18 12 12 17.2 23
Tampa Electric Company 20 9 5 19 25 15 15 21 13 8 15.0 16
Virginia Electric and Power Company 21 22 5 19 1 22 20 24 15 9 3 14.6 14
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Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 1 1 1 1.3 1
Progress Energy Florida 2 4 3 2 2 +4 2 3 2 3 27 2
Gulf Power Company 4 2 3 3 + 2 1 2 + 2 2.7 2
‘Tampa Electric Company 3 3 2 3 2 3 3 4 2 4 29 4
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Dominion Resources, Inc. 5 5 4 5 1 6 4 7 2 4 2 +.1 5
DTE Energy Company [9 7 6 7 7 7 7 5 7 3 6.2 7
Entergy Cormporation 6 4 2 5 2 5 1 2 2 5 3 3.4 3
Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 1 1 1.3 1
Progress Energy, Inc. 3 2 5 4 2 4 2 5 5 5 5 3.8 4
Southern Company + 3 [ 3 5 3 5 4 6 7 4 43 6
Xcel Energy Inc. 2 6 3 2 5 2 6 3 2 2 1 3.1 2




Productive Efficiency Rankings - 2010

(a rank of 1 indicates the highest performer for cach metric)
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Alabama Power Company 21 17 26 17 18 16 18 16 23 22 19.4 27
Appalachian Power Company 28 4 20 6 3 9 9 8 8 7 1 11.0 6
Arizona Public Service Company 25 11 14 15 25 4 17 26 21 27 2 17.9 23
Carolina Power & Light Company 19 11 10 17 7 12 10 23 20 23 15.2 15
Columbus Southern Power Company 24 24 21 4 26 27 3 2 9 2 14.2 13
Dayton Power and Light Company 16 27 4 12 21 28 13 10 21 14 16.6 19
Detroit Edison Company 13 28 26 21 24 25 27 20 23 6 21.3 28
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 7 3 9 23 6 10 20 27 16 21 16 144 14
Duke Energy Indiana, Inc. 18 13 5 26 13 24 2 25 18 25 3 15.6 17
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 11 9 12 20 13 15 8 7 17 14 [4 12.0 9
Enterpy I.ouisiana, LLC 15 15 3 12 4 8 5 6 6 10 1 7.7 3
Florida Power & Light Company 4 8 7 2 12 6 21 5 2 4 6.8 2
Georgia Power Company 17 19 18 8 19 22 26 12 13 17 18 17.2 22
Indiana Michigan Power Company 26 2 24 22 5 1 7 24 28 19 20 16.2 18
Kansas City Power & Light Company 13 20 15 28 9 2 28 25 28 21 18.9 26
Kentucky Utilities Company 3 10 11 11 13 20 13 4 13 1 11.5 8
Nevada Power Company 8 5 1 9 16 23 2 3 3 19 5 9.5 5
Ohio Edison Company 22 1 2 1 2 7 1 1 1 3.9 1
Ohio Power Company 23 16 22 6 22 25 4 18 26 24 18.6 25
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 8 18 17 9 9 4 19 14 10 5 9 11.1 7
PacifiCorp [ 24 25 2 26 14 25 8 14 26 15 16.8 20
Portland General Electric Company 1 26 16 14 16 17 23 11 10 7 14 14.1 12
Progress Energy Flonda 5 7 18 19 20 19 14 14 10 10 10 133 11
Public Service Company of New Mexico 27 22 8 27 7 11 22 18 27 16 2 17.0 21
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 2 21 28 5 11 3 6 3 5 2 8 85 4
Southern California Edison Co. 10 22 22 23 28 13 15 20 19 18 13 18.5 24
Tampa Electric Company 12 6 6 16 23 21 16 16 6 7 11 127 10
Virginia Electac and Power Company 19 14 12 25 1 18 24 22 14 7 15.3 16
t-4 —~
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Florida Power & Light Company 1 2 1 1 1 1 4 1 1 1 1 14 1
Progress Hnergy Flonda 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 3 2 3 2 2.5 2
Gulf Power Company 4 4 3 2 3 2 1 2 4 2 4 2.8 3
Tampa Electric Company 3 1 1 3 4 4 3 4 2 4 3 29 4
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Dominion Resources, Inc. 5 4 3 7 1 + 4 7 2 4 3 40 4
DTE Energy Company 2 7 6 5 7 7 7 5 7 3 5.6 7
Entergy Corporation 3 3 1 5 2 2 1 2 2 4 1 2.4 2
Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 1 1 1 15 1
Progress linergy, Inc. 3 1 5 4 4 3 2 5 4 6 3.7 3
Southemn Company 5 5 6 3 5 6 5 3 6 7 + 5.0 6
Xcel Energy Inc. 3 6 4 2 5 5 6 4 4 2 +3 3
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Operational Metrics

Summary
Florida Power & Light Company 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Fossil - Equivalent Availabibity Factor 91.70 92122 92.56 92.63 93.36 92.07
Fossil - Equivalent Forced Outage Rate 2.55 3.02 227 2.29 1.61 0.98
Nuclear - Capaaty Factor 90.89 88.84 83.41 91.10 84.97 93.39 88.37 89.53
Nuclear - Equivalent Availablity I‘actor 89.35 87.47 82.35 89.60 83.62 91.17 86.54 87.75
Nuclear - Forced Loss Rate 2.84 3.07 3.04 1.96 214 2.70
Nuclear - Industrial Safety Acadent Rate 013 0.06 0.06 0.03 0.09 0.19
Distabution Reliability - SAIDI 74.00 73.00 67.00 78.00 77.00
Distribution Reliability - SAIFT 1.29 1.21 1.07 1.11 0.92
Distribution Reliability - CAIDI 58.00 60.00 63.00 70.00 84.00
Industry Averages 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Fossil - Equivalent Availability Factor 87.53 88.49 87.55 88.49 86.78 84.99
[fossil - Equivalent Forced Outage Rate 7.63 712 6.87 6.64 774 8.79
Nuclear - Capacity Factor 87.09 88.30 87.70 88.50 90.82 89.97 89.10 89.71
Nuclear - Equivalent Availability Factor 86.15 87.53 87.06 88.70 90.33 89.40 88.21 88.53
Nuclear - [Forced Loss Rate 278 2.56 246 2.24 2.36 2.40
Nuclear - Industrdal Safety Accident Rate 0.23 0.22 0.19 0.15 0.12 0.11
Distnbution Reliability - SAIDI 116.33 93.33 91.33 100.00 107.67
Distabuton Reliabulity - SAIF] 1.09 1.11 1.08 115 1.29

Distnbution Reliablity - CAIDI 102.67 83.33 82.67 85.67 85.00
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Benchmarking Workpapers
Operational Metrics

Fossil - Equivalent Availability Factor

100.00
95.00
e
& - \ g [orida
Power &
90.00 Light
- A - -k e 0 - Company
- - - - -
T s A
85.00 !
80.00
75.00
o W Industry
70.00 Average
65.00
60.00 T T T T )
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Fossil - Equivalent Availability Factor
Annnal Values
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florda Power & Light Company 91.70 92.22 92.56 92.63 93.36 92.07
Industry Average 87.53 88.49 87.55 88.49 86.78 84.99

Source: Company provided data
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Operational Metrics

Fossil - Equivalent Forced Outage Rate

10.00
9.00
A
-~
- -
8.00 -~ g Florida
‘- Power &
= - =3 ” s Light
700 E— T — -~ Company
’ o ”
|
6.00
5.00
4.00
3.00 X
o W Industry
{’/ Avcrage
2.00
1.00 v
0.00 T T T T —
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Fossil - Equivalent Forced Outage Rate
Annuval Values
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 2:55 3.02 227 2.29 1.61 0.98
Industry Average 7.63 7.12 6.87 6.64 7.74 8.79

Source: Company provided data
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Operational Metrics

Nuclear - Capacity Factor

100.00
95.00
spemes. [Jorida Power &
90.00 1 Light Company
85.00
80.00
75.00
70.00 o= W= [ndustry Average
63.00
60.00 T T T T T T ]
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Nuclear - Capacity Factor
Annual Values
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 90.89 88.84 83.41 91.10 84.97 93.39 88.37 89.53
Industry Average 87.09 88.30 87.70 88.50 90.82 89.97 89.10 89.71

Source: Company provided data
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Operational Metrics

Nuclear - Equivalent Availability Factor

100.00
95.00

g [lorida Power &

200 4 E B Light Company
- - -
-
-
_w

85.00
80.00
75.00

70.00 o= @ Industry Average
65.00

60.00 T — g T T T "
2003 2004 2003 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Nuclear - Equivalent Availability Factor
Annual Values

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

Industrty Average 86.15 87.53 87.06 88.70 90.33 89.40 88.21 88.53

Source: Company provided data
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Nuclear - Forced Loss Rate

3.50
3,00
\/ e [*]orida
~— Power &
~ :
- / Light
250 - = Company
-
-~
2.00
1.50
1.00 v W [ndustry
Average
0.50
0.00 — T T T 7
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Nuclear - Forced Loss Rate
Annual Values
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Flonda Power & Light Company 2.84 3.07 3.04 1.96 2.14 2.70
Industry Average 2.78 2.56 2.46 2.24 2.36 2.40

Source: Company provided data
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Nuclear - Industrial Safety Accident Rate

-~
-
S .-
~
0.20 = =
el = g [TOrIda
‘\ Power &
Light
b ~ Company
N
Y
0.13 j <
~
~
< ~
- —
=
0.10
== e Industry
Average
0.05
0.00 T g T T l
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Nuclear - Industrial Safety Accident Rate
Annunal Values
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 0.13 0.06 0.06 0.03 0.09 0.19
Industy Average 0.23 0.22 0.19 0.15 0.12 0.11

Source: Company provided data
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Operational Metrics

Distribution Reliability - SAIDI

140.00
120.00
“ ;
g [Florida
~ P = Power &
b - Light
100.00 AN N - = = - Company
- -_— e . - -
80.00
4
60.00
40.00 o e Industry
Average
20.00
0.00 T T T v
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Distribution Reliability - SAIDI
Annuval Valves
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 74.00 73.00 67.00 78.00 77.00
Industry Average 116.33 93.33 91.33 100.00 107.67

Source: Florda Public Service Commission, 2010 Service Relability Reports
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Operational Metrics

Distribution Reliability - SATFI

1.40

120

g [ 0Tida
Power &
Light
Company

0.80
0.60
0.40 v = Industry
Average
0.20
0.00 T T T \
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Distribution Reliability - SATFI
Anauval Values
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 1.29 1.21 1.07 111 092
Industry Average 1.09 1.11 1.08 1.15 1.29

Source: Florida Public Service Commission, 2010 Service Relability Reports
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Operational Metrics

Distribution Reliability - CAIDI

120.00
100.00 T
~ g [Florida
» Power &
N Light
= - B - - - - Company
80.00
60.00 4 &
40.00
s @ [ndustry
Average
20.00
0.00 T T T !
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Distribution Reliability - CAIDI
Annual Values
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Flonda Power & Light Company 58.00 60.00 63.00 70.00 84.00
Industry Average 102.67 83.33 82.67 85.67 85.00

Source: Florida Public Service Commission, 2010 Service Reliability Reports
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Straight Electric
Group

Florida Large Utility
Group Group

Alabama Power Company

Appalachian Power Company

|Anizona Public Service Company

Carolina Power & Light Company

Columbus Southern Power Company

Dayton Power and Light Company

Detrott Edison Company

AR AR A

Dominion Resources, Inc.

DTE Energy Company

Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC

Duke Energy Indiana, Inc.

Entergy Arkansas, Inc.

ANANEN

Entergy Corporation

Entergy Louisiana, LLC

Progress Energy Florida

NI

Georgia Power Company

AN

Gulf Power Company

Indiana Michigan Power Company

Kansas City Power & Light Company

Kentucky Utilities Company

Nevada Power Company

Ohio Edison Company

Ohio Power Company

Oklahoma Gas and Electnc Company

PacifiCorp

Portland General Electric Company

NAYAIAIAAAIAYAY

Progress Energy, Inc.

Progress Energy Florida

Public Service Company of New Mexico

Public Service Company of Oklahoma

Southern California Edison Co.

NENENEN

Southern Company

Tampa Electdc Company

Virginmia Electric and Power Company

AN AN

Xcel Energy Inc.
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to Public Authontics + T'otal Sales to Radroads + Total
Interdepartmentat Sales + Toual Sales for Resale w MW h

Benchmarking Workpapers
Definitions
Situztional Assessment
Metric Units Calculation Source
Percent Sales (ML) Residential percent (* 0y Toral Restdennal MWh Sold/ Towl MW Sold SN Interactive, FIZRC Form 1
Percent Sales (A\IWhy Other percent (") (Lotal Public Street and | ighway Lighting + Tortal Sales  [SN Intemactive, FERC Form )

Use per Customer

MWh/customer

Total Sales of Elecrricity / Total Customers

SNL Interacove, I'ERC Form

Change in Customers (°¢)

percent (%o)

(Total Customers for Current Year - Total Customers for
Previous Year) / Total Customers for Previous Year

SNL Interacnive, FERC Form

Change in Sales (5-year CAGR)

CAGR (")

Tomal MWh Sold to Ulrnmate Consumers for Current Year
/ Total MW Sold to Ultmate Consumers for 5 Years

SNL Interactive, FERC Form

Percent Generation Nuclear

percent (%)

Total Nuclear MWh Produced / Net Generation

SNL Interactive, FERC Form

]

Energy Losses / Total Energy Disposinon

percent (°%0)

Total M\X'h of Energy Lost / Toml Disposition of Energy

SNL Intemcrive, FERC Form

1

Accum. Dep./Gross Plant $000s accura dep/$ | Accumulated Depreciation for Toral Electric Plant / Total [SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1
oss plant Clectric Udlity Plant
Productive Efficiency
Metric Group Metrie Units Calculaton Source
Non-[ucl Production Non-Fuel Production O&pM [$/customer Total Power Production O&N{ Expenses less Fuel, SNL Interacave, FERC Form 1
Q&N er Customer Purchased Power, and Other Expenses / Total Customers
Non-Fuel Production Q&M |$/MWh Total Power Production O&M Expenses less Fuel, SNL Interacnve, FERC Form 1
MWh Produced Purchased Power, and Other Expenses / Total MWh
Non-Fuel Nuclear S/ANh Total Power Production O&M Expenses less Fuel, SNL Interacave, FERC Form 1
Producton Q&N MWh Purchased Power, and Other Expenses / Toml MW
Non-Fuel Steam Production|$/MW'h Total Power Production Q&M Expenses less Fuel, SNL Intemactive, FERC Form 1
O&M AM\Wh Produced Purchased Power, and Other Expenses / Totual M\Vh
Transmission O&M Transmission Q&N per $/customer Tom! Transmission Q&M Expenscs / Total Customers  |SNL Interactve, FERC Form |
Customer
Transmission Q&M per $/kWh Total Transmission Q&M Expenses / Total MWh Sold  [SNL Interacove, FERC Form 1
AUh
Transmission O&M per $000s/mile Toml Transmission O&A Expensc less Transmission of  |SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1
Mile of Transmission Line Llectricity by Others / Total Length (Miles) of
Distmbutian Q&M Distribution O&M per $/customer Toul Distibution O&NM Lxpenses / Toral Ulimate SNL Interacove, FERC Form 1
Customer Customers
Distnibution O&M per $/MW'h Total Distmbuton Q&M Expenses / Total MWh Sold to  [SNL Interacnve, FERC Form 1
MW'h Ulnimate Customers
A&G Expense A&G Expense per $/customer Towl A&G Expenses / Total Ulumate Customers SNL Interactve, FERC Fonn |
Customer
A&G Expensc per MWh  [S/MWh Total A&G Expenses / Total MWX'h Sold to Ultumate SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1
Cusromer Expense Customer Expense per $/customer (Toral Customer Accounts Expenses + Total Customer  |SNL [nteractive, FERC Foom 1
Customer Service and Informadonal Expenses + Toral Sales
Expenscs) / Total Ulamate Customers
Customer Expense per 3/MXh (Towl Customer Accounts Expenses + Total Customer  [SNL Interacave, FERC Form 1
MWVh Service and Informational Expenses + Toral Sales
Expenscs) / Total MWh Sold to Ultimate Customers
Uncollectibles Expense  |Uncollecubles Expense per |$/customer Uncollectible Accounts Eapenses / Total Ultunate SNL Int¢ractive, FERC Forn 1
Customer Customers
Uncollecribles Expense per $/kWh Uncollecuble Accounts Expenses / Toral NIWh Sold o [SNL Interacnve, FERC Form 1
MW'h Ultimate Customers
Days Sales Outstanding  |Days Sales Outstanding days sales 365 / (Total Sales of Electricity / Average of Customer  [SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1
outstanding Accounts Receivable for Current Year and Previous Year)
Labor Efficiency Employees per Thousand  |employees/ Total Employees / (Total Customers /1000)) SNI. Interacave, FERC [‘onn 1, SEC 10-K
Customers thousand customer Filwgs
Salaries, Wages, Pensions,  [S000s/employce (Total Llectric Salaries and Wages + Total Pensions and  [SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1
and Benefits per Customer Benefits) / Total Customers
Salaries, Wages, Pensions,  [$000s/employee  [(Total Electric Salaries and Wages + Total Pensionsand  [SNL Inreracrive, FERC Form 1, SEC 10-K
and Benefits per Employee Benefits) / Toral Eimployees Fillngs
‘Toral Non-Fuel O&Af Total Non-I"ucl O&M per  |$/customer Total O&A\I Cxpenses less Fuel, Purchased Power, and SNL Interacnve, FERC Form 1
Customer Other / Towl Ultimate Customers
Total Non-TFuel Q&M per  |$/MWh Total Q&M Expenses less Fuel, Purchased Power, and SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1
MWh Sold Other / Towl MW 'h Sold to Ulimate Customers
Gross Asset Base Gross Asset Base per $000s/customer | Total Flectric Uty Plant / Total Customers SNL Interacuve, FERC Form 1
Customer
Gross Asset Base pec kW L [$000s/kW'h Total Elecmic Unlity Plant / Total NWh Sold SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1
Additons 1o Plantper Additions to Rlaptper $000s/ VoY Gross Addinons to Unlity Plant (less nuclear fuel) / Total [SNI. Interacnive, FERC Form 1
Incremental Customer  |Incremental Customer change m New Customers (change in 2 year rolling average number
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Benchmarking Workpapers

Situational Assessment

Percent Sales (MWh) Residential
60.00%
g Florida Power &
- ——— & = __-—_*/—0 Light Company
50.00%% === — -
- A » — A
000 fpum e > —H ¢ ¢ = c ool v e,y -
w— e Straight Electrc
Group Mean
{excluding FPL)
g
§ 30.00% - 2 =R
] ._,..x---.-c-. .---:'z'_;‘uulcﬁnﬂ-'!ﬂgfo:-x—-“'".
L \(.-nl“‘)i'—”—._,.——'. =
-
g - s » Florida Group
Mean (excluding
20.00% i)
10.00%
oo Koo fupe Urlites
Group Mean
(excluding FPL)
0.00%% T V
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year

Percent Sales (MWh) Residential

Annual Values

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Florida Power & Light Company

Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL)
Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL)

Lagge Utilities Group Mean (excluding FPL)

51.06% 51.61% 51.75%  50.69% 51.29% 50.75%  50.67%  50.42%  51.19%  52.44%
23.18%  26.79%  26.27% 27.40% 27.81%  2826%  28.67%  28.97%  30.42%  31.43%
40.26%  41.05% 40.61%  39.95% 40.78%  40.79%  40.13%  40.25% 43.37%  43.75%
26.52% 27.17% 28.28% 28.29% 28.91% 28.15% 28.46%  28.09%  29.20%  30.85%

Rankings

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Straight Electric Group:

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Total Ranked 27 27 27 21 27 28 28 28 28 28
Florida Group:

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Unlity Group:

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1

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

Source: SNL Interacove, FERC Form 1

Residential Electric Sales Vol; Total Electricity Sales Vol
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Situational Assessment
Percent Sales (MWh) Other
40.00%
et Flarticla Power &
35.00% +—% Light Company
\
\
\
30.00% ——= ~8 —
w ~
-——-—-u_
-~ = w e Stezight Electsic
25.00% e o v — = = Group Mean
(‘". LT x = —— = (excluding FPL)
*aleeostt R Tt en st ancnnnn i s
- b % I D A Tt
S . e LS
& . 'ﬁ.ﬁ\ . . -— .. - -'!
g 20.00% S o A =
g 2o -— " A
a ~ .
. ﬁ /‘

R ==z + Flonda Group Mean
15.00% {excluding FPL)
10.00%

. e+ ks » Lage Unlibes Group

5.00% —_— Mean (excluding

AW"—-_‘_‘-—* - . ———— A e ) FPL)
0.00% . . -
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2000 2010
Year
Percent Sales (MWh) Other
Annual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 3.82% 3.65% 4.30% 4.87% 3.99% 4.12% 3.66"% 3.03% 3.02% 3.18%
Straight Llcctric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 36.56%  28.64%  30.33%  27.51%  27.50%  24.89%  24.46%  23.80°%  2239%  21.20%
Flarida Group Mcan (excluding FPL) 19.13%  19.00%  20.14%  21.19% 19.78%  20.38"%  21.49%  20.10%  16.41%  18.28%
Large Utilities Group Mean (excluding FPL) 23.28%  25.57%  22.70%  23.43% 22.84%  22.67%  22.08%  22.50%  22.01%  20.69%
Rankings

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Straight Electric Group:

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1

Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28
Florida 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 Uunlity Group:

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Toral Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

Source: SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1
Tt Pub St, Other,Rlrd Sales Vol; Interdepart Electric Sales Vol; Electric Sales For Resale Vol Toral Electricity Sales Vol
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Situational Assessment

Use per Customer
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0.00 T T T
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Use per Customer
Angual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 23.68 24.52 25.10 24.52 24.52 24.39 24.20 23.41 23.43 23.77
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 42.99 43.17 43.20 41.74 41.95 40.76 41.36 40.12 36.88 3817
Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 31.69 32.80 33.30 33.35 32.51 32.39 32.42 30.97 28.74 30.45
Large Utlites Group Mean (excluding FPL) 38.78 41.00 38.11 38.11 38.33 38.62 38.59 38.04 36.30 37.40
Rankings
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Straight Electric Group:
Flosida Power & Light Company Rank 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 2
Total Ranked 23 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28
Florida Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Utility Group:
Flonda Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 % 7

Source: SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1
Total Electricity Sales Vol; Total Electric Customers
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Situational Assessment

Change in Customers (%0)

3.00%

e [l00da Power &
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X
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e @ Koo Lage Litilities Group
Mean (excluding
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0.00% T
2001 2002 2003 2004 2003 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Change in Customers (%)
Annual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 2.26% 215% 242% 261% 2.30% 2.03% 1.97% 0.29% 0.24% 0.47%
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding [FPL) 1.78% 1.48% 1.45% 1.58%% 1.67% 2.04% 1.63% 0.72% 0.40% 0.52%
Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 261% 217% 234% 2.37% 2.11% 2.64% 1.89% 0.31% 0.29% 0.57%
Large Udlities Group Mean (excluding FPL) 1.60% 1.39% 1.32% 1.81% 1.16% 1.65% 1.23% 0.96% 0.68% 0.61%
Rankings

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Straight Electric Group:

Flonda Power & Light Company Rank 9 5 5 4 5 10 7 22, 17 18

Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28
Florida Group:

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 3 2 2 1 2 4 2 3 3

Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Utlity Group:

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 2 2 1 2 1 3 1 7 5 5

Total Ranked 7 7 7 Z 7 7 7 7 7 7

Source: SNL Interactive, FE2RC Form 1
Total Electtic Customers for Curreny Year and Previous Year
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Situational Assessment

350

Change in Sales Vol (5-Yr CAGR)
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030%
-
0.00% . 2
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i .-’ 5
030% e ity
FPL)
-1.00%
Year
Change in Sales Vol (5-Yr CAGR)
Annual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 247% 2.33% 3.30% 2.41% 2.55% 1.65% 1.16% 0.76% 0.09% 017%
Straight [:lectric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 1.53% 1.30% 0.86% 0.55% 1.48% 1.23% 1.95% 1.39% -0.36%  0.30%
Forida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 2.57% 2.34% 2.70% 1.91% 2.11% 1.25% 1.07% 0.56% -0.48%  -0.06%
Large Utilitics Group Mean (excluding FPL) 1.50% 1.23% 0.61% 0.12% 1.06% 0.66% 1.48% 1.00% -0.34% 0.34%
Rankings
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Straight Clectric 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
Florida Group:
[lorida Power & Light Company Rank 3 2 1 1 1 2 2 1 2
‘I'otal Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Unlity Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 2 1 5 4 2 9
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

Source: SNL Interactve, FERC Form 1

5 Ycar CAGR Total Retail Electric Volume, Total (M\Wh)
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Situational Assessment

Percent Nuclear Generation
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Percent Nuclear Generation
Annual 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%  22.40% 23.71%  22.90%
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 21.74%  22.11%  22.53% 21.75%  21.19%  22.33%  22.95% 22.53%  21.90%
Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 6.11% 6.48% 5.67% 6.10% 5.22% 5.92% 5.54% 4.61% 0.00%
Large Unlities Group Mean (excluding FPLY 27.26%  28.51% 28.91%  29.20%  28.57%  29.50%  26.60%  29.11%  29.36%  27.14%
Rankings

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Strasght Llectrie Group:

[londa Power & Light Company Rank 9 10 10 10 10 10 12 11 11 11

Total Ranked 27 27 26 27 27 28 28 28 28 28
Florida Group:

[lorida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Toral Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Uslity Group:

Ilonda Power & Light Company Rank 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3

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

Source: SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1
Nuclear Generation; Net Gencration
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Situational Assessment

Energy Losses / Total Energy Disposition
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Energy Losses / Total Energy Disposition
Angual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 697%  670%  677%  6.58%  6.89%  6.95%  657%  650%  6.58%  6.28%
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 4.63% 4.85% 4.75% 4.70% 4.86% 4.84% 4.84% 4.67% 5.20% 5.01%
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%
Large Utilitics Group Mean (excluding FPL) 5.43% 4.55% 4.49% 4.63% 4.20% 4.38% 4.22% 4.11% 4.58% 4.77%
Rankings
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Straight Electric Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 3 4 3 3 2 1 2 2 3 7
Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28
[lorida Group:
Ilorida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
Total Ranked 4 B 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Utility Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 # 7 7

Source:

SNL Intcractive, FERC Form 1

Encrgy Losses; Total Disposition of Energy
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Situational Assessment

Accum. Dep. / Gross Plant
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Accum. Dep. / Gross Plant
Annual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Flonida Power & Light Company 565.56 553.88 474.95 473.38 459.67 448.13 435.85 416.91 401.88  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
Flonda Group Mean (excluding FPL) 436.46  427.85  420.41 406.67 403.65 397.19 37589 35220  333.41 332.70
Large Uslities Group Mean (excluding FPL) 373.10 444.06 418.09 418.29 416.46 415.20 412.41 401.68 396.00 389.11
Rankings
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Straight Flectric Group:
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:
Ilonda Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Uslity Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 2 2 3 3 4 4
Toral Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

Source: SNL Interacnve, FIERC Form 1

Accum Deprec-Toral Elec Plant (8000); Toral Util Plant-Electric (S000)
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Productive Efficiency

Non-Fuel Production O&M per Customer
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Non-Fuel Production O&M per Customer
Annual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
FFlonda Power & Light Company 97.05 109.50 114.49 114.72 123.58 124.67 129.73 135.54 131.13 148.66
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding I'PL) 216.54 215.60 216.51 221.25 238.50 237.28 261.31 268.09 271.57 284.75
Florida Group Mean {excluding FPL) 171.77 189.72 175.50 167.37 177.10 175.21 182.84 194.75 214.51 213.57
Large Unhes Group Mean (excluding FI’L) 204.57 206.04 206.75 212.27 225.37 234.30 255.39 251.87 264.38 278.95
Rankings
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Straight Electric Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 4 7 9 6 6 6 4 4 4 4
Total Ranked 27 21 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
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Utility Group:
Flonda Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 il 1 1 1 1 1
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

Source: SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1
Total Power Production O&A! Expenses less fucd, Purchased Power, and Osher Expenscs; Toral Electric Customers
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Productive Efficiency

Non-Fuel Production O&M per MWh Produced
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Non-Fuel Production O&M per MWh Produced
Annual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Flonda Power & Light Company 4.72 5.20 5.33 5.37 571 571 5.97 0.43 6.11 6.74
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 7.70 7.59 8.08 8.00 8.60 10.16 10.67 11.07 12.14 11.53
Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 6.34 6.75 6.04 5.53 6.12 594 6.25 6.96 8.10 7.34
Large Utllitics Group Mean (excluding IFPL) 6.54 6.55 6.94 711 7.58 8.16 8.65 8.73 9.58 9.76
Rankings
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Straight Electric Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 6 8 7 6 5 7 3 7 2 5
Total Ranked 27 27 26 27 27 28 28 28 28 28
Florida Group:
Florida Power & Light Cornpany Rank g 1 2 2 2 3 2 1 1 1
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Utlity 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 Interactve, FERC Form 1

Total Power Production Q&M Fxpenses less Fucl, Purchased Power, and Ocher Expenses; Total Net Generation
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Non-Fuel Nuclear Production O&M per MWh Produced
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2000 2010
Year
Non-Fuel Nuclear Production O&M pes MWh Produced
Annual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 9.47 10.92 13.09 13.85 16.15 15.32 17.41 16.88 17.27 19.11
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 14.27 13.60 14.24 13.74 14.65 18.19 19.04 19.72 21.57 20.51
Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 14.82 11.18 12.68 11.05 15.06 1272 14.53 14.29 21.43
Large Utlities Group Mean (excluding FPL) 11.84 11.07 11.54 11.30 i2.23 13.46 15.01 13.71 15.48 17.73
Rankings

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Straight Electric Group:

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 3 6 10 12 13 12 11 12 9 9

Total Ranked 16 16 16 16 16 17 16 16 16 15
Florida Group:

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 1

Total Ranked 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1
Large Utlity Group:

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 4 5 6 6 5 5 6 5 4

Total Ranked 4 7 i i 7 7 7 7 7 7

Source: SNL Interacuve, FERC Form 1
Non-Fuel Nuclear O8N less Fuel Expenses; Nuclear Generation
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Non-Fuel Steam Production O&M per MWh Produced

1200
g [Flonda Power &
/-:\ . Light Company
10.00 = -
F A
/
8,00 e
7 - ., = B Straight Electric
A T inze Group Mean
,'_/" a4 . (excluding FPLY
g A " - J
& e T
g 6w s < - = ﬂ'f_' cas)e
2 . I Py
Ld -~ ot
L
T e
- L &
ann o X" ¢ s+ Flonda Group Mean
na®® (excluding FPL)
4.00
9
200
® » ko o Large Utilities Group
Mean (excluding
L)
0.00 — o
2001 2002 2003 2004 2003 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Noun-Fuel Steam Production O&M per MWh Produced
Annual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 295 3.60 3.52 o o 4.46 5.36 5.94 6.73 6.21 8.02
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 4.85 4.94 5.00 5.51 6.15 6.22 6.89 7.21 8.00 7.88
Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 533 6.35 573 5.64 6.48 6.23 6.82 7.65 10.58 9.29
Large Unlities Group Mean (excluding FPL) 4.42 4.73 5.01 5.30 5.75 5.90 6.10 $.55 7.71 7.39
Rapkings
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Straight Electric Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 4 6 5 5 5 1 12 16 8 18
Total Ranked 26 26 26 26 26 27 27 27 27 27
Florida Group:
[lorida Power & Light Company Rank 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 1 2
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Undlity Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 2 1 1 1 3 4 5 1 5
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 Z 7 7 7

Source: SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1
Non-Fuel Steam Q&N less Fuel Expenses; Steam Generaton (AMWh)
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Transmission O&M per Customer
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Transmission O&M per Customer
Angual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 11.05 12.36 13.13 13.11 13.14 14.82 13.53 14.79 12.90 16.99
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 35.34 34.06 33.87 37.71 44.38 46.43 53.59 61.80 53.82 60.22
Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 2012 18.44 18.68 17.03 18.35 20.90 20.96 20.89 21.81 FXRE
Large Udlitics Group Mean (excluding FPL) 37.41 39.84 36.48 38.17 43.80 49.00 57.16 59.28 68.99 70.57
Rankings

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Straight Clectric Group:

IFlorida Power & 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
Florida Group:

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 1 1

Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Utlity Group:

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 i

Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 i

Source: SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1
Transmiss-O&M Lxp; Total Electric Customers
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Transmission O&M per kWh
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2003 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Transmission O&M per kWh
Anpual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florda Power & Light Company 466.46 50418 52318  534.60 53595  607.62  558.89  631.83 55067  714.95
Straight Llcctric Group Mean {excluding ['PL) 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
Florida Group Mcan (excluding FPL) 4223 57227  558.06  507.85 565.07  657.38  656.06  634.00 76480  759.18
Large Utlities Group Mean (excluding FPL) 1,015.23 1,065.12 1.053.97 1.103.48 131183 1,45862 1,710.00 1,799.70 219241 2,230.96
Rankings
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Straight Electric Group:
Flonda Power & Light Company Rank 8 7 5 5 8 5 4 3 6
Total Ranked 27 a7 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28
Florida Group:
Flonda Power & Light Company Rank 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 2
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Utlity Group:
Ilorida Power & Light Company Rank 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 1
Total Ranked 7 7 4 7 7 ¥y 7 7 7 7

Source: SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1
Transmiss-O8&NM Exp; Torml Electricity Sales Vol
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Transmission O&M per Mile of Transmission Line
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2009 2010
Transmission O&M per Mile of Transmission Line
Annual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Forida Power & Light Company 6.89 7.85 8.48 8.64 8.78 9.87 917 9.92 8.63 11.43
Straight Llectre Group Mean (excluding FIPL) 8.86 8.95 8.81 9.87 10.79 11.79 12.73 14.47 14.07 15.26
[londa Group Mean (excluding [FPL) 6.50 6.02 6.05 5.61 6.06 7.36 7.53 757 7.95 8.11
Large Udlities Group Mcan (excluding FPL) 8.09 7.94 8.84 10.10 10.29 14.46 12.85
Rankings
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Steaight Electrc Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 14 19 18 19 19 17 14 12 17
Total Ranked 25 25 25 25 2! 26 26 26 26 26
Florida Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Unlity Group:
Florida Power & Lighr Company Rank 1 1 1 4 4 4 4 4 1 3
Total Ranked 1 1 1 6 6 6 6 6 6 6

Source: SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1

Transmiss-O&M Exp (S000); Length of Transmission Lines (Miles)
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Distribution O&M per Customer
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Distribution O&M per Customer
Annaual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 60.59 59.77 57.69 58.31 50.89 65.86 61.94 60.35 54.42 58.64
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 67.59 68.68 74.44 76.97 81.90 79.49 89.94 87.23 92.73 93.59
Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 60.38 66.59 68.60 63.39 77.28 77.29 83.54 81.92 79.47 81.93
Large Unlives Group Mean (excluding FPL) 72.85 68.56 85.63 73.78 79.13 81.48 §9.20 92.23 85.51 94.68
Raakings
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Straight Electric Group:
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
Florida Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 3 2 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Unlity Group:
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 Interacnve, FIZRC Form 1

Distr-O&M [ixp; Ult Consumer Electric Customers
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350

Distribution O&M per MWh
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Distribution O&M per MWh
Annual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 2.64 2.52 239 2.49 215 280 2.64 2.64 2.38 2.54
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 2.30 2.34 2.56 2.67 2.76 2.68 297 294 3.27 3.19
Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 224 2.39 2.48 2.32 2.86 2.89 3.16 3:15 313 3.16
Large Utlities Group Mean (excluding FPL) 2.42 2.28 2.92 2.60 273 2.77 3.01 3.14 3.07 3.30
Rankings
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Straight Electnic Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 21 16 10 12 8 17 13 13 4 1
Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28
Florida Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 3 3 2 3 2 2 2 i 2
Tatal Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Unlity Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 6 5 4 5 3 3 4 4 2 3
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

Source: SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1
Distr-O&M Exp; Tot Sales: Ult Casmr-Mwhrs Sold (M\Wh)
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A&G Expense per Customer
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
A&G Expense per Customer
Annual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 67.17 78.49 76.11 63.08 107.91 99.64 75.75 46.19 74.51 72.56
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 137.01 169.97 162.56 164.78 166.33 172.87 171.96 165.72 170.57 191.19
Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 95.56 12425 13448 14553 18267 16624 183.04 16935  164.21 181.54
Large Udlides Group Mean (excluding FPL) 150.53 164.50 168.99 167.84 180.18 182.23 190.26 180.91 179.85 206.63
Rankings
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Straight lectde Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 2 1 1 1 4 3 2 2 1 2
Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28
Florida Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Uslity Group:
Florida Power & Light Cornpany 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, FIERC Form 1
A8G-O&M Exp; Ult Consumer Electric Customers




Docket No. 120015-EI
Benchmarking Workpapers
Exhibit JJR-6, Page 21 of 34

Benchmarking Workpapers
Productive Efficiency

A&G Expense per MWh
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
A&G Expense per MWh
Annual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 298 3.30 305 2.69 4.56 4.24 3.23 202 3.26 314
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 4.7 579 5.76 5.84 5.79) 5.86 5.76 5.68 6.20 6.68
Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 3.42 4.43 4.86 5.31 G.75 612 6.90 6.47 6.38 6.95
Large Ualides Group Mean (excluding FPL) 5.26 5.44 5.97 6.09 6.24 6.15 6.35 6.11 6.34 6.94
Rankings
2001 2002 2003 2004 2003 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Straight Electric Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 4 2 3 1 9 7 3 2 2 3
Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28
Florida Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Utility Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

Source: SNL Interactive, FIERC Form 1

A&G-O&M Exp; Tot Sales: Ult Cnsmr-Mwhrs Sold (NM\Wh)
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Customer Expense per Customer
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Customer Expense per Customer
Annual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 45.10 45.76 41.86 41.55 41.25 52.61 52.56 59.47 58.01 61.45
Straight Electnc Group Mean (excluding FPPL) 64.31 61.26 62.40 60.77 63.19 64.68 66.73 69.32 72.03 81.71
Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 87.49 85.25 82.14 78.01 79.03 79.25 85.28 88.00 99.59 101.43
Large Utilices Group Mean (excluding FPL) 65.28 65.62 67.20 68.15 67.09 68.86 72.34 75.71 79.64 81.94
Rankings
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Straight Electrc Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 5 7 6 6 2 13 10 13 11 10
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
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Utlity Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

Source: SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1

Customer Accounts Exp; Customer Service and Info Exp; Sales Exp; Ult Consumer Electric Customers
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Customer Expense per MWh
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Customer Expense per MWh
Annual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 1.97 1.93 1.73 1.77 1.74 2.24 224 2.61 2.54 2.66
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 225 2T 221 217 2.23 225 231 2.46 2.68 293
Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 3.28 3.08 2.97 2.87 2.90 295 321 3.35 3.90 3.86
Large Utlities Group Mean (excluding FPL) 2.20 2.19 2,35 241 2.29 2.32 2.43 2.62 292 291
Rankings
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Straight Electric Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 12 14 12 14 14 16 17 18 15 16
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
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Utility Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 3 3 2 2 2 4 4 4 4 3
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

Source: SNL Intcracuve, FERC Form 1

Customer Accounts Exp; Customer Service and Info Exp; Sales Exp; Tot Sales: Ule Cnsmr-Mwhrs Sold (NWh)
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Uncollectible Expense per Customer
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Uncollectible Expense per Customer
Annual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 295 2.47 3.18 4.45 269 3.62 4.03 7.03 6.73 3.30
Steaight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 10.34 8.52 9.50 7.56 7.63 10.18 10.43 12.47 13.18 12.82
Flonida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 422 5.08 4.69 521 5.58 7.32 8.24 9.16 10.50 10.66
Large Unlizes Group Mean (excluding ['PL) 7.59 6.98 9.07 9.60 9.49 11.75 14.05 15.44 17.10 12.71
Rankings
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Straight Electric Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 6 6 6 13 6 7 6 9 8 4
Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28
Florida Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Udlity Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 Y/ 7

Source: SNL Interactve, FERC Form 1

Cust Accts-Uncolleetible Accts Lxp; Ult Consumer Tlectric Customerts
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Uncollectble Expense per MWh
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Uncollectible Expense per MWh
Annual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
[Florida Power & Light Company 128.79 104.00 131.63 189.84  113.74  153.89 171.76  308.01 294.63 142.69
Straight Llectric Group Mean (excluding [FPL) 36498  290.15  339.61 271.43 26523 34939 34935 43031 486.62  444.99
Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 154.77 176.00 167.47 188.47  203.74  273.77 310.65 34817 41272 40296
Large Udlitics Group Mean (excluding {-P1.) 252.72 234.38 334.95 372.22 345.86 422.79 496.70 578.13 653.23 478.78
Rankings
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Straight Electric Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 8 7 8 16 8 9 & 14 1 7
Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28
Florida Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 2 2 2 3 2 1 1 1 1 1
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Utlity Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 4 1 1
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

Source: SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1
Cust Accts-Uncollectble Accts Exp; Tot Sales: Ult Cnsmr-Mwhes Sold (MWh)
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Days Sales Outstanding
35.00
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Days Sales Outstanding
Annual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 18.80 19.91 19.89 20.97 19.87 20.24 23.31 22.27 22.46 24.08
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 24.20 25.41 22.67 20.70 20.81 2201 22.36 2178 21.55 19.44
Florida Group Mean (excluding [PL) 21.34 21,00 22.17 20.31 20.87 20.84 21.25 21.93 20.25 20.25
Larpe Unlines Group Mean (excluding FPL) 32.07 31.95 30.22 27.25 28.69 29.43 28.79 28.96 29.62 26.38
Rankings

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Straight Elcctric Group:

[londa 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
Ilorida Group:

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 2 2 1 3 2 2 3 2 4 4

Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Utility Group:

l'lorida Power & Light Company Rank 2 2 2 3 1 2 3 3 3 3

Toral Ranked 7 7 7 7 i 7 7 7 7 7

Source: SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1
Toral Sales of Electricity; Average of Customer Accounts Receivable for Current Year and Previous Year
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Employees per Thousand Customers
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Employees per Thousand Customers
Annual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 2.48 2.39 233 237 2.36 236 2.34 2.37 233 221
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 4.03 3.84 373 3.67 3.52 322 318 3.20 3.07 2.88
Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 4.09 3.96 419 3.60 312 3.13 31 312 3.04 2.99
Large Utilities Group Mean (excluding FPL) 6.18 6.20 5.58 5.46 517 5.05 5.05 5.16 5.11 4.90
Rankings

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Straight Electric Group:

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 6 6 7 6 8 6 7 7 8 8

Total Ranked 26 21 26 25 26 25 25 24 24 24
Florida Group:

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1

Total Ranked 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 4
Large Unlity Group:

Flonda Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Total Ranked 6 6 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

Source: SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1, SEC 10-K Filings

Employees; Ult Consumer Electric Customers (Large Utlitics Group include. employcees from non-elec udil operations)
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Salaries, Wages, Pensions, and Benefits Expense per Customer
Anaual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Flonida Power & Light Company 177.30 189.24 183.57 200.13 220.74 208.65 225.19 223.93 233.36 231.25
Straight Lilectric Group Mean (excluding ['PL) 287.59 291.82 299.70 303.12 304.16 314.86 321.89 331.83 340.39 358.96
Florida Group Mcan (¢xcluding FPL) 252.44 280.07 281.18 286.46 311.67 283.54 291.42 294.28 323.78 326.56
Large Uulities Group Mean (excluding FPL) 302.77 290.11 31171 312.08 287.30 331.87 343.72 353.37 357.99 375.07
Rankings
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Straight Electric Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 5 6 5 7 9 8 7 6 6 6
Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28
Florida 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 Utlity Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1
Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

Source: SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1
Total Salarics, Wages, Pensions, and Benefits Expense; Ult Consumer Electric Customers
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Salaries, Wages, Pensions, and Benefits Expense per Employee
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Yar
Salaries, Wages, Pensions, and Benefits Expense per Employee
Annual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 71.51 7914 78.73 84.55 93,53 88.47 96.44 94.38 99.99 104.53
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding [FPL) 73.87 77.36 83.04 85.36 88.35 96.15 101.43 10092 10675 120.64
Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 63.22 72.30 68.57 81.87 104.93 91.28 94.97 95.91 107.29 111.06
Large Unlitics Group Mean (excluding FPL) 51.56 49.46 58.13 59.62 60.57 70.67 72.36 73.11 75.62 81.56
Rankings
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Straight Electric Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 12 16 13 15 19 10 12 13 12 7
Total Ranked 27 28 27 26 27 25 25 24 24 24
IFlorida Group:
Flosida Power & Light Company Rank 4 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 2 2
Total Ranked 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Utility Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 5 6 7 7 6 6 7 5 5 5
Total Ranked 6 6 7 7 7 7 7 2 7 7

Source: SNL Interacnve, FERC Form 1, SEC 10-K filings

Total Salarics, Wages, Pensions, and Benefits Expense; Employees (Large Udlities Group include. employees from non-clec vl operatons)
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Total Non-Fuel O&M per Customer
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Total Non-Fuel O&M per Customer
Apnaual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 280.95  305.87 30328 29077 33676  557.59 333,51 31634 33097 35830
Steaight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPLY 520.81 549,60 550.67 561,50 59433 60216 645.05 653.85 66269 713.01
Ilorida Group Mcan (excluding FPL) 43533 48426 479.41 471.33 53443 51889 55566 55490  579.58 (0157
Larpe Utifives Group Mcan (excluding FPL) 530.65 54456 56505 56022 59557 (1724 66647  661.36  680.30  734.86
Rankings

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Straight Elcctric Group:

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 2

Total Ranked 27 7 26 27 27 28 28 28 28 28
Florida Group:

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1

Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Unlity Group:

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

‘Toral Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 Z 7 7 7 7

Source: SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1
Total O&M Expenses less Fuel, Purchased Power, and Other Expenses; Ult Consumer Electric Customers




Docket No. 120015-EI
Benchmarking Workpapers
Exhibit JJR-6, Page 31 of 34

Benchmarking Workpapers

Productive Efficiency

Total Non-Fuel O&M per MWh Sold
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Total Non-Fuel O&M per MWh Sold
Annual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Flortda Power & Light Company 12.26 12.87 12.55 12.40 1423 15.21 14.23 13.86 14.49 15.49
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding I'PL) 17.94 18.73 19.25 19.69 20.42 20.48 21.56 22.30 23.83 24.60
Florida Group Mean (exciuding FPL) 16.01 17.31 17.29 17.24 19.65 19.18 20.87 21.16 22.65 22.97
Large Unlittes Group Mecan (excluding FPL) 17.86 17.97 19.44 19.74 20.40 20.84 2221 22.45 24.25 25.14

Rankings

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Straight Electric Group:

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 4 7 4 3 6 8 3 3 1 3

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

Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Utlity Group:

TFlorida Power & Light Company Rank 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1

‘Total Ranked 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 = 5 P

Source: SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1

Total O&M Expenses less Fuel, Purchased Power, and Other Expenses; Tot Sales: Ult Cnsmr-Mwhrs Sold (NWh)
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Benchmarking Workpapers

Productive Efficiency

Gross Asset Base per Customer
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g e . % R
g - At — . pe o i
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c 600
< ‘_______‘___..-r‘
s . o 0
3 y ’_—____‘__—-—"'—
weww + [londa Group Mean
(excluding FP’L)
100
200
@ o ke » Luge Udliies Group
Mean (excluding
FPL)
0.00 v T = T T+
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Gross Asset Base per Customer
Anpual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 4.99 5.13 5.37 5.47 5.56 5.73 5.93 6.28 6.76 7.08
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 7.09 7.28 7.51 7.67 7.88 8.36 8.86 253 10.17 10.62
Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 6.29 6.64 6.72 6.57 6.66 6.86 7.31 7.99 8.74 9.10
Large Uulites Group Mean (excluding FPL) 7.55 7.69 7.90 8.03 8.23 8.52 8.71 9.38 9.88 10.43
Rankings
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Straight Electric Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 5 5 5 5 4 3 3 3 2 2
Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28
Florida Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Toral Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Utlity 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 Uil Plant-Electric (S000); Ult Consumer Electric Customers
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Benchmarking Workpapers
Productive Efficiency

Gross Asset Base per kWh Sold

100.00
g [Flonida Power &
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Group Mean
{excluding FPL)

g
~ 200.00
S
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. sz« Florida Group Mcan
150.00 (exchuding FPL)
100.00

. » e Ko« Large Utilitics Group
50.00 Mean (excluding

L)
0.00 T T
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Year

Gross Asset Base per kWh Sold

Annual Values

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Florida Power & Light Company

Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL)
Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL)

Large Unlities Group Mean (excluding FPL)

217.73 215.79 22214 233.26 234.80 243.63 253.08 275.38 296.12 306.12
240.47 244.37 25557 261.37 262.95 276.50 287.67 315.67 353.91 356.08
231.31 236.33 240.71 239.11 241.99 253.69 273.05 304.77 342.09 347.32
24570 246.57 260.44 267.00 268.63 277.04 280.64 308.13 337.64 342.06

Rankings

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Straight Electric Group:
Florida Power & Light Company Rank

12 12 10 1 9 6 6 6 6 6

Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28
Florida Group:

Florida Puwer & I.ight Company Rank 2 3 2 3 2 2 2 1 1

Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Utility 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

Source: SNL Interacuve, FERC Form 1

Total Util Plant-Electric (S000); Tot Sales: Ult Cnsmr-Mwhrs Sold (MWh)
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Benchmarking Workpapers
Productive Efficiency

Additions to Plant per Incremental Customer

300.000

250.000

g [0t3d2 Porver &

Light Company

200.000

W = 5= Smight Blectac
Group Mean
(excluding FPL)

$000s / incremental customers

wew » Flodda Group Mean
A (excluding FPL)

30.000

.

@ .« ke v Lacge Utilities Group

g [ - o e Mean (excluding
é et oy )'!- % iy i FPL)
0.000 T - \
2001 2002 2003 2004 2003 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year
Additions to Plant per Incremental Customer
Annual Values
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Florida Power & Light Company 11.416 16.864  19.529 9.015 20,626 14306 21,952 117278 44.483
Straight Tlectric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 28.729  29.382 43599 33974  33.039 50.781 97.949 131180 224.085 195.073
Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 7.792 27.213  21.973 20371 19.711 12378  36.489  197.434 104.919
|Large Unlities Group Mean {excluding FPL) 32.484 26.555 32.740 24.325 24.342 32.795 31.206 58.331 238.220  194.685
Rankings
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Straight Electric Group:

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 7 8 4 3 14 9 5 15 4

Total Ranked 27 27 25 27 27 27 26 24 21
Florida Group:

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 4 2 2 1 3 3 2l 3 1

Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Large Unlity Group:

Florida Power & Light Company Rank 1 2 1 1 3 2 2 6 2

Total Ranked 7 6 7 6 5 6 6 4

Source: SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1
Gross Additions to Unlity Plant; Total year-to-year increase in Toral Customers
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Situational Assessment - 2010 Rank in Straight Rank in Rank in Large

(1 = most challanged) Electric Group | Regional Group | Utility Group
Percent Sales (MWh) Residential 1/28 1/4 1/7
Percent Sales (MWh) Other 1/28 1/4 1/7
Use per Customer 2/28 1/4 1/7
Change in Customers (%) 18 /28 3/4 5/7
Change in Sales (5-year CAGR) 15/28 2/4 6/7
Percent Generation Nuclear 11/28 1/4 3/7
Energy Losses / Total Energy Disposition 7/28 2/4 1/7
Accum. Dep./Gross Plant 8/28 1/4 4/7
Overall Rank 1/28 1/4 1/7

Productive Efficiency - 2010 Rank in Straight Rank in Rank in Large

(1 = highest performer) Electric Group | Regional Group | Utility Group
Non-Fuel Production O&M 4/28 1/4 1/7
Transmission O&M 8 /28 2/4 1/7
Distribution O&M 7/28 1/4 2/7
A&G Expense 2/28 1/4 1/7
Customer Expense 12/28 1/4 2/7
Uncollectible Expense 6/28 1/4 1/7
Days Sales Outstanding 21/27 4/4 3/7
Labor Efficiency 5728 1/4 1/7
Total Non-Fuel O&M 2/28 1/4 1/7
Gross Asset Base 4/28 1/4 1/7
Additions to Plant / Cust Growth 4/21 1/4 2/4
Overall Rank 2/28 1/4 1/7
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Annual Customer Savings in Total Non-Fuel O&M Expenses on Customer Basis
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2001 2002 2003 2064 2AN5 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

® Savangs over Stright Electnic Group Mean B mnys oves Plonda Utdlin Geoup Mean W Savings over Larpe Utilines Group Mean

Annual Customer Savings in Total Non-Fuel O&M Expenses on Customer Basis
Annuzl Savings (millions $)
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Total
Savings over Straight Electric Group Mean 94392  979.72 1,01855 1,143.71 1,113.16 1,078.42 1,403.55 1,522.08 1,492.45 1,606.14 | 12,301.71
Savings over Florida Utlity Group Mean 607.52  717.09 72518 762.82 85430 711.25 99893 1,075.84 1,118.55 1,099.69| 8,671.15
Savings over Large Utilities Group Mean 982.64 95947 1,077.78 1,138.29 1,118.54 1,144.95 1497.20 1,555.94 1,571.67 1,702.19|12,748.65

Source: SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1
Towul O&M Expenses less Fuel, Purchased Power, and Other; Tortal Uldmate Customers
Based on Caleuladgon of Total Non-Fuel O&M per Customer Fixpensc
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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 CO2 per MWh in 2010
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Greenhouse Gas and Air Pollution Emissions
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Greenhouse Gas and Air Pollution Emissions

CO, NOy SO,
2010 Ner Average Tons of Average Pounds of Average Pounds of
Generation CO, per MWh in NOy; per MWh in SO, per MWh in
Company (MWh) 2010 Rank 2010 Rank 2010 Rank

Utilities within 60% of Flonda Power & Light Co.'s Net Generation (MWh)

Alabama Power Company 69,224,009 0.717 5 1.010 5 3.203 6
Carolina Power & Light Company 58,188,728 0.574 4 0.853 4 2.532 5
Detroit Edison Company 47,170,784 0.857 8 1.795 9 5.816 8
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 84,845,228 0.444 2 0.542 2 1.154 2
Florida Power & Light Company 99,768,215 0.411 1 0.453 1 0.717 1
Georgia Power Company 75,286,395 0.734 6 1.169 8 4.267 7
Ohio Power Company 48,768,500 0.983 10 1.100 7 279 10
PacifiCorp 57,639,191 0.897 9 2.452 10 2.339 3
Union Flectric Company 48,046,798 0.806 7 1.037 6 6.109 9
Virginia Electric and Power Company 62,707,323 0512 3 0.811 3 2.463 4
Florda Urilities

Florida Power & Light Company 99,768,215 0.411 1 0.453 1 0.717 1
Gulf Power Company 15,342,216 1.061 4 2.302 4 4.702 4
Progress Eneruy Florida 36,870,191 0.689 2 0.868 ] 2.568 3
‘Tampa Electuic Company 19,037,154 0.865 3 0.603 2 1.136 2

Source: SNL Interactive
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CPl and PP!

Exhibit JJR-10, Page | of |
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2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
s (“onisumer Price Index (CPT) Producer Price Index (PPI)
Consumer Price Index for Urban Consumers
Year Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Decc.
2006 198.30 198.70 199.80 201.50 202.50 202.90 203.50 203.90 202,90 201.80 201.50 201.80
2007 202.42 203.50 205.35 206.69 207.95 208.35 208.30 207.92 20849 208.94 210.18 210.04
2008 211.08 211.69 213.53 214.82 216.63 218.82 219.96 219.09 218.78 216.57 21243 210.23
2009 211.14 212.19 212.71 213.24 213.86 215.69 215.35 215.83 215.97 216.18 216.33 21595
2010 216.69 216.74 217.63 218.01 218.18 217.97 218.01 218.31 218.44 218.71 218.80 21918
2011 220.22 221.31 223.47 22491 225.96 225.72 225.92 226.55 226.89 226.42 2326.23 225.67
Changc since December 2006]  11.83%
Change since March 2010 3.69%
Producer Price Index for Finished Goods
Year Jan. [fch. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dece.
20006 160.50 158.70 159.30 160.60 160.60 161.40 161.00 162.10 160.20 158.70 160.00 161.10
2007 160.60 162.50 164.20 165.71) 166.60 166.60 167.50 165.80 167.30 168.60 172.00 171.30
2008 172.90 173.60 175.40) 176.30 178.90 181.80 183.90 181.90 182.20 177.50 172.40 169.40
2009 170.80 170.70 169.30 170.40 170.60 173.90 171.70 174.10 173.50 173.90 176.30 176.90
2010 178.90 178.20 179.50 179.40 179.10 178.50 178.60 179.70 180.20 181.20 182.10 183.70
2011 185.50 188.20 189.50 191.00 191.20 190.70 191.20 191.50 192.90 192.30 192.80 192.60
Change since December 2006]  19.55%%

Change since March 2010 7.30%

Source: Bureau of Labor Sratistics
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Average Weekly Earnings for Electric Utility Employees
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2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Average Weekly Earnings for Electric Utlity Employees
Year Jao. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
2006 1,195.15 | 1,228.68 [ 1,199.74 | 1,204.33 | 1,235.22 | 1,206.41 1,.208.05 | 1,227.62 [ 1,214.68 | 1,215.14
2007 | 1,21298 | 1,221.35 | 1.240.99 | 1,274.48 | 1,265.04 | 1,262.94 | 1,281.42 [ 1,268.31 1,299.14 | 1,266.26 | 1,269.07 | 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 | 1,366.93 [ 1,361.62
2009 | 1,369.01 [ 1,388.10 | 1,361.66 | 1,343.14 | 1.342.73 | 1,332.05 | 1,330.89 | 1,344.79 | 1,320.30 [ 1,326.81 1,346.03 | 1,328.84
2010 | 1,319.90 | 1,304.07 | 1,310.57 | 1,315.39 | 1,366.56 | 1,334.93 | 1,336.16 | 1,355.02 | 1,352.58 | 1,369.43 | 1,348.75 | 1,353.81
2011 | 1,387.34 | 1,386.10 | 1,399.88 | 1,416.66 | 1,421.72 | 1,407.33 | 1,399.01 | 1,403.58 | 1437.35 | 1,433.53 | 1,425.31 | 1,385.48
Chanoc since December 2006] 14.02%4
Change since March 2010f  5.72°,

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics
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Handy-Whitman Index of Electric Utility Construction Costs - South Atlantic Region
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Handy-Whitman Index of Electic Utility Construcgon Costs

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Percent Change Since

Jan.1 | Jul.1 | Jan.1 | Jul 1 | Jan.1 | Jul. 4 | Jan. 1] Jul.1 | Jan.1 | Jul. 1 | Jan.1 | Jul 1 | Jul L 2606 | Jan L 2010
Total Steamn Production Plant 463 474 492 304 315 547 540 332 332 347 550 371 20.46% 7.33%
Total Nuclear Production Plant 435 H7 464 467 476 Rith] 501 491 500 513 518 538 20.25% 7.30%
Total Hydraulic Production Plant 364 373 389 401 407 426 424 415 423 431 435 H1 18.23% 4.20%
Total Transrmssion Plant 159 476 AUl 318 540 563 380 531 536 358 504 585 22.90% 3.22%
T'oral Distribution Plant 400 420 453 401 318 510 335 523 538 347 359 575 36.90°% 6.88%

Source: Handy-W hitman






