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Mr. Steve Tribble, Director 
Division of Records and Reportin& 
Florida Public Service Commiuioo 
101 East Gaines Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Dear Mr. Tribble: 

Rea Docket Mo. !MlM-11 

Enclosed herewith for filin& Ia the ortpoa1 and fifteen (15) copl• of Florida 
Power & Light Company's Motion to Dismlaln tbe aboYe docket. 
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BBPORB TBB FLORIDA PUBLIC IDVICB OOMIIIIIION 

ln re: Pet ition of the Florida ) 
Industrial Power Users Group to ) 
Discontinue Florida Power and Light ) 
Company's Oil Backout Cost Recovery ) 
Factor. ) 

MOTIOII '10 --

Docket Mo. 890148-EI 
Piled: February 16, 1989 

Florida Power & LIJht Company ("PPL") hereby files this Motion to Dismiss 

Florida Industrial Power Users Group's Petition to Dilcontinue PPL's Oil Backout Cost 

Recovery Factor ("FIPUG Petition") and in iUppOI't thereof states: 

Introduction 

The revenues collected and being collected by PPL with respect to its 500 kv 

transmission line project ("the 080 Project") are bell\1 recov•ed pursuant to Rule 25-17.016, 

F .A. C., and Order No. 11217 entered ln Docket No. 8201&5-BU on October 1, 1982 which found 

that the Project qualified for cost recovery. FIPUG, without tbe citation to any applicable 

authority, proposes that this Commission cease the application of its Oil Backout Rule so 

that certain prior revenue recoveries would be refW~ded and all future recovery of revenue 

would terminate and only continue in the future if and~ recovery through base rates 

could commence. In supporting its Petition as to t hese ilaues, PIPUG relies on the assertion 

that the Project has failed to achieve its "primary purpose" of the economic displacement or 

oil-fired generation and that the calculation of deferral benefits was based upon "illusory" 

generating units. FIPUG's Petition severely distorts the oll backout rule, misrepresents the 
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application and results or the "primary purpose test" and incorrectly applies the capacity 

deferral test. Arguments presented here by PIPOO are either the same or variants or those 

presented by FIPUG in Docket No. 820155-EO when t h"" Project was qualified. 

The principal relief t hat FIPUO requests t~ Commission grant with respect to 

revenue recovery is: 

a) refund all accelerated depreciation revenues associated 
with the inclusion of capacity deferral benefits in the 
calculation of net savinp; 

b) terminate the oU backout chai'Ce; and 

c) instruct PPL that continued reeovery of costs 
associated with the project must be accomplllhed throuch 
base rates. 

THE OIL BACKOUT ROLl MUST BB APPLIED 

The oil backout rule permits the r ecovery of all costs associated with an oil 

backout project if the Commission determines that lt qualifies. The Commission made that 

determina tion in Order No. 11217. In addition, If net savinp are produced, then the utility is 

permitted to recover two-thirds thereof as accelerated depreciation. Th"' accelerated 

depreciat ion simply serves to reduce the investment in the Project, to the extent any 

investment remains, t hereby reducing the remaining revenue requirements on the 

investment in the Project. After a project has been fully depreciated, continued recovery on 

the investment in the Project ceases. The Rule did not contemplate that t here would always 

be net savings or necessarily any net savings as PlPUO suggests. In describing the net 

savings to be collected, the Rule states: 

The revenues to be collected t hrouch the 0 U Backout 
Cost Recovery Factor shill be t he sum of ... plus two 
thirds of the actual net savings usoclated with the 
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project ~if positive) to be applied u accelerated 
depreciataon. (emphasis added) 

Rule 25-17 .Ol6(4)(a). Thus, the Rule not only provides tbe revenues that "shall be" collected, 

it recognizes that there may be no positive net savinp. PPL does not suggest that there are 

no net savings and will address that contention later. However, even if FIPUO'a contention 

conc<'rning the "primary purpose test" were correct, t tte Rule does not contemplate that 

recovery pursuant to the Rule would terminate. Instead, no accelerated depreciation could 

be taken. The relief requested by FIPUG of termlnatlnc the oil beckout factor is contrary 

to Rule 25-17.016. This is prohibited by Section 120.68(llXb), Fla. Stata. 

In addition, the Rule does not contemplate, u PIPUG's arguments suggest, that 

continued application of the Rule as a means of coet recovery is or should be subject to any 

periodic review or actual results or, that the time frame for maldng that review Is the first 

ten years or commercial operation of the Project. For example, in addressing the 

circumstance where costs of an oil backout project have been rolled into base rates, Section 

4(d) o! the Rule permits the continued recovery of accelerated depreciation "··· until such 

time as the investment is fully repaid". This simply means that the time period during which 

accelerated depreciation may be taken may extend beyond the ten-year period analyzed to 

determine whether the Project qualities. FIPUG desires to "force" its conclusion about net 

savings by using the same ten-year period used for the qualification decision and does so 

without explanation or justification. 

A final point is worthy of note. FIPUO not only misapplies the "primary purpose 

test" it fails to note that this is a test only to determine whether a project has qualified ror 

cos t recovery pursuant to the Rule. There is no requirement, and FlPUO's petition is 

noticeably devoid o! any authority on this point, for continued periodical reapplication of 
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the test to determine whether actual cost recovery will be permitted. 

PIPUG'a Particlp!tion In tbe QuaJltlcaU. PNI111'PC. 

Although PIPUG's Petition does not me!"tlon It, Attachment 1 to the Petition 

reflects that FIPUG was an active participant in the qualification hearings "also contending 

that the project does not qualify Wlder the Rule." Orde.~ No. 11217 at p.2 . In addition in that 

proceeding: 

L PIPUO contended that the Rule required "the 
Commission to consider only fuel savlnp ln determining 
whether the project qualitled \l'lder the rule." Order No. 
11217 at p. 3. Now, PIPUO uaerts that there are no 
capacity deferral savinp and, without explanation, 
subtracts the capacity payments to Southern from !he 
fuel savings to produce fictional "fuelloaa". 

2. PIPUG contended "that rather than oU displacement, 
the primary purpose of this project waa to meet increased 
load and improve system reliability." Order No. 11217 at 
p.4. Now, PIPUG contends that the primary purpose was 
not to meet increased load but to economically displace 
oil 

3. PIPUG contended that "\Ill- the •savings'" for 
capacity deferral are Included, the project will show a 
nfirtive 'net benefit' in nine of the ten years included in 
t e analysis." PIPUG (Corrected) Petition for 
Reconsideration a t paragraph 2. Attachment 1 hereto. 
Now, PIPUG asserts that the Commlsshn's approval was 
based on PPL's proJections that the lines would 
economically diiplAce oil FlPUO Petition at paragraphs 
11 and 13. 

In addi tion, in Docket No. 820001-EU, PIP lJG contended that the oil backout factor should be 

allocated on the basis of demand. Order No. 11210. The Commission rejected this request. 

Order No. 11210 at p. 9. Now, PIPUG reconfigures the "primary purpose test" applied by the 

Com mission, ignores its own correct contention that absent inclusion of capacity deferral 

benefits the project would show a " negative 'net benefit'" (as if this were a new 
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development) and now argues that it is unfair to apply the oil backout factor on a cents/kwh 

bas is. 

Much of what PIPUO now contenda support~ Ita Petition hu alrMdy been argued 

to and decided by the Commission. PIPUO has iiJlored these arguments and rulings and 

sim ply seeks to reassault the Project as It did in 1982. PIPUO should not be permitted to 

relitigate decided issues. 

PIPOG lli!re(!••ta Mel IIIMppll• tbe "Prll!!!J Purpa!! T..t' 

PIPUG attaches sreat alplficance to Ita reaonflped "primary purpose test". 

Thus, it presents the fo11owlne chain of "J.oclc". 

1. The Rule atatea that its primary purpoee is the 
economic displacement of oil. (Petition at pararraph ?). 

2. To qualify a Project, a utlUty muat demonstrate that a 
Project's primary purpoee Is the economic displacement of 
oil. (Petition at pararraph 8). 

3. Commission approval of the Project was based upon 
PPL's projections that the lin• (the Project) would 
economically displace oll. (Petition at parqraph 11). 

4. The projectlona on which approval and the 
extraordinary energy-bued reoovery of coetl were based 
have not materialized. (Petition at puacraph 11). 

5. The Project has not accomplished the purpose which 
led the Commission to qualify It Wlder the rule. (Petition 
at paragraphs 11 and 13). 

6. The OU Backout Cost Recovery Mechanism should be 
discontinued and certain revenuea should be refunded 
because the Project has not achieved ltl primary purpose. 
(Petition at paragraph 12). 

PlP UG is simply wrong. The Commission speelflcally addressed the "primary 
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purpose test" in Order No. 11217. It is quite different from the "test" constructed by FIPUG 

here..!! Rejecting the Staff and FPL position, the CommlJalon concluded: 

Thus, if the fuel savinp of the project from dlsplaclnc oil-tired ceneratlon less the fuel 

costs of the energy which permitted that displacement exceed the cost or the transmission 

lines, the primary purpose has bean met. 

FIPUG attempts to make much or the fact that the fuel cost forecasts on which 

the project was qualified did not materialize. In point of fact they did not, however, 

FIPUG's Petition does not and cannot show that the primary purpose test is not continuing to 

be met even were that appropriate. 

The Petition, at page 1, contains the followinc statements to support the 

contention that the primary purpose test has not been met: 

The fuel cost savings that were expected to result from 
the tran5mission line and the coal-by-wire purchases have 
not materialized. In tact, there have been very large 

l/ FPL would also note that the so-ealled "primary purpose test" is a test for 
qualification; it is not a test for continued cost recovery under the rule. 

2/ Attachment ll hereto. 
6 



Wha t Mr. Pollock has done is to deduct capacity deferra benefits as if they did not exist and 

subtract the capacity costs paid by FPL to Southern from the fuel s~lVings. This approach 

is in direct conflict with the Commission's "primary putp(.1e test". Instead of applying the 

Commission's "primary purpose test" whereby fuel savlnp are allocated to fuel costs and 

capacity savings are allocated to capeclty coeta, Mr. Pollook, and the mathematical results 

contained in the PIPUG Petition, reflect the allocation of cap&clty costs to fuel savings and 

the non-recognition of any capacity savinp. The result is not only contrary to the 

application of the test to determine whether the Project qualified under the Rule originally, 

it is meaningless. Moreover, his conclusion is wrong. A review of the same OB-cl schedules 

on which Mr. Pollock relies, and which are on file with this Commission shows that actual 

fuel savings through 1987 exceed $500,000,000 when calculated as called for by the 

Commission's "prima.ry purpose test". 

There are Capacity Def...U Sa!IDp 

The second major prong of FlPUG's renewed attack on the oil backout cost 

recovery is the assertion that there are no capacity def•ral aavir.p from the purchase or 

2,000 M W or firm capacity. PIPUG falls to explain that the Commission found that the 

purchases from Southern permitted the deferral of coal-fired generating units staiin~ 

The Company's commitment to purchase 1.000 MW of 
coal-by-wire from Southern in February 1981, permitted 
PPL to defer the Martin units to 1989 and 1990. The 
purchase of an additional 1,000 MW of firm power in 
February 1982 allowed further deferral of the Martin units 
and unsited units to 1992, 1993 and 1994. 

The FIPUG Petition concedes that FPL purchases from Southern "are a vital cog" 

in meeting demand and providing reserve capacity and that these purchases are a "long-term 

source of capacity for FPL's system". Petition at p.9. However, and inconsistently with 
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these concessions, FIPUG maintalns that these purchases have no capacity deferral value, or 

alternati vely, that capacity deferral benefits should be based on less expensive alternatives 

"presen tly being pursued". Petition at pages 11 and 12. In "explaining" the availability or 

these less expensive alternatives, FIPUG asserts: (l) tt.t "with the repeal of the Fuel Use 

Act PPL can !!.2!. build new oil and gu-flred wlits to satisfy its requirements"; and, (2) 

"improved technology is~ available enabllng FPL to co'Wder such options as combined 

cycle units ••• " Petition at page 10. Power Plants are not available instantaneously. What is 

"now" available is irrelevant. FIPUG fails to altere how FPL could have met its capacity 

needs in 1987 and 1988 without the "vital cog" of the purchues from Southern with an 

alternative only "now available" with the repeal of the Fuel OM Act or through improved 

tec hnology. Moreover, by Order No. 13247 entered 1n Docket No. 830377-BU on May 1, 1984, 

the Com mission rejected the suggestion by one Florida utility that a combined cycle unit 

with an in-service date of Aprill992 would be the moat eeonomical choice. Order No. 13247 

at page 4. The Commission also noted that FPL required additional capacity shortly after 

April 1992 and concluded that "the designated statewide avoided unit should be a jointly 

owned peninsular Florida base load coal plant conalattnr of two 700 M W units, with an in­

service date of Aprill, 1992." Order No. 13247 at page 4. 

PPL presented its request to include capacity de#erral benetits In the 

computation of net savings in its filing of January 6, 1987. 

Tbe Commiaioa Should Mot Dt.coatfnue OD BaelorMit eo.t Recovery UnW tbe 
Projeets' Ccsta ve Renected bl S... Rat&. 

The Rule permits, but does not require, that the coats of a qualified oil backout 

project be "rolled into" base rates. ln fact, the Rule requires that such costs "shall continue 

to be r~covered through the Oil Backout Cost Recovery Wltil such time as they are included 

in base rates." Rule 25-17 .Ol6(4)(d). 

ln Docket No. 830465-EI, FPL proposed to include the cost of the transmission 

line and the related capacity charges in base rates. The Commialon rejected FPL's request 

stating in part: 
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Consequently, we favor keeping bue rates as "pure" as 
possible, within the constraints of the Commission's rules 
and decline to accept FPL's proposal to roll oll-backout 
project costs into bue rates at this time. 

Order No. 13537. Under these ci~umstanees, FIPUO's request that the recovery of costs or 

the Project be through base rates and that FPL termlnatft the oU backout charge should be 

dismissed. It is inconsistent with the Rule, contrary to the Commission's prior decision in 

Order No. 13537 and simply creates an intended gap in the t.'>illty to recover Project costs. 

The Comml-'on Sbould Not Direct tbat aeoov_, of Oll Baakout Revenues 
Cease to be on a ceiit!lk1fb bMIL 

As noted earlier, FIPUO made its flrst attempt to have oil backout cost recovery 

be on a demand charge basis in 1982. Since that tima, FIPUO hal sought to have the same 

result accomplished in Docket No. 820097-EU and Docket No. 830465-EI. On both 

occasions, FIPUO's requests were denied by the Commllllon. Order No. ll437 at page 43 and 

Order No. 13537 at p&ge 60. FIPUG should be bound by the prior determinations of the 

Commission on this issue. 

The Requests to Cb!Dp tbe ~ Treata•t of Project ec.ta and Revenue 
Requirem•ta Sbould be D ... 

PIP UG, in somewhat uncharacteristically strong language, asserts that the 

investment, costs and revenues should be included in monthly surveillance reports and the 

Project should, perhaps, be subject to t he "Tax Savinp Refund r.ule", Rule 25-14.003. In 

support of these requests, PIPUO asserts in part: 

The purpose of recovery of transmission line costs 
"outside base rates" was to make possible the accelerated 
depreciation of qualifying investments; ••• 

FIPUG Petition at page 14. FIPUG is simply wrong. As already noted, Rule 25-17 .Ol6(4)(d) 

expressly permits t he continued recovery of accelerated depreciation even after a qualified 

project has been "rolled into" base rates. FIPUO also fails to point out that the tax expense 

to be recovered as a part of a qualified oil backout project is the "actual tax expense". Rule 

25-17 .Ol6(4)(a). Thus, as tax rates change, the tax expense recovered is the actual tax 

expense and not the tax expense used to quantify base rate revenue requirements. In 
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addition, FIPUG fails to point out that the oil backout coet recovery factor revenues are to 

be "applied solely to the cost of the qualitled on bukout project". Rule 24-17.016(4)(e). 

FIPUG has failed to present a basis to change the regulatory treatment of 

Project costs and revenue requirements. 

WHEREFORE, PPL respectfUlly requ•ts ttlat PIPOO'I Petition to Discontinue 

FPL's Oil Backout Cost Recovery Factor be dismlssed. 

Dated this 16th day of February, 1989. 
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Re~PHtfully aubmitted, 

STBBL HECTOR & DAVIS 
110 W•t Collece Avenue 
Ta11abMiee, Florida 32301-1406 
(904) 222-4192 

Attorneys for Florida Power 
~ Licht Company 



CB&11PICATB OP IUVICI 
DOiLt Ro. IMAAI 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of Florida Power & Light 

Company's Motion to Dismiss has been furnished by H~ind Delivery and U. S. Mail to the 

following individuals on this 16th day of February, 1989: 

Marsha E. Rule, Esq. 
Division or Legal Services 
Florida Public Service Commlsslon 
101 East Gaines Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

John Roger Howe, Esq. 
Assistant Public Counsel 
Orfice o! the Public Counsel 
624 Fuller Warren Building 
202 Blount Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Joseph A. McOlothUn, .e.q. 
522 R. Park Avenue 
Suite 200 
Tallahulee, Florida 32301 



A'l'TACIUCBift' I 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUIL.lC SERVICE Co-UUSSION 

In re: The Petition of Florida Po .. r • L.laht 
Company to Qualify Ita SOO kv Jlne as 
an OU 8ackout Project. 

Docket IIZO ~ ;s-EU 

(CORRECTED) PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION 

The Florida lndu.trial Power Users Group (FIPUG), tbrouah Its 

undersigned counsel. requests the Comral .. lon to reconsider Its Order 

No. llZ 17, Issued on October 1, 1912, and ln eupport thereof states u 

follows: 

1. Order No. 11217 conducted that Florida Power • Uaht 

Company's SOOkv tranemlssion line raeets the qual\flcatloon criteria of the 

Oil Backout Rule. In Order No. 11217, the Coi'Dnllesion entered a 

fin din& that the project demonstr. •ed a cuJDulat\.. pr ... at value of 

expected net eavina• to ratepayeM within the ftnt ten yean of cc.a-

merdal operation. 

2. Essential to this ftndina was a determlnatloG that the company 

had properly quantified for lndu.lon lD the analyala 'aavina•' uaoc­

iated wlth the deferral ~f aenerat1n1 Uftlta fr0111 the 1917 tiJDe frame 

untU 1992 and later. DocuJDeat S ol lxhlblt l1 dleciOMa that unless 

such •savlnas• are .,duded, the project wiU ehow a neaatJve •net 

benent• ln n\ne of the ten yean included ln the analysis. 

3. Early in the case, the proposition was put brtb by the 

Chairman that deferral of capadty additions would result ln savina• U 

the coet of JDOney exceeded the rate ol lnflatiOD ol construction coets. 

1t foiJoq that to derive tho aJDOUnt ol savinas ueodated with deferral, 

the analysis must consider and c0111pare the effects of the coet ol money 

and the rate of inflatie:1 on tbe o"r.U ,woject. Howt'ver. ln Docu-nt 

), Exhibit 11, the company -rely calculated the c:arryina charae• 

throush 1992, which would have be..s neceseary under the orlalnal 

constructlon scheaule; comf)&reci that with the new echedule throuab 

199!1 netted the ·foreaone fuel displacement benetlts occasioned by the 

deferral I and dalmed the difference u •avoided ccets•. Burin a thla 

in mind, consider three scenarios, all eharlna a comiDOQ characterlstlc 

with the company'• presentatlona 

':" ~ - . -,. .. ,. .. , 
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Attachment I 

A. A business executive is told that If be can r«!uce 

his deputment'a '4uch e~tpcnsea by sz ,000. he will be alven 

a bonus equal to 10\ of the Nvlna•· The cSepart:'Mnt neecSt a 

SZ ,000 typewriter , which the executive had planned to buy ln 

March. He •cSefers• this purchaae, claims a $200 bonus, and 

buys the SZ ,000 typewriter on Apr\1 lat. 

8. HavinJ been prornieecS a car for araduatlon, a son 

u'ks his father for a $10,000 tports car that would req•:ire 

payment• of $350 per month for four yean. The father 

oHers to share the •tavlnaa• If the aon wW aaree to defer 

the purchall! untU hlt birthday ten tDOntha away. The eon 

all'eet, claims avoided costa of $3,SOO and exacts Sl,7SO from 

the father. Ten tDOntha later the father buys the car, which 

has received two price t creases and requlrM payments of 

S4 00 per month i>r four )''"ars. 

C. A utility ls toteS bv the reauJatory aaency that It 

can collect frOID customers 2/S Of any savin11 achiev.d from 

cSeferrin& a unlt for one year. The vtWty had planned to 

place the unit lA Mrvlce oo January 1, 1 .. ~ . and collect 

canytna chara.. of $10 IDllUoft a year for twenty years. It 

~ the untt lor one J'UI" and ln 1,.3 collects froca cua­

t'3men 2/3 of •nvecS• reven•Je req~lrementa . or ~6.7 mlUior. 

The delay In construction lncreuea costs. On January 1, 

1984, the unlt aoes into Mrvlce and rates are ralMd by SlZ 

m\Ulon per year , for twenty years. 

The common denominator In theee Kenariot and lD Florida Po-r • 

Ltaht'a appllc:atlon la that each la an exaaple ol apurloua and Uluaory 

lavina•· Each Involves an arbitrary. Mlf-MrvlD& tlmdrame and each 

lenora the dhttlncUon bet ... en ~hUn a coats and deferrlna coats. 

None has ~ relev..!!!£! !! !!! to the proposition that Nrin&t will r..alt 

from deferral lf and to the extent that the coat of IDOney uceeda the 

rate of inflation over tlrne. The c:orapany'• endors-nt ol the •trut-• 
amounted to no more than Up MrvlceJ lta ukulatlona laoorecS the fact 

that the c:arrytns c:hara .. .,.,.. beln& clel.rnd, DOt a.oldecS. Orcler 

No. 11Zl7 observes that no witness disputed the proposition that defer­

ral would lead to savinaa ., lona •• the coat ol IDOney excHded the 

FipugiiiwZ 



Attachaent I 

ol proof. ia the fact that no witnua addrc .. ed the clements of that 

proposition to the proper UrM period. 

The company has fatled to provide any evidence of the extent to 

which uvtnaa will r .. ult frOID the effecta ol the coat of money and the 

nte ol tncreuea of conatructlon over time. (In fact, the only relevant 

indication of record le Wr. Scalf's exhibit alluded to ln the order, which 

indicates that ~ of deferral ruultlnl frcn inflation will aurpus 

savin&• by the year ZOOZ.) Therefrwe, the Ccaaaaton cannot deter­

mine whether such aavinaa (If uy) are eufftc:ient to overccme the 

oeaative net beneOta demonatrated by DocuiDent 3, Exhibit 11. Moat 

importantly, failure ol the Comadastoo to repudiate thta anal ysla will 

result in requests by the ccnpany to collect as Us ahare of •aavtnaa• a 

portion of the carryina chars .. whlc b w\11 reappear in full measure ~ 

later perioda. (1) Such a reawt wo ·ld be a windfall for the ccnpany, 

and would prejudice the ratepayers, w~ would be required to pay an 

amount representina •aaved• carrylna chara• in one period and then 

to bear the unit'• (increased) Nil revenue requlreroents ln later per-

Soda. 

For thla reason, FIPUO requeata that the Ccmmluton: 

(a) a.conaider Ita Order No. 111111 

(b) Find that Florida Power • Uaht Company faUe:J to provide 

competent evidence quantlfylna any nvtnas auodated with 

the deferral of planned coal-ftred pneratlna units. 

(c) Conclude that Florida Po .. r • Llaht has faUed to prove that 

the project would demonatrate a preMnt value ol expected net 

aavtn1• wlthln 10 years, and that the project does not qualify 

under the OU E ack . .,ut Rule. 

In the alternative, in the event the Commlaston condudea that the 

project Ia qualtftecl notwtthatandln& tbe ~Uuro to properly quantify 

aavtnas uaodatecl with deferred capac:lty, flPUCi requeata that Order 

No. 11211 be CDodlfted to Indicate that the allllpllatic dllfererw:e In carry­

ina chuaes under the orlpnal and altered con•tructlon Khedules 

throu1b 1992 •hall not be accept.cl u tbe mea.ure of •aavlaaa• whlcb 

the ccn~pany ta entitled to ahara pursuant to the rule. 

recent fuel cost recovery hearin&• 

(),~~" (} ??k-!1/..{:,t£~..: 
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Attachment I 

CE~!.!.!E!f._A ·rE Of' SERVICE 

1 H£R£RY CERTIFY th"t a true and correct copy of the !ore"oina 

Petition For ReC'onaideration has been furnished by United Statu Mail 

this JIO day of October, 1982, to the followtna indlvldualt: 

JACK SHREVE, ESQUIRE 
Ofllce of the Public Counsel 
Room 4, The Holland Bulldlna 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

BONN I£ £, DAVIS, ESQUIRE 
MICHAEL 8. TWC»>EY, ESQUIRE 
Florida Public Service Ccmmlasion 
101 E. Gain•• Str .. t 
Tallaha11ee, Florida 32301 

MATTHEW M. CHILDS, ESQUIRE 
1400 S. E. lat National Bank Buildlna 
100 S. Biscayne Blvd. 
~iami, Florida 331:"1 

LAWSON, McWHIRTER, • GRANDOFF 
Poat Office Box 33SO Tamr· Florida u6o1 
(IU ZZ4-o866 



.. AftACIDIDf n 

FLORIDA POWEA 6 LIGHT COMPANY 
,00 kV Transmission Project 

Comparative Analysis ot Base Case versus Coal-By-Wire Case 
ExPKted Savings Within First Ten Years of Commercial Operation 

Based on FCG Oil Price Forecast 

A Fuel Savings 

8 Direct Fuel Savings 
C Foregone Deferred Capacity Fuel Savin&s 
D Fuel Related Savinss 
E ~otal Fuel Savin&s (8-C•D) 

F Capacity Savings 

G Deferred Capacit1• Carrying Costs 
H Capacity Cost "Uf•S" 
I Wheeling ..... ost "Uf~" 
J Total Capacity Savin&s (G-H-1} 

K Transmission Project Costs 

l Transmission Project Revenue Requirements 
M Transmission Project O&M 
N Total Transmission Project Costs (l•M) 

0 Total Net Benefits (E•J-N) 

Totals 
($000) 

$3, I},UO 
2,1 : , 12} 
(2~.uo > 

$1,396,.,, 

$,,,),016 
),202,9111 

271,916 
$2,0,1,126 

$2,.S96,997 

Present 
Value 
<$000) 

$1,97•.•09 
1,)91,710 

121,7)9 
$ IIH,960 

$ 39),}4f2 
2,069 

$ )9.S,611 

$ 1}1,1 ,, 
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