
Comn&Uion<n: 
JVUA L.lotcHsotf, C!waJ.wl 
J. TEUY DEASOt4 
SUSAII f . CLw: 
JO£GAACIA 
E. l.J:ON JACOeS, J&. 

Mr. K. M. Davis 
Vice President and Controller 
Florida Powa .t Light Company 
P.O. Box 029100 
Miami. Florida 33102 

Rt: Dodut No. 9716S6-EI 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

M11y 12. 1998 

ORIGINAL 
TIMOTHY Ot:VUN, l>w.CTOit 
AIJDIT1)<(l <l Fll'IANCW. ANAL\ Sl1 
(I SO) •ll-6410 

We are in the proc;ess of reviewing the depredation study for Florida Power and Light 
Company fied in the above reference docket. As a result, questions and the need for l1i iitional 
information have ariJen and are covered on the atUIChed. Additionally. we have cndoscd a diskette 
of the Initial Review formaned in WoTdPerfcc~ Version 6.1. 

Please provide your written response and the enclosed diskct1e by June 29. 1998. Should you 
have any questions. please contACt either Bob Holroyd at (850) 413-6471 or me at (8SO) 4l3-64SJ. 

Sincerely, 

~_Jd~ 
Patricia S. Lee 
U.S.C.E. Supervisor 
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1997 Ac!lvj!V: 

FLORJDA POWER cl LIGHT COMPANY 
DEPRECIATION STUDY· DOCKET NO. 971660-EI 

INITIAL REVIEW 

In reviewing the 1997 activity provided. we have found cases where: reserve was 
transferred wilbout any 11550Cinted invesunenl There nrc: also ins111m:es where transfers 
of investment and reserve appear to be in opposite directions from whot Iogie would 
dlc1ale. 11lese areas of concern arc listed in lhe following tnble with lhe given locntion 
and aecounL 

Loc«iofl A CCOUfll lt~ustmtlll (Sch. I ) Rtstrvt ( 5<.'!.2) -
Manatee Unit 1 314.0 s (52.929.25) S2.301.554. 18 

Martin Unit 2 311.0 • 0 • 339.1 40.56 

312.0 • 0 - 247.431.07 

3 14.0 • 0 • (2.341.616.98) 
. 

Pon Everglndes Common 311.0 (159,072.75) 1.37& 82 

Rlviero Cc mmon 311.0 • 0 • 788. 11 

315.0 • 0. 1.783.88 

316.0 . 0 • (38,-146.09) 

Sanford Common 311.0 - 0 - (4,599.51) 

312.0 (1 1.001.43) 16.536.49 

Sanford Unit 5 312.0 11.001.43 ( 16.697.94) 

Scherer Unit 4 312.0 (754,119.23) 145,116.28 

SJRPP Common 311.0 - 0 • (7,986.44) 

SJRPP Unit I 311.0 • 0 . 131,695.66 

Turkey Point Common 311.0 39.972. 13 (6.580.15) 

Turkey Point Unit I 311.0 (39,972.13) 23.866.09 

312.0 - 0 • (28,496. 14) 
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L«Ddon 

Turkey Point Unit 2 

St Lucie Conunon 

Sr Lucie Unit I 

St Lucie Unit 2 

Turkey Point Common 

LoudcrcWe Udt 4 

Pt Evergllldes GT's 

Putnam Conunon 

Putnam Unit I 

Other Production 

Tmnsmission Plant 

Disuibution PW!t 

llccoulll 

311.0 

312.0 

322.0 

323.0 

321.0 

322.0 

322.0 

323.0 

323.0 

341.0 

344.0 

341.0 

345.0 

343.0 

343.0 

344.0 

354.0 

355.0 

357.0 

358.0 

359.0 

362.9 

ltmltmtnl ( Sclt. I ) 

• 0 • 

• 0 • 

(512.564.71) 

• 0 • 

• 0 • 

(3,395.66) 

515,960.37 

8.580.00 

• 0 • 

• 0 • 

• 0 • 

• 0 • 

• 0 • 

(255,973.57) 

255.973.57 

. 0 • 

• 0 • 

10,790.45 

• 0 • 

• 0. 

• 0 • 

7,174,103.06 

2 

Rlstrvt ( Sclt. 2) 

(2.565.19) 

19,621.81 

48,553.39 

147,060.63 

203.160.70 

2,019.29 

50.512.68 

(21.02-1. 70) 

(-1 .631.51) 
. 

(6,814.28) 
·-

(5,6?8.42) 

( 1.300.3 I) 

3.510.64 

35,640.87 

(35.640.87) 

8.800.38 

(272.355.43) 

( 13.566.01) 

(936,91 4.37) 

936.914.37 

302.66S.SS 

(882,578.21) 
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L«altoll 

Distribution Plant (cont.) 

Gencrul Plmt Depreciable 

Accou111 

364.0 

365.0 

367.7 

369.1 

370.0 

371.0 

371.2 

391.6 

392.0 

392.1 

392.2 

392.3 

393.1 

395.6 

395.8 

397.3 

391.9 

395.2 

lll ~tltmtnl ( Sch I ) 

11.245.80 

• 0 • 

• 0 • 

• 0 • 

2.371.45 

• 0 . 

20.00 

• 0 • 

. 0 • 

• 0 • 

• 0. 

(965.941.38) 

• 0 • 

• 0 . 

• 0 • 

6,437.00 

67,182.52 

• 0 • 

Rtltnt ( Sch 2 ) 

( 1.692.21) 

(2n,801.61) 

61,).19.34 

(54.949.92) 

(324,076.63) 

( 1.665,521.09) 

3,413,S6l.S I 

(7.397.99) 

(:~2.317.62) . 
8.894.89 

( I 56, 779.89) 

141,227.81 

(7.154.70) 

1.195.02 

2.895.13 

2.00 

( I 58.081.79) 

( 135,805.38) 

2. Stall' has noled that ~ are numerous retirements with no usoc:aated coSI of mnoVlll 
shown on Schedule II. as of 1213 1197. While we recogniu that there can be: cklays in 
booking rcmoVlli COSll, this does not seem to be: n reasonable conclusion considering that 
lho: retirc:mc:nls \ lithout removal costs represent about 38% of the totAl SI.:IUn production 
retirements for the year. Plc:ue explain each retirement for which then: is no coSI of 
removal. 
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3. A ~ of removal of $1,548,001.37 is shown for Martin Untt 2. Account 314.0 
Tutbogeoc:ralor UniiS. on Schedule lias of 12131197 wilh no IISSOCiatcd retirement. For 
prior years, Schedule II indieateS retiremen!l as follows; 

1996 
1995 
1994 

ToiAl 

$31.487.72 
$13.004.75 

. 0 . 
$44.492.47 

LeJS lh4o $50.000 in retiremcnll over the four year period does not S«m reasonable 
suppon for Sl.5 million in cost of removal. Please explain !he COS1 of removal enlty. 

PRODUCJJON PLANT 

4. Please provide cstimaiCS. as available. by account by unit for each sHe for the coS!l of 
asbestos n:moval expected 10 take piece in !he period 1998-2001. Addtttonally. please 
provide updolcd ~of currently projected ovcrlululslreplaccmcnts expected to lakt 
ploce in !he same period. This should include invcstmcn!l to be retired Md IWOCiolcd 
salvage and coru of removal/disposal. 

S. In Dock:t No. 941317-EI, sl4ff questioned !he 6 year replacement intervals for cc..Wn 
strala at !he Martin Po~ Plant Si te, Combined Cycle Unill 3 & 4. 

o. Account number 343.0252 Trwiljon Nozzle. 
FPL stAled that lhc 6 year re-placement intcrval was based on o 6 )'eW' Wlllr.lllty 
s:pccificd by General Electric. In !he current 1997 study. howe\er, the Com~y 
indicotes a repiiiCCl11Cflt inttrval of S yean. 

I) If these oozziC1 are rcpiiCCd in S years. wtll they be replaced under 
wamnty? If not. what has changed stncc !he 199~ stud)? 

2) If the nozzles will be replaced under warr:uuy. "hnt is the 
Company's plonncd lrcatment of retircmcnu. CO)t of removal. :111d 

Slllvage? 

4 
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b. Accoum number 343.0265 Combustion Assemble. 
In the 1994 upda!A:d study, FPL stated thnt infonnation which Gcncral Elccuic 
Company Md idcntiJicd since the orisilllll study wns filed caused it to shonen the 
replucement inlerValto 3 years. In the CWTCDI Sludy. 11 S yenr replncemem intervnl 
is now p.roposcd. What has occurred since: the 1994 study to indicate a longer 
replacement intervo.l for this SlnlUI? 

6. St. Lucie and Turkey Point • Nucleur 

a. What considerations has FPL given rcglltding early $butdown or license renewal 
of its nocleur units? 

b. With license tcrmination scheduled for 2012 and 2013. respectively. for Turkey 
Point Unitl 3 ll:ld 4, how flit in advance will FPL need to make the decision 
internally whellter or not 10 seek n license extension? 

c. What things (steps, timeline) does NRC require for license c:xtcJUion? 

TRANSMISSION . .J!SIR!BUTJON. AND GENEM!. PLANT 

7. In your so.lvagc analysis, \\>"hat typeS of activities are considered as "other rccovcric:s'' nod 
wbnt activities are considered liS "salvage"? 

8. Ea.K1!!en!S CAccoUDI 350.2) 
Is the cost of easements generally for CODirnClS which are held in perpetuity or until the 
line or substation is removed from the location? If so, it has been suggested that these 
costs are really inlllllgible in nature and should be MlOrtized over their useful lite not to 
exceed 40 years. in accordance with APB 1117. We would oppm:iate your ll1ought~ m this 
rcgllld. 

9. OVerhead Conductoa and Oevjces CAC(()Un! 3561 
Looking II! !he I'DOSI recent 5 years of net salvage ocllvity, cost of removal hns averngcd 
about 50"/o with salvage averaging~. and other rcco•'Ciies averaging 41"/t. While FPL's 
projected removal costs are in line with this recent activity, we a.rc: having some difficulty 
in understanding the rntionale for projected salvage of 25%. Please enlighten us. 

5 
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I 0. Overhead Conductors Md Devices CMcount J65l 

a. Please explain the ,l''lltionale supporting the company's salvage propol41 of 30%. 

b. Are sa!VIlge proceeds from distribution scrap wire charged to this account? 

11 . SJll!jon, Eauipmem CAccouot! 353 and 362> 

a. Is any of this equipment subject to rcu.'!C? If so. please provide n description of 
the subject equipment and a discussion of your reuse prncticc:s. 

b. For othtt oomponics, WI: are benring that distribution station equipment is subject 
to mo~ frequent retirement than uunsmission station equipment to occommodnte 
growth and cbaniing customer needs.. Accordingly, a shorter life is genCT1111)' 
proposed for distribution station equipment than for llllnSmission equipment In 
thi5 stUdy, howe~. we o.re seeing the opposite. A shoner life is being proposed 
for transmission st.at.ion equipment than for distribution equipment. PleASe 
comment 

12. Line Tmnsfonncrs CACCQIIDI 368) 
The company's net so.lvage proposal is comprised of o 30"/o cost of removal and n S% 
salvage factor. According to data taken from OMual Sl.lltus reports. other recoveries for 
the 1992- 1996 period have averaged IS% with salvage 11vemging z.ero. 

a. Please help us underst.and the rationale for your proposed 5% salvage fnccor. 

b. The accounting procedure for line transformers iJ "cradle to grave". As such, the 
cost to remove the transformer and transporting to invencory, where the decision 
is made whether or not to refuzbish, should be expensed. Cost of removal shou ld 
relate to the final disposition when the tran3fonner is junked. For this reason, 
please explain the remoV'III costs FPL is incurring with the finn] reciremenc of this 
equipment 

c. What portion of the 1997 retirements and removal costs rre IISSOCtnted with the 
remoV'III of other mlrement units in this ac<:Ount besides transformers? 

6 
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13. Overbepd Services CAc;eown 369. ll 
Net salvage activity over the past five years indicates co51S of removal averaging over 
I OOo/o. Your proposal iJl!licatc3 that this level of removal costs is not expected in the 
future. Please provide some insight into your thinking. 

14. lns!AIIotj ns on Customer's Premises CAccounl 371l 
We have noticed that removal cosu have decreased during the 1993-1996 period while. 
111 the some lime. the level of retirements have increused rather dramatically. During the 
1982 - 1992 period, retircnents totaled about S9.2 million; during 1993-1996. retirements 
totaled $63.3 million. 

a. What was the cJ.USC for the increase in retirements? 

b. Removal .:osts during the 1982-1996 period have averaged about 4% with the 
1992-1996 period avenlging obout 2%. Why do you believe that 11 negative 20"/o 
net salvage i.s still appropriate for thi.s type of plant? 

c. Please explain wby the removal cost do!ll shown in the study is different from that 
submitted in annual statw1 reports. 

15. Mo)Or Vebjclq (ACCQW!I 3921 
a. In reviewing your analyses for these accounts. we have noticed the existence of 

negative suzvivors. Because surviving plant relates to the 11tnount of gross 
additions placed in a given year that remain in service, the concept of negative 
survivors is not logical. While the nfTc:ct on the resulting remaining life is 
negligible, thi.s data should be corrected. 

b. For autOmobiles, do the survivors from the 1959 and 1957 vintages really exiSl? 

16. Commwlicatjon Eouioment CAccouot 39D 

a. What portion of the 111/98 account investment relale3 to fiber cable? 

b.. Wbat is tho number of shenth miles represented by the investment above? 

c. What po.rtion of the account investment relates to fiber electronics? 

d. What portion of fiber cable investment is considered "dark fiber"? 

7 
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e. What portion of the "dllrk" fiber investment is currently being lea.sc:d by othm? 

f. Does FPL own any ATM switches? If so, how many? 

g. What IICQOunt includes the investment IISSOCiaLCd with A TM switches or other 
switching equipment? 

h. Please provide a map showing the lorotion of your fiber and switching investment. 
Plci!SC difTc:rcntiate between "lit" cable and ''dark" cable. 

i. What are FPL 's plans for future fiber optic deployment? 

j . What are FPL's near term nnd long tenn phms for lensing "dark" fiber? 

k. In what capacity is your "lit" fiber cable currently bemg IUCd? Plei!SC provide a 
lin of all services currenlly being provided. These: services should be sepanued 
between regulated and nonregulated. 

I. Please provide allsl of services that FPL is planning to offer in the next I 0 years 
over iu "lit" fiber. Again, these: services should be separated between regulated 
and nonregulated. 
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