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Pursuant to Rule 9.220, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure, Sierra Club 

respectfully submits this Appendix to Sierra Club’s Initial Brief containing a copy 

of the Commission's Final Order on appeal, excerpts of relevant Florida Statutes 

cited in Sierra Club’s Initial Brief, as well as other material cited in the Brief for 

ease of reference. 



 

INDEX 

Page No. 

A. Final Order PSC-16-0560 granting joint motion for approval of settlement 

agreement and approving the stipulation and settlement agreement filed on 

October 6, 2016” .............................................................................................. 1 

B. FPL’s petition for approval of environmental cost recovery of  

June 28, 2013 ............................................................................................... 251 

C. Prudence Hearing exhibit 31, FPL Witness Reed CV ................................. 274 

D. Prudence Hearing exhibit 463, OPC Interrogatory No. 159 ....................... 278 

E. Prudence Hearing exhibit 552, excerpt from FPL’s 2016 Ten Year Power 

Plant Site Plan .............................................................................................. 282 

F. Prudence Hearing exhibit 639, “NextEra on Storage: ‘Post 2020, There May 

Never Be Another Peaker Built in the US’” ................................................ 314 

G. Prudence Hearing exhibit 697, excerpt from NextEra Energy November 8-

11, 2015, Investor Presentation· Edison Electric Institute Conference, 

Hollywood, Florida ...................................................................................... 319 

H. Prudence Hearing exhibit 751, “Utility-Scale Solar 2014: An Empirical 

Analysis of Project Cost, Performance, and Pricing Trends in the United 

States” .......................................................................................................... 389 



 

I. Excerpt from Appendix A to Florida Public Service Commission, “Review 

of The 2013 Ten-Year Site Plans For Florida’s Electric Utilities” (Sierra 

Club comments of October 16, 2013, ‘Supplemental information following 

2013 Ten-Year Site Plan Workshop’ and associated exhibits) ................... 439 

J. Sierra Club comments of December 16, 2015, ‘Missing alternatives in 10-

Year Site Plans’) .......................................................................................... 591 

K. Excerpt from Appendix A to Florida Public Service Commission, “Review 

of The 2016 Ten-Year Site Plans For Florida’s Electric Utilities” (Sierra 

Club comments of October 10, 2016, ‘Planning for least-cost electric service 

in Florida’ and associated exhibits) ............................................................. 611 

L. R10:1893–1900 Sierra Club’s petition to intervene in Florida Public Service 

Commission docket no. 160021 .................................................................. 655 

M. R13:2659–93, Sierra Club’s standing declarations ..................................... 664 

N. Settlement Hearing exhibit 808, “1,000-kWh Typical Residential Bill 

Comparison” ................................................................................................ 697 

O. Excerpt from Florida Public Service Commission, “Annual Report on 

Activities Pursuant to the Florida Energy Efficiency and Conservation Act” 

(Feb. 2015) ................................................................................................... 699 

P. Excerpt from Florida Public Service Commission, “Review of the 2012 Ten-

Year Site Plans for Florida’s Electric Utilities” .......................................... 720 



 

Q. Excerpt from Florida Public Service Commission, “Review of the 2013 Ten-

Year Site Plans for Florida’s Electric Utilities” .......................................... 742 

R. Excerpt from Florida Public Service Commission, “Review of the 2015 Ten-

Year Site Plans for Florida’s Electric Utilities” .......................................... 761 

S. In re General Investigation of the Rates, Charges, and Earnings of Florida 

Power and Light Co., Docket No. 7759-EU, Order No. 4078 (F.P.S.C., Nov. 

2, 1968) ........................................................................................................ 778 

T. Florida Public Service Commission, “Electric Utility Ten-Year Site Plan 

Information and Data Requirements, Form PSC/RAD 43-E (11/97) 

(incorporated by reference in R. 25-22.072(1), F.A.C.) .............................. 831 

U. Excerpts from Florida Statutes related to Appellant’s Initial Brief ............ 842 

V. In re Petition of Florida Power and Light Company for an increase in Its 

Rates and Charges., Docket No. 830465-EI, Order No. 13537 .................. 861 

W. In re: Fuel and purchased power cost recovery clause with generating 

performance incentive factor, Docket No. 150001-EI, Order No. 15-0586 

(F.P.S.C. Dec. 23, 2015). ............................................................................. 963 

X. Certificate of Service ................................................................................. 1003 

  



 
 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
 

 
In re: Petition for rate increase by Florida 
Power & Light Company. 
 

DOCKET NO. 160021-EI 

In re: Petition for approval of 2016-2018 storm 
hardening plan, by Florida Power & Light 
Company. 
 

DOCKET NO. 160061-EI 
 

In re: 2016 depreciation and dismantlement 
study by Florida Power & Light Company. 
 

DOCKET NO. 160062-EI 
 

In re: Petition for limited proceeding to modify 
and continue incentive mechanism, by Florida 
Power & Light Company. 

DOCKET NO. 160088-EI 
ORDER NO. PSC-16-0560-AS-EI 
ISSUED: December 15, 2016 
 

 
The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of this matter: 

 
JULIE I. BROWN, Chairman 

LISA POLAK EDGAR 
ART GRAHAM 

RONALD A. BRISÉ 
JIMMY PATRONIS 

 
ORDER APPROVING SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT  

 
BY THE COMMISSION: 

Background 
 

 On January 15, 2016, Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) filed a test year letter, as 
required by Rule 25-6.140, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.), notifying the Florida Public 
Service Commission (Commission) of its intent to file a petition for an increase in rates effective 
2017.  Pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 366, Florida Statutes (F.S.), and Rules 25-6.0425 
and 25-6.043, F.A.C., FPL filed its Minimum Filing Requirements and testimony on March 15, 
2016.  Docket Nos. 160061-EI (2016-2018 Storm Hardening Plan), 160062-EI (2016 
Depreciation and Dismantlement Study) and 160088-EI (Incentive Mechanism), were thereafter 
consolidated into the rate case docket, Docket No. 160021-EI.1  Nine parties were granted 
intervention in the docket.2  Prehearing Order No. PSC-16-0341-PHO-EI, issued on August 19, 
                                                 
1 Order No. PSC-16-0182-PCO-EI, issued on May 4, 2016, in Docket  No. 160021-EI, In re: Petition for rate 
increase by Florida Power & Light Company; Docket No. 160061-EI, In re: Petition for approval of 2016-2018 
storm hardening plan, by Florida Power & Light Company; Docket No. 160062-EI, In re: 2016 depreciation and 
dismantlement study by Florida Power & Light Company; Docket No. 160088-EI, In re: Petition for limited 
proceeding to modify and continue incentive mechanism, by Florida Power & Light Company. 
2 Office of Public Counsel (OPC), Florida Industrial Power Users Group (FIPUG), Wal-Mart Stores East, LP and 
Sam’s East, Inc. (Walmart), Federal Executive Agencies (FEA), South Florida Hospital and Healthcare Association 
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2016, established 167 issues which included issues associated with the 2016-2018 Storm 
Hardening Plan, the 2016 Depreciation and Dismantlement Study, the Incentive Mechanism, and 
the rate increase dockets.  
     
 An administrative hearing on FPL’s request for a rate increase was conducted on August 
22, 2016 - August 26, 2016, and August 29, 2016 - September 1, 2016.  At that time the 
testimony of 35 witnesses was heard and 805 exhibits were admitted into evidence.  All parties 
to the docket filed briefs/post hearing statements on September 19, 2016.  On October 6, 2016, 
FPL and three of the nine intervening parties (signatories)3 filed a Joint Motion for Approval of 
Settlement Agreement (Settlement Agreement) resolving all 167 issues raised in the consolidated 
dockets.  On October 27, 2016, a second administrative hearing was held to take supplemental 
testimony on the terms and conditions of the Settlement Agreement that had not previously been 
addressed in the prior hearing.  At the second hearing, the testimony of 5 witnesses was heard 
and 6 exhibits were admitted into evidence.  Post hearing briefs or comments were filed on 
November 10, 2016, by FPL, FRF, SFHHA, OPC, AARP, Larsons, Sierra Club, and Wal-Mart.  
FIPUG has taken no position on the Settlement Agreement.  Wal-Mart and FEA do not oppose 
the Settlement Agreement and the Larsons, AARP, and Sierra Club oppose the Settlement 
Agreement. 
 
       By this Order, we grant the Joint Motion for Approval of Settlement Agreement and 
approve the Stipulation and Settlement filed on October 6, 2016 (Attachment A).  We have 
jurisdiction over these matters pursuant to Chapter 366, F.S., including Sections 366.04, 366.05, 
366.06, 366.07, and 366.076, F.S. 
 

Settlement Agreement 
 

 The major elements of the Settlement Agreement are as follows: 
 

 The term begins on January 1, 2017 and continues at a minimum until December 31, 
2020. 

 
 FPL’s authorized return on equity (ROE) is set at 10.55 percent (9.60 to 11.60 percent 

range) for all purposes. 
 

 FPL is authorized to implement revenue increases of $400 million effective January 1, 
2017; $211 million effective January 1, 2018; and $200 million effective on the in-
service date of the Okeechobee Unit. 

 
 FPL has the ability to construct up to 1,200 MW of solar photovoltaic generation prior to 

December 31, 2021, recoverable through a Solar Base Rate Adjustment Mechanism 
(SoBRA) upon placement of each unit into service if it is determined to be cost effective.  

                                                                                                                                                             
(SFHHA), American Association of Retired Persons (AARP), Florida Retail Federation (FRF), Sierra Club, and 
Daniel R. Larson and Alexandria Larson (Larsons). 
3 OPC, FRF, and SFHHA.  

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 2

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



ORDER NO. PSC-16-0560-AS-EI 
DOCKET NOS. 160021-EI, 160061-EI, 160062-EI, 160088-EI 
PAGE 3 
 

The solar projects shall not exceed $1,750 per kilowatt alternating current (kWac).  For 
projects that do not fall under the Power Plant Siting Act, FPL will file a request for 
approval of the solar project in the Fuel Cost Recovery Clause docket.  If the actual 
capital expenditures for a project are less than the projected costs used to develop the 
initial SoBRA, the lower amount shall be the basis for the full revenue requirement and a 
one-time credit, with interest, will be made through the Capacity Cost Recovery Clause.  
If the actual costs are higher than FPL projected, FPL may initiate a limited proceeding to 
recover those costs.          

 
 No other base rate increases can occur before 2021 except the Solar Base Rate 

Adjustments. 
 

 FPL will not execute any new natural gas financial hedges during the term of the 
Settlement Agreement.   

 
 A 1.0 billion theoretical depreciation reserve surplus, plus the remainder of the current 

reserve amount as of December 31, 2016, may be amortized at FPL’s discretion over the 
four year Settlement Agreement term.  During this four year period FPL must maintain a 
minimum return on equity of at least 9.6 percent and cannot exceed a return on equity of 
11.6 percent.  FPL may not amortize any portion of the depreciation reserve past 
December 31, 2020, unless it provides notice to the parties no later than March 31, 2020, 
that it does not intend to seek a general base rate increase to be effective before January 
1, 2022.    

 
 FPL’s current incentive mechanism is continued with an initial sharing threshold set at 

$40 million, removal of the current 514,000 MWh threshold on economy sales, and the 
netting of economy sales and purchases each year to determine the impact of variable 
power plant operation and maintenance expenses which will be recovered from 
customers at $.065/MWh if sales are greater than purchases.  If purchases are greater than 
sales, customers will receive a credit for the net variable power plant operation and 
maintenance expenses saved at the same rate.   

 
 The current storm damage cost recovery mechanism will continue which allows FPL to 

collect up to a $4 per 1,000 kWh charge beginning 60 days after filing a cost recovery 
petition and tariff based on a 12 month recovery period if costs do not exceed $800 
million.  This charge will be used to replace incremental costs associated with the named 
storm as well as to replenish the storm reserve to the level in effect as of August 31, 
2016.  If costs exceed $800 million, including restoration of the reserve, FPL may 
petition to increase the charge beyond $4 per 1,000 kWh.   

 
 FPL will implement a 50 MW battery storage pilot program available to all customer 

classes at FPL’s discretion which, on average, shall not exceed $2,300 per kWac.  FPL 
will defer recovery of these costs until its next general base rate case.   
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 Upon a showing of customer savings on a Cumulative Present Value Revenue 
Requirement (CPVRR) basis, FPL is authorized to transfer the Martin-Riveria natural gas 
pipeline and all related equipment to its FERC-regulated affiliate, the Florida Southeast 
Connection.   

 
 Commercial Industrial Load Control and Commercial Demand Reduction Credits will 

remain at current levels.  The Cost of Service Methodology to be applied is 12 CP and 
1/13 for production plant, 12 CP for transmission plant, and a new negotiated 
methodology for distribution plant.  No revenue class received an increase greater than 
1.5 times the system average percentage in total and no class received a rate decrease.   

 
Decision 

 
 The standard for approval of a settlement agreement is whether it is in the public 
interest.4  A determination of public interest requires a case-specific analysis based on 
consideration of the proposed settlement taken as a whole.5   The weight of the evidence 
presented at both the customer hearings held throughout FPL’s service territory and at the 
technical hearings conducted in Tallahassee fully supports the conclusion that FPL is providing 
excellent service to its 4.8 million customers at rates that are the lowest in the state and among 
the lowest in the country.  The Settlement Agreement will allow FPL to maintain the financial 
integrity necessary to make the capital investments over the next four years required to sustain 
this level of service while providing rate stability and predictability for FPL’s customers.  The 
signatories to the Settlement Agreement represent a broad segment of FPL’s customer base 
including both residential and commercial classes.  Many of the positions advocated by these 
groups, including cessation of natural gas hedging, construction of cost-effective solar 
generation, reduction of FPL’s proposed 11.0 percent ROE, and reduction of proposed 
depreciation rates, are contained in the Settlement Agreement.  It is also important to note that 
the Settlement Agreement constitutes a reduction in revenue requirement for 2017 of over $400 
million from FPL’s request.  AARP, the Sierra Club and the Larsons are opposed to the 
Settlement Agreement on various grounds, their common objections being the ROE of 10.55% 
and the creation and use of the $1.0 billion theoretical depreciation reserve surplus.  However, a 
settlement is necessarily a compromise with give and take on both sides to reach the final, agreed 
upon settlement terms.  Having carefully reviewed all briefs filed and evidence presented, we 

                                                 
4 Order No.   PSC-13-0023-S-EI, issued on January 14, 2013, in Docket No. 120015-EI, In re: Petition for increase 
in rates by Florida Power & Light Company; Order No. PSC-11-0089-S-EI, issued February 1, 2011, in Docket Nos. 
080677 and 090130, In re: Petition for increase in rates by Florida Power & Light Company and In re: 2009 
depreciation and dismantlement study by Florida Power & Light Company; Order No. PSC-13-0023-S-EIPSC-10-
0398-S-EI, issued June 18, 2010, in Docket Nos. 090079-EI, 090144-EI, 090145-EI, 100136-EI, In re: Petition for 
increase in rates by Progress Energy Florida, Inc., In re: Petition for limited proceeding to include Bartow 
repowering project in base rates, by Progress Energy Florida, Inc., In re: Petition for expedited approval of the 
deferral of pension expenses, authorization to charge storm hardening expenses to the storm damage reserve, and 
variance from or waiver of Rule 25-6.0143(1)(c), (d), and (f), F.A.C., by Progress Energy Florida, Inc., and In re: 
Petition for approval of an accounting order to record a depreciation expense credit, by Progress Energy Florida, 
Inc.; Order No. PSC-05-0945-S-EI, issued September 28, 2005, in Docket No. 050078-EI, In re: Petition for rate 
increase by Progress Energy Florida, Inc.       
5 Order No. PSC-13-0023-S-EI, at p. 7.   
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find that taken as a whole the settlement provides a reasonable resolution of all the issues raised 

in the consolidated dockets. We find, therefore, that the Settlement Agreement establishes rates 

that are fair, just, and reasonable and is in the public interest. 

Based on the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Comm.ission that the Joint Motion for Approval 

of Settlement Agreement is hereby granted and that the Stipulation and Settlement Agreement 

filed on October 6, 2016, attached hereto as Attachment A, and incorporated herein by reference, 

is approved. 

SBr 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission this 15th day of December, 2016. 

Commission Clerk 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399 
(850) 413-6770 
www. floridapsc.com 

Copies furnished: A copy of this document is 
provided to the parties of record at the time of 
issuance and, if applicable, interested persons. 

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 120.569(1 ), Florida 

Statutes, to notify parties of any administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders 

that is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as well as the procedures and 

time limits that apply. This notice should not be construed to mean all requests for an 

administrative hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief sought. 

Any party adversely affected by the Commission's final action in this matter may request: 

1) reconsideration of the decision by filing a motion for reconsideration with the Office of 

Commission Clerk, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850, within 

fifteen (15) days of the issuance of this order in the form prescribed by Rule 25-22.060, Florida 

Administrative Code; or 2) judicial review by the Florida Supreme Court in the case of an 
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electric, gas or telephone utility or the First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water and/or 
wastewater utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Office of Commission Clerk, and filing a 
copy of the notice of appeal and the filing fee with the appropriate court.  This filing must be 
completed within thirty (30) days after the issuance of this order, pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida 
Rules of Appellate Procedure.  The notice of appeal must be in the form specified in Rule 
9.900(a), Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
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ATTACHMENT A

 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for rate increase by Florida Power Docket No. 160021-EI 
& Light Company 

In re: Petition for approval o£2016-2018 storm Docket No. 160061-EI 
hardening plan, by Florida Power & Light 
Company 

In re: 2016 depreciation and dismantlement Docket No. 160062-EI 
study by Florida Power & Light Company 

In re: Petition for limited proceeding to modify Docket No. 160088-EI 
and continue incentive mechanism by Florida 
Power & Light Company Filed: October 6, 2016 

STII'ULATION ANI> SETTLEMENT 

WHEREAS, Florida Power & Light Company ("FPL" or the "Company"), Citizens 

through the Office of Public Counsel ("OPC"), the South Florida Hospital and Healthcare 

Association ("SFHHN') and the Florida Retail Federation ("FRF") have signed l11is Stipulation 

and Settlement (the "Agreement"; unless the context clearly requires otherwise, tll.e term "Party" 

or "Parties" means a signatory to this Agreement); and 

WHEREAS, on January 14, 2013, the Florida Public Service Commission ("FPSC" or 

"Commission") entered Order No. PSC- I 3-0023-S-EI approving a stipulation and settlement of 

FPL's rate case in Docket No. 120015-EI, which continues in effect through the last billing cycle 

in December 2016 (the "2012 Rate Case Settlement"); and 

WHEREAS, on March 15, 2016, FPL petitioned the Commission for (i) an increase in 

rates and charges sufficient to generate additional total annual revenues of $866 million to be 

effective January 1, 20 17; (i i) a subsequent year revenue increase of $262 mill ion to be effective 

January l, 20 I 8; (ii i) a $209 million limited-scope adjustment for the Okeechobee Clean Energy 

Center ("the Okeechobee Unit"), to be effective on its commercial in-service date, currently 
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scheduled for June 1, 2019 (the "2019.0keechobee LSA"), and for other related relief in Docket 

160021-EI (the "2016 Rate Petition"); and 

WHEREAS, through Notices of Identified Adjustments, FPL updated its request to $826 

million in2017, $270 million in 2018 and $209 million fo•· the 2019 Okeechobee LSA. 

WHEREAS, on March 15, 2016, FPL petitioned for approval of its 2016-2018 storm 

hardening plan in Docket 160061-ET; and 

WHEREAS, on March 15, 2016, FPL filed its dismantlement and depreciation studies in 

Docket No. 160062-ET; and 

WHEREAS, on April 15, 2016, FPL petitioned for approval of modification to and 

continuation of its incentive mechanism in Docket 160088-EI; and 

WHEREAS, on May 4, 2016, the Commission consolidated Dockets 160021-EI, 160061-

El, 160062-EI and 160088-EI (collectively, "the Consolidated Proceedings"); and 

WHEREAS, the Pruties filed voluminous prepared testimony with accompanying 

exhibits ru1d conducted extensive discovery in the Consolidated Proceedings; and 

WHEREAS, the Parties participated in a nine-day technical hearing involving live 

testimony and cross-examination of 17 FPL direct witnesses, 16 intervenor witnesses, 2 Staff 

witnesses and 17 FPL rebuttal witnesses; and 

WHEREAS, the Parties to this Agreement have undertaken to resolve the issues raised in 

the Consolidated Proceedings so as to maintain a degree of stability and predictability with 

respect to FPL's base rates and charges; and 

WHEREAS, the Parties have entered into this Agreement in compromise of positions 

taken in accord with their rights and interests under Chapters 350, 366 and 120, Florida Statutes, 

as applicable, and as a part of the negotiated exchange of consideration among the pruties to this 

2 
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Agreement each has agreed to concessions to the others with the expectation that all provisions 

of the Agreement will be enforced by the Commission as to all matters addressed herein with 

respect to all Patties regardless of whether a comt ultimately determines such matters to reflect 

Commission policy, upon acceptance of the Agreement as provided herein and upon approval in 

the public interest; 

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing and the covenants contained 

herein, the Patties hereby stipulate and agree: 

I. TL1is Agreement will become effective on January l, 2017 (the "Implementation Date") 

and continue until FPL's base rates are next reset in a general base rate proceeding (the 

"Term"); provided, however, that FPL may place interim rates into effect subject to 

refi.md pursuant to Paragraph ll(a) of this Agreement. The minimum tenu of this 

Agreement shall be four years, from the Implementation Date through December 3 I, 

2020 (the "Mininmm Term"). 

2. Except as set forth in this Agreement, the Parties agree lhat adjustments to rate base, net 

operating income and cost of capital set forth in FPL's Minimum Filing Requirements 

("MFR") Schedules B-2, C-1, C-3 and Dla, as revised by the flied notices of identi:fied 

adjustments, shall be deemed approved for accounting and regulatory reporting ptu'Poses 

and the accounting for those adjustments will not be challenged durh1g the Term for 

Plll'POses ofFPL's Earnings Surveillance Reports or clause ftlings. 

3. FPL's authorized rate of return on common equity ("ROE") shall be a range of 9.6% to 

11.6%, and shall be used for all purposes. All rates, including those established in clause 

proceedings during the Tetm, shall be set usrng a 10.55% ROE. 

3 
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4. (a) Effective on January l, 2017, FPL shall be authorized to increase its base rates 

and service charges by an amount that is intended to generate an additional $400 million 

of annual revenues, based on the projected 2017 test year billing determinants set forth in 

Schedules E-13c and E-13d of FPL's 2017 MFRs filed with the 2016 Rate Petition, and 

in the respective amounts and manner shown on Exhibit A, attached hereto. 

(b) Effective January 1, 2018, FPL shall be authorized to increase its base rates by an 

amount that is intended to generate an additional $211 million over the Company's then 

current base rates, based on the projected 2018 test year billing determinants set forth in 

Schedules E-1 3c and E-13d of FPL's 2018 MFRs filed with the 2016 Rate Petition, and 

in tbe respective amounL'> and manner shown on Exhlbit A, attached hereto. 

(c) Attached hereto as Exhibit B are tariff sheets for new base rates and service 

charges that reflect the te1ms of this Agreement and implement the rate increase 

described in Paragraph (4)(a) above, which tariff sheets shall become effective on 

January 1, 2017. 

(d) Attached hereto as Exhibit C are tariff sheets for new base rates and service 

charges that reflect the terms of this Agreement and implement the additional rate 

increase described in Paragraph (4)(b) above, which tariff sheets shall become effective 

onJanuary 1,2018. 

(e) As prut of the negotiated exchange of consideration among the parties to thls 

Agreement, (i) the energy and demand chru·ges for business and commercial rates and the 

utility-controlled demand rates are adjusted as shown on Exhibits B and C, and (ii) the 

level of utility-controlled demand credits for customers receiving service pursuant to 

4 
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FPL's Commercial/ Industrial Load Control ("CTLC") tariff and the 

CommerciaVlndustrial Demand Reduction ("CDR") rider aJe the same as those currently 

in effect, which arc greater than the proposed credits reflected in FPL's MFRs as 

originally filed on March 15, 2016. FPL shall be entitled to recover the CTLC and CDR 

credits through the energy conservation cost recovery ("HCCR") clause. It is agreed that 

the appropriate level of credit:; is an issue in Demand-Side Management ("DSM") 

proceedings. The Parties agree that no changes in these credits shall be implemented any 

earlier than the effective date of new FPL base rates implemented pursuant to a general 

base rate proceeding, and that such new ClLC and CDR credits shall only be 

implemented prospectively from such effective date. No CILC or CDR customer shall be 

subject to any charge or debit against such customer's bill for electric service provided 

during the Tenn based on the difference between the credits approved by this Agreement 

and any new credits that may be approved pursuant to future DSM proceedings. At such 

time as FPL's base rates are reset in a general base rate proceeding, the CILC and CDR 

credits shall be reset to the level establ ished in FPL's then most recent DSM proceeding, 

subject to any applicable refund occasioned by a timely exercised right of reconsideration 

or appellate review of any order associated with the DSM proceeding. No party to this 

Agreement may object to FPL's recovery of any such rclund through the ECCR Clause 

(f) The rates set forth in Exhibits B and C are calculated based on a cost of service 

study that applies (i) the 12 CP and 1/13 methodology for Production Plant, (u) 12 CP for 

Transmission Plant and (iii) a negotiated methodology for allocating Distribution Plant, 

limited by the Commission's traditional gradualism test found in Order No. PSC-09-

0283-FOF-EI, pp. 86-87. Under the rates set forth in Exhibits B and C, no rate or 
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revenue class receives (nor shall receive) an increase greater than 1.5 times the system 

average percentage increase in total and no class receives (nor shall1'eceive) a decrease in 

rates. 

(g) The following proposed tariff changes as filed shall be implemented: 

(i) Implementation of the new meter tampering service charge; 

(ii) Implementation of metered rates for all new customer-owned street lighting 

(SL-1) and traffic signal (SL-2) accounts; 

(iii) Elimination of the re-lamping option for customer-owned lighting; 

(iv) Three changes to the tcm1s of service for the Outdoor Lighting (OL-1) tariff; 

and 

(v) Identified changes to the requirements for surety bonds. 

(h) Base rates and credits applied to customer bills in accordance with this Paragraph 

4 shall not be changed during the Minimum Term except as otherwise permitted in this 

Agreement. 

5. Nothing in this Agreement shall preclude PPL from requesting the Conunission to 

approve the recovery of costs that are recoverable through base rates under the nuclear 

cost recovery statute, Section 366.93, Florida Statutes, and Commission Rule 26-6.0423, 

F.A.C. Nothing in this Agreement prohibits pa1ties from participating without limitation 

in nuclear cost recovery proceedings and proceedings related thereto and opposing FPL's 

requests. 
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6. (a) Nothing in this Agreement shall preclude FPL from petitioning the Commission 

to seek recovery of costs associated with any storms without the application of any fo1m 

of earnings test or measure and irrespective of previous or current base rate earnings or 

the remaining unamortized Reserve Amount as defined in Paragraph 12. Consistent wid1 

the rate design method set forth in Order No. PSC-06-0464-f<OF-EJ, the Parties agree that 

recovery of st01m costs from customers will begin, on an interim basis, sixty days 

following the filing of a cost recovery petition and tariff with the Commission and will be 

based on a 12-month recovery period if the stotm costs do not exceed $4.00/1,000 kWh 

on monthly residential customer bills. In the event the stonn costs exceed that level, any 

additional costs in excess of$4.00/1,000 kWh may be recovered in a subsequent year or 

years as determined by the Commission. All stmm related costs subject to interim 

recovery under this Paragraph 6 shall be calculated and disposed of pursuant to 

Commission Rule 25-6.0143, F.A.C., and will be limited to costs resulting ti·om a tropical 

system named by the National Ilwl'icane Center or its successor, to the estimate of 

incremental eosls above the level of storm reserve prior to the stom1 and to the 

replenishment of the storm reserve to the level in effect as of August 31, 20 16. The 

Pa1ties to this Agreement arc not precluded from patticipaling in any such proceedings 

and opposing the amount of FPL's claimed costs but not the mechanism agreed to he1·ein, 

provided that it is applied in accordance with this Ab>reement. 

(b) The Parties agree that the $4.00/1,000 kWh cap in thls Paragraph 6 will apply in 

aggregate for a calendar year for U1e pwpose of the interim recovery set fotth in 6(a) 

above; provided, however, that FPL may petition the Commission to allow FPL to 

increase the initial 12 month recovery beyond $4.00/1,000 kWh in the event FPL incms 
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in excess of $800 million of stmm recovery costs that qualify for recovery in a given 

calendar year, inclusive of the amount needed to replenish the storm reserve to the level 

that existed as of August 31, 2016. All Parties reserve their right to oppose such a 

petition. 

(c) Any proceeding to recover costs associated with any sto1111 shall not be a vehicle 

for a "rate case" type inquiry concerning the expenses, investment, or financial results of 

operations of the Company and shall not apply any form of eamings test or measure or 

consider previous or current base rate eamings or the remaining unam01tized Reserve 

Amount as defined in Paragraph 12. 

7. Nothing shall preclude the Company from requesting Commission approval for recovery 

of costs (a) that are of a type which traditionally, histotically and ordinarily would be, 

have been, or are presently recovered through cost recovery clauses or surcharges, or 

(b) that are incremental costs not currently recovered in base rates which the Legislature 

or Commission detetmines are clause recoverable subsequent to the approval of this 

Agreement. It is the intent of the Parties in this Paragraph 7 that FPL not be allowed to 

recover through cost recovery clauses increases in the magnitude of costs of types or 

categories (including but not limited to, for example, investment in and maintenance of 

transmission assets) that have been, and traditionally, historically, and ordinarily would 

be, recovered through base rates. lt is futther the intent of the Parties to recognize that an 

authorized governmental entity may impose requirements on FPL involving new or 

atypical kinds of costs (including but not limited to, for example, requirements related to 

cyber security), and concUJTently or in connection with the imposition of such 
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requiremenl'5, the Legislature and/or Commission may authorize FPL to recover those 

related costs through a cost recovery clause. 

8. The revenue requirement associated with West Cotmty Energy Center Unit 3 ("WCEC 

3") cw·rently collected throt1gh the Capacity Cost Recovery ("CCR") Clause will be 

moved to base rates on a revenue neutral basis and will not be considered an increase in 

base rates pw·suant to Paragraph 4. FPL is authorized to recover through base rates the 

revenue requirements associated with WCEC 3, not limited to the unit's fuel savings. 

FPL's 2017 CCR Clause factor will reflect the elimination of FPL's collection of the 

WCEC 3 revenue requirement tluough the CCR Clause. 

9. (a) FPL projects that its Okeechobee Unit will enter commercial service m June 

2019. Effective as of the commercial in-service date of the Okeechobee Unit, FPL is 

authorized to jncrease its base rates by an amount that is intended to generate an 

additional $200 million for the costs associated with the Okeechobee Unit's first 12 

months of operation (the "Annualized Base Revenue Requirement") over the 12 months 

beginning with the Okeechobee Unit's commercial in-service date. Such base rate 

increases shall be calculated based on FPL's then-most-current projections of sales 

(billing dete1minants) as reflected in its then-most-current CCR Clause filings with the 

Conunission, inclt1ding, to the extent necessary, projections of such billing determinants 

into 2020 so as to cover the same 12 months as the first 12 months of the Okeechobee 

Unit's operation. This base rate adjustment will be referred to as the Okeechobee 

Limited Scope Adjustment ("Okeechobee LSA"). 

(b) FPL is authorized to reflect the Okeechobee LSA on FPL's customer bills by 

adjusting base charges and non-clause recoverable credits and commercial/industrial 
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demand reduction rider credits by an equal percentage. The calculation of the percentage 

change in rates is based on the ratio of the jurisdictional Annualized Base Revenue 

Requirement and the forecasted retail base revenues from the sales of electricity during 

the first twelve months of operation. FPL will begin applying the incrementa.! base rate 

charges and base credits for the Okeechobee LSA to meter readings made on and after 

the conunercial in-service date of the Okeechobee Unit. Fuel factors will be 

implemented to incorporate fuel savings contemporaneously with the Okeechobee LSA 

base rate increase. 

(c) The Okeechobee LSA will be calcu.lated using a 10.55% ROE and the capital 

structure reflected in the 2016 Rate Petition and MFRs as adjusted in accordance with the 

filed Notice of Identified Adjustments. FPL will calculate the 2019 Okeechobee LSA 

rates and submit them to the Commission for approval in the CCR Clause projection 

filing for 2019. 

(d) In the event that the actual capital expenditures are less than the projected costs 

set forth in Order No. PSC-16-0032-FOF-ET, which were used to develop the initial 

Okeechobee LSA factor, the lower figure shall be tl1e basis for the full revenue 

requirements and a one-time credit will be made through the CCR Clause. In order to 

determine the ammmt of this credit, a revised Okeechobee LSA Factor will be computed 

using the same data and methodology incorporated in the initial Okeechobee LSA factor. 

with the exception that the actual capital expenditures will be llsed in lieu of the capital 

expenditures on which the Annualized Base Revenue Requirement was based. 

Thereafter, base rates will be adjusted to reflect the revised Okeechobee LSA factor. The 

difference between the cumulative base revenues since the implementation of the initial 

10 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 16

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



ORDER NO. PSC-16-0560-AS-EI 
DOCKET NOS. 160021-EI, 160061-EI, 160062-EI, 160088-EI 
PAGE 17 
 

 
  

Okeechobee LSA factor and the cumulative ba-;e revenues that would have resulted if the 

revised Okeechobee LSA factor had been in-place during the same time period will be 

credited to customers through the CCR Clause with interest at the 30-day commercial 

paper rate as speciJicd in Rule 25-6.109, F.A.C. 

(e) In the event that actual capital cORls for the Okeechobee Unit are higher than the 

projection on which the Annualized Base Revenue Requirement was based, pursuant to 

the costs set forth in Order No. PSC-16-0032-FOF-EI, FPL at its option may initiate a 

limited proceeding pursuant Section 366.076, Florida Statutes, limited to the issue of 

whether FPL has met the requirements of Rule 25-22.082(15), F.A.C. If the Commission 

finds that FPL has met the requirements of Rule 25-22.082(15), then FPL shall be 

authorized to increase the Okeechobee LSA by the co!l'esponding incremental revenue 

t-equi.remcnt due to such additional capital costs. However, FPL's election not to seek 

such an increase in the Okeechobee LSI\ shall not preclude FPL from booking any 

incremental costs for surveillance reporting and all regulatory purposes subject only to a 

ftnding of impntdence or disallowance by the Commission. Nothing in this Agreement 

shall preclude any party from participating in such limited proceeding consistent with the 

full rights of an intervenor. 

(f) Depreciation revenue requirements Cor the Okeechobee LSA will be revised to 

reflect the fwal depreciation rates for the Poxt Everglades New Generation Clean Energy 

Center as t-eflected on Exhibit D herein. 

(g) Upon expiration or termination of this Agreement, FPL's base rate levels and 

credits, including the effects of the Okeechobee LSA as implemented in this Agreement 

(i.e., uniform percent increase tor all rate classes applied to base revenues), shall continue 
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10. 

in eiTect until next reset in a general base rate proceeding except as otherwise noted in 

this Agreement. 

(a) FPL projects that for purposes of the cost recovery set forth in this Paragraph, it 

will undertake constmction of approximately 300 MW per calendar year of solar 

generation reasonably projected to go into service during the Minimum Tctm or within 

one year following expiration of the Mjnimum Tenn. For each solar project that is 

approved by the Commission for cost recovery pw-suant to the process described in this 

Paragraph, FPL's base rates will be increased by the incremental annualized base revenue 

requirement (as defined in Paragraph IO(e)) for the first 12 months of operation (the 

"Annualized Base Revenue Requirement"), but in no event before the facility is in 

service. Each such base rate adjustment will be referred to as a Solar Base Rate 

Adjustment ("SoBRA"), and shall be authorized for solar projects for which FPL file:s for 

Commission approval pursuant to this Paragraph during the Minimum Term. The 

Commission's approval may occur before or after expiration of the Minimum Tetm. The 

projects constructed pursuant to this Paragraph must be reasonably scheduled to be 

placed into service no later tha11 one year following the expiration of the Minimum Term. 

During the Term of this Agreement, the cost of the components, enginccling and! 

construction for any solar project constructed by FPL pur:suant to this Paragraph shall be 

reasonable and in no event shall the total cost of such project exceed $1,750 per kilowatt 

alternating current ("kWac"). 

(b) For solar generation projects subject to the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting 

Act (i.e., 75 MW or greater), FPL wil l file a petition for need determination pursuant to 

Chapter 25-22, .F.A.C. If approved pursuant Lo the procedures described in this 
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Paragraph and Section 403.5 I 9, Fla. Stat., FPL will calculate and submit for Commission 

confirmation that amount of the SoBRA for each such solar project using the CCR Clause 

projection filing for the year that solar project will go into service. 

(c) Solar generation projects not subject to the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting 

Act (i.e., fewer than 75 MW) also will be subject to approval by the Commission as 

follows: (i) FPL will file a request for approval of the solar generation project at the time 

of its final true-up filing in the Fuel and Purchased Power Cost Recovery Clause docket) 

("Fuel Docket"); (ii) All Fuel Docket deadlines and schedules shall apply; (iii) the issues 

for dctcnnlnation are limited to the cost effectiveness of each such project (i.e., will the 

project lower the projected system cumulative present value revenue requirement 

"CPVR.R" as compared to such CPVRR without the solar project) and the amount of 

revenue requirements and appropriate percentage increase in base rates needed to collect 

the estimated revenue requirements; and (iv) approval of the solar generation project will 

be an issue to be resolved at the regularly scheduled Fuel Docket hearing; provided, 

however, that the Commission on its own initiative or upon good cause shown by an 

intervenor (which may include any Party to this Agreement or any other entity satisfying 

the standing requirements of Florida law) may set FPL's request for approval of the solar 

generation project for a separate hearing to be held in the Fuel Docket before the end of 

that calendar year. ff approved, FPL will calculate and submit for Commis15ion 

confumalion the amount of the SoBRA for each such solar project using the CCR Clause 

projection filing for the year that solar project wi ll go into service. For a solar project 

that is scheduled to go into 1iervicc in 2017, FPL shall not implement a base rate 

adjustment until such project is approved by U1e Commission pursuant to this Paragraph 
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10. For each solar project approved pursuant to this Agrcc~cnt, the base rate increase 

shall be based upon FPL's billing determinants for the first 12 months following such 

project's commercial in-service date, where such billing determinants are those used in 

FPL's then-most-current CCR Clause fi lings with the Corrimission, including, to the 

extent necessary, projections of such billing determinants into a subsequent calendar year 

so as to cover the same 12 months as the first 12 months of each such solar project's 

operation. 

(d) FPL may not receive approval in any one year for incremental SoBRA recovery 

of more than 300 MW of solar projects for a calendar year; provided, however, to the 

extent that FPL receives approval for SoBRA recovery of less than 300 MW in a year, 

the surplus capacity can be carried over to the following years through the period 

identified in the first sentence of Paragraph lO(a). For example, if FPL receives approval 

in 2017 for SoBRA recovery of 200 MW of solar capacity, it would be entitled to 

increase its request in the subsequent yca••(s) for So BRA of an additionallOO MW. 

(e) Each SoBRA is to be reflected on FPL's customer bills by increasing base 

charges and base non-clause recoverable credits and commercial/industlial demand 

reduction rider credits by an equal percentage contemporaneously. The calculation of the 

percentage change in rates is based on the ratio of the jurisdictional Annualized Base 

Revenue Requirement and the forecasted retail base revenues rrom the sales of electricity 

during the first twelve months of opc1·ation. FPL will begin applying the incremental 

base rate charges and base credits tor each SoBRA to meter readings made on and after 

the commercial in-service date of that solar generation site. 
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(f) Each SoBRA will be calculated using a 10.55% ROE and the appropriate 

incremental capital sbucture consistent with the approach authorized for the Okeechobee 

LSA and adjusted to reflect the inclusion of investment tax credits on a nom1alized basis. 

FPL will calclLiate and submit for Commission approval the amount of the SoBRA for 

each solar generation project using the CCR Clause projection filing for the year that 

solar pr~ject is expected to go into service. 

(g) ln the event that the actual capital expenditures are less than the projected costs 

used to develop the initial SoBRA factor, the lower figw·e shall be the basis for the ful l 

revenue requirements and a one-time credit will be made through the CCR Clause. In 

order to determine the amount of this credit, a revised SoBRA Pactor will be computed 

using the same data and methodology incorporated in the initial SoBRA factor, with the 

exception that the actual capital expenditures will be used in lieu of the capital 

expenditures on which the Annualized Base Revenue Requirement was based. On a 

going forward basis, base rates will be adjusted to reflect the revised SoBRA factor. The 

difference between the cumulative base revenues since the implementation of the initial 

So BRA factor and the cumulative base revenues that would have resulted if the revised 

SoBRA factor had been in-place during the same time period will be credited to 

customers through the CCR Clause with interest at the 30-day commercial paper rate as 

specified in Rule 25-6.109, F.A.C. 

(h) Subject to the maximum cost of $1,750 per kWac set forth in the subparagraph 

I O(a), in the event that actual capital costs for a solar generation project arc higher than 

the projection on which the Annualized Base Revenue Requirement was based, FPL at its 

option may initiate a limited proceeding per Section 366.076, florida Statutes, limited to 
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the issue of whether FPL has met the requirements of Rule 25-22.082(15), F.A.C. 

Nothing in this Agreement shall prohlbit a Pa1ty from participating in any such limited 

proceeding for the purpose of challenging whether FPL has met the requirements of Rule 

25-22.082(15) or otherwise acted in accordance with this Agreement. Iflhe Commission 

finds that FPL has met the requirements of Rule 25-22.082(15), then fPL shall increase 

the SoBRA by the corresponding incremental revenue requirement due to such additional 

capital costs, provided, consistent with subparagraph I O(a) above, FPL is prohibited from 

recovering through the SoBRA mechanism any costs greater than $1,750 per kWac under 

any circumstances. However, FPL's election not to seck such an increase in the SoBRA 

shall not preclude FPL from booking any incremental costs for surveillance reporting and 

all regulatory purposes subject only to a fmding of imprudence or disallowance by the 

Commission. Nothing in this Agreement shall preclude any Party to this Agreement or 

any other lawful party from participating, consistent with the full rights of an intervenor. 

in any such limited proceeding. 

(i) FPL's base rate and credit levels applied to customer bills, including the effects of 

the SoBRAs as implemented pursuant to this Agreement (i.e., unifom1 percent increase 

for all rate classes applied to base revenues), shall continue in effect until next reset by 

the Commission in a general base rate proceeding. 

I I. (a) Notwithstanding Paragraph 4 above, if FPL's earned retum on common equity 

falls below the bottom of its authorized range during the Minimum Te1m on an FPL 

monthly earnings surveillance report stated on an FPSC actual, adjusted basis, FPL may 

petition the FPSC to amend its base rates, either as a general rate proceeding under 

Sections 366.06 and 366.07, Florida Statutes, or as a limited proceeding under Section 
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366.076, Florida Statutes. Throughout thls Agreement, "FPSC actual, adjusted basis" 

and "actual adjusted earned return" shall mean results reflecting all adjustments to FPL's 

books required by the Commission by rule or order, but excluding pro fonna, weather

related adjustments. If FPL files a petition to initiate a general rate proceeding pursuant 

to this provision, FPL may request an interim rate increase pursuant to the provisions of 

Section 366.071, Florida Statutes. Nothlng in this Agreement shall preclude any Party 

from participating in any proceeding initiated by FPL to increase base rates pursuant to 

this Paragraph consistent with the full rights of an intervenor. 

(b) Notwithstanding Paragraph 4 above, if, during the Minimum Term of this 

Agreement, FPL's earned return on common equity exceeds the top of its authorized 

ROE range reported in an FPL monthly earnings surveillance repott stated on an FPSC 

actual, adjusted basis, any Party other than FPL shall be entitled to petition the 

CoiUlllission for a review of FPL's base rates. In any case initiated pursuant to thls 

Paragraph, all parties will have full rights confcn-cd by law. 

(c) Notwithstanding Paragraph 4 above, this Agreement shall terminate upon the 

effective date of any final order issued in any such proceeding pursuant to this Parag,-aph 

11 that changes FPL's base rates. 

(d) This Paragraph II shall not (i) be construed to bar or limit FPL to any recovery of 

costs othe1wisc contemplated by this Agreement pursuant to Paragraphs 5 through I 0 

norl in any proceeding initiated after a base rate proceeding filed pursuant to lhis 

Paragraph, shall any Party be prohibited from taking any position or assetling the 

application of law or any right or defense in litigation related to FPL's efforts to recover 

such costs; (ii) apply to any request to change FPL's base rates that would become 
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12. 

effective after this Agreement terminates; or (iii) Limit any Patty's rights in proceedings 

concerning changes to base rates that would become effective subsequent to the 

tetmination of this Agreement to argue that FPL's authorized ROE range or any other 

element used ln deriving its revenue requirements or rates should ditler from the range 

set forth in this Agreement. 

(a) In OrdeT No. PSC-13-0023-S-EI, the Commjssion authorized Ft>L to amortize the 

total depreciation reserve surplus remaining at the end of 2012, plus a portion of FPL's 

fossil dismantlement reserve with the amounts to be amortized in each year from 2013 

through 2016left to FPL's discretion but not exceed a total of$400 million. That amotmt 

was later reduced to $370 million pursuant to the Cedar Bay settlement, Order No. PSC-

15-0401-AS-EI. The 2016 Rate Petition and accompanying MFRs projected that FPL 

would have amortized the entire amount remaining at the end of 2016. The Parties 

acknowledge that the actual remaining amount may differ from the projection. 

(b) The Parties agree that FPL is authorized to apply the depreciation parameters and 

resulting rates set forth in Exhibit D attached hereto, and acknowledge that application of 

those rates results in a $125.8 million reduction in 2017 lest year depreciation expense 

(compared to application of the depreciation rates shown in Exhibit 33 1, Attachment 2) 

and a theoretical depreciation reserve surplus estimated to be $1,070.2 million at Januaty 

I, 2017. The Parties further agree that FPL will use a I 0-year amortization period for the 

capital recovery schedules set forth on Exhibit 109, in lieu of FPL's proposed four-year 

amortization period. 

(c) Notwithstanding the 2012 Rate Case Settlement, U1e Parties agree that until FPL' s 

base rates are next reset in a general base rate proceeding, FPL may amortize any reserve 
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amount described in Paragraph J2(a) remaining at the end of 2016 and up to $1,000 

million of the theoretical depreciation reserve surplus effected by the depreciation rates 

set forth in .Exhibit D (together, the "Reserve Amount"), with the amounts to be 

amortized in each year of the Term left to FPL's discretion subject to the following 

conditions: (i) the amount that FPL may amortize during the Term shall not be less than 

the actual amount of depreciation reserve surplus remaining at the end of 2016; (ii) fol' 

any surveillance repotts submitted by FPL during the Minimum Term on which its ROE 

(measured on an FPSC actual, adjusted basis) would otherwise fall below 9.6%, FPL 

must amortize at least the amount ofthe available Resetve Amount necessary to maintain 

in each such 12-month period an ROE of at least 9.6% (measured on an FPSC actual, 

adjusted basis); and (iii) FPL may not amortize the Reserve Amount in an amount that 

results in FPL achieving an ROE greater than 11.6% (measured on an FPSC actual, 

adjusted basis) in any such 12-month period as measured by surveillance reports 

submitted by FPL. FPL shall not satisfy the requirement of Paragraph 11 that its actual 

adjusted eamed retum on equity must fall below 9.6% on a monthly surveillance report 

before it may initiate a petition to increase base rates during the Minimum Tetm unless 

FPL first uses any of the Reserve Amount that remains available for the purpose of 

increasing its earned ROE to at least 9.6% for the period in question. FPL shall file an 

attachment to its monthly earnings surveillance report for December 2016 that shows 

the fmal amount of the 2012 "rollover" surplus that remained at the end of 2016. 

111ereafter, PPL shall file an attachment to its monthly sw-veillance report for l)ecember 

of each year du.ring the Term that shows the amount of amortization credit or debi t to the 

Reserve Amount on a monthly basis and year-end total basis for that calendar year. FPL 
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may not amortize any portion of the Reserve Amowtt past December 31, 2020 unless it 

pmvides notice to the Pmties by no later thm1 March 31, 2020 that it does not intend to 

seck a general base rate increase to be effective any earlier than January l , 2022.Any 

amortization of the Reserve Amount after December 31, 2020 shall be in accord with this 

Paragraph. 

13. The level ofFPL's annual dismantlement accrual shall be as set forth in Hearing Exhibit 

343. 

14. The Parties agree that the provisions of Rules 25-6.0436 and 25-6.04364, F.A.C .• 

pursuant to which depreciation and dismantlement studies are generally filed at least 

every four years will not apply to FPL until FPL files its next petition to change base 

rates. The depreciation rates and dismantlement accrual rates in effect as of the 

Implementation Date shall remain in effect until FPL's base rates are next reset in a 

general base rate proceeding. At such time as FPL shall next file a general base rate 

proceeding, it shall simultaneously file new depreciation and dismantlement studies and 

propose to reset depreciation rat-es and dismantlement accrual rates in accordance with 

the results of those studies. The Parties agree to support consolidation of proceedings to 

reset FPL's base rates, depreciation rates and dismantlement accrual rates. 

15. In Order PSC-130023-S-El, the Commission authorized FPL to implement a Pilot 

Incentive Mechanism designed to create additional value for customers by FPL engaging 

in wholesale power purchases and sales, as well as all fo1ms of asset optimization. The 

Parties agree that FPL is authorized to continue the Incentive Mechanism through tbe 

Term subject to the following modifications: 
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(a) On an aruma] basis, FPL customers will receive 100% of the Incentive 

Mechanism gain up to a threshold of $40 million. FPL will retain 60% and 

customers will receive 40% of incremental gains between $40 million and $ J 00 

million. FPL will retain 50% and customers will receive 50% of incremental 

gains in excess of $1 00 million. 

(b) FPL will net economy sales and purchases in order to determine the impact of 

variable power plant 08cM. If FPL executes more economy sales than economy 

purchases, FPL will recover the net amount of variable power plant O&M 

incUJred in a given year. ff economy purchases are greater than economy sales, 

FPL's customers will receive a credit for the net variable power plant O&M that. 

has been saved in that year. The per-MWh variable power O&M rate used to 

calculate these costs shall be as described in FPL's 2017 Test Year MRFs filed 

with the 2016 Rate Petition, i.e., $0.65/MWh. 

(c) Nothing in this Paragraph is intended to enlarge the jurisdiction of the 

Commission to approve cost recovery of investments beyond that authorized by 

Chapter 366, Fla. Stat. 

16. FPL agrees to the termination of 100% of natural gas financial hedging prospectively for 

the Minimum Term and will make filings to implement such te1mination in Docket No. 

160001-El and subsequent fuel clause proceedings. FPL shall not be prohibited from 

filing a petition and proposed risk management plan with the Commission to address 

natural gas financial hedging following expiration of the Minimum Tenn. 'Ibe Parties 

understand and intend that FPL will not enter into any new financial natural gas hedging 

contracts after the date on which this Agreement is executed, except as may be necessary 
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17. 

for F.PL to remain in compliance to the minimum extent practicable with the 

requirements of its currently approved Risk Management .Plan. 

(a) FPL is authorized to transfer to its PERC-regulated at1iliate, Florida Southeast 

Connection ("FSC") the Martin-Riviera ("MR-RV") Lateral natural gas pipeline with all 

related equipment and inventory, upon a showing that such transfer wi ll result io 

customer savings on a CPVRR basis pursuant to Paragraph 17{b). P.PL will effectuate 

the transfer of the assets at their net book value as of the transaction date. 

Simultaneously with the transfer, FPL will contract with FSC to provide firm gas 

transportation from the Mattin plant to the Riviera Beach plant in the same quantities 

curTently available to FPL through its ownership of the MR-RV Lateral. 

{b) If FPL negotiates contractual terms with FSC for finn gas transportation that 

would result in CPVRR savings to customers from the MR-RV Lateral transfer described 

in Paragraph l7(a), it will file a petition to confll111 the cost-effectiveness of the 

transaction to customers. In that petition, FPL will request approval to implement a 

simultaneous change to lower base rates and adjust fuel rates to reflect the projected 

transportation charges. FPL will implement the base rate adjustment as a percentage 

rQduction in base rates for every rate class. All Parties are fi·ee to pmticipate in such 

proceeding. 

18. I"PL will implement a 50 MW battery storage pilot program ("Battery Storage Pilot") 

designed to enhance service for large commercial/industrial customers, small retail 

customerS and large retail customers or to enhance operations of existing or planned solar 

facilities. The Parties to this Agreement will work cooperatively regarding the location 

of the battery storage projects; however, FPL shall ultimately be responsible for 
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determining the projects and locations that provide the most benefits at the time of 

installation. The cost to install battery storage projects pursuant to this Paragraph shall be 

reasonable and, on average, shall not exceed $2,300 per kWac. The Parties to this 

Agreement agr,ec that the Battery Storage Pilot implementation in accordance with Lhis 

Agreement and. not in violation of any law are a prudent investment and provides benefits 

for customers. FPL will pursue cost recovery for the Battery Storage Pilot in its next 

general base rate case, and the Parties to this Agreement agree not to contest the prudence 

of the investment that complies with this Agreement. 

19. FPL and interested Parties to this Agreement will jointly request a Corrunission workshop 

to address a Pilot Demand-Side Management Opt-Out program, including eligibility 

criteria, verification procedures, cost recovery and other implementation issues. 

Participation in the workshop and, if applicable, any Opt-Out program will not be limited 

to the Parties to this Agreement nor shall this Paragraph operate to impair the rights of 

any substantially affected person to seck additional or different relief as allowed by law. 

20. FPL will evaluate whether it is reasonable and appropriate to offer a new tariff for 

customers who interconnect with an FPL distribution substation. 

21. FPL in its next general base rate case will submit for informational purposes a cost of 

service study that compares revenue requirements by rate class between (a) implementing 

the Minimum .Distribution System ("MDS") methodology at the requested revenue 

requirement increase, which study gives due consideration to the methodology applied by 

Tampa Electric Company in its last ba~e rate case and (b) a situation that is identical to 

(a) in all other respects except that the MDS methodology is not implemented. 
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22. No Pru1y to 1his Agreement will request, support, or seek to impose a change in the 

application of any provision hereof. Except as provided in Pard graph I I, a Party to this 

Agreement will neither seek nor support any change in FPL's base rates or credits applied 

to customer bills, including limited, interim or any other rate decreases, that would take 

effect prior to expiration of the Miniruum Term, except for any such reduction requested 

by FPL or as otherwise provided for in this Agreement. No party is prohibited from 

seeking interim, limited, or general base rate relief, or a change to credits, to be effective 

following the expiration of the Minimum Tetm. 

23. Nothing in this Agreeruent will preclude FPL from tiling and the Commission from 

approving any new or revised tariff provisions or rate schedules requested by FPL, 

provided that such tariff request does not increase any existing base rate component of a 

tariff or rate schedule during the Term unless the application of such new or revised 

tariff, service or rate schedule is optional to FPL's customers. 

24. The provisions of this Agreement are contingent on approval of this Agreement in its 

entirety by the Commission without modification. The Parties agree that approval of this 

Agreement is in the public interest. The Parties further agree that they will supp01t this 

Agreement and will not request or support any order, relief, outcome, or result in conflict 

with the terms or this Agreement in any administrative or juclicial proceeding relating to, 

reviewing, or challenging the establishment, approval, adoption, or implementation of 

this Agreement or the subject matter hereof. No patty will assert in any proceeding 

before the Commission or any court that this Agreement or any of the terms in the 

Agreement shall have any precedenlial value, except to enforce the provisions of this 

Agreement. Approval of this Agreement in its entirety will resolve aU matters and issues 
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in Docket Nos. 160021-EI, 160061-EI, 160062-El and 160088-EI pw·suant to and in 

accordance with Section 120.57(4), Florida Statutes. This docket will be closed effective 

on the dale the Commission Order approving this Agreement is fi nal, and no Party shall 

seck appellate review of any order issued in iliese Dockets. 

25. Tltis Agreement is dated as of October 6, 2016. It may be executed in counterpart 

originals, and a scanned .pdf copy of an original signature shall be deemed an original. 

Any person or entity that executes a signatw·e page to this Agreement shall become and 

be deemed a Party with the full range of rights and responsibilities provided hereunder, 

notwithstanding that such person or entity is not listed in the first recital above and 

executes the signature page subsequent to the date of this Agreement, it being expressly 

understood that the addition of any such additional Party(ics) shall not disturb or diminish 

the benefits of this Agreement to any current Patty. 

26. All provisions of this Agreement survive the Minimum Term except Paragraphs 10 and 

II. 
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In· Witness Whereof, the Parti.es evidence their acceptance and agreement with the 

provisions of this Agreement by their signature. 

Florida Power & Light Company 
700 Univerl>'O Boulevm:d 
Juno Beach, FL 33408 

By:~ 2-: .. z-~ ~ 
Brio .E. Silagy · 
FPL PrtJSident & CBO 
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Oflice ofPubUc Counsel 
J.R. Kelly 
The Florida Legislatm-e 
111 Wo.oit Madison Street 
Room 812 
Tall ·cc,FL . 
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Florida Retail Pederafion 
Robert Scheffel Wright 
Gardner, Bist, Bowden, Bush, Dec, LaVin & Wright, P.A. 
1300 Thomaswood Drive 
Tallahassee, Florida 32308 

~~~tJ~ 
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South Florida Hospjtal and Hcaltllcat'e 
Association 
Mark F. Sundback 
Kenneth L. Wiseman 
Andrews Kurth, LLP 
13501 Street, N.W., Suite 1100 
Washington, DC 20005 

By: /bh_,ek ~-61U1% 
MatkF. Sundback 
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EXHIBIT A 
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EXHIBITB 
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2017 TARIFFS 

PROPOSED AND LEGISLATIVE 
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FLORIDA POWER & L I GHT COMPANY 
Twcnty-¥Ws!Sccond Revised Sheet No. 4.020 

Cancels TwtntiethTwcnty-First Revised Sheet No. 4.020 

SERVICE CI IARGES 

A $-1+.33~ service charge will be made for an initial connec.tion. 

A $~!1JlQ Rcconncction C~targc will be. m11dc for the rcconncction of service after disconnection for nonpayment or violation of a f1.1le or 
regulation. 

A S~.u.Jll! service charge will be made for the connection of an existing account. 

A Returned Payment Charge as allowed by !' lorida Statute 68.065 shall apply for each check or draft dishonored by the bank upon which it is 
drawn. Termination of service shall not be made for failure to 1>ay the Returned Payment Charge. 

Charges for services due and rendered which are un1>aid as of the past due date are subject to a Late Payment Charge of the greater of $5.00 or 
1.5% applied to any past due unpaid balance of all accounts, except the accounts of lederul, state, and local governrnentttl entities, agencies, 
and instrumentalities. A Late Payment Charge shall be applied to the accounts of lederal. state, and local governmelllal entities, agencies, and 
instrumentalities at a rate no greater than allowed, and in a manner permitted, by applicable law. 

A~ Field Collection Charge will be ndded to a customer's bill for electric service when a field visit is made and 1>ayment is collected 
on a delinquent account. If service is disconnected, or a current receipt of payment is shown at the time of the lield visit, this charge wm not 
be applied. 

FPL may waive the Reconncction Charge, Returned Payment Charge, Late Payment Charge and Field Collection Charge for Customers 
a fleeted by natural disasters or during 11criods of declared emergencies or once in any twelve (12) month period for any Customer who would 
otherwise have had a satisfacto ry payment record (as defined in 25-6.097(2) fo.AC.), upon acceptance by FPL of a reasonable expla11ntion 
justi fYing a waiver. In addition, FPL may waive the charge for connection of an existing account and the charge for an initial 
connection fo t· new ot· existing Customers affected by natural disasters or during periods of declared emergencies. 

CONSERVATION INSPECTIONS AND SERVICES 

Residential Dwelling Units; 
A charge of $15.00 will be made fol' a computerized energy analysis in which a comprehensive on .. site evaluation of the residence is 
perfonned. 

Commercial/Industrial: 
There is no charge for conservation inspections and services (Business Energy Services). 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Di..ectol', Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: ,Janua t·y~l. 2017 
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Il LORIOA .POWER & LIGHT COM I' ANY 
FiftltSixth Revised Sheet No. 4.030 

Cancels ~IH4itF'ifth Revised Sheet No. 4 .. 030 

TEMPORARY/CONSTRUCTION SERVICE 

APPLICATION: 

For ~temporary electric service to installations such as fairs, exhibitions, construction projects, displays and s imilar 
installations. 

SERVICE: 

Single phase Ol' three phase, 60 hertz at lite available standard seconda1y distribulion voltage. This service is available only 
when ll1e Company has existing capacity in li nes, transformers and other equipment at ihe requested point of delive1y. The 
Custome•·'s service entrance electl'ical cable shall not exceed 200 Amp capacity. 

CHARGE: 

The non·refundable charge must be paid in advance of installation of such faci li ties which shall include service and metering 
equipment. 

Installing and removing overhead se1vicc and meter 

Connecting and disconnecting Custome~s service cable to Company's 
direct·buried underground facilities including installation and 
removal of meter 

MONTHLY RATE.: 

This tcmpo•·ary service shall be billed under the appropriate rate schedule applicable to commercial and industrial type 
installations. 

SPECIAL CONDIT IONS: 

If specific electrical service other than that stated above is required, the Company, at the Customer's request, will pa·ovide 
such se•viee based on the estimated cost of labor for installing and removing such additional electrical equipment. This 
estimated cost wi ll be 11 ee~lrilmlieR i11 ttiEI ef eenslrHelien payable in advance to the Company and subject to adjustment 
after removal of the •·cquired facilities. All Temporary/Construction services shall be subject to all of the applicable Rules, 
Regulations and Tariff charges of the Company, including Service Charges. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: January ~I. 2017 
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FLOllm A PO WElt & LIGHT COMPANY 

8 METERS 

~Fifth Revised Sheet No. 6.061 
Cancels +lli«<Foul'lh Revised Sheet No. 6.061 

8.1 Location of Meters. The Company will determine the location of and install and properly maintain at its own expense 
such standard meter or meters and metering equipment as may be necessary to measure the electric service used by the 
Customer. The Custome1· will keep the meter location clear of obstructions at al l times in order that the meter may be read 
and the metering equipment may be maintained or replaced .. If a Customer requests a different location for meter placement 
from that designated by the Company on initial appl ication for service and the Company agrees that the different meter 
location is acceptable to the Company, the Customer shall pay the incremental cost of installing the meier at the different 
location. If an existing Customer requests relocation of an existing installed meter and the Company agrees that the different 
mete1· location is acceptable to the Company, the existing Customer shall pay the incremental cost of relocating the meter at 
the different location. 

&.2 Setting and Removing Meters. None but duly authorized agents of the Company or persons authorized by law shall set o1· 
remove, turn on or turn off, or make any changes which wi ll affect the accuracy of such meters. Connections to the 
Company's system a1·c to be made only by its employees. 

8.3 Tampering with Meters. Title to meters and metering equipment shall be and remain in the Company. Unauthorized 
connections to, or tampering with the Company's meter or meters, or meter seals, or indications or evidence thereof, subjects 
the Customer to immediate discontinuance of service, prosecution under the laws of Florida, adj ustment of prior bills for 
se1·vices rendc1·ed, a tampc!ting penalty of$200 for residential and non-demand commercial customers and $1.000 for all other 
customers, and reimbursement to the Company for all extra expenses incurred on this account. 

8,4 Meter Tests. The Company employs every practicable means to maintain the commercial accuracy of its meters. Meter 
tests, and billing adjustments for inaccurate meters, are in accordance with the methods and procedure prescribed by the 
Florida Public Sc1vice Commission. 

&.5 J''ailm·e of Meter. When a meter fails, Ol' part Ol' all of the metering equipment is destroyed, billing wi ll l>c estimated based 
upon the registration of check metering equipment or other available data. 

9 SERVICE STANDARDS 

These "General Ru les and Regulations for Electo·ic Se1·vice" include, by refe1·ence, the tel'lns and pmvisions of the 
Company's clll'rently effective "Biectl'ic Se1vice Standa1·ds" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission and is 
available on request. The "Standards" are primarily concerned with the electrical facilities and related equipment prior to 
installation and use. They explain the general character of electric service supplied, the meters, and other devices furnished 
by the Company, and the wiring and apparatm provided and installed by the Customer. The Standards serve as a guide to 
a1·chitects, engineers, electo· ical dealers and contmctors in planning, installing, repai1·ing or renewing electrical installations. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: May J1 l !liJJanuno-y I. 2017 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Fifty~Fourth Revised Sheet No. 8.010 

Cancels Fifty~Third Revised Sheet No. 8.010 

RATESCHEDUUo 
BA 

sc 
GS-1 
GST-1 
GS0-1 
GSOT-1 

GSL 
NSMR 
GSCU-1 
RS-1 
RTR-1 

cu 
RLP 
GSL0-1 
GSLDT-1 

CS-1 
CST-I 
GSLD-2 
GSLDT-2 

HLFT 
CS-2 
CST-2 
CST-3 

CS-3 
OSLD-3 
GSLDT-3 
OS-2 

MET 
CILC-1 
COR 

SL-1 
SL-IM 

I'L- l 
OL-1 

Slr2 
Slr2M 

Rlr l 
SST- I 

!SST-I 
EDR 

OSMAR 
TR 
SDTR 

EFEDR 
CISR 
VSP 

INDEX OF RATE SCHEDULES 

DESCRIJYI'ION 
Billing AdjustmcnL• 

Sto11n Charge 

General Seovice- Non Demand (0-20 k\V) 

Geneml Service- Non Demand-Time of Use (0-20 k\V) 

General Seovice Demand (21-499 kW) 
General Service Demand - Time ofUse (21 -499 kW) 

General Service Load Mwtagement Program 
Non-Standard Meteo· Rider 
General Sc1vicc Constant Usage 

Residential Service 

Residential Time of Use Rideo· 
Conun<m Usc Facilities Rider 
Residential Lolld Control l'rogo·am 
General Scoviee Large Demand (500-1999 kW) 

Ocneml Service Large Denumd - Time of Usc (500-1999 kW) 

Curtailablc Service (500-1999 k\V) 

Curtailable Sc.ovice -Time of Use (500- 1999 k\V) 

General Service Large Demand (2000 k\V +) 

General Service Lno-gc Demand - Time of Use (2000 kW +) 

High Load Factor-Time of Usc 
Curta liable Seoviee (2000 k\V +) 

Curtailable Seo·vice -Time of Use(~) 

Curtail able Seo·vice-Time of Use (~69 kV or oboye) 

Cuo1ailable Service (~69 kV or oboye) 
General Seoviee Large Demand (~69 kV or aboyc) 

SlffiETNO. 
8.030 

8.040 

8.101 

8.103 
8.105 

8.107 

8.109 
8.1 20 
8.1 22 
8.201 

8.203 
8.211 
8.217 

8.310 
8.320 
8.330 
8.340 

8.412 
8.420 
8.425 
8.432 
8.440 
8.542 

8.545 
8.551 

General Seovice Large Demand - Time of Use (~9 kV or above) 
Sports Field Service 8.602 

8.552 

Mcu·opolitan Transit Scoviec 

Commercialllndustrial Load Control l'o-ogram (Closed Schedule) 
Commercial/Industrial Demand Reduction Rider 

Street Lighting 
Street Li2htin2 Metered Service 

Premium Lighting 

Outdooo· Lighting 
Traffic Signal Seovicc 
Tmffie Sionnl Me cred Service 

Recreational Lighting 
Standby and Supplemental Seovice 

hltel'ntJ>tible Standby and Supplemental Seovice 
Economic Development Ridco· 

Demand Side Management Adjusuncnt Rider 
Transfomoation Rider 
Seasonal Demand - Time of Use Rider 
Existing Facility Economic Development Rider 
Commcrcialllndustrial Seovicc Rider 

Voluntat)' Solar Partnership Pilot Progmm 

8.610 
8.650 
8.680 

8.715 
8.718 
8.720 
8.725 
8.730 
8 731 

8.743 
8.750 

8.760 
8.800 

8.810 
8.820 

8.830 
8.900 
8.910 
8.930 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Oit·ector, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: July )I , )015January I. 2017 
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FLORIDA POWER & LAGH'l'COMPANY 
Forty~Fifth Revised Sheet No. 8. 101 

Cancels Forty~ Fourth Revised Sheet No. 8. 10 I 

GENERAL SERVICE - NON DEMAND 

RATESCHIODULE: GS-1 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory setvcd. 

AJ'l'LICATION: 

For electric service rc<1uircd for commercial or indusiriallighting, p<Jwer and any oUter purpose with a demand of20 kW or Jess. 

Single phase, 60 hertz and at any available standard distribution vollage. ·n.ree phase service will be provided wiUtout additional charge 
unless the Company's line extension policy is applicable thereto. All service required on premises by Customer shall be fumishcd 
through one meter. Resale of service is not penni ned hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Conservation Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
EJWil'onmental Cha•·ge 

Additional Clmges: 

~~¢perkWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

General Service Load Management 
Program (if applicable) See Sheet No. 8.109 

ruel Charge See Sheet No. 8.030 
Stom1 Charge See Sheet No. 8.040 
Franchise Fee See Sheet No. 8.03 t 
Tax Clause See Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum: 
Non-Metered Accounts: 

SPECIAL PROVISIONS: 

$~10.00 

A Customer Charge of S+,OO.tlll). will apply to those accounts which are billed on an estimated basis 
and, at U1c Company~ option, do not have an installed meter for measuring electric service. The 
minimum charge shall~~ 

Enc.rgy used by commonly owned facilities of condominium, cooperative and homeowners' associations may quality for the residential 
rnte schedule os set forth on Sheet No. 8.211 , Rider CU. 

TERM 0 1' SI'.RVICE: 

Not less than one (I) billing period. 

RULES ANI) REGULATIONS: 

Service under this schedule is subject to ordet~ of governmental bodies having jurisdiction and to the currently ell'cc-Livc "General Rules 
and Regulations for Electric Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In case of connie! between any provision of 
this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" the provision of this schedule shall apply. 

Issued by: S . E. Romig, Oh·ector, f{atcs and Tariffs 
Effective: Af»'i!J anuary I, ~2017 
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FLORIDA POWER& LIC HT COMPANY 
Thir ty-SetetwiThird Revised Sheet No. 8.103 

Cancels Thh·ty-l'ii'SfSecond Revised Sheet No. 8. 103 

GENERAL SERVICE .. NON DEMAND-TIME OF USE 
(OPTIONAL) 

RATE SCHEDULE· GST-I 

AVAILABLE: 

In all terri lOry served. 

APPI !CAJION: 

For electric service rcqu;red for commercial or industriallig,hling, power and any other purpose with a demand of20 kW or less. This is 
an optional rate available to General Service - Non Dcnlimd CYSIO•rwrs Ul><l!' request suhjccttQ availability or meters. 

SERVICE: 

Single phase, 60 hertz and at :my rrvrrilrrblc stnndnrd distribmion voltage. Three phase service will be provided widtoul additional charge 
unless the Company's line cxlension policy is applicable thereto. All service required on premises by Customer shall be furnished 
through one meier. Resale of service is nol(>ermitted hereunder. 

MONTHLY Rl\ TE: 

Customer Charge: 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Oase Energy Charge 
Conservation Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 

On-Peak Period 
~10038 ¢pcrkWh 

Sec Shccl No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

General Service Load Management 
Program (if applicable) See Sheel No. 8.109 
Fuel Charge Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Stom1 Charge See Sheet No. 8.040 
Franchise Fcc See Sheet No. 8.031 
Tax Clause See Sheet No. 8.03 1 

Mi11imum: 

Off.Pcak l'erjod 
~~ ¢per kWh 

Initial service under this rate schedule shall begin on the first scheduled meter reading date following the installation of the time of use 
meter. The Custerne(s lifllt ~ill "'ill A!Aeet ~te lesser eftho ehft:'{\'lS under Rate Se~ed•le GS I er GST I. 

If ~~• C~tsten1er ele&ts te mr~;e a l•rrll(! sum I•aymont I.e tho Cam,•any lilr time ef 101o rnoteFing eests ef $441.81, ~ten lhe CIISteRtor 
Ghsr~e nnd ~4iHiRturn CltB:t!@ shnll he &J.?S. 

RATING PERIODS: 

On-Peak: 
November I through March 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 6 a.rn. to 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. to 10 p.m. excluding 
·n,anksgiving Day, Christmas Day, and New Year's Day. 

Anril I through Ocroher 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours trorn 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, aud Labor Day. 

on:reak: 
/\II o~1er hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8. 104) 
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FLORlOA POWER & LIGHT COM I' ANY 
+Illf'ly-Nimh.E2!:!ill!! Revised Sheet No. 8.105 

Cancels Thi•·ty~Ninth Revised Sheet No. 8.105 

OENERAL SERVICE DEMAND 

RAJESC!!EDUI E· GSD-1 

AVAILABLE: 

Jn all territory served. 

APPI .ICATJQN: 

For electric service required tor commercial or industrial lighting, (X)Wcr and any oU1cr purpose with a measured Demand in excess of20 
kW and less than 500 kW. Customers with a Demand of20 kW or less may entel' a11 agrccmcm for service under U1is schedule based on 
a Demnnd Charge lOr a mini1.num of21 kW. 

Single or three phase, 60 hertz and at any available standard di~tribution voltage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be 
furnished U1rough one meter. Resale of service is nOtJ>ermiued hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE· 

Customer Charge: 
Demand Charges: 

Dase Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-I'uel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Enviromnemal Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise Fcc 
Tax Clause 

$&-U9.20 per kW 
See Sheet N<>. 8.030, per kW 
See Sheet No. 8.030, per kW 

-1-M-ll..Qll ¢ per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 J 
See Sheet No. 8.03 J 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus the charge for ~tc cw·rcnlly effective Base Demand. For those Customers wi~1 a Demand of 20 
kW or less who have entered an agrccmem for sc1vice under this schedule, the minimum charge shall be ~tc Customer Charge plus 21 
kW times ~1c Base Demand Charge; therefore the minimum charge is $~218 20. 

The Demand is 1he kW to the nearest \\~>Ole kW, as detem1ined from the Company's theo·mal type meteo' or, al the Company's option, 
integrating type meter for the 30-minute period ofCustome~s greatest use during the month as adjusted for power factor. 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

Not less U1an one year. 

RULES ANQ R!lGULAllONS· 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders of governmental bodies huving jurisdiction 1md 10 Ute currently ciTectivc "General J{ules 
and Regulations for EJ~ctrie Service• on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In case of conOict between any provision of 
this schedule w1d said ''OcncruJ Rules und Rcgulntions for Electric Service" the provision of this schedule shnll appJy. 

l.ssued by: S. E. Romig, Dil·ect01·, Rates and Ta .. iffs 
Effrctive: i\tH'i~Jnnunry 1 , ~201 7 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGIH COMPANY 
Th il"ty~Fifth Revised Sheet No. 8.107 

Cancels T hio·ty.!l!lttw!Fouo·th Revised S heet No. 8. 107 

RATESCHEDlD.E· GSDT-1 

AVA! LAI)I.E: 
In alltenitooy served. 

APPLICATION: 

GENERAL SERVICE DEMAND - TIME OF USE 
(OPTIONAL) 

fo1· electric service required for commercial or induslti allighling, power and any other purpose with a me-asured Demand in excess of20 
k W and less than 500 kW. Oostomers with Demands of less than 2 I kW may enter an agreement Coo· service lUlder this schedule based on 
a Demand Charge for a minimum of2 1 k\V. 'Jltis is an optional rate available to General Service Oe.mand customers UJlOn request subject 
to availability ofmetel's. 

SERVICE: 
Single or three phase, 60 hertz and at any available standard distribution voltage. All service required on premises by Customer sh~ll be 
fumished Uu·ougj1 one meier. Resale of sc1vice is not penni lied hereunder. 

MONTHLY .RATE: 
CtL~tomer O utrge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charge: 
CaJXtcity Payment Charge 
ConseJvation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
F1·ru•chise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$~69.20 I>CI' kW ofDcmrutd occuning during the On-Peak period. 
See Sheet No. 8.030, pe1· kW of Demand occu11'ins durin& the On-Peak pel'iod. 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030, per kW of Demand occurring during the On-Peak J>Criod. 

On-Peak Period Of)'.. Peals l'erjod 
-+.1+44~ ¢per k\Vh-+.4<hl~ ~ I>CI' kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03t 
See Sheet No. 8.03 I 

Minimum: 'J11e Customer Cluu·ge plus U1e charge for tlte currently effective Base Demru1d. For tltose Customers witl1 a Demand of' J es.~ 
tl1ru1 2 I kW who have entered an agrccmelll for sc•vice undc•· this schedule, the minimum charge shall be the Customer Charge phas 2 I 
k\\1 times the Base Demand Charge.theo-efo•·e the minimum chm'&e is 12QQ.Il.lfthe GNslaAier eleslil le malte a h<mp &YAI Pll!Allellttethe 
Gem~llll)' J'erli•ue efuse m•teo;ng eesls ef$494.71 , u,.n tho Gwslemer Ghm·ge ond the '4i11i11nmo Gh&f0 0 shoJI heS19.24 e11d '193.79, 
Rl5~··ti ·el) ,lil!jQ, 

RATING PERIODS: 
On-Peak: 

Novcmbe•· 1 thro11gh M;wch 31: Mondays Utrough Fl'id>1ys during Ute hours from6 u.m.lo 10 a.m. nod 6 p.m. to 10 p.m. cxcltLding 
ThruJk.,giving Day, Ciuistmas Day, rutd New Yca~s Day. 

Aol"il I duouch October 3 1: Mondays through Fridays du1·ing U1e ho\U's from 12 noon to 9 p.m. excludin& Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

OIT-Peak: 
All otltcr hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.1 08) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
~Thirteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.122 

Cancels~~ Revised Sheet No. 8.122 

GENERALSERVICECONSTAN'I' USAG£! 

RATF.SCHEDULE: GSCU-1 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

Available to General ::>ervice . Non DenuUld customers that maintain a relatively constant kWh usage, and a demand of20 kW or less. 
Eligibility is restricted. to General Service customers whose Maximum kWh Per Service Day, over the current and prior 23 moroths, is 
within 5% of their average monthly kWh per service days calculated over the same 24-month [ICriod. Customers under Utis Rate 
Schedule shall enter i11to a General Sc•v icc Constant Usc Agreement. 'Otis is an optional Rate Schedule available to General Service 
customers upon request 

Single t>hase, 60 hertz and at any available standard distrjbution voltage. Resole of service is not permitled hereunder. 

MONTHLY RAT£; 

Customer Charge: 
Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 

Base Energy Charge• 
Conservation Charge• 
Capacity Payment Charge• 
Environmental Charge• 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge• 
Stonn Charge• 
Fr~mchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

~lJ.QZ ¢per Constant Usage kWh 
Same as the SL-2 Rate Schedule; see Sheet No. 8.030 
Same as the SL-2 Rate Schedule; see Sheet No. 8.030 
Same as Ute SL-2 Rate Schedule; see Sheet No. 8.030 

Same as the SL-2 Rate Schedule; see Sheet No. 8.030 
Same as the SL-2 Rate Schedule; see Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 

• 'l'he f\Jel, storm and non-fuel energy charges will he assessed on the Constant Usage kWh 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

Initial tenn of service under this rate schedule shall be not less than one ( I) billing period, unless there is a tem1inntion of service due to 
a Customer's violation of the General Service Constant Usage Agreement Upon the Custome(s violation of any of the terms of the 
General Service Constant Usage Agreement, service under this Rate Schedule will be terminated immediately. To terminate se rvice, 
either party must provide thirty (30) days written notice to the oUter party prior to the desired termination date. Absent such llOtice, 
the tenn of service shall automatically he extended anothe•· billing period. In addition, if service nnder this Rate Schedule is 
tenninated by either the Customer or the Company, the account may not resume sc1viee under this Rate Schedule lor a tlcriod of at 
least one ( I) year. 

DEFINITIONS: 

kWh Per Service Day - the total kWh in billing monU1 divided by the number of days in the billing month 

Mru;imum kWh Per Service Day ·the highest kWh Per Service Day experienced over the current and prior 23month billing periods 

Constant Usage kWh - the Maximwn kWh Per Service Day multiplied by the number of service days in the current billing t><riod 

(Continued on Sheet 8.123) 
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fLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPAr{Y 
Forty-SiHI>Seventh Revised Sheet No. 8 .201 

Cancels Forty-NA!tSixth Revised S heet No. 8.201 

RESIDENTIAL SERVICE 

RATE SCHEDULE: RS-1 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

For S<:rvice for all domestic purposes in individually metered dwelling units and in duplexes and triplexes, including tlte separately
metered non-commerc.Lal f.1cil ities of a residential Customer (i.e., garages, water pumps, etc.). Also for service to commonly-owned 
tacilities of condominittm, coopemtive and homeowners' associations as set forth on Sheet No. 8.211, Rider CU. 

Single phase, 60 hcl17. al available standard distribution voltage. Three pha~c service may be furnished but only under s~>ecial 
arrangements. All residential service required on the premises Uy Customer shall be supplied through one meter. Resale of service is not 
pcrmi«ed hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Non-f.ucl Charges: 
Base Energy O>arge: 

Fits! I ,000 kWh 
All additio11al kWh 

Conservation Ctitarge 
Capacity Payment Cluu·ge 
(invironmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 

Residential Load Control 
Program (if applicable) 

Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
FrlUlchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

Minimum: 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

Not less than one (I) billing period. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

$7.87 

~~¢ per kWh 
~¢perkWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.217 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 I 
See Sheet No. 8.03 I 

$7.87 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders of govcnuncnllll bodies having jurisdiction and tO tltc currently effective "General Rules 
and Regulations for Electric Service" on file willtlhe Florida Public Service Commission. In case of connict between any provisron of 
this schedule and said "Oencral Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" the provision of this schedule shall apply. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Dirccloo-, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: A,pl'iiJanun~y 1, ~2017 
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FLORIDA POWER & UGHT COMPANY 
..SeeondThird Revised Sheel No. 8.103 

Cancels FWsfSCcond Revised Sheet No. 8.203 

RESIDENTIAL TIME OF USE RIDER- RTR-1 
(OI'TIONAL) 

RIDER: RTR-1 

AVAn~AAI E: 
In all territory served. 

APPt.ICATION: 

t-or service for all domestic purposes in individually metered dwelling units and in duplexes and triplexes, including Ote separately· 
metered non-commercial f.1cilities of a residential Customer (i.e., gamges, water pun>J>S, etc.). Also lbr service to conunonly·owned 
faci lities of condominium, cooperative and homeo\\oters' associations as set forth on Sheet No. 8.211, Rider CU. Titis is an Optional 
rider available to residemial customers served under the RS-1 Rate Schedule subject to availability of meters. Customers taking 
service under RTR-1 are not eligible for setvice under Rate Schedule RLP. 

~: 
Single phase, 60 hcrt7. at available standard distribution voltage. Three ph!tSe may be suppl ied but only under special arnlJlgcmCttL•. 
All residential setvice required on the premises by Customer shaJJ be supplied through one meter. Resale of service is not pennitted 
hereunder. 

Initial service tutder tlti.s rate schedule shall begin on the fi rst scheduled meter reading date following U1e installation of the time of usc 
meter. The Customer's urst bill will rcfleet the lesserofthe charges under Rate Schedule RS-1 or RTR-1 . 

MONTHLY RATE: 

ExcCJ>t for the Customer Charge, all rates and charges under Rate Schedule RS-1 shall apply. In addition, the RTR-1 Customer 
Chru·ge, the RTR-1 Base Energy and Fuel Charges and Credits applicable to on and off 1>eak usage shall apply. 

Customer Charge: 

Base Energy Charges/CreditS: 
Ba.o;c Energy Charge 

Additional Charges/CreditS: 
RTR Fuel Charge/Credit 

On-Peak Period 
~~¢perkWh 

See Sheet No. 8.030 

Minimum: S~lJ.Z 

Off-Peak Period 
(~.420) ¢ per kWh 

U-1~.-.ei~IRlJH'*I'i~h• G<!Rt~Wt) fur littll ef use t>~ek!Fing eesl6 ef$l61}.80, thetHI~teH""' 
Gl~iflimu•~hall-b~e$~7~.8;¥,7.,.----

RATING PERIODS: 
On-Peak: 
November I through March 3 1: Mondays through Fridays during the hours front 6 a.lll. to I 0 a.m. and 6 p.m. to 10 p.m. excluding 
'll>rutksgiving Day, Christmas Day, and New Year's Day. 

Apnl I Utrouoh October 31 Mondays through Fridays during U1c hours from 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

Off-Peak: 
All other hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.204) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Twenty NinthThit'tieth Revised Sheet No. 8.310 

Cancels Twenty~Ninth Revised Sheet No. 8.310 

GENERAL SERVICE I.ARGE DEMAND 

RATBSCI·IEQULE· GSLD-1 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory sen,ed. 

APPLICATION: 

For electric service required for commercial or industrial lighting, JlOwer and any o01cr purpose to any Customer with a mea~01·cd 
demand of SOO kW and less than 2,000 kW. Customers with demands of less than SOO kW may enter ru1 agreement for se1vice under 01is 
Rate Schedule bAsed 011 a Demand Charge for a minimum ofSOO kW. 

Single or three phllSe, 60 hertz and at any available standard distribution voltage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be 
furnished through one meier. Resale of service is not permitted hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 
Demand Charges: 

Base Demand Chru·ge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charg:e 
Environmental Clmrge 

Additional Charges: 
l'uel Charges 
Stom1 Charge 
F'nmchisc Fee 
Tax Clause 

$9,-4+11.00 per kW of Demand 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

+.--I;Q 1.585 ¢ per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum: l l1e Customer Charge plus the charge tor the currcnlly effective Ba.o;e Demand. For 111ose G"uston1ers wilh a Demand of less 
IIHUJ SOO kW who have emered ao agreernem for service under this schedule, ll1e millimum charge shall be the Customer Charge plus 
500 kW limes the Base Demand Charge; therefore the minimum charge is$~~ 

l11e Demand is the kW to the nearest whole kW, as detennined from the Company's ll1ennal 1ype meier or, a1 01e Company's option, 
integrating 'YilC meier lor ll1e 30-minule period ofCuslome~s greatest use during the month as adjusted for power factor. 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

Not less than one year. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

Service under Uus schedule is subjeCIIO orders of govenunemal bodies having jurisdiction rutd 10 the eun·enlly effective "General Rules 
and Regulations for Electric Service" on me wilh the Florida Public Service Conunission. In case of confiicl between any provision of 
l.his schedule and sa.id "Geneml Rules and Regulations for Eleclric Service• the provision ofthis schedule shall apply. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
+wenty-NitKit!l!.ir.!k!h Revised Sheet No. 8.320 

C~ncels Twenty~J:ili!.!!! Revised Sheet No. 8.320 

RATE SCI rEDULE GSLDT - I 

AVAILABLE: 

In nll tenitoty setved. 

APPLICATION: 

GENERAL SERVICE LARGE DEMAND· TIME Of USE 
(OPTIONAL) 

fot· elecu·ic se1vicc rc:quircd fo1· commercial or industrial lighting, powet· and any oUteJ· pm·pose to any Customer wiU1 a mcasuJ"Cd 
demand of 500 kW and less Utan 2,000 kW. Custome.-s with demands of less than 500 kW mayente•· an agreement fot· service und~r Utis 
schedule based on a Demand Charge lor a minimmn of 500 k\V. This is an optional rate available to General Se1vice large Demand 
customers upon rcques.Lsubject to availability of meters. 

SERVICE: 

Single ot· three phase, 60 hertz and at any available standaJ"d distribution vollage. All se•vice requi1-ed on premises by Customer shall be 
fumished through one meter. Resale of service is not pennittcd hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 
Demand Charges: 

Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Envimnmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Ta.x Clause 

$9,4-+l.!.JlQ pe1· kW of Demand occm1·ing during the On-Peak l)eliod. 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

On-Peak I'CJ'iod 
~l.l21 ¢per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

OOCPcak Period 
~.l..Jjl ¢per kWh 

Minimum: The Custo11ter Charge plus Ute charge for currently cflcctive Ba"' Demand. For Utose Customers wiUt a Demand of less Utan 
500 kW who have entered an ag•·eement for service under this sche-dule, U1c minimum charge shall be the Customer Charge plus 500 kW 
time~ Ute Base Demand Charge; Uterefore the minimum charge is.$~~ 

RATING PERIODS: 

On-Peak: 
November I througl1 March 31: Mondays through Fridays dllling the hours livm 6 a.m. LO 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. to 10 p.m. excluding 
'llumksgiving Day, Christmas Day, and New Yea~s Day. 

April I through October 31: Mondays through Fridays during U1e hours fi-om 12 noou to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

Off-Peak: 
All other hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.32 I) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
~Thirty-First Revised Sheet No. 8.330 

Cancels ~•Jy-Nh»IIThh•tieth Revised Sheet No. 8.330 

Cl/RTAILABLE SERVICE 
(QP'I'IONAt) 

RATE SCHEDULE: CS-1 

A V AILABLI!: 
In all ten·itory served. 

Al'PLICATION: 
For any commercial or industrial Customer who qualifies for Rate Schedule OSLO-I (500 kW - 1,999 kW) and will curtail U1is Demand 
by 200 kW or more UJ>On request of lhe Company from time to Lime. Customers with demands of at least200 kW but less than 500 kW 
may enter a.n a&reemet11 for service undertliis Rate Schedule based orla Deniand Charge fora minimum ofSOO kW. 

SERVICE: 
Single or U1ree phase, 60 hertz and at any available standard !!Wril!!!!il!!J voltage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be 
fumishcd through one meter. Rc:salc of sc1vicc is nOlJ>enniUed hereunder. 

MONTJJL Y RATE: 
OtStomer Charge: 

Demand Char·gcs: 
Oase Demand Charge 
Capacity l'aymelll Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charg-e 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stom1 Charge 
Frnnchise fee 
Ta.xCiause 

~l.!JlQ per k\V of Demand. 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

~.ulli ¢ per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus the charge for U1e currently effective Ba<e Demand. I' or those Customers with a Demand of less 
than 500 kW who havce entered an agreement for service under this schedule, the minimum charge shall be the Customer Charge plus 
500 kW times the Base Demand Charge; therefore the minimum chru·ge is$~~ 

Cl!RTAn-MENT CREQJTS: 
A monthly credit of ($ 1.93) JlCr kW is allowed based on the current Non-Finn Demand. 11rc Customer has the option to revise the Firm 
Demand once during tJ1e initial twelve (12) month period. Thereafter, subject to the Tenn of Service and/or the Provisions tor Early 
Termination, a change to Ute Finn Demrutd may be made provided that Ute revision does not decrca~e the total amount of Non-Firm 
Demand during the lesser of: (i) the avcrnge of the previous I 2 months; or (ii) Ute avemge of the number of billing rnonUrs under this 
Rate Schedule. 

CHARGES FOR NON-COMPLIANCE OF CURT AJLMENT DEMAN]): 
I fthe Customer records a higher Demand during Ute current Curtailment Period Utan the Finn Demand, the Customer will be: 

J. RebiUed at I .93/kW for the prior 36 monlh.~ or the number of months since the prior CUI1ailment Period, whichever is less, atld 
2. Billed a penalty charge of$4. I 6 kW for the current month. 

The kW used lor both the r·ebilling and penalty charge calculations is dctcr'lllined by taking the difference between the maximum 
Dcmru1d during the current Clutailment Period and the Firm Demand for a CUI'taihnent Period. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.331) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIG H'r COMPANY 
'J'weney NinlhThirlieth Revised Sheet No. 8.340 

Cancels Twenty-Ji;lglM*Ninth Revised Sheet No. 8.340 

RATESCHEDULE: CST-I 

AVAILABLE: 
In all teoTilOI'y served. 

APPLICATION: 

CURT An .ABLE SERVICE- Tl ME OF USE 
(OI'TIONAL) 

l'or any commercial 01· i.ndustrial Customeo· who qualities for Rate Schedule GSL-0·1 (500 kW • 1,999 kW) and will cu11ailthis l)emand 
by 200 kW or more upon request ofU>e Company fl'Om time to time. This is an optional Rate Schedule available to Curtailable General 
Service Customers upon request. Customers with demands of at least 200 kW but l e."~S than 500 kW may enter an agreement for seovice 
under this Rate Schedu.le based on a Demand Charge for a minimum of 500 kW 

SERVICE: 

Single or Uu-ee phase, 60 hertz and at any available dis(fibytion standard volrJge. All se•v ice required on premises by Customer shall be 
fumished through one meter. Resale of se1vice is not permitted hereunder. 

MONTI-n_y RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charge 
C.tl>t•city Payment Charge 
Consc1vation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Bose Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Slo•m Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$9A+.ll.l!Jl pe1· k\V of Demand occulTing during Ute On-Peak Period. 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

On-Peak Pe1iod 
~:u21 ¢per kWh 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Qff.J'e.ak Period 
~!.l£l ¢per kWh 

Minimum: ·ntc CLL"tomcr Charge plus the charge for the currently effective Base Demand. For those Customers with a Demand of less 
than 500 k\V who have entered an agreement lor service under U1is schedule, the minimum clwge shall be the Customer Charge plus 
500 kW limes the Base Demand Charge; therefore Ute minimum cltarge is~~ 

RATING I'ELUODS: 

On·l'eak: 
Novembe1' I through March 31: Mondays through F1idays during the hours fi·om 6 a.m. to 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. to 10 p.m. excluding 

Thanksgiving Day, Chdstmas Day, and New Year's Day. 

Apl'il l U1rough October 31: Mondays UHough Fridays during Ute hours from 12 noon to 9 p.m. e.•cluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

Off-Peak: 
A II othel'l>otus. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.341) 
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FLORIDA POWF; R& LI.GHT COMPANY 
Twcnty-+l+iffiFourth Revised Sheet No. 8.412 

Cancels Twcnty-SHeOOTitird Revised Sheet No. 8.412 

GENERAL SERVICE LARGE DEMAND 

RATE'. SCHEDUl.E: GSLD-2 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION' 

For electric service requlred for con'lmercial or Lnduslrial lighlins~ power and any other puq>Ose to any Customer with a mc.asured 
demand of 2,000 kW or more. Customers with demands of less than 2,000 kW may ente.r an agreement for service under this scltedulc 
based on a demand cluugc (or a minimum o(2,000 kW. 

Single or three phase, 60 hertz and at any available standard djstrjbutjon voltage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be 
1\tmishcd through one meter. Resale of service is not pennitted hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment ChruJ~C 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Ba<e Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Puel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$9.8Q.!.L1Q J>Cr kW of Demand 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

~.l..ill ¢per kWh 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8,031 
See Sheet No. 8.o3 1 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus the charge for the currently effective Ba~e Dcmrutd. For tltosc Customct~ witlt a demand of less 
than 2.000 kW who enter an !lllfCement for service nnder this schedule, the minimum chal'gc shall be the Customct' Chat·ge t>lus 2,000 
kW times the Base Demand Charge; therefore the minimum charge is ~23 025 

'llte Demand is Ute kW to the nearest whole kW, as detennined from U1e Company's metering equipment, for the 30-minute llet·iod of Ute 
Customers greatest use during the month as adjusted for power factor. 

TERM OF SERVICE 

Not less titan one year. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

Service under Utis schedule is subject to orders of governmental bodies having jurisdiction and to Ute ct"rently effective "General Rules 
and Regulations for Electric Service" on file with the Florida Public Service ConuuissiotL In case of conOict bet·ween any provislon of 
this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" the provision of this schedule shall apply. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
~ittiHThirlicth Revised Sheet No. 8.420 

Cancels Twenty-Eigtt#!Ninlh Revised Sheet No. 8.420 

RATESCHt;!)ULC: GSLO' I-2 

AVAILABLE: 

In alllel'rilory SCIVCd. 

APPLICATION: 

GENERAL SERviCE LARGE DEMAND- TIME OF USE 
(OPTIONAL} 

F'or electric se1v icc required for commercial or industrial lig.hCing, J>O\vcr and any olher puq>ose to any CusComer who has escabllshed a 
measured demand of2,000 kW or more. Customers with demands of less than 2,000 kW may enter an agreement for service under this 
schedule based on a demand charge fora minimum of2,000 kW. 

SERVICE: 

Th1·ee phase, 60 he112 and al any available scandard &~•etld.., er dislribulion vollagc. All service required on premises by Cuslomer 
shall be Jilmishcd through one mete-r. Resale of sctvicc is not pennittcd hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Cuscomer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
13ase Demand Charge 
Capacicy Paymenc Charge 
Conservacion Charge 

Non-!•'uel Energy Charges: 
Base tlnergy Charge 
£nvironmencal Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise Fcc 
Tax Clause 

$~ .!.l..&!>er kW of Demand occurring duri11g the On-Peak Period. 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

On-Peak Period 
~2.211 ¢per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8-030 

See Sheet No. 8-030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 

Off. Peak Period 
~J.Jll ¢per kWh 

Mlnimum: The Customer Charge plus the charge for the currently effective Ba~c Demand. For those Customers with a demand of less 
lhan 2>000 kW who have entered an agreement for service under this schedule, the minimum charge shall be the Customer Charge plus 
2,000 kW times ~1c Base Denuu1d Charge; cherclbrc ~~e mininnun charge is $~23.025. 

RATING PERIODS: 

On-Peak: 
November I throuuh March 31. Mondays through Fridays during the hours lrom 6 a.m. lo I 0 a.m. and 6 p.m. lo I 0 p.m. cxcl uding 

1l1anksgiving Day, Christmas Day, and New Year's Day. 

Anril I chrough Occobcr 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 12 noon co 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
lnde,lendence Day, and Labor Day. 

on:reak: 
A II other hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.421} 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
+ hh'l<!e<llt tFouo·lecnth Revised Sheet No. 8.425 

Cancels :J)wetfUtTh irleenlh Revised Sheet No. 8.425 

RATE SCHEDULE: 1-I LFT 

AVAII.AOLE: 
In •II ten·itOI')' served. 

APPLICATION: 

IOGII LOAD FACTOR-TIME OF USE 
(OPTIONAL) 

For eleco·ic sen•ice required for commercial or indusuiallighting, power and any otlter purpose \\1dt a measured Demand in excess of 
20 kW. This is an optional rate schedule available to customers odtenvise seoved under dte GSD-1, GSDT-1, OSLO· I, GSLDT-1, GSLD·2, 
or GSLDT-2 Rate Schedules. 

SERVICE: 
Single or tltrcc phase, 60 hertz and al any available standard distribution voltage. All scn•icc required on premises by Customer shall be 
1\antished through one meter. Resale of scavice is nOIJ>ennined hercundea·. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Annual Ma.'<imum Demtmd 

Customeo· Charge: 
~lli.QQ 

Demand Charges: 
On-peak Demand Charge 
~.!.!.&!! 

Maximum Demand Chatl!e 
~,UQ 

Capacity Payment Charge 
Conse•vation Charge 

Non-Fuel Eneo-gy Charges: 
On-Peak Period per kWh 

~...m ¢ 
QO:Pcak Period per kWh 

Environmental Charge 

Additional Chaa-gcs 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

HLFT-2 
500-1.999 kW 

See Sheet No. 8.030, pet• kW of On-Peak Demand 
See Sheet No. 8.030, per kW of On·l'cak Demand 

See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum Charge: The Customer Charge plus Ute currently eJTcctivc Demand Charges. 

RATING PERIODS: 
On-Peak: 

HLFT-3 
2 000 k\V nr greater 

November I tlu·ough March 31: Mondays U1rough Fridays du•·ing U1e hours fi'Om6 a.m. to 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. to 
10 p.m. excluding 'lltanksgiving Day, Clu·istmas Day, and New Year's Day. 

And! I through October 31: Mondays tlll'ough Fridays during the hom'S from 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial 
Day, lndcpcndcticc Day, and Labor Day. 

on: Peak: 
A 11 oUter hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.426) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Twenty-F&IH4hFifth Revised Sheet No. 8.432 

Cancels Twenty-+*WdFout·th Revised Sheet No. 8.432 

CUR'rAILABLE. SL, RVICE. 
(OPTIONAL) 

RATESCHE.OULE.: CS-2 

AVAILABLE: 

In alltc•·ritory served. 

APPLICATION: 
For any commercial or industrial Customer who qualifies for Rate Schedule GSLD-2 (2,000 kW and above) and will curtail this 
Demand by 200 kW or more upon request of the Company from time to time. Customers with demands of less than 2,000 kW 
may enter an Agreement for service under this schedule based on a Demand Charge for a minimum of2,000 kW. 

SERVICE: 

Single or tlll'ee phase, 60 hertz and at any available standard distribution voltage. All service required on premises by Customer 
shall be lltrnished through one meter. Resale of service is not permitted hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 
Demand Charges: 

Base Demand Cloargc 
Capacity f>ayme"t Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Enel'gy Charge 
Enviromnental Charge 

Additional Charses: 
f'uel Charge 
Storm Cha1-ge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$9M-11 .40 I>CI' k\V or Demand 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

~.!All ¢ per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum: TI1e Customer Charge plus ~1e charge for the cun·cnlly eiTcclive Base Demand. Fo,· thosc Customers wi~1 a Demand of less 
than 2,000 kW who enter an ag,·eemcnt fo•· seiVice under this schedule, the minimum charge shall be the Customer Cha•·ge plus 2,000 
kW times the Base Demand Charge; Uletefore U1e minimum charge is ~2l.lla 

CURTAILMENT CREDITS: 
A mon~1ly credit of ($1.93) per kW is allowed based on the current Non-Fim1 Demand. The Customer has ~1c option to ··evise the Firm 
Demand once during ~1c initial twelve ( 12) month period. Thereafier, subject to the Tcnn of Setvicc and/or the Provisions tor Early 
Tennination, a change to ~1e Finn Demand may be made p1'0Vided that the l'evision does not decrease the total runount of Non-Finn 
Demand dul'ing U1e lesser of: (i) U1e avcrnge of the previous 12 monU1s; or (ii) U1e averngc of U1c munber of billing months under U1is 
Rate Schedule. 

CIIARGES FOR NON-COMPLIANCE OF CURTAILMENT DEMAND: 

Ifl11e Customer •·ecords :a ltigher Demru1d during U1ecun·ent period U1an l11e Finn Demrutd, thenl11e Customer will be: 
I. Rcbilled at $1.93 lkW for the prior 36 months or the number of monU1s since U1e tll'ior Curtailment PcriC)d, whichever is 

lesst and 
2. Billed a penalty charge of$4 .16/kW for U1e Clll'rentmonlh. 

1lte kW used for both the rebilling and penalty charge calculations is delennined by taking the difference between the ma.ximum 
Demw1d during the current Curtailment Period and the contracted Firm Demand for a Curtailment Period. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.433) 
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FLORIDA POWER& LIGHT COMPANY 
~~t#!Thlrtiech Revised Sheet No. 8.440 

Cancels 1\ven!y-Eigli#!Ninth Revised S heet No. 8.440 

RATESCI-IEDULE: CST-2 

AVA!LA£ll.l'.: 
In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

CURTA1LA BLE SERVICE- Tl ME OJ' USE 
(OPTIONAL) 

For any commercial or industrial Customer who qualifies for Rate Schedule GSLDT-2 (2,000 kW and above) atld will curtail Utis 
Demand by 200 kW or more upon request of Ute Com11any fron1lime to lime. Customm wilh demands ofless U1nn 2,000 kW may enter 
an agreement for service under this schedule based on a Demand Charge for a minimum of2,000 kW. 

~: 

Single or Uuee phase, 60 hertz and at any available standard distribution voltage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be 
furnished U1rough one ·meter. Resale of service is not J>Cnlli!!ed hereunder. 

MONTI-IL Y RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Bale Demand Charge 
Capacity Paymcm Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charg-e 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Ta.xCiause 

$9,80!.L!Q per kW of Demand occurring during the On-Peak Period. 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

On-Peak Perjod 
~Uli¢perkWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Off-Peak Period 
~.l...!l.2. ¢pcrkWh 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus !he charge lor !he currently effective BMc Demand. For those Customers with a Demand of l es.~ 
than 2,000 kW who have entered an agreemem for service under· this schedule, Lhe minimum charge shall be the Customer Charge plus 
2JOOO kW times the Base Demand Charge; therefore the minimum cha.rgc is~~ 

RATING PERIODS: 

On-Peak: 
November I through March 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 6 am. to 10 a.m. and 6tl.oll. to 10 p.m. excluding 

Thank.~giving Day, Christmas Day, and New Year's Day. 

Anrjl I lhronsh October 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
h1dependence Day, ancl Labor Day. 

Off-Peak: 
All otlter hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.441) 
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FLORIDA POWER & UGHT COMPANY 
Thh1;y~-.£2!!!! Revised Sheet No. 8.542 

Cancels ~Thirty-First Revised Sheet No. 8.542 

RATE SCHEDULE: CST-3 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

CURTAILABI.E SERVICE - TIME OF USE 
(01'1' 10NAL) 

For any commercial or industrial CU>'tomer who qualifies for Rate Schedule GSLDT-3 and will curtail this Demru1d by 200 kW or more 
upon rcquestof tl1e Company from time to time. 

S£RVICE: 

Three phase, 60 hertz at the available transmission voltage of 69 kV or higher. The Customer will provide and maintain all transfom1ers 
and related facilities necessary for hru1dling and utilizing the power and energy delivered heretmder. All service required by tl1e 
Customer at each separate point of delivery served hereunder shall be fi1mished tl1rough one meter at, or compensated to, tJ1c available 
transnrission voltage. Resale of service is not permitted hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demru1d Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Ener<.,lY Charges: 
Base Ener<.:y Charge 
EnvirOJUIIental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Frandlise Fee 
Tax Clause 

~9.30 per k\V ofDernand occurring during tl1e On-Peak Period. 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 

On-Peak Period 
~1.21 7 ¢perkWh 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030. I 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Olf-Peak Pe1iod 
~LQ.!& ¢per kWh 

M i1ummn: The C~<~tomer Cl:1arge pilLs t.he charge for ll1e currenlly effective Base Oemanc.l 

RATING PERIODS: 

On-Peak: 
November I through March 3 1: Mondays through l'ridays during the hours from 6 a.m. to 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. to 10 p.m. 

e.xclu(ling Thanksgiving Day, Chrisbr1as Day, and New Year's Day. 

April L through October 31: Mondays through Fridays during tlte hours from 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

OtT-Peak: 
AJJ oUter hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.543) 
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FLORI.DA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
-Eigl"-»l>Nineteenth Revised Sheet No .. 8.545 

Cancels S..-e.ll~ntltEight<enth Revised Sheet N~. 8.545 

CURTAILABLE SERVICE 
{OPTIONAL) 

RATE SCHEDULE: CS-3 

AVAILABLE: 
In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 
For any commercial or industrial Customer who qualifies for Rate Schedule GSLD-3 and will curtail this Demand by 200 k\V ~r more 
upon request of the Company ll·omtimc to lime. 

SERVICE: 
Three phase, 60 hertz at the available transmission voltage of69 kV or higher. TI>< Customer will provide and ma.intain all transfonnel's 
and related facilities necessary for handling and utilizing the power and energy delivered hereunder. All service required by the Customeo· 
at each sepamre: llOint of dclivcty served hereunder shall be furnished through one meter at, or compensated to. the available transmission 
voltoge. Resale of service is not permitted hercunde1'. 

MONTiiLYRATF:: 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Chaa-ge 
Capacity Payment Chat-gc 
Conscovation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charge.~: 
Ba~ Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
f-ranchise ree 
Tax Clause 

S+,@-2,JQ_per kW of Demand 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 

~I .069 ¢per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030. I 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030. I 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.03 I 

Minimum Charge: The •Customer Charge plus the charge for the currently etlective Base Demand. 

CURTAILMENT CREDITS: 
A monthly credit of($1.93) per kW is allowed based on the cwrent Non-Finn Demand. Tile Customer has Ute option to revise tl~>e Firm 
Demand once during the initial twelve (12} month period. 11lerealiet·, subject to the Teml of Service and/or tile Provisions for Early 
Tennination, a change to the Finn Demand may be made provided that the revision does not decrease the total amount of Non-Fimt 
Demand dming the Jessey of': (i) the average oft he previous 12 months; or (ii) the average of the number of billing months under this Rate 
Schedule. 

CHARGES FOR NON·COMPILIANC(\ OF CURTAILMENT DEMAND: 

If the Customer records a higher Demand duting the current Curtailment Period than the Firm Demand.then tl~ Customer will be: 
I. Rebillcd at $1.93 lk.W lor the prior 36 monUts or the number of months since the prior Curtailment Period, whichever is 

less, and 
2. Billed n penalty charge of$4.16 lk.W for the cutTent month. 

Tho kW used for both the rebilling nnd penalty chao·ge calculations is dctcmtined by taking the difference between the maximum Demand 
during the c.url'cnt Curtailment Period and the Finn Demand fo1· n Curtailment Pcl'iod. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.546} 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Twcnty-MfffiSixth Revised Sheet No. 8.551 

Cancels Twcnty~Fiflh Revised Sheet No. 8.551 

GENERAL SERVICE LARGE DEMAND 

RATE SCHEDULE: GSLD-3 

AVAILABLE: 

In ali!erri!OIJ' se1ved. 

APPLICATION: 

For service «l~ commercial or industrial <;.1$1t•n...t.151allulians when !he ~man<H>Haoh-ifl5181~1oasl l,OOO I·W al 
!he !wailubl•lialniuo oower j!J!d ww 01her ouroose 10 ww Cys1omer who has service suRplied 01 a transmission vohage of 69 kV or 
higher. 

ll~ree phase, 60 her1z at the available lrllJJSmission vollagc of69 kV or higher. ·n,c Cuslomcr will provide and maintain all transformers 
and related facilities I!Jcccssary for handling and utilizing the power and energy delivered hereunder. All service required by the 
Customer at each separate point of delivery served hereunder shall be fumished through one meter at, or compensated to, the available 
transmission voltage. Resale of se1vicc is not permiUed hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Cus1omcr Charge: 
Demand Charges: 

Base Demand Charge 
Capacily Payment Charge 
Conservalion Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Char.ges: 
Base Ene'llY Charge 
Environmcnlal Charge 

Addilional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$~lUQ.perkW of Demand 
See Shee1 No. 8.030. I 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 

~.Ll!Q2¢ per kWh 
See Shee1 No. 8.030.1 

See Sheel No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 I 

Mininnun: The Cus1orncr Charge plus the chw·ge for the curremly effeclive Base Demw>d. 

The Demand is the kW 10 Ute nearest whole kW, as de!ennined from U1e Company's me1cring cquipmcm tor !he 30-millutc period oflhc 
Customefs grealest use during Ute monUt as adjusled for power faCior. 

TERM OF SERVICE· 
Not less than one yc.ar. 

RULES AND RRGIJLATIONS: 
Service under this schedule is subject to orders of governmemal bodies havingjurisdiclion <~td 10 the curremly effeCiive "Ocncml Rules 
and Regulations for Electric Service" on file wi!lt the Florida Public Service Commis.iion. In case of eon0ic1 between any provision of 
this schedule and said "General Rul~s and Regulalions for Electric Service" lite pmvision oflhis schedule shall <IPIJiy. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director, Rates and Tat"iffs 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Thirty-+t.s~econd Revised Sheet No. 8.552 

Cancels :J:hMietitThlrtv-Fh-st Revised S heet No. 8.552 

RATESCH£DULE: GSLD'T-3 

AVAILABLE: 
In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

GENERAL SERVICe LARGE DEMAND ·TIME Of USE 
(OPTIONAL) 

For electric service required for commercial or industrial lighting, power and any other purpose to any Customer \\~lO has~ 
nti!MHRHI deHtBHel ef~,ggg It"' ar ttt8Fd. GttsteRltFS itlt del"nanEb efJess than ~,009 h"' may enler au agreenletlt rar Set''iit~"Kkf..this 

tii!htHhd! 885ed 8R H RtiJtiRHIIM detttBttd ehH ge ef :l,QQQ It"' ti!fleS the IR&'tiHmAt demand .. d t(tl'ge Qllhe ft oailf•bleservice SunoJied Ul Q 
U".ulsmission vollage of 69 kV or higher. 

~: 

Three phase, 60 hertz at tl1e available transmission voltage of 69 kV or higher. The Customer will provide and maintain alltransfonncrs 
and related facilities 11cccssaC)• for handling and utilizing the power and energy delivered hereunder. All service required by tl1c 
Customc1· at each separate point of delivery served hereunder shall be Ji1mished through one meter at, or compensated to, tl1c available 
transmission voltage. :Resale of service is not penn it ted hereunder. 

MONTI·n . Y RATE: 

CLL~tomer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise l'ec 
TnxCJaw;e 

$~2.JQ.pcr kW of Demand occurring during the On-Peak Period. 
See Sheet No. 8.030. I 
See Sheet No. 8.o30. I 

On-Peak Period 
.L.ll1 ~¢per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Shee.t No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8-031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Off-Peak Period 
4.89;!-M.Ui. ¢ per kWh 

Minimum: The Customer Charge J>lus d>e charge fo•· U\e cttrrently efTective Base Demand. 

RATING PERIODS: 

On-Peak: 
November I through March 31: Mondays through Fridays during U1e hours from 6 a.m. to I 0 a.m. and 6 p.m. to I 0 p.m. 

excluding Thanksgiving Day, Christmas Day, and New Year's Day. 

Aprjl I througl1 October J l: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

OfT-Peak: 
All other hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.553) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIG HT COMPANY 
:j:j•l•ly-Ninii•.E!!.!:!.!.tl!l Revised Sheet No. 8.602 

Can~b Thir ty-EightltNinth Revised Sheet No. 8.602 

SPORTS l' lELD SERVICE 
(Close<! Schedule) 

RATE SCHEDULE: OS-2 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

This is a transitional rtlle available to municipal, county <Ul<l school board accow1ts for the operation of a football, baseball or other 
playground, or civic or community auditorium, when all such service is taken at the available primruy distribution voltage at a single 
point of delive•y and measured through one meter, and who were active as of October 4, 1981. Customer may also elect to receive 
service from other appropriate rate scltedules. 

LIMITATION OF SllRVICE: 

Ofliccs, concessions, businesses or space occupied by tenants, other than areas direc~y related to ~1e Ol>erations above spe.cified, are 
excluded hereunder and shall be separately served by ~tc Com1>ru1y at utilization voltage. Not applicable when Rider TR is used. 

MONTIIL Y RATE: 

Customer Charge: 
Non-l'uel Energy Charges: 

Base llnergy Charge 
Conservation Charge 
Capacil)l Payment Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

Minimum Charge: 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

-&rlU-l.J.ll ¢per kWh 
Sec Sheet No. 8.o30. l 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 

Pending tcmtination by Florida Public Service Commission Order. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS· 

Se•·vice under this schedule is subject tO orders of govcmmcntal bodies having jurisdiction and to the currenlly effective "General Rules 
ru1d Regulations for Electric Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In ease of conflict between any provision of 
tltis schedule <utd said "General Rules rutd Regulations for Electric Service" the Jlrovision of this schedule shall :tpply. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Dh·cctoo·, Rates and Tariffs 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Twenty-'4AAS1xth Revised Sheet No. 8.610 

Cancels Twenty..JO:ei+Aftf'ifth Revised Sheet No. 8.610 

METROPOLITAN TRANSIT SERVICE 

RATE SCHEDULE· MET 

A V i\!LABLE: 

For electric service to Metropolit<Ul Miami-Dade County Electric Tntnsit System (METRORAIL) at each point of dclive1y required 
lor the operation of an electric transit system on cominuous and eomiguous riglus-of-way. 

APPLICATION: 

Service to be supplied will be three phase, 60 henz and at the standard primary distribll!ion voltage of 13,200 volts. All service recJuired 
by Customer m each se1mrate point of delivery served hereunder shall be furnished through one meter reflecting delivery at primary 
voltage. Resale of service is not penniucd hereunder. Rider TR or a voltage discount is not apJIIicable. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base D<:maud Charge 
Capacity Paymem Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Char.gcs: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Chat·gc 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Francltise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$-i-I-4S-il:lQ per kW of Demand 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.030. I 

~~¢ pcrkWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.o30. I 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum: ·n,e Customer Charge plus ~~e charge for the currently elrective Base Demand. 

The billing Demand is the kW, at each point of delivery, to the nearest whole kW, as detenniJled front the Company's recording type 
metering equipmem, for Ute period coincident with the 30-minute period of the electric railtronsit system's greatest use supplied by d>e 
CompaJ\y during the montlt adjusted for power factor. 

Each poim of delivery shall be separately billed aocording to the monthly charges as stated herein. All billing units related to charges 
under this rate schedule shall be detennined from metering data on a monthly basis and dctennincd for each poim of delivery on the 
same monthly billing cycle day. 

TERMS OF SERVICE 

Not less than one year. 

RULI'-~ AND REGULATIONS; 

Service tmder this schedule is subject to orders of governmental bodies having jurisdiction and to the currently effective "Gcncrnl Rules 
and Regulations for Electric Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In case of conflict between nny provisi.on of 
tl1is schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" U1c provision of this sclJedule shall apply. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Directo•·, Rates and Tarirfs 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Twerrty-IZiAASixth Revised Sheet No. 8.6SJ 

Cancels Tweuty~lll'lhFifth Revised Sheet No. 8.651 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.650) 

MONTHLY l~AT£: 

Delivery Voltage Level Distribution below 69 kY 
CILC-i(G) Cll..,C- 1(0) 

Maximum Demand Level 

Customet· Charge: 
$~2.225.00 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charges: 

per kW of Maximum Demand 

I"''' kW of Load Control On-Peak Demand 
$+.9+l.Jlll 
per kW of Firm On-Peak Demand 
$~.l.Un 

Capacity Payment and Conservation Charge: 
CILC.I (G) See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
CILC·l(O) See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
CILC·l(l) See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charges: 

On-Peak Period charge per kWh 
~¢ 

on: Peak Period charge per kWh 
~Jl.2!!!t¢ 

l>nvii'Onmental Cllarge See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Additional Cha•·ges: 
Pncl Charge 
Storm Chat-ge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030. 1 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

200-499 kW 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus the Base Demand Charges. 

( Continued on Sheet No. 8.652 ) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director·, Rates and Tal'iffs 
Effective: AtwiiJanuarv 1 ,~2017 

SOOkW 

69 kV &ahove 
CILC-l (T) 

None 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 67

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



ORDER NO. PSC-16-0560-AS-EI 
DOCKET NOS. 160021-EI, 160061-EI, 160062-EI, 160088-EI 
PAGE 68 
 

 
  

FLORIDA POWER & UGHT COMPANY 
ThirteenthFo urteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.680 

Cancels ~•Thirteeulb Revised Sheet No. 8.680 

COMMERCIAUINDUS'ffilAL DEMAND REDUCrtON RIDER (COR) 
(OPTIONAL) 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territOIY served. Available to ruJY commercial or industrial customer receiving service under Rate Schedules GSO·l, GSOT-1, OSLO-I, 
GSLDT- 1, OSLD-2, GSLOT-2, GSI-0 -3, OSL.OT-3, or I·ILI'1' through the c."a1tion of a CommcrciaVinduslrial Demood Reduction Rider 
Agreement in which the .load control provisions ofU1is rider Clll1 tensibly be applied. 

LIMf!'ATJON OF AVAII.ABII rry· 

·nli$ Rider may be Jnodified or withdraw!• s~bjeet iQ detenninations made under CommL'lSion Rules 25-17.0021(4), F.A.C., Goals for Electric 
Ulilities and 25-6.0438, F.A.C., Non-Finn Electric Service- Tenus and Condilions or any oU>er Commission delem>ination. 

APPLICATION· 

For elcclric service provided to nny commercial or industrial customer reccivirtg se•vicc under lbtc Schedule GSD-1, GSDT-1, GSLD-1, 
GSLOT-1 , GSLD-2, GSLDT-2, GSLD-3, GSLDT-3, or HLFT who as a purl oi'U>e Commercial/Industrial Demand Reduction Ride•· A&recmclll 
between the Customer and lhe ComJ•'lny, agrees 10 allow the Company to control at least 200 kW of Ute Custome(s load. or ngrees to operate 
Backup Gcocration Equipment (see Defutilions) and designate (if applicable) ndditional controllable demand to serve at leasl 200 kW of the 
C~t,lomer's o"" load during periods whet> U1e Comrtany is controlling load. A Customer shall emer into a Conuncrcilll!lndustrial Reduction 
Demand Ride1· Agreement with Ute Company to be eligible for lhis Rider. To establish U1c initial qualificalion for U1is Rider, the Customer mus1 
have had a Utility Controlled Demand during U>e sununerCono-ollable Rating Period (April I through October 31) lor at least three out of seven 
montl>S of at least 200 kW greater th3lt tl>e I' inn Demand level specified in Section 4 of the Commcrcial/lnduslrial Demand Reduction Rider 
Agreement. The Utility Controlled Ocmm1d shall not be served on a linn service basis until ser"Vice has been tenninated under this Ridc:r. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE· 

Customers p;uticit>ating in the General Service toad Management Program (FPL "Business On Call" ProgrruJl) are not eligible for this Rider. 

MON'll·ll.Y RATE: 

All rates and charges under Rate Sd~edulcs GSD-1, GSDT-1, GSLD-1, GSLDT-1 , GSLD-2, GSLDT-2, OSLD-3, GSLOT-3, ~ILI'1' shall apply. 
In addition, the applicable Monthly Administr3tive Adder and Utility Controlled Demand Credit shall apply. 

MONTI ILV ADMINISTRATIVE ADDER: 

Rate Schc.dule 
GSD-1 
GSDT-1 . 11LFT(21-499 kW) 
GSLD-1, GSLDT-l ,I[LI'T(500-1,999kW) 
GSLD-2, GSLDT-2, I [LJ'T (2,000 kW o1· greateo·) 
GSL0-3, GSLDT-3 

lJflLD'Y CONTROLLED Dl'jMAND CREQr[' 

AM£( 
$3<Y+ .LQQ.M 
$3<Y+ .LQQ.M 
~J..S.Q..M 
S~.ll..QQ 
$~lll.l!Q 

A monUtly credit of ($8.20) per kW is allowed based on the Customer's Ulility Conlrolled Demand. 

lJflLIJ'Y CONTRQLLED DEMAND 

11tc Ulilily Conlrolled Demand for a month in which there are no load control events during the Controllable Rating Period shall be the sum oftl1c 
Customer's kWh usage during d1c hours of the applicable Controllable Raling Period. divided by the cotal number of hours irt the apJ)Iicablc 
Controllable Rating Period, less the OJstomc~s Firm Demand. 

In lhc evc.nl of Load Conorol occuoTing du•·ing U>e ContrOllable Rating Period, the Utility Controlled Demand shall be the sum oftheCustomc(s 
kWh usage during the hours of the applicable Controllable Rating Period less tl iC sum of U1c Customers kWh usage dw·ing U1e Load Conu·ol 
Period, divided by Ute nw11ber of non-load eomrol hours oectorring during the applicable Conu-ollable Rating Period, less the CustOI>W's Finn 
Demand. 

(Conlinucd on Sheet No. 8.681) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIG HT COMPANY 
+!~Fourteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.715 

Cancels ~Thi11eenth Revised Sheet No. 8.715 

STREET LIGHTING 

RA IE SCHEDULE: SL-1 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

Fo1· li&hting streets and I'Oadways, 11-itether public Ol' pl'ivate, which m-e thoroughfares fo•· nonnol now ol' vchiculm· t1~ftie. 
Lighting for other applications such as: municipally and pl'ivately·OWilcd parking lots; parks and recreational a1·cas; or any 
othe•· area not expressly defi ned above, is not pcnttitted unde1· this sc.hcdulc.- excet>t for liehting in such an application Vtal Iva.< 
nlrcadv under this sdtcdulc nrior to July 9 1992. Lamp rcnlnccmcnt and energy-only scrvjcc is available to existing customer 
facil ities taking scrv;ce under this mte pl'ior to Jnnuarv I 2017 

TYPE OF INSTALLATION: 

FPL-owncd fixttucs n.ormally will be mounted on J>Oics of FPL's existing distribution system and served r.·om ovct·hend wires. On 
request Qf the Custon1er, FPL will provide special poles or underground wires at the charges specified be low. Customer-owned 
systems will be of a st.nndard type nod design, pcrmilling service and lump replacement at no abnormal cost to FPL. 

~: 

Service includes lamp renewals, patrol, energy lit>m dusk each day until dawn the foll<)\ving doy and maintenance of FPL,..owned 
Street Lighting Systems. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: 

For Mercury Vapor, Fluorescent and Incandescent luminaires, no additions or changes in specified lumen output on existing 
installations will be pcnnitted under this schedule after October 4, 198 1 except where such additional lights are •equired in oo·der to 
match existing installations. 

Stand-by or resale service is not pennittcd hereunder. 

CUSTOMER CONTRIBUTIONS: 

A Contribution-in-Aid-of-Constnoction (CIAC) will be requio·ed for: 

a) the difl'erential cost between employing rapid construction techniques in trenching, backfi ll ing and pOle installation work 
where no obstructions exist, and the added cost to overcome obstructions such as sprinkler systems, paved surfaces (such as 
sidewalks, curbs, gutters, and roadways), landscaping, sodding and other obsii\ICtions encountered alo.ng the Sucet Light 
System installation route, including 1'epair and replacement. I f the Customer elecls to pc1fonn work such as trenching and 
restoration, ~tcy will be reimbursed by FPL wi~1 a credit (not to exceed the total CIAC cost) lor Ute value of this work as 
detcm1ined by FPL; 

b) the installation cost of any new over1oead distribution facilities and/o1· the cost of alterations to existing disto·ibution fac ilities 
which a1·e requ ired in order tO serve the Street Lighting System less fou1· (4) times Ute additional annual non-fuel energy 
··evcnue generated by Ute installation m· alteration of U1e Street Lighting System, plus where underground facilities are 
installed, U1e dif ferential installation cost between underground and overhead distribution facili ties. 

These costs shltll be paid by the Customer prior to the in itiation of any conw uction work by FPL. The CI.L~tomer shall also pa.y any 
additional costS associated with design modifications requested alter the orip,inal estimate has been made. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.716) 
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FLOlliOA POWER & LIG HT COM I.' ANY 
+Diffietl~Thirtv-First Revised Sheet No. 8.716 

Cancels T eRI) Pli!MitThio·lieth Revised Sheet No. 8.716 

(Continued li·om Sheet No. 8.715) 

REMOVAL OF FACILITIES: 

If Street Lighting facilities are removed ei~te.· by Customet· request or tennination or breach of the ;ogo-eemen~ the CtL~tomcr shall pay 
FPL an m11ount equal to the otiginal inswlled cost of the removed facilities less uny salvage vlllue and any depreciation (based on current 
dcpt·eciation rates as ap11rovcd by tltc Florida Public Service Conunission) plus removal cost. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Luminaire 
Tync 

High Pressure 
Sodium Vai>Oo' 

2.63 3 31 

Lmnp Size 
Initial kWh/Mo. 

Lumens/Wall~ E.~imatc 

6,300 70 
9,500 100 

16,000 150 
22,000 200 
50,000 400 
27,50() 250 

12 ms 91 s3.31 

29 
41 
60 
88 
168 
116 

• 140,00() 1,000 4 11 
I I. 71 26.32$ 16.4 6 $~!.L1! 

Mcrclll'y Vapor • 6,00() 140 62 
" 8,600' 175 77 
~ $M41J2 

• 11.500 250 
21,500 400 

104 
160 

• n .esc lllliiS arc clo.,~cd t(lnC\V FPL insoallations. 

Chao-ge for FP!J.Owned 
Unit($! 

Mainte- Energy 
J':ixturcs .!.J!!!£S ~ !!ill!! 

SH4;J.Jl2 
$3.S-I-3.96 

~ 
~ill 
~ 
$9.33 

$9H 

~W~...Jil ~...12 
+.+7J.M+.®L!l ~...22 
~.L.l!2 M!I.J..ll ~MB. 
~w~w +M+llJil 
~Ml+.441.12 ~ll& 
;uo a.os 11.91 

4.48 10.90 :a9J 

$~Ml -l-d3.1M-1Mill ~ 
$~ill U8 M4 U2 

$~ill ~~~~ -MM>~.I.Q.J1 
S4.99..1Jj ~4Ul\ ~ -14.4+.l.Un 

u The non-fuel cnco-gy charge is~~ per kWh. 
••• Bills rendered based on. ''Total" charge. Unbundling of charges is not pennitted. 
**** New customeo·-owned C.1cilities are closed to ~tis mte effective Januaoy I, ~22.11. 

Chw-ges for otheo· FI'L-owncd f.1cilities: 
Wood pole used only lor U1e street lighting system 
Concrete pole used only for the strectligltting system 
Fiberglass pole used only for dte street lighting system 
Steel pole used only for the street lighting system • 
Unde.rgl'ound conductors not under paving 
Underground conductors under paving 

$+.#1.....21 
$~~ 
s~ua 
$~~ 
3Mll!.!Q ¢ per foot 
~lU.l!l ¢ per loot 

Charge foo· Customer-Owned 
Unit Sl ••**--

Rchnnping/ Eneo·gy 
Enco·gy Qu!x 

s~~ ~QJU 
~l.Qi S+.49L!l 
~lil ~.Lll 
~~w 
$6rl+L.J.2 ~ 
$U8 $3 .08~ 

SIS.479.90 4.71 

~lM $-!Mill 
SJ.GSL66 2,12 6, 97 

~.uz $~~ 
$~!\.23. $~4.56 

'11te Underground conductors under paving charge will not apply wheo·e a CIAC is paid pursuant to section "a)" undeo· "Customer 
Conu·ibutions." The Undeo-ground conductors not under paving chw:ge will a1>ply in these sittoations. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.717) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
NineleenlltTwentieth Revised Sheet No. 8 .717 

Caru:els Si.,hteerrthNincteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.717 

(Corrtirnred from Sheet No. 8.716) 

On Customer-owned Su·eet Lighting Systems, where Customer comracts to relamp at no cost to I' PL, the Monthly Rate for non-fuel 
energy shall be ~2.Bill._¢ per kWh pf estimated usage of each unit plus ;r<ijusunents. On Street Lighting Systems, where the 
Customer elects to install Customer-owned monitoring systems, the Monthly Rate for non-fuel energy shall be~~¢ per 
kWh of estimated usage of each monilOr'ing unit t>lus adjustmcnL~. The minimum mondtly kWh per monitoring device will be I 
kilowatt-hour per month, and the maximummomhly kWh llCI' monitoring device will be 5 kilowatt-hours per month, 

Dur·ing the initial installation period: 
Facilities in service for 15 days or less will not be billed; 
Facilities in scrvict: for 16 days or more will be billed ior a full moruh. 

WILLFUL DAMAGE: 

Upon the second occun·cncc of willful damage to any FPL-owned facilities, the Customer will be responsible for· the cost incrnTed for 
repair or replacement. lfU1e lighting fixture is damaged, based on prior wl'itten inst.-uctions from the Customer·, FPL will : 

a) RCl)lace the fixture with a shielded cutoff cobrahcad. The Customer shall pay $280.00 for Ute shield plus all associated costs. 
However, if the Customer chooses to have the shield installed after the first occu•TCnce, the Custorne•· shall only pay Ute 
$280.00 cost of the shield; or 

b) Replace with a I ike unshielded fixlur·e. For· this, and each subsequent occurrence, the Customer· shall pay the costs specilied 
under 11Renuwal of F'aciliries"; 01' 

c) Tcnninatc service to Ute fixture. 

Option selection shall be made by the Customer· in writing and apply to all fixnrrcs which FPL has installed on the Customer's behal f 
Selection changes may be made by tltc Customer at any time and will becotnc etlCctivc ninety (90) days after written notice is received. 

Conservation Charge See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Capacity Payment Charge See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Environmental Charge 

Fuel Charge 

Storm Cha.-ge 

Frctnchisc Fee 

Tax Clause 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.040 

Sec Sheet No. 8.031 

See Sheet No. 8.031 

Customers whose I ights ar·c turned off during sea turtle nesting season will receive a credit equal to the 1\rel charges associated with 
the llxturcs that ar·e tuntcd off. 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

Initial term of ten (10) year-s with automatic, snece.~sive live {5) yea.- extensions unless terminated in writing by either FPL or the 
Customer at teastnincty (90) days prior to tlte cm·rentterm's expiration. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

Service under· this sch.cdule is subject to orders of govenunental bodies having jurisdiction and to the currently effective "General 
Rules and Regulations for Elecu·ic Service" on file with the Florida Public Ser·vice Commission. In case of conflict betwce" any 
provision of this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service", the provision oflhis schedule shall apply. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIC HT COM I' AN Y Ol'iginnl Sheet No. 8.718 

STREET LIGHTING METERED SERVICE 

RATE SCHEDULE· S!.-IM 

AYAJLABLE· 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION· 

l'or customer-01mcd lighting of streets and roadways, whether public or private, 1111ich arc thoroughfares for nom\Jll now of vclticulnr 
trnmc. Lighting for other opplicolions such ns: municipally nnd privntely.owncd parking Jots; parks and reerc.1tional areas; or any other 
urea not expressly defined above, is not pem1itled under this schedule. 

Single phase. 60 henz nnd at WlY available standard voltage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be fun1ished through 
one meter. Rcsnlc of service is not pemtilted hereunder. 

MONIII!.Y RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Non·Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Conservation Charge 
Capacity Payment Chru'ge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stom1 Charge 
Fmnehise Fee 
Tox Clause 

Minimum: 

TERM OF SERVICE; 

Not less lhan one (I) yenr. 

RULES AND KEGIJLA'!JONS· 

$13.00 

2.795 t- per kWh 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Shcc1 No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Shoot No. 8.031 
See Sht'<:t No. 8.03 1 

$13.00 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders of govemmcntul bodies having jurisdiction and to the currently eOi:ctive "General Rules 
und Regulations for Electric Scrvioo" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In case ofconnict between nny provision of 
this schedule tmd said "Generol Rules Wld Regulations lor Electric Service" the provision of this schedule shall apply. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
S~Scventecnth Revised Sheet No. 8.720 

Cancels ~Sixteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.720 

PREMIUM LIGHTING 

RATE SCHEDULE: PL·l 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory served. 

AI' PLICATION: 

!'PL.-owned lighting faciUties not available under a·ate schedule SL-1 and OL-1. To any Customer for the sole purpose of lighting 
sta·cets, roadways and common areas, other than individual residential locations. This includes but is not limited to parking lots, 
homeowners association c.ommon areas;> or parks. 

Service will be unmctercd and will include lighting inslallation, lamp replacement and facilities maintenance tbr FPL-owned lighting 
systems. U will also include energy from dusk each day until dawn U1e following day. 

The Company. while exercising reasonable diligence at all times to fumish service hereunder, does not guarantee continuous lighting 
and will not be liable for damages for any intenuption, dclicicncy or failure of service, and resea'Ves the right to intemapt service nt 
any time for neeess·;wy repairs 10 lines or equipment. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: 

Installation shall be made only when, in the judgement of the Company, the location and the type of the facilities are, and will 
continue to bel easily and economic..'llly accessible to the Company equipment nnd personnel fOr IJoth construction and mainte nance. 

Stand-by, non-lirn1, or resale service is not permilled hereunder. 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

The tcl'nl of service is (20) twenty years. At the end of the term of service, the Customer may elcet to execute a new agreement based 
on the current estimated replacement costs. The C(unpauy wi11 1·etnin ownel'shiJ> oflhesc tbcilities. 

FACILITIES I'AYM£NTOPTION: 

The Customer will pay tbr the facilities in a lump sum in advance of construction. The amount will be the Company's total work 
order cost foa· these facilities times the Present Value Revenue Requirement (I'VRR) multiplier of -h+94+.1.1942. Monthly 
Maimcnancc and Energy charges will apply tbr the term of service. 

fACILITIF.<; SELECrtON: 

Facilities selection shall be made by the Customer in writing by executing the Company 's Pa·emium Lighting Agreement. 

(Cominucd on Sheet No. 8. 711) 
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FLORTOA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Twcnty-li:lftjtSixth Revised Sheet No. 8.721 

Cancels Tweu ty-FourHtFifth Revised Sheet No. 8.721 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Facilities: 
Paid in ti11l: 

I 0 yea,·s payment option: 
20 years paymem option: 

Maintenance: 

Billing: 

Energ.y: 

Non·Fuel Energy 

Conse1~•ation Charge 

Capacity Payment Charge 

Dnvii'Onmental Charge 

Fuel Charge 

Stonn Charge 

Franchise Fee 

Tax Clause 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.720) 

Momhly rate is zero, for Customer's who have executed a Premium Lighting Ag,·eement before 
March I, 20 10: 
~.l..ill% of total wo1·k order cost. 
~S~% of total work o1·dcr cost. 

FPVs estimated costs of maintaining lighting facilities. 

FI'L reserves the right to assess a charge for the recovery of any dedicated bill ing system 
developed solely tor this ,·ate. 

KWH Consumption for fixtures shall be estimated using the following formula: 

K\Vl l=\lnit Wattage (usage) x 353.3 hours ~J<:r month 
1000 

~U.W ¢/kWh 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

See Sheet No. 8.040 

Sec Sheet No. 8.031 

See Sheet No. 8.03 t 

During the. initial instamlation period: 
Facilities in service lor 15 days or less will not be billed; 
Facilities in service fol' 16 days Ol'lllOI"e will be billed tor a full month. 

MINIMUM MONTHLY BILL: 

The minimum monthly bill shall be the applicable Facilities Maintenance and Billing charge.s. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8. 722} 
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FLORIDA POWER & L IC HT COMPANY 
SeYet~Eighth Revised S heet No. 8.722 

Cancels ~Seventh Revised S heet No. 8.722 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.721) 

EARLY TERMINATION: 

I fthc Customer no longer wishes to receive sc•~•icc under this schedule, the Customer may lenni nate the Premium Lighting Agreea11ent by 
giving at least (90) ninety days advru1ce wriUen n01icc to the Company. Upon early termination of setvice, the Customer shall pay an 
amount computed by applying the tbllowing Tennination factors to tim installed cost of Ote facil ities, based on the year in which the 
Agreement was tcnninatcd. These Tet-mination Factors will not apply to Customers 1vho elected to pay for the facilities in a lump stun in 
lieu of a monthly payment. 

PPL may also charge the Customer for the cost to the utility for removing the facilities. 

Ten ( 10} Years Termination Twent:t (20} Ye!!rs Termination 

Pa:tment 0Qtion ~ Pa:trnent 0 1>tion f~ctor 

I -I-.W4-+I.J 94 2 I ~.L!.2:!1 
2 +,00%1.03 12 2 -!,OW!.0838 
3 ~ 3 ~1.0568 

4 0.8575 4 ~1 .0277 

5 Q,;I6Q80 760S 5 ~0.99611 

6 ~.6560 6 ~~ 
7 ~ 7 M2490 9264 
8 ~ 8 O.S8800.&m 
9 ~ 9 ~!l..8.!m 
10 ~Q.J.ill. 10 ~ 

>10 0.0000 II ~ 
12 ~ 
13 ~.6418 
14 ~.5808 
15 ~....ill! 
16 ~ 
17 ~ 
18 ~ 
19 ~ 
20 ~ 

>20 0.0000 

WILLf1UL DAMAGE: 

In the event of willful damage to these f.1cilities, FPL will provide ~1e initial repaia· of each installed item at its expense. Upon the 
second occurrence of willful damage, and subsequent oceun·cncc to these FPL-owned facili ties, the Customer will be responsible for 
the cost tbr repair or replacernent. 

RULES AND REGULAT!QNS: 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders of govenunental bodies having jurisdiction and to the currently etTeetive "Gea\et·al 
Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In cnse of conOict beti.V<!en any 
provision of~1is schedule and said "Generol Rules and Regulations tor Electric Service". the provision oflhis schedule shall apply. 
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FLORIDA !'OWER & LTGHT COMPANY 
Twcnty~tSeventh Revised Sheet No. 8.725 

C:111cels Twcnty~ixlh Revised Sheet No. 8. 725 

OUTDOOR LIGIITING 

RATE SCJJEOULE OL-1 

AVAILAOLE: 

In all territory setved. 

APPLICATION: 

For year-ro11nd o11tdoor security lighting of yards, walkways and other areas. Lights to be served hereunder shall be at loeatiOJis which arc 
easily and economically accessible to Company ~·chicles and personnel for constmction and maintenance. 

It is intended that Contltany·0\\1ted security lights will be installed on existing Company-owned electric facilities, or shOJt extension 
thereto, in areas where a street lighting system is not jtrovided or is not sufficient to cover the security lighting needs of a particular 
individual or location. Where more extensive security ligl>ting is required, such as for large parking lots or otlter commercial nre.as, the 
Customer will provide the fixtures, supports and connecting wiring; the Company will connect to the Custome~s system and provide the 
services indicmed below. 

St:rvice includes lamp renewals, energy fi·om approximately dtL.Iiik each day until approximate!)' dawn Ut~ tOUowing day, and maintenance 
of Company-owned facilities. The Company will replace all bunted-out lamps and will maintain it• facilities during regular daytime 
wo1·king hours as soon as practicable following notification by the Customer that such work is ncecs.~ary. The Company shall be pennilted 
to enter the CllStome~s !>remise• at all reasonable time• for the purpose of inspecting, maintaining, inSIHIIing and rcnto,•ing any or all of its 
cquipmcnl and facililies. 

l11c Company, while exercising reasonable diligent<: at all times to fumish service hereunder, does nol guarantee continuous lighting and 
will not be liable for damages for any interruption, deficiency or failure of sctvice, rutd resetves the right to interrupt service at any time for 
necessary repairs to line-• or equipment. 

LIMITATION Of SERVICE: 

This schedule is not avajlable. for service nonnally supplied on the Company's standard street lighting schedules. C<:>mpany-owncd facilities 
will be installed only on Coml>any-()wned poles. Customer-owned facilities will be installed only on Customer-()wned poles. Overhead 
conductors will not be installed in ruty area designated as an underground distribution area, or any area, premises or location served from 
an undcrgrow1d source. Customer must have an octjve house or nrcmi~s; act::<tunt ac;;~tiotsd with this ~rvict. Stand-by or resale se1vice 
not permitted hereunder. 

MQI:li[-n. Y RATE: 
Charge for Compruty-Owned Charge lor CustOnlcr-Owned 

Lamp Size lllti!(~ Unit {~) 

Lunlinaire Initial KWH/Mo. Mninte- Energy Relampingl Energy 
1Yil!; Luntens/W'aus F.~timate Fixtures ~ ~ I2l!l! Enenw Q!!ly 

•• 
Nigh P1·essurc 
Sodium Vapor 6,300 70 29 $5.05 $~.1.2ll $(),3.1.()_M -+,:l.l-7.79 $~1.§.2 

$~ 
.. 9,500 100 41 $5.16 S-I-M.l..2ll $-h+4lli ~~ $~JM 

S-h+4lli 
16,000 150 60 $5.34 $+,33.L.2J. $~ill -&892Jll $~~ 

S~.l..li .. 22,000 200 88 $7.77 SiMlMQ s~z.,u ~JlJ!.J. $+.884~ 

s~w 
50,000 400 168 $8.27 S~U!i s~ ~lliQ $+.%7.27 

S~A 
12,000 150 60 $~ill $2-,.1.!.12J. $~ill 9-,U2Jll S~ill 

$~ill 
Mercury Vapor • 6,000 140 62 $3.88 $-h66!.1Q $~UJ! ~ill $~J.M 
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FLORIDA !'OWER & LIGHT COM I' ANY 

8,600 175 77 

21,500 400 160 

• These: uniiJI ore closed 10 new Company inslaUntions. 
" The non-fuel energy tharge is ~UQ2¢ per kWh. 

$3.90 

$6.39 

Twenty-sl\~ltSeventh Revised Sheet No.8. 725 
Cancels Twenty-Mff~~Sixth Revised Sheet No. 8.725 

(Continued on Shccl No. &.726) 
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FLORIDA POWER & UCHT COMPANY 
Twcnty-FIAbSixth Revised Sheet No. 8. 726 

Cancels Twenty~ fill!! Revised Sheet No. 8. 726 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8. 725) 

Charge..~ for other Company-owned facilities: 
Wood pole and span <>f conductors: 
Concrete pole and SJlM of conductors: 
Fiberglass pole and span of conductors: 

$M9lill 
$~15.03 

Stcei Jlolc used only I:Or the sll"cet lighting system • 
Underground conductors (excluding lrC11ching} 
Down·guy, Anchor and Protector 

$-1-H& 17.68 
$~.LLQJ. 

$~.085 per foot 
~.!.!l.Jl 

For Cu.•tomcr-<>wncd outdoor lights, where the Customer contracts to rclamp at no cost to I'PL, the monthly rate for non-fuel energy 
shall be $~2.902!! per kWh of estimated usage of each unit plus adjustments. 

Conservation Charge 
Capacity J>ayment Clause 
Environmcmal Charg,c 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Franchise Fcc 
Tax Clause 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

See Sheet No. S.oJO.J 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 
Sec Sheet N6. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 1 

Not less than one year. In the event the Company installs any facilities for which there is an added monthly charge, the Tenn of 
Service shall be for not lcs..~ than three years. 

If U1c Cw;.tomcr tenninatcs service before the expiration of the initial tenn of the agreement, the Com1>any may re.quirc 
reimbursement for the tOtal expenditures made to provide such service, plus the cost of removal of the facilities installed less the 
salvage value thereof, and Jess credit lor all monthly payments made for Company-owned facilities. 

WILLFUL DAMAGll: 

In the event or wjllfiJI drunage to the8e fucilitics EPL will proyjde the initial repair of each installed item m ils exoense Unon the 
second occurrence of willful drunagc and subsequent occurrence to these FPL-owned facj! jtics. 1he Cus]omer wjl! be resoonsjb!e for 
the cost for rcnair or renlucemem. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

Service under this scl1edulc is subject to orders of governmental bodies having jurisdiction and to the currently effective "General 
Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" on file with the Flol'ida Publlc Service Commission. In case of conOicl belwecn any 
provision of this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service", the provision of this schedule shall apply. 

COMPANY-OWNED FACILITIES: 

Company-owned luminaires nonnally will be mounted on CompanYs existing distribution poles and served ffom existing overhead 
wi1·es. The Company will provide one s11an of secondary conductor from existing secondary facilities to a Company-owned light at 
the Company's expense. When requested by tl1e Customer, and at the option of the Company, additional spans of wire or additional 
JlOics or underground conductors may be installed by the Company upon agreement by the Customer to use the facili ties for a 
minimum of three. years and pay each month the charges specified 1111der MONTHLY RATE. 

MONTIILY RATE 

The Customer will make a Jump sum payment for the cost of changes in the height of existing poles or the installation of additional 
poles in the Company's distribution lines or the cost of any other facilities required for the installation of lights to be served 
hereunder. 

At ~ •• c.ste1>ler's re~he-Gempe.Ly will UJ)g<'Rde Ia • higl••• le\•el er iiiHilliABtiell with9H1 8 SeFYiee eh&F~ wheo ~·· ehao~s 1\fe 
eeusiSh:tAt "'ilh gael:t l!nginuFing I)Feetiel!!t. 1lte ~tAI\UF ·dll ~&y tha CAR\fuuty ll'a 1111 aasl& in1.narnd in m91Yng e.a·er lamp size 
shanges. In alleA!Oies "~tiFi! lmnirtaiFiUi an nJJIIlBIUI, lke Gw!itomsr ill sign ll ne Eillf iea &gFeem~nb Qilling 81\ lkl nle Au the n& , 
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Twenty~Sixth Revised Sheet No. 8. 726 
FLORJDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY Cnncels Twenty~1Fifth Revised Sheet No. 8:126 

loolinaire or lantp si2e will begin as of the nest regular billing date. A lulllinaire t~elooa~h~510flle4-r~~IX"' 
paymem by the Customer of the eosts efremeval and reinstallation. 

·n1e Cemp~~<ty will Ret ~e fequired lA in!.tall equipme111 at OA)' leeatien where U1e sep,·iee may lle a~eetiaRable to ot~ers. If it is 
~nd aRer illstallatien that the light is ahjeetienable, the Gempa11y ma)· ternlinate the sep,•iee. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8. 727) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIG HT COMPANY 
~Fifih Revised Sheet No. 8. 727 

Cancels !J=I!WeFourth Revised Sheet No. 8.727 

(Continued ft·om Sheet No. 8.726) 

At the CuMomer re.guest the Company will upgrade to a higher level of illumination without a seryicc charge when the 
changes are consistent wjth good engineering practices. The Customer wi ll pay the Company the net costs incun·ed jn 
making other lamp size changes. In all cases where luminnric~ are replaced the Customer will sign a new service 
agreement. Bill ing on the rate for the new luminaire or lamp size wi ll begin as of the next regular billi ng date. A 
luminaire may be relocated at the Customer's request upon nayment by the Customer of the costs of removal and 
reinstallation. 

The Company wjllno! llC r!il!yjrsd 10 jnsll!l! equipment nt any location where the service may be..obie£!jQJl@le.JQ.pthers. 
I fit is found afler jnstallation that the light is objectionable. the Company may terminate the setvice. 

When the Company relocates or removes its facilities to comply with governmental requirements, or for any other 
reason, either the Company or the Customer shall have the right, upon written notice, to discontinue service hereunder 
without obl igation or liability. 

SPECIAL CONOITIONS: 

Customers whose lights arc turned off during sea turtle nesting season will receive a credit equal to the li.oel charges 
associated with the fixtures that are turned off. 

CUSTOMER-OWNED FACILITIES: 

Customer-owned luminaires and other facilities wilt be of a type and design speci lied by the Company to permit 
servicing and lamp replacement at no abnormal cost. The Customer witt provide all poles, fixtures, initial lamps and 
controls, and circuits up to the point of connection to the Company's supply Jines, and an adequate support for the 
Company-owned service conductors. 

The Company wi ll pt·ovide an overhead service drop from its existing secondary conductors to the point of service 
designated by the Company for Customer-owned tights. Underground service conductors witt be installed in lieu of the 
oveo·head conductot-:s at the Customer's request, and upon payment by the Customet· of the installed cost of the 
underground conductors after allowance for the cost of equivalent overhead service conductors and any trenching and 
backfi lling provided by the Customer. 

DEFINITIONS: 

A "Luminait·e,'' as defined by the Illuminating Engineering Society, is a complete lighting unit consisting of a lamp 
(bulb), together with parts designed to distribute the light, to position and protect the lamp, and connect the lamp to the 
power supply. 

A "Conventional" lum inaire is SUI>POtted by a bracket that is mounted on the side of an ordinary wood pole or an 
ornamental pole. This is the only type of luminaire offered where setv icc is to be supplied from ovet·head conductot·s, 
although this luminaire may also be used when setvice is supplied from underground conductors. 

A "Contemporary" Juminait·e is of modern design and is mounted on top of an ornamental pole. Underground 
conductors are o·equired. 

A "Tmditional" tumi11aire resembles an Early American carriage lantern and is mounted on top of a pole. It requires an 
ornamental pole and undergi'Ound conductors to a souree of supply. 

An "Ornamental" pole is one made of concrete or fiberglass. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, l) irector, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: Jannao·y~l. 2017 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Fot·ty-l'l~econd Revised Sheet No. 8.730 

Cancels~Fm·ty-First Revised Sheet No. 8.730 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL SEIWJCf} 

BATJ'\SCI·JEDULE· SL-2 

AVAIL.ABLF.· 

In all territory served. 

A!'P!.ICATION: 

Service for tratlic s ignal lighting where the signal system and the circuit to connect with Company's exist ing SU[>ply lines arc 
installed, owned and maintained by Customer, and wece active prjor 10 Jnnugrv 1 20 I 7 

SERYICE: 

Single phase, 60 hertz and npr>roximatcly 120n40 volts or higher, at Company's option. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 

Base energy Charge 
Conservation Chat·ge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Envirorunental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Chnrge 
Fmnchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

~o:1.1.2J.! ¢ [>CI' kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 
See Sheet No. 8.030. I 
See Sheet No. 8.030. I 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 I 
Sec Sheet No. 8. 03 I 

Minimum: $3.24 at each point of delivery. 

Note: During the in it; at installation period of facilities: 
Lights and faci lities in service for 15 days or less will not be billed; 
Lights and faci lities in service for 16 days or more will be billed for a fullmonlit. 

CALCULATED USAGE: 

The Calculated Usage at each point of delivery shall be determined by Ol>erating tests or utili7,,tion of manufactuo·ers' ratings and 
specifications. The monthly operation shall be based on a standard of 730 hours; however, that portion of the operation which is on 
a noncontinuous basis shall be adjusted to reflect such operation. 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

Not less than one (I) billing period. 

NOTICF Of CHANGES· 

The Customer shall notify the Company at least 30 days prior to any change in rating of the equipment served or the period of 
operation. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders of governmental bodies having jurisdiction and to the cun·cnrly efttctivc "General 
Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" on tile with the Florida Public Sctvice Commission. In ease of conllict between any 
provision of this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations tor Electric Service" the provision of this schedule shall apply. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Oil'ectoo·, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: A!wiUanunty I, ~20 17 
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FLORIDA POWER & UGUT COMPANY Original Sheet No. 8.731 

TRAFI'IC SIGNAl. METERED SERVICP. 

RATE SCilEQlDJ'i• Slc2M 

AVAILABLE· 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

Service for tmOic signal lighting "here the signal system and the circuli to connect with Compnny's existing supply lines nrc installed, 
owned nnd tnnintnined by Customer. 

Single phase, 60 hertz ~nd approximately 120n40 volts or higher, at Company's option. 

MONIJO.y RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Non-l'ucl Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Conservation Charge 
Capacity l'eyment Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Addllional Charges: 
l'uel Charge 
Stom1 Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

Minimum: 

J ERM Of SERVICE: 

Not less than one (I) year. 

RULES AND REGUI.ATIONS: 

$6.00 

4.596 ¢ per kWh 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 1 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 

$6.00 

Service under ihis schedule is subject to orders of go\'cnuncntnl bodies h:ovingjurisdictinn Md to the currently eDective "General Rules 
and Regulations for Elc~trie Service" on fi le 1\oth the Florida Public Service Commission. In ease of conflict between nny provision of 
this schedule and said "Gcncml Rules und Regulations for Electric Service" the provision of this schedule shall apply. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Dit'cctor, Rates and T ariffs 
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FLORJDA I'OWER & L IG HT COMPANY 

RATE SCIIF.OULF.: Rl,l 

AVAILAnJ.fl: 

RECRf.AJJQNAI. !.IGHTING 

(Closed Schedule) 

~•Fif!h Revised Shecl N&. 8.743 
Cancels ~Fourth Revised Sheel No. 8.743 

In tlll tcrl'itory served. Available to any customer, who, us ofJnnuary 16, 2001, was either taking set·vicc put·sutull to this schedule or 
had a fttlly excculcd R·ccrcalional Lighling Agreemenl wilh lhe Company. 

AI'I'LICATIQN · 

For FPL.owned facilities for the purpose of lighti11g comonuniry recreational areas. This includes, but is notlimitied to. baseball. 
softball, football, soccer, ten11is, 311d basketball. 

Service will be metered and will include lighting installation, lamp replacement and facilities maintena11ce for FPJ....owncd lighting 
systems. 

The Company, while exercising reasonable diligence nl all times to fum ish service hereunder, does not guarantee continuous lighting 
and will not be liable for damages for any interruption, deficiency or fai lure of service, and reserves the right to interrupt service at 
any time ibr necessary repairs to lines or e<1uip1nent. 

LIMITATION OF SP.RVICE: 

Installation shall be mode only when, in the judgement of the Com1>any, the location and the ty1>e of the facili ties arc, and will 
continue 10 be, cosily and economically accessible to the Company equipment and personnel for both COI\Stt·uction and maintenance. 

Stand-by, non·firrll, or resale service is not perr11itted hereunder. 

TERM Of SERY!CE· 

ll1c tern• of service is (20) twenry years. At the end of the term of service, the Customer may elect to execute a new Agreement 
based on the current estimated replacement costs. The Company will retain ownership nfthese facilities. 

FACILITIES PAYMENT OPTION: 

The Cnslomet• will pay for the facilities in a lump snm in ndVllllCC or construction. The amount will be the Compuny's lohli work 
order cost for these facilities times the Pt·escnt Value Revenue Requirement (PVRR) multiplier of •.1J..2.tl.. Monthly Maintenance 
nnd cnet'gy chat·gcs will apply for the term of service. 

FACILITIE.<: SljLEC:T!ON: 

Facilities selection shall be made by the Customer in writing by executing the Company's Recreational Lighting Agl\.-cment. 

(Continued on Sheet No. &. 744) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Dh·ector, Races and Tariffs 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
~Fifth Revised Sheet No. 8.744 

Cnncels +ltfflJFourth Revised Sheet No. 8.744 

MONTH.L Y RATE : 

Facilities: 
Paid in full: 
I 0 years IJayment option: 
20 years payment option: 

(Continued fi·om Sheet No. 8.743) 

Monthly rate is zero. 
1.358% of total work order cost. • 
~of total work order cost. • 

Both (I 0) ten and (20) twenty yem· payment options are closed to new service, and are only available for the 
dumtion of the term of setvice of those customers that have fully executed a Recreational Lighting Agreement 
with the Company before January 16, 200 I. 

Maintenance: 

Billing: 

Charge Per Month: 

Conservation Charge 

Capacity Payment Charge 

Environmental Charge 

Fuel Charge 

Stonn Charge 

Ft·anchise Fee 

Tax Clause 

M!NTMJJM MONTHLY BILL: 

FPL's estimated costs of maintain ing lighting facil ities. 

FPL resetves the right to assess a charge fo•· the ··ecovery of any dedicated bi ll ing system 
developed solely for this rate. 

Company 's othetwise applicable general service rate schedule. 

See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

See Sheet No. 8.040 

See Sheet No. 8.031 

See Sheet No. 8.03 1 

As provided in the otherwise applicable rate schedule, plus d1e Facil ities Maintenance and Bill ing charges. 

(Cont inued on Sheet No. 8.745) 
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Effective: January ~I , 2017 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 84

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



ORDER NO. PSC-16-0560-AS-EI 
DOCKET NOS. 160021-EI, 160061-EI, 160062-EI, 160088-EI 
PAGE 85 
 

 
  

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
+i~m~Fou o·th Revised Sheet No. 8.745 

Cancels S~Thio·d Revised Sheet No. 8.745 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8. 74•1) 

EARLY TERMINATION: 

If the Customer no longer wishes to receive service under this schedule, the Customeo· may tenninate the Recreational Lighting 
Agreement by giving at [east (90) ninety days advance written notice to the Company. Upon early termination of service, the Customer 
shall pay an amount computed by apJllying the following Termination Factors to the installed cost of the facilities, based on the year in 
which the Agrcemem was tcnninatcd. These Tcnnination Factors will not apply to Customers who elected to pay for the facilities in a 
lump sum in lieu of a mon~lly payment. 

rPL may also charge the Customeo· for the cos1 to ohe ulility for removing ~tc facililics. 

Ten (10} Yeao-s Termination 1\vcn~ (20) Y cars Termination 
Payment Option Factor Payment Option Factor 

I +rl-944-.L.!..216 I .J....W4..1.1.1942 
2 ~.LQill 2 ~1.0838 

3 Mm09475 3 ~1.0568 

4 ~0.8575 4 ~1 .0277 

5 ~~ 5 ~~ 
6 ~0.6560 6 ~0.9627 

7 M44+0.5435 7 ~.9264 

8 ~.4224 8 ~0.8873 

9 ~0.2919 9 9.846-1-0.8452 
10 ~ 10 ~.Q.2222 

> 10 0.0000 II ~0.75 10 

12 ~0.6984 

13 ~.641 8 

14 ~.5808 
15 ~0515 1 

16 ~ 
17 ~0.368 1 

18 Mm~ 
19 ~QJ.ill 
20 ~.1025 

>20 0.0000 

WILLFUL DAMAGE: 

In the event of willful damage to these facilities, FPL will provide the in itialt·epair of each installed item at its expense. 
Upon the second occurrence of will fu l damage, and subsequent occurrence to dtese FPL-owned facilities, the Customer 
will be responsible for the cost for repair or replacement. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders of govemmental bodies having jurisdiction and to the currently 
effective "General Rules a.nd Regulations for Electric Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In 
case of conflict between any provision ofd1is schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service", 
the provision of this schedule shall apply. 

Issued by: S. E. RomJg, D.h-ectoo·, Ra tes and Tariffs 
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FLORIDA POWER & L IC HT COMPANY 
~Sixteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.750 

Cnnccls Fout1eentbFiftcenth Revised Sheet No. 8 .750 

STANDBY AND SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE 

RATESCHEOULE: SST-I 

AVAILABLE· 

In all territory served by U1e Compru1y. Service under this rate schedule is on a customer by customer basis subject to d1c completion or 
arrangements necessary for implementation. 

APPLICATION: 

Fo1· electric sc1vicc to "ny Customer, at • point of delivery, whose electric service requirements for the Customer's load are supplied or 
supplemented from the Custome1 .. s generation equipment at that point of se•vicc and require standby and/o1· supplemental service. For 
purposes of determining applicability ofthis rate schedule, the following definitions shall be used: 

{I) "Standby Service" means eleCII'ic energy or capacity supplied by the Compru1y to replace energy or capacity ordimnrily 
generated by the Customer's own generation equipment during periods of either scheduled (maintenance) or unscheduled 
(backup) outages of all or a Jlortion of the Customc~s generation. 

(2) "Supplemental Service" means electric energy or capacity supplied by ~>e Company in addition to that which is nonnally 
provided by the Customeo·'s own generation equipment. 

A Customer is required to take service under this mte schedule if the Custome~s totul generation capacity is more than 20"/o of Ute 
Customc(s total electrical load ru1d Ute Customer's generators nrc 110t for emergency purposes only. 

Customers taking service under this rate schedule shall enter into a Sirutdby and Sup)Jiemcntal Service Agreement ("Agreement"); 
however, failure to execute such an agreement will not pre-empt the application of this rate schedule lor service. 

Three phase. 60 hertz. and at ~~c available standard voltage. All service supplied by the Company shall be fumished through one 
metering poim. Resale of service is not pcmlitted hereunder. 

Trru1sformation Rider. TR, Sheet No. 8.820, does not apply to Standby Service. 

MONTHLY RATE· 

STANDBY SERVICE 
Delivery Voltage: Bclow69 kV 

SST-1(01) 
Below500kW 

SST-1(02) SST-1(03) 
Contract Standby Demand: 500 to I 999 kW 2 000 kW & Above 

Customer Charge: 
$425 00 ~UQ.Q.QQ 
Demru1d Charges: 

Base Demand Charges: 
Distribution Demand 01argc per 

kWofContract Slru1dby Demand 

Reservation Demru1d Charge per kW 

Daily Demand Charge 
per kW for each daily maximum 
On-Peak Standby Demand 

$ 1 12.'1 ~ 

$~J.lll! 

$~ill 

s11~. n 

Capacity Payment and Conservation Charges Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8. 751) 

Issued by: S. ~:.Rom ig, !) io'ccloo·, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: Af*Fi!January 1 ,~2017 

SI~U7 1 25 00 

69kV &. Above 
SST-I(T) 
All Levels 

S!25 00 

N/A 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 86

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



ORDER NO. PSC-16-0560-AS-EI 
DOCKET NOS. 160021-EI, 160061-EI, 160062-EI, 160088-EI 
PAGE 87 
 

 
  

FLORIDA POWER & LICHT COMPANY 
Twcnty-See&OOThh·d Revised Sheet No. 8.751 

Canccls Twenty~tSecond Revised Sheet No. 8 .751 

Delivery Voltage: 

Contract Standby Demand: 
Non-Fuel EnellJY Charges: 

Base Enel'gy Charges: 
On-Peak Period charge 1>er kWh 

OtT-Peak Period charge per kWh 

Environmental Cltarge 

Additional Charge..: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Franchise Fcc 
Ta' Clause 

{Continued fi·om Sheet No. 8.750) 

SST-I{D I) 
Below 500 k\V 

See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 1 

Below69 kV 
SST-1(02) 

500 to 1,999 kW 

Minimum: The Customet· Chat·gc plus the Base Demand Charge.~. 

DEMAND CA LCI II .A TION· 

SSl-I(DJ) 
2.000 kW & Above 

69kV &Above 
SST-I (I") 
All Levels 

The Demand Charge for Standby Set'Vice shall be (I) the chat·ge for Distribution Demand~ {2) the greater of the sum oflhe Daily 
Demand Cha.-ges or ~te Reservation Demand Clta•·ge times the maximum On-Peak Stattdby Demand actually •-egistered during the 
month ~ (3) Ute Reservation Demand Charge times the difference between the Contract Standby Oemaod and the maximum On
Peak Standby Demand actually registeo-ed dtning the month. 

SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE 
Supplemental Service sltall be tlte total powco· supplied by the Compruty minus the Standby Set'Vice supplied by the Company during 
the same metering period. 'lltc charge for all Supplemental Service shall be calculated by applying ~te applicable retail rate schedule, 
excluding the customer charge. 

RATING PERIODS: 
On-Peak: 

Novcml>er l through March 31 : Mondays through Ftidays during the hours from 6 a.m. to 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. to 10 p.m. 
excluding Thanksgiving [lay, Chl'iswtas Day, and New Yca~s Day. 

April I !hrough Octoher 31· Mondays through Fridays dtn·ing the hours !rom 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

Off-l'eak: 
All other hours. 

CONTRACT STANDBY DEMAND: 

·nto level ofCustomeo·'s generation requiring Standby Scovicc as specified in the Agreement. ·ntis Contract Standby Demand will not 
be l es.~ than the maximunt load actually set'Ved by the Customer's generation during ~oe cut,·ent mon~t o•· prior 23-month period less the 
amount specified as the Customer's load which would not have to be set'Ved by ~tc Company in the event of an outage of the 
Custome1'1S genc1·ation eqtlipmc,nt. For a Customer receiving only Standby Sctvicc as identified under Special Provisions, the Contrucl 
Standby Demand shall be maximum load aehJally setved by the Company during lhe euo·rent month or pri01· 23-month period. 

A Cuslome~s Conlract Standby Demand may be re-.:s!ablished lo allow for Ote following adjuslrncnls: 

I. Demand reduction o'eSulting from Ute installation of FPL Dcnt!Utd Side Management Measures or FJ'L Research Project efficiency 
measures; or 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8. 752) 
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FLORIOA POWER & LlGHT C OMPANY 
Twcnty-~ccond Revised Sheet iNo.8.760 

Cancels Twcnl-l~11y-First Revised Sheet No.8. 760 

RATE SCHEDULE: ISST-1 

AVAILABLE: 

INTERRUPTIBLE STANDBY AND SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE 
(OPTIONAL) 

In all terri lory sc•ved by the Coml)any. Service under this rate schedule is on a customer by customer basis subject to tho completiOil of 
arrangements necessary foi"Lmplementation. 

LIMITATION OFAVAILABIL.IIY: 

This schedule may be mod:ificd or withdrawn subject to determinations made under Commission Rule 25-6.0438, F.A.C., Non-Firm 
Electric Service - Tcm1s and Conditions 01· any other Commissiondetennination. 

APPLICATION: 

A Customer who is eligible to receive service undeo· the Standby and Supplemenwl Service (SST-I) rate schedule may, as an option, take 
seovice under this mte schedule, unless the Customer has enlered into a contract to sell linn capacity and/or energy to the Company, '"'d 
the Customer cannot restart its generation equipment without power supplied by the Company, in which case the Customer may only 
receive Standby and Supplemental Seovice under the Company's SST-I rnteschedule. 

Customers taking service under this rate schedule shall enter into an [nternoptible Standby and Supplemental Service Agreement 
("Ago·eement"). This intcrn•ptible load shall not oo served on a fi rm service basis until service has been terminated under this rate 
schedule. 

Three phase, 60 hem, and at the available standard voltage. 

A designated portion of the Customer's load served under this schedule is subject to inlerruption by the Company. Transfo11nation Rideo·· 
T R, where applicable, shall only apply to the Customer's Contract Swndby Demand fo•· delivery voltage below 69 kV. Resale of se•vice 
is not peomitted hereundeo·. 

MONTIILYRATR: 
STANDBY SERYICE 
Delivery Voltage: 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charges: 

Distribution Demand Charge pet· kW of Contmct Standby Demand 
Reservation Demand Charge per k\V of Interruptible Standby Demand 
Rcse1vation Demand Charge per kW of f inn Standby Demand 
Daily Demand Charge per kW for each daily maximum On-Peak 

lntcn·uptible Standby Demand 
Daily Demand Charge peo· kW foo· each daily maximum On-Peak 

Oisu-ibution 
Below()9kV 
ISST- I{D) 

~ 

S3.033.00 

$~_di 
$t:t'l.u.& 

$G#I{l.70 

$M-+0. 12 

Transmission 
69kV &Above 

ISST-1('1") 

~1.800.00 

N/A 
$~ 
$~.l..l3 

$(),j)Q0.44 

Finn Standby .Demand 
SGM0......!1 Capacity l'ayment and Conservation Charges 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Non-Fuel Eneo·gy Chao·ges: 
Base Energy Charges: 

On-Peak Period charge per kWh 
Off-Peak Period charge per kWh 

Environmental Charg.e Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8. 76 I ) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Directo r, Rates and Tariffs 
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MM!!.lll.Z ¢ 
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FLORIDA POWE R ~or. LIGHT COMPANY 
~Sixteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.820 

Caueels VeurleenlhF'ifieenth Revised Sheet No. 8.820 

TRANSFORMATION RIDER - TR 

AVAlLABLE: 

In all teo;·itory served. 

APPLICATION: 

In conjunction with any commercial or industrial rate schedule specifying delivery of service at any available standard voltage 
when Customer takes service li·om available primary lines of2400 volts or higher at a s ing le point of delivery. 

MONTI·tL Y CREDIT: 

The Company, at its option, will cithe~· provide and maintain U<lotsloomation facilities equivalent to ~tc capacity that wolllld be 
po·ovided if the load were served at a secondary voltage from transformers at one location or, when Customeo· fumlshes 
transfonners, the Company will allow a monthly credit of $~ill per kW of Billing Demand. Any transformer capacity 
required by the Customeo· in excess of that provided by the Company hcreundco· may be rented by the Custome•· at the 
Company's standard o·ental charge. 

The credit will be deducted from the monthly bill as computed in accord~mce with the provisions of the Monthly Rate section 
of the applicable Rate Schedule before application of any d iscounts or adjustments. No monthly bill will be tendered for an 
amount less than the mini mum monthly bill called for by the Agreement too· Service. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

11te Company may change its p•·imary voltage at any time afteo· reasonable advance notice to any Custome.o· receiving aedit 
hereunder and a ffected by such change, and the Customer then has the option of changing its system so as to receive sen•ice at 
U1e new line voltage or •of acoepting seovice (without the benefit of this rider) through transformers s upplied by the Company. 

RULES AND REQULATIQNS: 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders of governmental bodies having j urisdiction and to the c\m-enlly effective 
"General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In case of confl ict 
between any po·ovision of this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Scov icc" the p•·ovision of this 
schedule shall apply. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Oh·ector, Rates and T m·iffs 
Effective: A-pl'll.lanuary I, ~1!!!.2 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIG HT COMPANY 
Sixty-S-ndThil·d Revised Sheet No. 8.830 

Cancels Sixty-l"i~Second Revised Sheet No. 8.830 

RIDER: SDTR 

AVA ILABLE: 
In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

SFASQNAI DEMAND - TIMEOFUSE RIDER SDTR 
(OPTIONAL) 

For electric service required for conunercial or industrialligluing, power and any other pUI'J>OSC with a measured Demand in excess of20 kW. 
·ntis is an optional rate available 10 customers otlterwise served tl!!der the GSD·! GSPT-1 , GSLD-1, GSLDT-1 , GSLD-2 or GSLDT-2 Rate 
Schedules. 

SERVICE: 
Single or three phase, 60 het1z and at any available standard voltage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be furnished through 
one meier. Resale of service is not permitted hereunder, 

MONTHLY RATE: 
OPTION A: Non-Seasonal Standard Rate 

Annual Ma.."<imum Demand 

Customer Charge: 
~lli.QQ 
Demand Charges: 

Seasonal On-peak Demand Clmge 
Per kW ofSca<onal On·pcak 
Demand 

Non-Seasonal Demand Charge 
~.l.!.J1 
Per kW of Non· Seasonal 

Maximum Demand 

Capacity Payment Charge: 
Conservation Charge: 

Energy Charges: 
Ba.o;e Seasonal Oot-Peak 

Per kWh of Seasonal 
On-Peak Energ.y 

Ba:.-e Seasonal Off-Peak 
Pco· kWh of Seasonal 
o n:rcak Energy 

$7.91 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

Oasc Non-Seasonal Energy Charge 

Per kWh ofNon-Seasona.l Energy 

Environmemal Charge: 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge: 
Storm Charge: 
FrJnchise Fcc: 
Ta.xCiause: 

See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8,030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 1 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Directoo·, Rates aucJ Tariffs 
Effective: AjwiiJnnunrv 1 ,~2017 

SDTR-2 SDTR-3 
500-1,999 kW 2,000 kW or grcatco· 

$~~ 

$ 10 80 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 90

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



ORDER NO. PSC-16-0560-AS-EI 
DOCKET NOS. 160021-EI, 160061-EI, 160062-EI, 160088-EI 
PAGE 91 
 

 
  

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
~.-nlhflrteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.831 

Cancels !Rti~n!I!Fourteenth Revised S heet No. 8.83 1 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.830) 

OJYriON B: Non-Seasonal Time of Usc Rate 

Annual Maximum Demand 

Customer Chat·gc: 
$~22500 

Demand Charges: 

SDTR-1 
21~199kW 

$~~ 

Seasonal On-peak Demand Charge 
$~J.l.!lll 

PcrkW ofSea•onal On·J><:ak 
Demand 

Non .. Scnsonal Demand Charge 
Per kW ofNo.n- Seasonal 
Peak Demand 

Capacity Poyment Charge 
Con.scrvntion Charge 

Energy Charges: 
Base Seasonal 0 n-Peak 
~.....lla ¢ 

Per kWh of Seasonal 
On-Peak Energy 

Base Seasonal 0 ff-Peak 
~.L.J..Il ¢ 

Per kWh of Seasonal 
Off-Peak Energy 

Base Non-Seasonal On-Peak 
~lJ..U e 

Per kWh of Non-Seasonal 
On-Peak Ettergy 

Base Non-seasonal Off-Peak 
~.L.J..Il ¢ 

Per kWh of Non-Seasonal 
Oft:Pcak Energy 

Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Fmnchisc fcc 
Tax Clause 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

SDTR-2 
500-i999kW 

Minimum Charge: The Cus tomer Charge plus the currently effective Demand Charges.. 

NON=SEASONAL RATING PERIODS <OPTION B only}: 
Non-Sea.~onal On-Peak Period: 

SDTR-3 
2 000 k W or greater 

November I through March 31: Mondays through f'ridays during the hours from 6 a.m. to I 0 a.m. and 6 p.m. to I 0 p.m. 
excluding Thanksgiving Day, Chrisunas Day, and New Year's Day. 

April I tluough May 31 and October I through October 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours Crom 12noon to 
9 p.m. excluding Memorial Ony. 

Non-seasonal Off-Peak Period: All other hours. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig., Director, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: AfH'l!J anuary I, ~2017 

(Continued On Sheet No. 8.832) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LICHT COMPANY 
See&tw!Thil'd Revised Sheet No. 9.440 

Cancels ~Second Revised Sheet No. 9.440 

SURETY BOND 

KNOW ALL PERSONS BY THESE PRESENTS: 

THAT WE, as p,·incipal at (maili ng address)'-------------~ 

and , a surety company at (mailing address) 
--------------------------authorized to do business in the State of 
Florida, as Surety are held and firmly bound to Florida I' owe•· & Light Company, a corporation organized and 
existing under the Jaws of the State o f Florida, its successors and assigns, in lhc amount of$. , lawtitl 
money of the United Slates of Ame1-ica fo1· the payment of which the Principal and Surety, the ir heirs, executors, 
adm inistrators, successor:s and assigns arc hereby jointly and seve.·ally bound. 

WHEREAS, pursuant to its authorized General Rules and Regulations lo•· Electric Service, Florida Power 
& Light Company •·equi1·es the Principal to establish c1·edit for prompt payment of its monthly utility bills, and 
Principal and Florida Powe1· & Light Company agree that Principal may do so by fumishing this su•·cty bond tor 
prompt payment of the monthly utility bills to be rende1-ed by Florida Power & Light Company; 

NO\V THEREFORE, the condition of this obligation is such that if the Principal shall promptly pay all 
amounts which may be d ue by f>l' incipal to Florida Powe•· & Light Company fo1· utili ty se1·vices in the Principal's 
name at any Ol' all prcm~scs, then this obligation shall be null and void; otherwise it shall 1·emain in full Ioree and 
effect. 

I'ROY(()ED FURTHER, that Principal and Surety jointly and seve1-allv agree that il' at anv time Principal 's 
payment, or anv pmt thereof~ of Principal's obligations to FIOI'ida Power & Light Company is I'CScindcd or must 
otherwise be reslored or 1retumed for any reason whatsoever (Including. but not li mited to. insolvency. bankruptcy or 
reorganization). U1eJ1 the Surety obligation shall. to the c.xtc11t of the payment rescinded or returned, be deemed to 
have continued in existence. notwiU1standinn such previous pavmcnt. and the Surety obligation sha ll continue to be 
cllectivc or be reinstated. as the case may be. as to such payment. a ll as though such previous payment had never 
been made; 

PROVIDED FURTHER. U1at regardless o f' the number ofyea.·s this bond shall continue or be continued in Ioree and 
of the number of premiums which shall be payable or paid, the Surety shall not be liable thereunder for a larger 
amount, in the aggt·egate, than the amount of this bond, lUtlcss suit must be brought tor cnforccmelll of the within 
obligations in which case the Surety wil l also be liable for all costs in connection therewith and reasonable attorneys' 
fees, including costs of and Ices fo1· appeals; and 

PROVI DED FURTHER, that should the SUI'ety so elect, th is bond may be canceled by the Surety as to 
s ubsequent liability by giving thi1iy (30) days notice in writing by certified mail·•·eturn receipt requested to Flol'ida 
Power & Light Company at P.O . Box 025209, Miami, Florida 33 102-5209. The notice of cancellation shall not be 
effective unless it includes the Pl'incipal's name and "Master Account Number " 
written thereon. 

Signed, scaled and dated tl1is, ______ day o to'_ --------------------

Corporate 

Seal 

of SURETY 

Sign :•ture format in I his section will vary depending on type of legal en lily 
(C01·poration , J>artuershiJ>, J oi nt Venture, Sole PrOJ>rietor) 

SUI-ety _ _ _____________ _ 

By _________________________ ___ 

(Designated in attached Power of Attomey, If not Flol'ida Resident, 
countersigned below.) 

(Continued on Sheet No. 9.44 1) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Dil·ector, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: N&Yfl!lbe~.lanuary 1.2017 
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FLORIDA POWER & LlGHT COMPANY 
~IHI1~ Revised Sheet No. 10.010 

Can cels ILeuo•leenlloFifteenlh Revised Sheet No. 10.010 

CONTRACT PROVISIONS· VARIOUS 

FACILITIES RENTAL SERVICE. When required by the Customc•·, the Company may, at its option, provide a nd 
ma intain translormeo·s and other faci li ties which arc o·cquio·cd by the Customct· beyond the Point of Delivery or w hic h 
a re needed because the Customer requires unusual faci lities due to the nature of h is equipment. The Company shal l not 
be required to in sta ll faci lities if they cannot be economically justified. The chao·ge lor this service is based on the 
ago·ccd insta lled cost of such facilities. 

Upon mutua l ago·ecment between the Company and the Customer, the Customer may e lect to make either a lump sum 
payment or pay a monthly c harge. The monthly c harge shall recover ~2 1 % per year of the agreed insta lled cost of 
such facilities. Those Customers electing to make a lump sum payn1ent shall have the option of ei ther includ ing the 
cost of maintenance in a l.ump sum, or paying a separate monthly maintenance charge. If the Cus tomer e lects to pay foo· 
U\C maintenance in the lump sum, the amount will be based on the estimated cost of maintenance over the term of the 
contract. 

Those customers renting e lectri c faci litie-~ from the Company, subsequent to a c hange in the Facilities Rental Service 
chat·~c and upon mutual ag•·cement, may conti nue to o·eceive electrical service under one of the following options: I) 
contonuc the •·ental facilities by payment based on the revised charge, 2) purchase such facilities from the Compa11y as 
mutually agreed upon, 3) purchase o r lease the facilities from another sourc.c, or 4) redesign its opct·atio n to receive 
standao·d e lectl'ic service from the Company. 

MUNICIPAL FIRE PUMP DEMANDS. Demands caused by the operation of municipa l fire pumps are waived 
whenever the pumps are used in emergencies for the purpose of extinguishing fires, or when the pumps are operated for 
testing purposes provided the time of the test is mutually agreed upon befo•·ehand. 

S ECONDARY METER ING ADJUSTMENT. Whe1·e the •·ate schedu le provides for delivery of serv ice at primary 
voltage and it is necessary or desirable to meter al secondary voltage, the readings of Company's meters are corrected to 
conform to the voltage of del ivery by adding 2% to the demand indications and 3% to the kwh registmtions. 

UNMETERED SERVICE. In some circumstances the installation of a n•ctct· is difficult, im p•·acticuble, o t· not 
warranted by the nature of the load to be served. In such cases the Company may elect to estimate U1e demand and 
energy requi rements and calculate the bill on these estimated values. 

NET METERING OF CUSTOMER-OWNED RENEWABLE GENERATION. For Customers with renewable 
gcne•·ation equipment up to a maximum of 2 MW that have executed an Interconnection Agreement for Custom c•'
Owned Renewable Generation with the Company, the following billing parameters wil l apply. 

The customer will be charged for electric ity used in excess of the generation supplied by customeo·-owned •·enewable 
generation in accordance with the Company's normal billing pt·actices. If any excess customer-owned renewable 
generation is del ivet•ed to the Company's e lectric grid during the course of a billing cycle, it will be credited to the 
customer's energy consumption for the next month's billing cycle . 

All excess enet·gy c•·edi ts will be accumulated a nd be used to offset the customer's energy usage in subsequent months 
fo•· a pel'iod of not more ~han twelve months. In the last billing cycle month of each calendar yeao·, any unused credits 
tot· excess kWh generated will be c redi ted to the next month's billing cycle using the average annual rate based on the 
Company's COG-I , As-Avai lable Energy Tariff. In the event a customer closes the account, any of the customer's 
unused c redi ts for excess kWh generated will be pa id to the customer at an ave.-age ann ual t·ate based on the Company's 
COG· I, As-Avai lable Energy Tal'iff. 

Regard less of whether excess e ne•·gy is del ivet·cd to the Company's electric grid, the customer wi ll be required to pay 
th e g reater of I. the minimum charge as stated in their applicable t·ate schedule, or 2 . the applicable customer cha rge 
p lus the applicable demamd charge fot· the maximum measured demand during the billing period in accordance with the 
provisions of their applicable rate schedule. Any c harges for e lectricity used by the customer in excess of the 
gcnct·ation supplied by customer-owned renewable generation wil l be in accot·dance with their applicable rate schedule. 
The Customer's el ig ibil ity to take serv ice under time of use rates is not affected by this provision. Additionally, the 

customer, at thei r sole discretion, may choose to take service under the Company's standby or supplemental serv ice 
rate, if available. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Oio·ector, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: Miwei!January I, ;w.w2017 
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FLOilii)A POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Skfi.Seventh Revised Sheet No. 10.015 

Cancels $:+4llt.Sixlh Re\•ised Sheet 10.0 IS 

Appendix A 

Distri bution Substation Facili ties 
Monthly Rental and Termination Factors 

The Monthly Rental P'actor to be appl ied to the in-place value of the Distribution Substation P'acililics as 
identified in the Long-Term Rental Agreement is as follows: 

Monthly Rental Factor 

Distribution Substation Facil ities 

Termination Fcc for Ini tial 20 Year Period 

If the Long-Term Rental Agreement for Distribution Substation P'aci lities is terminated by Customer during the 
Initial Term, Customer shall pay to Company a Termination Fee, such fee shall be computed by applying the 
following Termination Factors to the in-place value of the Facilities based on the year in which the Agreement is 
terminated: 

Year Agreement Termination Year Agreement Termination Year Agreement Termination 
Is Terminated Factors % .Is Terminated Factors % ls Tem1 ina ted Factors % 

I ~.ul 8 .J..I.rl.(jJJ...ll 15 &.GM.OO 
2 6:@5.98 9 .J.G.8& I 0.83 16 4.87 
3 &.007.97 tO .J.G4G I 0.36 17 3.70 
4 9:479.40 II 9rlli9.73 18 ~2.49 

5 ~10.36 12 3:-9+8.95 19 1.25 
6 +0-:981 0. 92 13 3#18.06 20 GMQ 
7 ~..!...l.,.li 14 ~7.07 

Termination Fee for Subseguent Extension Periods 

If the Long-Term Rental Agreement for Distribution Substation Facilities is terminated by Customer during an 
Extension, Customer shall pay to Company a Termination Fee, such fee shall be computed based on the net 
present value of the remaining payments under the extension period by app lying the Termination Factor based on 
the month terminated to the month ly rental payment amount. 

Month Termination Month Termination Month Termination Month Termination 
T~:rmin!!!!ld Factor Terrnin!!I!:Q E.!!£t2! T§rmin!!Jeg Factor Terminated Fac!or 

1 ~9.992 16 ~39.231 31 ~27.386 46 ~14.349 

2 ~49.307 17 ~~ 32 :1~26.555 47 ~13.435 

3 ~..ul§ 18 ~~ 33 ~~ 48 ~~ 
4 ~7.922 19 ~ 34 ~24.878 49 44.68411.588 
5 4M384..l.m 20 ~~ 35 :l~~ 50 4~2~ 

6 46,43.746.519 21 35.36235.408 36 ~23.178 51 9.+449.718 
7 ~5.811 22 34.63534.629 37 ~22.321 52 ~.774 

8 ~~ 23 ~~ 38 ~~ 53 ~7824 

9 44.3Cl+44.381 24 ~33.055 39 2M+420.589 54 8,8666.868 
10 46,6884~ 25 ~~ 40 ~19.714 55 6,004~ 
11 4:!.8&442. 933 26 ~31.461 41 ~18.834 56 4,9364.937 
12 ~2.202 27 ~0.656 42 ~17.949 57 3.962 
13 ~1.466 28 ~29.847 43 ~17.057 58 2.981 
14 4<h66440.726 29 29,00.1.29.032 44 ~16.160 59 1.994 
15 ~39.981 30 ~28.211 45 ~15.258 60 1.000 

Issued By: S. E. llomig, Di~eector, Rates and Tariffs 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

SERVICE CHARGES 

A $25.00 service charge will be made for an initial connection. 

Twenty-Second Revised Sbeet No. 4.020 
Cancels Twenty-First Revised Sheet No. 4.020 

A $13.00 Reconnection Charge will be made lor the reconnection of service after disconnection for nonpayment or violation of a rule or 
regulation, 

A$ I 2.00 service charge will be made for the connection of an existing account. 

A Returned Payment Charge as allowed by Florida Statute 68.065 shall apply for each check or dral\ dishonored by the bank upon which it is 
drawn, Termination of service shall not be made for failure 10 pay the Returned Payment Charge, 

Charges for services due and rendered which are unpnid as of the past due dllle are subject to a Lllle Payment Charge of the greater of$5.00 or 
I .5% applied 10 any past due unpaid balance of all accounts, except the accounts of federal, Slate, and local govcnuncntal entities, agencies, 
and instrumentalities. A Late Payment Charge shall be applied 10 the accounts of fcdensl, state, and local govemmcrnal emities, agencies, and 
insLrulllenlalilies ol n rule no greater than allowed. and in a manner penni ned, by applicable law. 

A $49.00 Field Collection Charge wi[[ be added 10 a customer's bill lor electric service when a Jield visit is made and payment is collected on 
a delinquent account If service: is disconnected, or a currcm receipt of payment is shown at the lime of the field visit, this charge will not be 
applied. 

FPL- may waive the Reconneclion Charge, Returned Payment Churge, Late Payment Charge and Field Collection Chnrge for Customers 
affected by natural disasters or during periods of declared emergencies or once in any twelve ( I 2) month period for any Customer who would 
otherwise have had a satisfactory payment record (as defined in 25·6.097(2) F.A.C.}, upon acceptance by FPL- of a reasonable explanation 
justifying a wniver. In additi.on, FPL may waive the charge for connection of an existing account and the charge for an initial 
connection for· new or existing Customers affected by natural disasters or during periods of declared emergencies. 

CONSERVATION INSPECTIONS AND SERVICES 

Residential Dwelling Units: 
A charge of $15.00 will be made for a computerized energy analysis in which a comprehensive on-site evaluation of the residertce is 
1>crformcd. 

Commercial/lndustrial: 
There is no charge for conserval ion inspccrions and services (Business Energy Scr·vices). 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director, Rates and Tariffs 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Sixth Revised Sheet No. 4. 030 

Cancels Fifth Revised Sheet No. 4.030 

TEMPORARY/CONSTRUCTION SERVICE 

APPLICATION: 

Po1· temporary electric service to installations such as fairs, exhibitions, construction projects, displays and similar 
installations. 

SERVICE: 

Single phase or three phase, 60 hertz at the available standard secondary distribution voltage. This service is available only 
when the Company has existing capacity in li nes, transformers and othe1· equipment at the requested point of delivery. The 
Customer's service entrance electrical cable shall not exceed 200 Amp capacity. 

CHARGE: 

The non-refundable charge must be paid in advance of installation of such facilities which shall include service and metering 
equipment. 

Installing and removing overhead service and meter 

Connecting and disconnecting Custome1's service cable to Company's 
direct-buried underground facilities includ ing installation and 
removal of meter 

MONTHLY RATE: 

$367.00 

$209.00 

This temporary service shall be billed under the appropriate rate schedule applicable to commercial and indLrstrial type 
installations. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

If specific electrical service other than lhal staled above is required, the Company, at the Customer's request, will provide 
such service based on the estimated cost of labor for install ing and removing such additional electrical equipment. This 
estimated cost will be payable in advance to the Company and subject to adjustment after removal of the required facilities. 
All Temporary/Construction services shall be subject to all of the applicable Rules, Regulations and Tariff charges of the 
Company, including Service Charges. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Dii"ecto,·, Rates and Ta l'iffs 
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FLORIOA I'OWER & UGHT COMPANY 

8 METERS 

Fifth Revised Sheet No. 6.061 
Cancels Foul'th Hevised Sheet No. 6.061 

8.1 Location of Meters. The Company will determine the location of and install and propel'ly maintain at its own expense 
such standard meter or meters and metering equipment as may be necessary to measure the electric service used by the 
Customer. The Customer will keep the meter location clear of obstructions at all times in order that the meter may be read 
and the metering equipment may be maintained or replaced .. If a Customer requests a different location for meter placement 
fmm that des ignated by the Company on initial application for service and the Company agrees that the different meter 
location is acceptable to the Company, the Customc1· shall pay the incremental cost of installing the meter at the different 
location. If an existing Cl,Stomer requests relocation of an existing installed meter and the Company asrees that the diffe1·ent 
meter location is acceptable to the Company, the existing Customer shall pay the incremental cost of relocating the meter at 
the different location. 

8.2 Setting and Removing Meters. None but duly authorized agents of the Company or persons authorized by law shall set or 
remove, turn on or turn off, or make any changes which will affect the accuracy of such meters. Connections to the 
Company's system are to be made only by its employees. 

8.3 Tampering with Meters. Title to meters and metering equipment shall be and remain in the Company. Unauthorized 
connections to, or tampering with the Company's mete1· or meters, or meter seals, or indications or evidence thereof, subjects 
the Customer to immediate discontinuance of service, prosecution under the laws of Florida, adjustment of prior bi.lls for 
services rendered, a tampering penalty of$200 for residential and non-demand commercial customers and $1 ,000 for all other 
customers, and reimbursement to the Company for all extra expenses incul'l'ed on this account. 

8.4 Meter Tests. The Company employs every practicable means to maintain the commercial accuracy of its meters. Meter 
tests, and billing adjustments for inaccurate meters, are in accordance with the methods and procedure prescribed by the 
Florida Publ ic Service Commission. 

8.5 Failure of Meter. When a mete1· fails, or pa1t or all of the metering equipment is destroyed, billing wilt be estimated based 
upon the registration of check metering equipment 01' other available data. 

9 SERVICE STANDARDS 

These "General Rules and Regulalions for Electric Service" include, by reference, the terms and provisions of the 
Company's currently effective "Electric Service Standards" on fi le with the Flol'ida Public Service Commission and is 
available on request. The "Standards" are primarily concerned with the electrical facilities and related equipment prior to 
installation and use. They explain the general character of electric service supplied, the meters, and other devices furmished 
by the Company, and the wiring and apparatus provided and installed by the Customer. The Standards serve as a gllide to 
architects, engineers, electrical dealers and contractors in planning, install ing, repairing or renewing electrical installations. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Fifty-Fourth Revised Sheet No. S.Ot 0 

Cancels Fifty-Third Revised Sheet No. S.OlO 

RAT£ SCI !EDULE 
BA 

sc 
GS-1 
GST-1 
GS0-1 
GSDT-1 

OS I, 
NSMR 

GSCU·I 
RS·I 
RTR-1 
cu 
RLP 
GSLD·I 
GSLDT-1 

CS·I 
CST· I 
GSLD·2 
GSLDT·2 
IILfT 

CS·2 
CST-2 
CST-3 
CS-3 
GSLD-3 
GSLI)T·3 
OS-2 

MET 
CfLC· I 
CDR 
SL-1 
SL-IM 
I'L·I 
OL·I 

SL·2 
SL-2M 
RL--1 
SST· I 
ISST·I 
EDR 

OSMAR 
TR 
SDTR 

EFEDR 
CISR 

VSP 

INDEX OF RATE SCI~EDUU~ 

DESCRIPTION 
Billing Adjustmalls 

Stonn Charge 

General Service· Non Oemnnd (0-20 k\V) 
General Service· Non Demand· Time of Use (0-20 k\V) 
Gcncml Service Ocnuutd (21-499 kW) 
Genernl Service Demand- Time of Usc (21-499 kW) 

General Service Load Munagemcnll'rogmm 
Non-Standard Meter Rider 

General Service Constant Usugc 
Residential Service 
Residential Time of Usc Rider 
Common Use Facilities Rider 
Residential Lood Control l'rogrom 

General Service Large Demand (500-1999 kW) 
General Service Large Demand· 'lime of Use (500-1999 k\V) 
Curtailable Service (500-1999 k\V) 
Curtail able Service -Time of Use (500-1999 k\V) 
General Service Large Demand (2000 k\V +) 

General Service Large Demand -1imeofUse(2000 k\V +) 
High Load Faclor - Time of Use 
Curtailable Service (2000 kW +) 

Curtailable Service -lime of Use (69 kV or above) 
Curtailable Service -Time of Use (69 kV or above) 
Cortailable Service (69 kV or above) 
General Service Large Demand (69 kV or above) 
General Service Large Demand· Time of Use (69 kVorabove) 
Sports Field Service 

Metropolitan T111nsit Service 
Commercial/Industrial Load Controll'rogo·llnt (Closed Schedule) 
Commercial/Industrial Demond Reduction Rider 
Street Light ing 
Street Lighting Metered Service 
Premium Lighting 
Outdoor Lighting 
Traffic Signal Service 

Traffic Signol Metered Service 
Recreational Lighting 
Standby and Supplemental Service 
Interruptible Standby and Supplemental Service 
Economic Development Rider 

Demand Side Management Adjustment Rider 
Transfonnation Rider 
~ Demand - TimeofUse Rider 
Existing Facility Economic Development Rider 
CommerciaVIndustriol Service Rider 
Voluntary Solar Partnen;hip Pilot Prosmm 

Issued by: S. E. Rom ig, Director, Rates and Tariffs 
Effecllvc: J anuary I, 2017 

SHEET NO. 
8.030 

8.040 

8. 101 

8. 103 

8. 105 

8. 107 

8.109 
8.120 
8.122 

8.201 

8.203 
8.211 
8.217 
8.3 10 

8.320 
8.330 
8.340 

8.412 

8.420 
8.425 
8.432 

8.440 
8.542 

8.545 

8.551 
8.552 
8.602 

8.610 

8.650 

8.680 
8.715 
8.718 

8.720 
8.725 

8.730 
8.731 
8.743 
8.750 

8.760 
8.800 

8.810 

8.820 
8.830 

8.900 

8.910 
8.930 
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FLO.RIDA POWER& LlGHTCOMPANY 
Fo•·ty-Fifth Revised Sheet No. 8. 101 

Cancels Fol'ty-Foul'th Revised Sheet No. 8.101 

GENERAL SERviCE- NON DEMAND 

RATE SCHEDULR: GS-1 

AVAILABLfl: 

In all territory se1ved. 

APPLICATION: 

For elecrric service required for conuncrcinl or induslriallighting, power and any other purpose wirh a demand of20 kW or less. 

Single J>hase, 60 hcnz and at ru1y available stru1dard distribution voltage. 11ucc phase service will be provided without additional charge 
unless the Company's line extension policy is applic.1ble thereto. All service required on premises by Customer shall he furnished 
Uuough one meter. Resale of service is not penni lied hereunder. 

MONTBL Y RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Conservalion Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
EnviroJmJental Charge 

Additional Charges: 

$ 10.00 

5.439 ¢per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

Gencml Service Load Management 
Program {if applicable) Sec Sheet No. 8.109 

Fuel Charge See Sheet No. 8.030 
Storm Charge See Sheet No. 8.040 
Franchise f'ce See Sheet No. 8.03 1 
Tax Clause See Sheet No. 8.03 1 

Minimum: 
Non-Metered Accounts: 

SPECIAL PROVISIONS: 

$10.00 
A Customer Churge of $5.00 will apply to those aecounts which are billed on Wl estimated basis ru1d, at 
the Company's option, do not have an installed meter for measuring electric service. TI1e minimum 
charge shall be $5.00. 

Energy used by co•runonly owned facilities of condominium, cooperative and homeowners' associations may qualify for the residential 
rate schedule as set for1l1 on Sheet No. 8.211, Rider CU. 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

Not less thru1 one (I) bi11ing period. 

RULES AND REGULATIONIS: 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders of govenunental bodies having jurisdiction and to the currcnlly etl'ectivo "General Rules 
and Regulations for Electric Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In case of con Diet between tuly provision of 
this schedule and said "·General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" the provision of this schedule shall apply. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: Janua•·y I, 2017 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIC HT COMPANY 
Thirty-T hin! Revised Sheet No. 8.103 

Cancels Thi rty-Second Revised Sheet No. 8.103 

GENERAL SERviCE - NQN DEMAND- TIME OF USE 
(OPTIONAL) 

RATESCHEDULE· GST-1 

AVALLAOLE: 

In all territory served. 

Af'l'L!CATLON: 

For electric service required for commercial or industrial lighting, power 1md My other purpose with a demand of20 kW or less. 111;5 is 
an oplional rule available to Oeneml Service · Non Demand customers upon request subject to availability of meters. 

SERVICE: 

Single phase, 60 hertz and at any available standard distribution voltage. Three phase service will be provided without additional charge 
unless the Compan)"s line extension policy is applicable thereto. All service required on premises by Customer shall be fumished 
through one meter. Resale of service is not pem1itted hereunder. 

MONTHLY RA 1'E: 

Customer Charge: 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
BtlSe Energy Charge 
Conservation Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 

$10.00 

On-Peak Period 
I 0.038 ¢ per kWh 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

General Service Lolld Management 
I'rogram (if applicable) See Sheet No. 8.109 
Fuel Charge Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Storm Charge See Sheet No. 8.040 
Franchise Fcc See Sheet No. 8.031 
Tax Clause Sec Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum: $10.00 

OJT-Peak Period 
3.441 ¢ per kWh 

Initial service under this rate schedule shall begin on the first scheduled meter reading date following the installation of the time of usc 
meter. 

RATING PERIODS: 

On-Peak: 
November I througl1 March 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 6 am. to 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. to 10 p.m. excluding 
Thanksgiving Day, Christmas Day, and New Year's Day. 

April I through October J 1: Mondays through fridays during the hours from 12 noon to 91>.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

Off-Peak: 
All other hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.1 04) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Di rcet01·, Rates ami Tariffs 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

RATE SCHEDULE: GSD-1 

AvAILABLE· 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

GENERAL SERVICE DEMAND 

Fo•·ticth Revised Sheet No. 8. 105 
Cnucels Thirty-Ninth Revised Sheet No. 8.105 

For electric service required for commercial or induslriallighling, power and '"'Yother purpose with n measured Demand in excess of20 
kW and less than 500 kW. Customers with a Demand of20 kW or less mny enter an agreement for service under this schedule based on 
a Demand Churgc for a minimum of21 kW. 

Single or three phase, 60 he1tz and at any available standard distribution vollage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be 
fi.•mishcd through one meter. Resale or service is not permitted hereunder. 

MONTI-IL Y RATE: 

Customer Charge: 
Demand Charges: 

Ba~c Demand Charge 
Capacity Pnymcnt Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-f-uel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
f ranchise Fcc 
Ta.' Clouse 

$25.00 

$9.20 perkW 
See Sheet No. 8.030, per kW 
See Sheet No. 8.030. per kW 

2.035 ¢ per kWh 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus l.he charge for the eurrcnlly effective Base Demand. For those Customers with a Demand of20 
kW or less who have entered an agreement for service under this schedule, the minimum charge shall be the Customer Charge plus 21 
kW times the Base Demand Charge; therefore d1e minimum charge is $218.20. 

The Demand is the kW to the nearest whole kW, as dctcnnincd fi·om the Company's thennal type meter or, at the Company's option, 
integrating type meter for the 30-minutc period of Customer's greatest use during the month as adjusted for power factor. 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

Not less than one year. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

Service under tltis schedule is subject to orders of governmental bodies having jurisdiction and to the currcnlly cffcclivc "Oencn~ Rules 
and Regulations for Electric Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In case of conflict between any provis;on of 
this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" the provision oflhis schedule shall apply. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, :Oircctor, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: January 1, 20m7 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPA NY 
Thh"ty-Fifth Revised Sheet No. 8.107 

Cancels Thirty-Fourth Revised Sheet No. 8.107 

RATESCHEDULE: GSDT-1 

A V AILAJ)LE: 
In nil tc1Titory served. 

AI'I'L!CATION: 

GENERAL SJ,RV ICE DEMAND · TIME OF USE 
(OPTIONAL) 

For elec!rie service required for comme•·cial or industrial lighting. power and any other purpose wi~1 a measured Demand in excess of 
20 kW and less than 500 kW. Customers with Demands of le.~s than 2 I kW may enter ru1 agreement for service under this schedule ba~ed 
one Demand Chnrge for n minimum of21 kW. 1l1is is an Ol>lional nllc available to Gcncrnl Scrvic<J Demand customers upon reques1 
subject to availability of meters. 

SERVICE: 
Single o•· three phase, 60 hertz and at any available stru1dard distribution voltage. All setv ic-e required on premises by Customer shall be 
fllmished thrOliSh one meter. Resale of scJvicc is not pcnnitted hereunder. 

MONTHI,V RATE: 
Customer C1•ttrgc: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charge 
Capacity l'ayment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges; 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
l'ueiCiwge 
Storm Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$25.00 

$9.20 per kW of Demand occutring during the On-Peak period. 
See Sheet No. 8.030, per kW of Demand OCClll'ring during the On-Peak pctiod. 
See Sheet No. 8.030, perkW of Demand occurring during the On-Peak I>Criod. 

On-Pe,1k Perjod 
4.142 ¢per kWh 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 

Off-Peak Period 
1.1 02 ¢ per kWh 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus the ch!U'ge for ~~e eutreotly effective Base Demand. For those Customers with a Demand of less 
than 2 I kW who have entered an agreement for service under this schedule, the minimum charge shall be U>e Customer Charge plus 21 
kW times the Base Demand Ch;u-ge, therefore the minimum charge is $218.20. 

RATING PERIODS: 
On-Peak: 

November I U1mugh March 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hOlii'S fi'Om 6 a.m. to 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. to I 0 p.m. excluding 
11>anksgiving Day, Christmas Day, ru1d New Yea~s Day. 

April I rhmu!!h October 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours fi·om 12noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memotial Day, 
Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

011'-Pcak: 
All other hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.1 08) 
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~·LORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

GENERAL SERVICE CONSTANT USAGE 

RATF. SCHEDULE: GSCIJ-1 

AVAJLABLE: 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

T hirteenth Revised Sheet No. :8.122 
Cancels Twelfth Revised Sheet No. 8 .122 

1\vailable to General Service- Non Demand customers that maintain a relatively constant kWh usage, and a demand of20 kW or I~'SS. 
Eligibility is restricted. to General Service customers whose Maximum kWh Per Service Day, over tl1e current and prior 23 months, is 
within 5% of their average monthly kWh per service days calculated over the same 24-month period. Customers under this Rate 
Schedule shall enter into a General Service Constant Use Agreement. TI1is is an optional Rate Schedule available to General Service 
customers upon request. 

Single plul'ie, 60 hertz and at any available standard distribution voltage. Resale ofscrvice is not pemlitted hereunder. 

MONTI-!LY RATE· 

Customer Charge: 
Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 

Base Energy Charge* 
Collscrvation Charge• 
Capacity Payrnem Charge* 
Environmental Charge• 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge* 
Storm Charge• 
Frnnc,hisc Fcc 
T,., Clause 

$14.00 

3.507 ¢per Constantl)sagc kWh 
Same as the SL-2 Rate Schedule; see Sheet No. 8.030 
Same as the SL-2 Rate Schedule; see Sheet No. 8.030 
Same as the SL-2 Rate Schedule; see Sheet No. 8.030 

Same as the SL-2 Rate Schedule; sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Same as the SL-2 Rate Schedule; sec Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

• TI1e fi.ael, storm and non-fi.ael energy charges will be assessed on the Constant Usage kWh 

TERM OF SERYICE: 

lnitialtenn of service underthis rate schedule shall be not less than one ( I ) billing period, unless there is a termination of service due to 
a Customer's violation of the General Service Constant Usage Agreement. Upon the Custome~s violation of any of the terms of the 
General Service Constant Usage Agreement, service under this Rate Schedule will be terminated immediately. To tcm1inate service, 
either party must provide thirty {30) dnys wriUcn notice to the other party prior to the dc..'iircd termination date. Absent such n<>ticc, 
the term of service shall automatically be extended another billing period. In addition, if service under this Rate Schedt~le is 
terminated by either the C11stomer or the Company, the accotmt may nol resume service under chis Rate Schedule for a pedod of at 
least one (I) year. 

OEFIN11'10NS· 

kWh Per Service Day- the total kWh in billing month divided by the number of days in the billing month 

MtlXimum kWh Per Se:rvi~c Day ·the highest kWh Per Service Day experienced over the current and prior 23 month billing periods 

Constant Usage kWh - the Maximum kWb Per Service Day multiplied by the number of service days in the current billing period 

(Continued on Sheet8. 123) 

Issued by: S. 1!.. Romig, Director, Rates and Tariffs 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIC HT COM~ANY 

RATRSCHEDIJLEl: RS-1 

AVAILABLE: 

In alloerrioory served. 

APPLICATION· 

RESIDENTIAL SERVICE 

Foo·ty-Seventh Revised Sheet No. 8.201 
Cancels Forty-Sixth Revised Sheet No. 8.20I 

For service for all domeslic purposes in individually mcocred dwelling unils and in duplexes and lriplexcs, including dte separately
melered non-commercial facilities of a residential Customer (i.e., garages, water pumps, etc.). Also for service to commonly~owned 
lhcilioies of condominium, cooperalive and homeowners' associations as set forth on Sheet No. 8.2 11, Rider CU. 

Single phase, 60 hertz at available Sltmdurd distribuoion voltttgc. Three phase service may be furnished bul only under special 
amutgements. All residential service re<1uired on the premises by Oos10mer shall be suppl icd dorough one meier. Resale of service is not 
pennined hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Non-Fuel Charges: 
Base Energy Charge: 

First 1,000 kWh 
All addilional kWh 

Conservation Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 

Residcmi:d Load Conorol 
Progmm (if applicable) 

Fuel Charge 
Soonn Charge 
F mnchisc Fee 
Tax Clause 

Minimum: 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

No1 Jess than one (I) billing period. 

Rlll.FB AND REGULATIONS: 

$7.87 

5.562 ¢ per kWh 
6.562 ¢ per kWh 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.217 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Shccl No. 8.031 

$7.87 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders ofgovcrnmcntnl bodies having jurisdiction and to the currently effective .. General !Rules 
and Rcgulatioos for El~etrie Service• on lile with Jhe Florida Public Service Commission. In case of conflict between any )JrOvisi.on of 
this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" the provision of this scltedule shall apply. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Oirectot·, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: January J, 20.17 
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FI, QRIOA POWER & L ICHT COMPANY 
T hl l'd Revised Sheet No. 8.203 

Cancels Second ltevlscd Sheet No. 8.203 

RIPER· RTR-1 

AVAILABLE: 
In nllterrilory served 

APPLICATION: 

RF.SIDEN]JAL TIME Of US[; RIDER - R'ffi-1 
(OI'DONAL) 

Fo1· service for ull domestic purposes in individually metered dwelling units and in duplexes and triplexes, including the sepunrtely
metercd non-eommei'Ciul facilities of a rcsidemial Customer (I.e., gnrlljles, \V'dtcr pumps, etc.). Also for service to commonly-owned 
facilities of condominium, oooperative and homeowners' associations llS set forth on Sheet No. 8.2 11, Rider CU. ll1is is an optional 
rider available to residential customers served under the RS-1 Rate Schedule subject to availability of meters. Customers taking 
service under R'ffi·l are not eligible for service under Rate Schedule RLI'. 

~: 
Single phase, 60 henz at available standard diStribution voltQge. 'l'hn:e phase may be supplied but only under special arrangements. 
All residcntiol service required on the premises by Customer shall be supplied through one meter. Resale ofsei'Vice is not pennitted 
hereunder. 

Initial service under this rate schedule shall begin on the first scheduled meter reading dnte following the installation of the time of use 
nl<!ter. 1l1C Customer's lirsl bill will reOectthe lesser oft he charges under Rate Schedule RS-1 or R'ffi-1 . 

MONTHLY RATE· 

u,,cept for the Customer Clmrge, all mtes und charges under Rate Schedule RS· I shall npply. In nddition, the RTR-1 Customer 
Charge, the Rl'R· I Base Energy and Fuel Charges ond Credits llJiplicoblc to on and off peak usage shall apply. 

Customer Chnrge: 

Base !lner&Y Chargcs/Credies: 
l)ase Fncrgy Charge 

Additional Charges/Credies: 
R'ffi Fuel Charge/Credit 

Minimulll: 

RATING PERIODS: 
On-Peak: 

$7.87 

Qn.Peall Period 
9.937 t per kWh 

See Sheer No. 8.030 

$7.87 

Off-Peak Period 
(4.420) ¢per kWh 

November I through March 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 6 a.m. to 10 a.m. and 6 p.n~ to 10 p.m. excluding 
Thanksgiving Day, Christmas Day. and New Yea(s Day. 

Apnl I through Oe!pber 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 12 noon to 9p.m excluding Memorial Day, 

Independence Day. and Labor Day 

OfT-Peak: 
All olher hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.204) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Thh·llcth l~evlscd Sheet No. 8.310 

Cancels Twenty-Ninth Jtevised Sheet No. 8.310 

GENERAL SERVICE LARGE DEMAND 

RAJ'ESC!ffiDtn.E· GSLD-1 

AVAILABLE· 

In nil territory served. 

AI'PUCATION: 

For electric service required tor commercial or industrinl llghtin,c, power und any other purpose to any Customer with n measured 
demnnd of500 kW and less than 2,000 kW. Customers with dcmunds of less than 500 kW may enter an agreement for service und<:r this 
Rate Schedule based on o Demand Charge for a minimum ofSOO kW. 

Single or three phase, 60 hertz and at any awilable standard distribution voltage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be 
furnished throiJ8h one: meter. Resale of service is not pemtitted hereunder. 

MON'IlJLY RATE' 

CU$1omer Charge: 
Demand Charges: 

Base Demmtd Charge 
CapAcity Payment Charge 
Conscrvotion Cha'l!c 

Non-Fuel energy Charges: 
Oase l)nergy Charge 
Environmcmal Charge 

Additional Chnr&CS: 
Fuel Charges 
StorrnCharsc 
Frnnchise Fee 
Tax Cause 

$75.00 

$11.00 perkW of Demand 
Sec Sheet No. 8,030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

1.585 ¢per kWh 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

See Shed No. 8.030 
Sec Shed No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum; The Customer Charge plus the charge for the currently erreetive Base Demand For those CU$1omcrs with o Demand ofless 
lhan 500 kW who have entered an agreement for service under this schedule, the minimum chnrge shall be the Customer Cluuge plus 
500 kW times the Bn:re Demand Charge; therefore the minimum ehnrge is $5,575. 

The Demand is the kW to U1e nearest whole kW, ns detcnnincd from the Com1lnny's themtol type meter or, Ill the Compnny's option, 
integrating type meter for the 30-minute period ofCustomc~s greatest usc during the month ns adjusted for power factor. 

TERMOI' SI!RVICB; 

Not less than one year. 

RYLES ANQ REGULATIONS: 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders of governmental bodies having jurisdiction and to the currently effcettve "General Rules 
and Regulations for Electric Service• on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In case of conOiet bel\\~ any provision of 
this schedule und said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service:" the provision of this schedule shnll apply. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director, Rates and Taril'fs 
Effective: Janua r·y I, 2017 
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FLORIDA POWER& LIGHT COMPAN Y 
Th i•·tictb Revised Sh eet No. 8.320 

Cnncels Tweuty-Niutb Revised Sh eet No. 8 .320 

RAT£ SC!HlDULE GSLDT-1 

AVA ILABLE: 

In all lerritory served. 

AI'PUCATION: 

GENERAL SERVICE LARGE DEMAND· TIME OF USE 
(OJYflONAL) 

For elect•·ic se•vice 1-equircd for commercial o•· induSll'ial lighting, power and any other pu!J>OSC to any Customer with a measured 
demand of500 kW and less than 2,000 kW. Customers with demands of less than 500 kW may enter an agreement forscrviec under this 
schedule ba\cd on a Demand Charge for a minimum of 500 k\V. 'llliS is an optional rate available to General Service Large Demand 
customers upon request subject to avnilability of meters. 

~: 

Single or three pha.<c, 60 hertz and at any available standard distribution voltage. All sc1vicc required on premises by Customer shall be 
furnished through one meter. Resale of service is not pennittcd hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 
Demand Charges: 

l311Se Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conse1vation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Uase Energy Charge 
Environmental Chru·ge 

Additional Charges: 
1:uel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Pranchise Pee 
Tax Clause 

$75.00 

SI I.OO per kW ofDemand occurring during the On-Peak period. 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.o30 

On-Peak Period 
2.597 ¢per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 

OIT-Peak Period 
1.143 ¢ per kWh 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus the charge for currently eiTectivc Base Demand. l'or tl•ose Customers with a Demand of less than 
500 kW who have entered an agreement for service under this schedule, the minimum charge shall be the Custome•· Charge plus 500 kW 
times the Base Demand Charge; therefore the minimum chatge is $5,575. 

RATING PERIODS: 

On-Peak: 
November I through Match 31: Mondays through Fridays during tl1c hours from 6 a.m. to 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. to 10 11.m. excluding 
Thanksgiving Day, Christma~ Day, and New Year's Day. 

April I through October 31: Mondays through fridays duling the hours from 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

OIT-Pcak: 
All other hours. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

RATE SCHEDULE: CS-1 

AVAILA£ll.E: 
In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

CURTAILABLE SERYICE 
(OPTIONAL) 

Thirty-Fh'st Revised Sheet No. 8.330 
Ca ncels Thil"lieth Revised Sheet No. 8 .330 

For any commercial or industrial Customer who qualifies for Rate Schedule GSLD·I (500 kW- 1,999 kW) and will curtail this Demand 
by 200 kW or more upon request of the Company from time to time. Customers with demands ofat least200 kW but less thtm 500 kW 
may enter an agreement for sc1vice under this Rate Schedule based on a Demand Charge for a minimum ofSOO kW. 

~: 
Single or three phase, 60 hertz and at any available standard distribution voliage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be 
furnished through one meter. Resale of service is not pennined hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 
Customer Charge: 

Demand Charge..: 
Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise Fcc 
Ta.~ Clause 

$100.00 

$11.00 per kW ofDemand. 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

1.585 ¢per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum: ·n,e Customer Charge plus ~~e charge for the currently ell'cctive Base Dem<md. ror those CustOmers with a Demand of less 
than 500 kW who have entered an agreeme111 for service under this schedule, the minimum charge shall be the Customer Charge plus 
500 kW times the Base Demand Charge; therefore the minimum charge is $5,600.00. 

CURTMLMENT CREDITS: 
A monihly credit of($1.93) per kW is allowed bused on the currenl Non-Finn Demand. 'll1c Customer has the option to revise the l' irnl 
Demand once during the initial twelve (12) momh 11criod. Thereafter, subject to ~1c Term of Service and/or ~1e Provisions for Early 
Tennination, a change to lhe Finn Demand may be made provided that the revision does not decrease the tot<ll amount of Non-Finn 
Demand during the lesser of: (i) the average of the previous 12 months; or (ii) the average of the number of billing monUlS under U1is 
Rate Schedule. 

CHARGF..S FOR NON-COMPLIANCE OF CURTAILMENT DEMAND: 
lfthe Customer records a higher Demand during the current Curtailment Period than the Firm Demand, the Customer will be: 

I. Rebilled at $1.9-3/kW for the prior 36 months or the number of months since the priorCtntailment Period, whichever is less, and 
2. Billed a penally charge of$4.16 kW for the current month. 

The kw used Cor both the rebilling and pcnaity charge calculations is detennined by taking the dirferenee between the maximum 
Demand during the current Curtailment Period and the Finn Demand fOr a Curtailment Period. 
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FLORIDA POWER & L IGHT COMPANY 
Thirtieth Revised Sheet No. 8.340 

Cnncels Twenty-Ninth Revised Sheet No. 8.340 

RATF.SCIIF.DULF.: CST-I 

AYAILA!lL!i: 
In ull territory serv,-d. 

APrLJCATION: 

CURT AI !.ABLE SERVICE · TIME OF USE 
(OPTIONAL) 

For nny commc,·cial or industrial Customer who qualifies for Rate Schedule GSLD· I (500 kW • 1,999 kW) 1111d will curtail this Demand 
by 200 kW or more upon request oftl1c Company from time to time. ·111is is 1111 optional Rate Schedule available to Curtailable General 
Scrvi''C Customers upon request. Customers with demands of m lcast 200 kW but less tlnm 500 kW may enter an agreement for sen• ice 
unde•· t11is Rate Schedllle based on a Demand Chart:e for a minimum of 500 kW 

Single or three I>hnse, 60 hertz and at any availahle distribution standnrd voltnge. All service required on premises by Customer shall be 
fumishcd tlu'Ough one meter. Resale of service is not pcm1it1ed hereunder. 

MONTIILY RATE: 

Cus1omer Ouorge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Choq:e 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Fn1nchisc Fcc 
Tax ClBUSC 

$100.00 

$11.00 per kW of Demand O«Urringduring the On-l'cak Period. 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

On-Peak Period 
2.597 ¢per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

Sec Shect No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 1 

OffiPrak Period 
1.143 ~per kWh 

Minin1um: The Customer Charge plus the charge for the currently effective fltiSC Dcnumd. ror those Customers with a Demand of less 
than 500 kW who have entered an agreement fo,· service under this schedule, the minimum chnrt:e shnll be the Customer Charge plus 
500 kW times the Ouse Demand Charge; therefo1-e the minimum charge is $5,600.00. 

RATING PERIODS: 

On-l'cak: 
November l llll'ough March 31: Mondays llu'Ough Fridays during the hours from 6 a.m. to I 0 a.m. nnd 6 p.m. to I 0 p.m. excluding 

'llmnksgiving Day, Christmas Day, and New Year's Day. 

April I through October 31: Mondays through I'ridays during the hours from 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

OIT-Peak: 
All other hours. 
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FLORJOA POWER & LIC tiT COMPANY 
Twenty-Fourth Revised Sheet No. 8.412 

Cancels Twenty-Thinl Revised Sheet No. 8.412 

GENERAL SERVICE LARGE DEMAND 

RATE SCHEDULE: CSL.D-2 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

For electric service re<(uired for commercial or induStrial lighting, power and any other purpose to any Customer with • measured 
demand of2,000 kW or more. Customers with demands of less than 2,000 kW may enter an agreement for service under this schedule 
based on a demand cha:rge for a minimum of2,()()0 kW. 

Single or three phase, 60 henz and at any available st;mdard diStribution voltage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be 
furnished through one meter. Resale of service is not pemtilled hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Ba•c Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Gnergy Cllarge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise Fcc 
Ta~ Clause 

$225.00 

$11.40 per kW of Demand 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

I .'127 ¢ per kWh 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum: 11te Customer Charge plus the charge for the currently effective Base Demand. For those Customers with a demw1d of less 
than 2,000 kW who enter an agreement for se.viee under this schedule., ~1c minimum charge shall be the Customer Charge plus 2,000 
kW times the Base Dcrnand Charge; therefore the minimum charge is $23,025. 

l11c Demand is the kW to the nearest whole kW, as determined from the Company's metering equipment, for the 30-minute period of the 
Clostonte(s greatest use during the month as adjusted for power factor. 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

Not less than one year. 

RULES AND REG!JJ .AT!ONS· 

Service under· ~tis schedule is subject to orders of govemmental bodies having jurisdiction and to the currently effective "General Rules 
and Regulatioros for l!lectric Service" on file with ~te Florida Public Service Commission. In case of conDict between any provision of 
this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" the provision of this schedule shall apply. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMI'ANY 
Thi rtieth Revised Sheet No. 8.420 

Cancels Twenty-Ninth Revised Sheet No. 8.420 

RATE SCHEDULE: GSLDT-2 

AYALLABLE: 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

GENERAL SERVICE LARGE DEMAND- TIM!! OF USE 
(OPTIONAL) 

For electric service required for commercial or industrial lighting, power and any other purpose to any Customer who has established a 
mea.~urcd demond of2,000 kW or more. Customers with demands of less than 2,000 kW may enter an Hgrcement Cor service under this 
schedule based on a dcmond charge for a minimum of2,000 kW. 

SERVICE: 

'nlrec phase, 60 hertz and at any available standard dislribution voltage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be furnished 
through one meter. Resale of service is not pcnnitted hereunder.-

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
£Ja:;e Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Churge 
Storrn Charge 
Franchise Fcc 
Ta.x Clause 

$225.00 

$11.40 per kWofDcmand occurring during the On-Peak Period. 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

On-Peak Period 
2.227 ¢per kWh 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

O(f.Peak Period 
1.112 ¢ per kWh 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus the charge for the currently effective Busc Demand. For those Customers with a demand of less 
than 2,000 kW who have entered an agreement for service under this schedule, the minimum churge shall be ~•e Customer Charge plus 
2,000 kW times the Bese Demand Charge; therefore the minimum charge is $23,025. 

RATING PERIODS: 

On-Peak: 
November I !hrough March 31 : Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 6 a.m. to I 0 a.m. ru~d 6 p.m. to I 0 r>.m. excluding 

11tonksgiving Day, Christmas Day, and New Year's Day. 

April l through October 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

Off-Peak: 
All other hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.421) 
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FLORIDA POWER& LIGHT COMPANY 
Fourteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.425 

Cancels Thir·teenth Revised Sheet No. 8.425 

RATE SCHEDULE: I·ILFT 

AVAILABLE: 
[n all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

HlGU LOAD FACTOR- TIME OF liSE 
(OPTIONAL) 

I' or electric scrvit'C required fo1· commercial or industrial lighting, power and any other purpose with a measured Demand in excess of 
20 kW. This is an optional rate schedule available to customers othenvise served under the GSD·I , GSDT-1 , GSLD-1, GSI.DT-1, GSI.D-2, 
or GSLDT-2 Rate Schedules. 

SERVICE: 
Sing.le or three phase, 60 hc11z and at any available standard distribution voltage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be 
furnished through one meter. Resale of service is not pe1·miUed hcl'eundcr. 

MONTHl,Y RATE: 

Annual Maximum Demand 

Customer Chw·gc: 

Dcm!ll1d Charges: 
On-peak Demand Charge 

Ma.,imum Demand Charge 

Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
On-Peak Period per kWh 
Off-Peak Period per k Wh 

Environmental Cha·rgc 

Additional Ch01-ges 
Fuel Charge 
St01m Charge 
Fmnchisc Fcc 
Tax Clause 

HLFT-1 HLFT-2 

~ 500-1.999kW 

$25.00 $75.00 

$10.80 $11.60 

$2.30 $2.50 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030, per kW ofOn-Peok Demand 
See Sheet No. 8.030, per kW of On-Peak Demand 

1.738¢ 
l. t02¢ 

See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Shoot No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.Q31 

1.003¢ 
0.977¢ 

Minimum Charge: ·n,e Customer Clwge plus the cuJTently effective Demand Charges. 

RATING PERIODS: 
On-Peak: 

HLI'"'f-3 
2.000 kW or greater 

$225.00 

$ 11.60 

$2.50 

0.903 ¢ 
0.898 ¢ 

November ltlw()ugh March 3 t: Mondays through Fridays during Lhe hours from 6 a.m. to 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. to 
I 0 p.m. excluding Thanksgiving Day, Christmas Day, and New Yca1's Day. 

8Jlril !through October 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memodal 
Day, Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

on:r>eak: 
All other hours. 
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FLORI OA POWER & L mGHT COMPANY 
Twenty-Fifth Revised S heet No. 8.4~2 

Cancels Twenty-Foul'th Revised Sheet No. 8.432 

CURTAILABLE SERVICE 
(OPTIONAL) 

RATESCHEDULE: CS-2 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 
For any commercial or industrial Customer who qualifies for Rate Schedule GSLD·2 (2,000 kW and above) and will curtail this 
Demand by 200 kW or more upon request of the Company from time to time. Cllstomct'S with demands of less than 2,000 kW 
may enter an Agreement for service under this schedule based on a Demand Charge for a minimum of2.000 kW. 

SERVICI; : 

Single or three phase, 60 he11Z and at any available standard distribution voltage. All service requ ired on premises by Customer 
shall be furnished through one meter. Resale of service is not permitted hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 
Demand Charges: 

Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Consetvation Charge 

Non-J'ucl Energy Charge..: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stom1 Charge 
Franch ise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$250.00 

$1 1.40 pcrkWofDemand 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

1.427 ¢ per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 

Minimum: 'l11e Customer Charge plus the charge for the currently effective Base Demand. For those Customers \\ith a Demand of less 
than 2,000 k\V who enter an agreement for service under this schedule, lhc minimum charge shall be the Customer Charge plus 2,000 
k\V times the Base Demand Charge; the1'efOI'C the minimum charge is $23,050. 

CURTAI LMENT CREDllS: 
A monthly credit of(SJ . 93) per kW is allowed based on ~1e current Non-Finn Demand. 'l11e Customer has the option to revise the Finn 
Demand once during ~tc initial twelve (12) month period. 1l1creancr, subject to ~1c Tcm1 of Service and/or the Provisions for Early 
Tennination, a change to the Finn Demand may be made provided that ~~e revision docs not decrease ~1c total amount of Non-Fil'm 
Demand during the lesser of: (i) the aven1ge of the previous t2 months; or (ii) the uverage of the number ofbilting months under this 
Rate Schcdu I c. 

CHARGES FOR NON-COMPLIANCE OF CURTAn,MENT DEMAND: 

lflhc Customer records" higher Demand during the current period than the Finn Demand,t.hen the CuStomer wilt be: 
I. Rcbilled at $1.93/kW for 01c prior 36 months or the number ofmon01s since the prior Curtaibnenl Period, whichever is 

less, and 
2. Billed n penally cha1·ge of$4. 16/k\V fOI' the cUI'rent month. 

The kW used for both the rebilling and penalty charge calculations is detenn ined by taking the difference between the maximum 
Demand during the current Curtailment Period and the contracted Finn Demand for a Curtailment Period. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Thirtieth Revised Sheet No. 8.440 

Cancels 1\venty-Ninth Revised Sheet No. 8.440 

RATE SCHEDULE: CST-2 

AVAILABLE: 
In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

CURTAILABLE SERVICE-TIME OF USE 
(OPTIONAL) 

For any commercial or industrial ClL•tomer who <(Ualities for Rate Schedule OSLDT-2 (2,000 kW and above) fuld will curtllil this 
Demand by 200 kW or more upon request ofthc Company fi'omlimc to lime. Customers with dem1111ds of less lhnn 2,000 kW mny enter 
an agreement forse1vicc under this schedule based on a Demru1d Charge for a minimum of2,000 kW. 

SERVICE: 

Single or three phase, 60 hertz and at any available standard distribution voltage. All service required on prcmiS<ls by Customer shall be 
fumished through one meter. Resale of service is not l>ermined hereunder. 

MON'Il IL Y RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Chorges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additionol Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$250.00 

$ 11 .40 per kW ofDenmnd occurring during the On-Peak Period. 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

On-Peak Period 
2.227¢ per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 

OIT-Peak Period 
1.112¢ per kWh 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus the charge for the currenlly effective BaS<l Demru1d. For those ClL~tomcrs with a Demand of less 
thru1 2,000 k\V who h~ve entered an i\greement for service under this schedule, the minimum charge shall be the Customer Charg.c plus 
2,000 kW times the Base Demand Charge; therefore the minimum charge is $23,050. 

RATING PERIODS: 

On-Peak: 
November I 1hrough Mmcb 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 6 a.m. to I 0 a.m. and 6 ll.lll. to I 0 p.m. cxcl uding 

Thanksgiving Day, Christmas Day, and New Year's Day. 

April I through October 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, und Labor Day. 

Off-Peak: 
All other hours. 
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FLORIDA POWER & UGHT COMPANY 
Thirty-Second Revised Sheet No. 8.542 

Cancels Thirty-First Re~ised Sheet No. 8.542 

RATE SCHEDULE: CST-3 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

CURT AJI,ABLE SERVICE - TIME OF USE 
(OPTION~) 

For any commercial or industrial CU>-tomer who qualifies for Rate Schedule GSLDT-3 and will curtail this Demand by200 kW or more 
upon request ofthe Company from tin1e to time. 

S£RVICI1: 

Three phase, 60 hertz at the available transmission voltage of 69 kV or higher. TI1e Customer will provide and maintain all transfom1ers 
and related fitcililies necessaty for handling and utilizing the power and energy delivered heretmder. All service required by the 
Customer at each separate point of delivery served hcrelUlder shall be furnished tl1rough one meter at, or compensated to, t]Je available 
trdllstrrission voltage. Resale of service is not permitted herelUlCier. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Envirotunental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$2,025.00 

$9.30 per kW of Demand occurring during the On-Peak Period. 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

On-Peak Period 
1.217 ¢perkWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.030. I 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Olf-Peak Period 
1.016¢perkWh 

Minimum: The C~<~tomer Cl:uu-ge pl11s Jhe charge for the currently effective Base Oemanc.l 

RATING PERIODS: 

On-Peak: 
November I through March 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 6 a.m to 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. to 10 p.m 

excluding Thanksgiving Day, Cl:•rislmas Day, and New Year's Day. 

April L through October 31: Mondays through Fridays during tl1e hours from 12 noon to 9 p.m excluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

OtT-Peak: 
All oUter hours. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

RATE SCHEDULE: CS-3 

AVAILABLE:· 
In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

CURTAILABLE SERVICE 
(OPTIONAL) 

Nineteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.545 
Cancels Eighteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.545 

Po.- any commercial or indlL~trial Cuslomer who qualifies for Rate Schedule GSLD·3 and will curtail this Demand by 200 k W or more 
upon request of the Company from time to time. 

SP.RVICP.: 
1lu-ee phase, 60 hertz at the available transmission voltage of 69 kV or higher. The Customer will provide and maintain alltransfonners 
and related f.1cilities necessary fo1· handling and utilizing the po\VCI" and energy delivered hereunder. All service required by the Customer 
at each separate point of deliveoy served hereunder shall be fiomished through one meter at, or compensated to, the available transmission 
voltage. Resale of service is not permitted hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Chao-ge 

Non·f'uel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Charg,e 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Franchise Fcc 
Tax Clause 

$2,025.00 

$9.30 per kW of Demand 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 

1.069 ¢ per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum Charge: The Customer Charge plus the charge for the currently etlective Base Demand. 

CURTAILMENT CREDITS: 
A monthly credit of($1.93) per kW is allowed based on the current Non-Finn Demand. The Customer hns the option to revise the Finn 
Demand once during the initial twelve ( 12} month period. ·n,ercafier, subject to tl1c Tcnn of Service and/or the Provisions for Early 
Tennination, a change to the Finn Demand may be made provided that the revision docs nol decrease Ute total amount of Notl .. f-il'rn 
Demand during the lesser of: (i} the average of the previous 12 months; or (ii) the avenogc of the number ofbilling months under this Rate 
Schedule. 

CHARGES f'OR NON-COMPUANCE Of' CURTAILMENT DEMAND: 

If the Customer records a higher Demond during the current Cunuilment l'eriod than the f'irm Demand, then the Customer will be: 
I. Rcbillcd at $1.93 /kW for tl1e prior 36 months or the number of months since the priorCurtuihncnt Period, whichever is 

less, and 
2. Billed a penally chargeof$4.16 /kW for the current month. 

The kW used for both tile rebilling and penalty charge calculations is detem1ined by taking the ditlerence bct,vccn the maximum Demand 
during the cun-ent Curtai.lment Period and the Finn Demand for a C11rtailment Pe1·iod. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.546} 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Twenty-Sixth Revised Sheet No. 8.551 

Cancels Twenty-Fifth Revised Sheet No. 8.551 

OENERAI.SF.RVICE LARGE DEMAND 

RATE SCHEDULE: GSLD-3 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory served. 

APPL.ICATION: 

For service required for commcrcilll or industrial lighting, power 1md nny oth~r pYI]lO$e !Q ~ny Cu.~t(Hncr who has service supplied at a 
transmission vollage of 69 kV or higher. 

Three phase, 60 hert't- .at the available tnmsmission vol!age of 69 kV or higher. The Customer will provide a11d maintai.n all transformers 
and related f.~c ilitics ••cccssary for handling and miliz.ing the power and energy delivered hereunder. All service required by the 
Customer at each scparntc point of delivery served hereunder shall be furnished through one meter at, or compensa!ed to, the available 
transmission voltage. Resnlc of service is not r>ermittcd hereunder. 

MONniLY .RATE: 

Customer Charge: 
Demand Charges: 

Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Consctvation Charge 

Non·Fucl Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Ch8f!:C 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise Fcc 
Ta.~ Clause 

$2,000.00 

$9.30 per kW of Demand 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

l. 069¢ per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum: n 1c Customer Charge plus the charge for the currently erl'eetive Base Demand. 

·n1e Demand is the kW 10 the ne.arcst wholc kW, as detennincd from the Company's metering equipment for the 30-minutc period of ~lc 
Customer's greatest use during the month as adjusted for power factor. 

TERM OF SERVICE 
Not less than one year_ 

RULES AND REGULATIONS· 
Service under this schedule is subject to orders of govcnuncntal bodies having jurisdiction ru1d to the currently erl'ective "General Rules 
11J1d Regulations tor Electric Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In case of conflict between any provision of 
th is schedule nnd said "Genen~ Rules and Regulations for Elcelric Service" the provision of this schedulesh~~l apply. 
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FLORIDA POWER& LIGHT COMPANY 
Thh-ty-Sccorul Revised Sheet No. 8.552 

Cancels Thir·ty-First Revised Sheet No. 8.552 

BATE SCHEDULE· GSL.DJ-3 

AVAILABLE: 
In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

GENERAl. SERVICE LARGE DEMAND - TIME OF USE 
(OPTIONAL) 

For electric servie<: required for commercial or industrial lighring. power and any ocher purpose 10 tUIY Customer who has S<!rvicc 
supplied at a trnnsmiss ion vohage of69 kV or higher. 

SERVICE: 

ll~rec phase, 60 hem: at rhe available rransmission voUagc of 69 kV or higher. The Cusromer will provide and mninrain allrransfonners 
and relared facilirics nee<:SSary for handling and urilizing rho power and energy delivered hereunder. All service required by rhc 
CliStomcr at e-ach separate point of delivery se-rved hereunder shall be furnished through one meter at, or compensnted to, the nvailublc 
transmission vollage. Resale of service is not penniUcd hereunder. 

MONTHLY RA'f'J'l: 

Cusromer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demillld Charge 
Capacity Payrnelll Charge 
Conscrvarion Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmenl<~ Charge 

Addirional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$2,000.00 

$9.30 per kW of Demand occurring during rhe On-Peak Period. 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

Oo-Pejlk Period 
1.217¢ per kWh 
See Sheer No. 8.030.1 

See Sheer No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 I 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 I 

Off-Peak Period 
1.016 ¢per kWh 

Minimum: TI1c Customer Charge plus the charge for the currently cfJCctivc Base Demand. 

RATING PERIODS: 

On-Peak: 
November I rhrough March 31; Mondays rhrough Fridays during rhc hours from 6 a.m. to 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. 10 10 p.rn. 

excluding l11anksgiving Day, Ohrisrmas Day, and New Year's Day. 

April I through October 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours fi'om t2 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

Off-Peak: 
All ocher hours. 

(Continued on ShL>et No. 8.553) 
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fi'LORIDA POWER& L IGHT COMPANY 

RATE SCHEDULE: OS-2 

AVAILABLE: 

In all tcrritorysclvcd. 

APPLICATION; 

SPORTS FIELD SERVICE 
(Closed Schedule) 

Fortieth Revised Sheet No. 8.602 
Cancels Th irty-Ninth Revised Sheet No. 8.602 

This is a transitional rate available 10 municipal, county and school board accounts for the operation or a football, baseball or other 
playgrotUld, or civic or community auditorium, when all such service is taken at the available primary distribution voltage n1 a s ingle 
point of delivery and measured through one meter, and who were active as or October 4, 1981. Customer may also elect to receive 
service from other appropriate rate schedules. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: 

Oflices, concessions, businesses or space occupied by rcnwns, other than areas directly related to the operations above specifie-d, arc 
excluded hereunder and shall be sepamtely served by the Company atulilizntion vol!agc. Not applicable when Rider TR is used. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge; 
Non·Fucl Energy Charges; 

Ba~c Energy Charge 
Conservation Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Ta.~ Clause 

Minimum Charge; 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

$125.00 

1.455 ¢per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 1 

$125.00 

Pending termination by Florida Public Service Commission Order. 

Rln.E$ AND REGULATIONS· 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders of governmental bodies having jurisdiction and to the currently effective "General Rules 
and Regulations for Electric Service" oo file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In case of conflict between any provision or 
this schedule and said "Geneml Rules and Regulntions for Electric Service" the provision of this schedule shall apply. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Twenty-Sixth Revised Sheet No. 8.610 

Cancels Twenty-Fifth Revised Sheet No. 8.610 

METROPOLITAN TRANSIT SERVICE 

RATE SCI IEDULE: MET 

AVAILABLE: 

For electric service to Metropolitan Miami-Dade County Electric Transit System (METRORAIL) at each point of delivery required for 
the operation of an electric transit system on continuous and contiguous rights·of-way. 

AI'I'L!CATION: 

Service to be supplied will be three phase, 60 hertz and m the standard primary distribution vohagc of 13,200 vohs. All service required 
by CLL<tomer at each separate point of delivery served hereunder shall be furnished through one meter renecting delivery at primary 
voltage. Resale of service is not permitted hereunder. Rider TR or a voltage discount is not applicable. 

MON.lHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Clnuge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Enviroruncnh~ Charge 

Additional Ch>rrges: 
Fuel O>arge 
Stonn Charge 
Fmnchisc Fcc 
Tax Clause 

$550.00 

$12.70 per kWofDcmand 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

1.692 ¢per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030. I 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus the cl>arge for the currently elfcctive Base Demand. 

The billing Demand is U>e kW, at each point of delivery, to the nearest whole kW, as determined from the Company's recording type 
metering equipment, for the period coincident with the 30-minutc period of the electric rail transit system's greatest use supplied by the 
Company during I he rnonth adjusted for power factor. 

Each point of delivery shall be separately billed according to the monthly charges as stated herein. All billing units related to charges 
under this rate schedu1e shull be determined from metering dalll on a monthly basis and determined for each point of delivery on the 
same monthly billing cycle day. 

TERMS OF SERVICE 

Not less than one year. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS· 

Service under this schedule is subject to order.: of governmental bodies having jurisdiction and to the currently effective "General Rules 
nnd Regulations for Electric Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In case of connict between any provision of 
this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations fi>r Electric Service" the provision of this schedule shall apply. 
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FLORIDA POWER& LIGHT COMPANY 
Twenty-Sixth Revised S heet No. 8.651 

C:Hiccls Twcnly-Firlh Revised Sheet No. 8.651 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.650) 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Delivery Voltage Level Distribution below 69 kV 

Maximum Demand Level 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charges: 

1)<:1' kW of Max:imum Demand 
1)<:1' kW of Load Cono·ol On-Peak Demand 
per kW ofFim1 On-Peak Demand 

Capacity PayrnenL and Conservation Charge: 
CILC-I(G) See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
CILC-1(0) See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
CILC-I(r) See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Non-Fuel Energy Churges: 
Oa>e Energy Charges: 

On-l'eak l'eriod charge per kWh 
OIT-J>eak Period charge per kWh 

Environmental Charge See Sheet No. 8,030.1 

Additional Charges: 
P"ucl Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise Fcc 
Tax Clause 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030. 1 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

CILC-I(G) 

200-499 kW 

$ 125.00 

$3.90 
$2.60 
$9.60 

1.480¢ 
1.480 ¢ 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus the Base Demand Charges. 

( Continued on Sheet No. 8.652 ) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: January I, 2017 

CILC-1(0) 
500kW 
&above 
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0.954 ¢ 
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CILC-I(T) 

$2,225.00 

None 
$3.00 
$11.20 

Q.900¢ 
Q.900 ¢ 
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FLORIDA POWER & UGHT COMPANY 
Four·tecnth Revised Sheet No. 8.680 

Cancels Thir·teenth Revised Sheet No. 8.680 

COMMERCIALJINDUSTRJAL DEMAND REOUCflON RIDER (CDR) 
(QJ>J'IQNAL) 

AVAILABLE· 

In all territory served. Available to any commercial or industrial customer receiving service under Rate Schedules GSD· I, GSDT-1, OSLO-I, 
GSLDT-1, GSLD-2, GSLDT-2, GSLD-3, GSLDT-3, or HLFT through the execution of a Commercial/Industrial Demand Reduction Rider 
Agreement in which the load control provisions of this rider can fea.liibly be applied. 

LIMITATION OF AVAILABILITY· 

ll1is Ri<ler nmy !w m!Xlific~ or withdmwn subject to detennirnltioJJS mndc under Commission Rules ~~- 17.002!(4), I'.A.C .. Ooa!s for Electric 
Utilities and 25-6.0438, I'.A.C., Non-Firm Electric Service-TemlS and Conditions or any other Commission detemlinntion. 

APPLICATION· 

For electric service provided to any oommcrciaJ or industrial customer receiving service under Rule Schedule OSD· I, GSOT .. I, GSLD·I , 
GSL.I)T- t, GSLD-2, GSl.I)T-2, GSLC>-3, GSL. DT-3, or HLI, r who as a part of the Commercial/Industrial Demand Reduction Rider Agreement 
between the Customer and the Company, agrees to allow the Company to control at least 200 kW of the Customer's load, or agrees to operate 
Backup Generation Equ;pmcnt (sec Ocfinilions) and dcsignnte (if applicable) additional controllable demand to serve at least 200 kW of the 
Customer's own load dming periods when the Company is controlling load. A CtL~tomcr shall enter into a Connncrcial/lndustrial Reduction 
Demand Rider Agreement wiUt the Company to be eligible for U1is Rider. To establish the initial qualification for this Rider, the Customer must 
have had a Utility Controlled Ocmand during the summer Controllable Rating Period (April I U1roug)1 October 3 1) for at least three out o:fsevcn 
monU1s of at least 200 kW grc.'lter th:m the Fim1 Ocmand level specified in Section 4 of the Commercial/Industrial Demand Reduction Rider 
Agreement. l11c Utility Controlled Demand shall not be served on a firm service ba~is until service has been tenuinatcd under this Rider. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: 

Customers participating in the General Service Load Management Program (f'PL "Business On Call" f>rogrom) arc not eligible for this Rider. 

MONTiiLY RATE: 

All rates and charges under Rate Schedules GSD- t, GSDT-1, GSLD-1, GSLDT-1, GSL0-2, GSLI:YI'-2, GSI, D-3, GSLDT-3, I·ILFT shall apply. 
In additior~ the applicable MonUdy Administrative Adder and Utility Controlled Demand Credit shall apply. 

MONTHLY ADMINISJRATIVI! ADDER· 

Rate Schedule 
GSD-1 
GSOT-1, HLI'T(2!-499 kW) 
GSL0-1, GSLOT-1, HL!'T(500-1,999 kW) 
GSLD-2, GSLDT-2, 1-!Ll'T (2,000 kW or greater) 
GSL0-3, GSLOT-3 

Lrr!LITY CONTROLLFO DEMAND CREDIT 

Adder 
$100.00 
$!00.00 
$150.00 

$75.00 
$225.00 

A monthly credit of ($8.20) per kW is allowed based on Ute Customer's Utility Controlled Ocmand. 

UTILITY CQNTROLLED DEMAND: 

11>e Utility Controlled Ocmand for a monU• in which there are no load control events during the Controllable Rating Period shall be Ute sum oflhe 
Customer's kWh usage duriJtg the hours of the applicable Controllable Raling Period, divided by the total number of hours in the app'licable 
Controllable Rating f>eriod, less the Customer's Finn Dema11d. 

In the event oftoad Control occurrin& durin& the Controllable Rating Period, the Utility Controlled Demand shall be tho sum of the Ctt~totner's 

kWh usage during Ute hours or Ute npplicnble Controllable Rnling Period less lhe sum of !he Custome(s kWh usage during the Load Conlrol 
Period, divided by Ute munbcr of non-load control hours occurring during U1e applicable Comrollablc Rating Period, less the Customer's Finn 
Demand. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.68 I) 
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FLOJUDA POWER & L IC HT COMPANY 

RATESCi ffiPULI'.: Sl~ l 

AVNLAB.LE: 

In all territory served. 

API'LICATION: 

STREET LIGHTING 

Fourteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.715 
Cancels Thh·teenth Revised Sheet No. 8.715 

For lighting stre<:ts and roadways, whed1er public or private, which are thoroughfares tor normal now of vehicular uatllc. 
Lighting for other applications such as: municipally and privately-owned parking lots; parks and recreational areas; or any 
other area not expressly defined above, is not pcnniued under this schedule except for lighting in such nn applic:ation thai was 
already under this schedule prior to July 9, 1992. L.amp replacement and energy-only service is available to existing customer 
facilities taking service undcl'lhis rate priorto January I, 2017. 

TYPE OF INSJA!J.AT!ON: 

FPL.-owned fixtures n.onnnlly will be mounted on poles of FPL.'s existing distribution system and served from overhead wires. On 
request of the Custome1·, FPL will provide special poles or underground wires at the charges specified below. Customer-owned 
systems will be of a standard type and de.~ ign, perrnilling service and lamp replacement at no abnormal cost to FPL. 

SERVICE: 

Scrvioc includes lamp renewals, patrol, energy from dusk each day until dawn the following day and maintenance of FPL-owned 
Street Lighting Systems. 

LIM ITATION OF SERVICE: 

For Mercury Vapor, Fluorescent and lncande.~ccnt luminaires, no additions or changes in specified lumen output on ex isting 
installations ";11 be perrniued under this schedule after October 4, 1981 except where such additionallighl~ arc required in order to 
match existing installations. 

Stand-by or resale sc1vice is not pennitted hereunder. 

CUSTOMER CONTIU BU'fJONS: 

II Conlribution-in-Aid-of-Consii11Ction (CIIIC} will be requi1-ed for: 

a} the differential cost between employing rapid construction techniques in trenching, backfilling and pole installalion work 
where no obstnactions cxistt and the added tost to overcome obstructions such as sprinkler systems, paved surfaces (such tts 

sidewnlks, curbs, gutters, and roodways), landscaping, sodding and other obstnoctions encountered along the Street Light 
System installation route, including 1-epai,· and 1-eplacement. If the Customer elects to perfom1 woo·k such as trench ins and 
restoration, they will be reimbursed by PI'L. with a credit (not to exceed ihc total CIAC cost) for the value of this WOI'k as 
dctcm>incd by FPL; 

b) the installation cost of any new overhead distribution facilities and/or the cost of alterations to existing distribution fac.ilities 
which are requ ired in order to se1ve the Street Lighting System less four (4) times lhe additional annual non-fuel e11ergy 
revenue genera ted by the installation or alieration of the Street Lighting System, plus where underground facilities are 
installed, the di ffcrcntial installation cost bchvccn underground and overhead distribution facilities. 

1l>ese costs shall be paid by the Customer prior to the initiation of any construction work by FPL. ' ll\e Customer shall also pay any 
addilional cosls associated with design modifications requested after lhe original eslimale has been made. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.716) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

REMOVAL OF FACILITIES: 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.71 5} 

Thirty-First Revised Sheet No. 8.716 
Cancels Thirtieth Revised Sheet No. 8.716 

If Street Lighting facilit ies are removed either by Customer request or tcnnination or breach of the agrc-cmcnt, the Customer shall pay 
FPL an mnounl equal eo the origimll installed cost of~1e removed facilities less any salvage value tUJd any depreciation (based on cun-ent 
depreciation rates as approved by ~1e Florida Public Service Commission} plus removal cost. 

MONTHLY RATE; 

Lamp Size 
Luminaire Initial kWh/Mo. 
Tvnc Lumens/WHits Estimote 

lligh Pressure 
Sodium Vapor 6,300 70 29 

9,500 100 41 
16,000 150 60 
22,000 200 88 
50,000 400 168 
27,500 250 116 . 140,000 1,000 <Il l 

Mercury Vapor • 6,000 140 62 
8,600 175 77 

11 ,50() 250 104 
21,50() 400 160 

• These units are closed to new FI'L installations. 
u The non-fuel energy charge is 2.850 ¢ per kWh. 

Cluu·ge fot· FPI,.Owncd 
llnit{S) 

Mainte- Energy 
~ ~ ~ 

$3.89 1.85 0.83 
$3.96 1.86 1.17 
$4.08 1.89 1.71 
$6.18 2.41 2.51 
$6.24 2.42 4.79 
$6.58 2.63 3.31 
$9.90 4.71 11.71 
$3.07 1.66 1.77 
$3.12 1.66 2.19 
$5.21 2.40 2.96 
$5.18 2.36 4.56 

••• Bil ls rendered based on "fOHtl" cl1nrge. Unbundling of charges is not permitted. 
. . .. New customer-owned facilities arc closed to ~1is mte etlective January I, 20 I 7. 

Charges for other Ff'L-owncd facilities: 
$4.92 
$6.74 
$7.98 
$6.74 

:!.:2m! 

6.57 
6.99 
7.68 

11.10 
13.45 
12.52 
26.32 
6.50 
6.97 

10.57 
12. 10 

Wood pole used only for the street lighting system 
Concrete pole used only for the street lighting system 
Fiberglass pole uSiCd only fot· ~1c street lighting system 
Steel pole used only for the street lighting system • 
Underground conductors not under paving 
Underground ~'Qnductors under paving 

3.810 ¢per foot 
9.310 ¢per foot 

Charge for Customer-Owned 
Unit $) .... ___ 

Rclnmping/ Energy 
Enel'l!y Q.!!!y 

$2.69 $0.83 
$3.04 $1.17 
$3.61 $1.71 
$4.90 $2.51 
$7. 19 $4.79 
$5.91 $3.31 

$16.46 $11.71 
$3.44 $1.77 
$3.86 $2.19 
$5.37 $2.96 
$6.93 $4.56 

The Underground conductors under paving charge will not apply where a Cli\C is paid pursuant to section "a)" unde~· "Cu&tomer 
Contributions." The Underground conduct OJ'S not under ptwing charge will apply in these situations. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.717} 
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FLORIDA POWER& LIC HT COM PANY 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8. 716} 

T wentieth Revised Sheet No. 8.717 
Cancels Nineteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.717 

On Customer-owned Street Lighting Systems, where Customer contracts to rclamp at no cost to FPL, the Monthly Rate for non-fuel 
energy shall be 2.850 ¢ per kWh of estimated usage of each unit plus adjustments. On Street Lighting Systems, where the Customer 
elects to install Customer-owned monitoring systems, the Monthly Rate for non-fuel energy shall be 2.850 ¢ per kWh of estimated 
usage of each monitoring unit plus adjustments. Tite minimum monthly kWh per monitoring device "ill be I kilowatl-hour per 
month, and the maximum monthly kWh per monitoring device will be S kilowatt-hout·s peo· month. 

During the initial installation period: 
Facilities in service for IS days or less will not be billed; 
Facilities in service for t6 days or more will be billed for a full month. 

WILLFUL RAMAGE: 

Upon the second occurren~-e of \\illful damage to any FPL-owned facili ties, the Customer will be responsible foo· the cost incurred for 
repair or replacement. If the lighting fixture is damaged, based on prior written instructions from the Customer, FPL will: 

a) RcJ>Iac.: the fixture with a shielded cutoff cobrahcad. Tite Customer sholl pay $280.00 for the shield plus !tll!tSSOciated costs. 
However, if the Customer chooses to have the shield installed aficr the fio~t occurrence, the Customer shall only pay the 
$280.00 cost ofthe shield; or 

b) Replace with a like unshielded fix!Urc. For this, and each subsequent occurren~-e. the Customer shall pay the costs specified 
under "Removal of Facilities"; or 

c) Tenninate servie>e to the fixture. 

Option selection shall be m~ide by the Customer in writing and apply to all fixtures which FPL has installed on the Customer's behalf. 
Selection changes may be made by the Customer at any time and will become effective 11inety (90} days after written notice is received'. 

Conservation Charge See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

Capacity Payment Chao·gc See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Environmental Charge 

Fuel Charge 

Stonn Charge 

Franchise Fcc 

Tax Clause 

SPECIAL CONDlTLONS: 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.040 

See Sheet No. 8.031 

See Sheet No. 8.031 

Customers whose lights are turned off during sen turtle nesting season will receive a credit equal to the Fuel charges associated with 
the fixtures that are tumed off. 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

Initial tenn of ten (I 0) years wi~l automatic, successive five (5) year extensions unless tcnninatcd in writing by either FPL o r the 
Customer at least ninety (90} days prior to the current tem1's expiration. 

RUWlAND REGULATIONS: 

Service under this sch-edule is subject to orders of governmental bodies having jul'isdiction and to the currently effective "Ge.ncral 
Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" on fi le with the Florida l'ublic Service Commission. In case of connict between any 
provision of this schedule and said "Gener~l Rules and Regulations for Electric Service", the provision of~1is schedule shall apply. 
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FLORIDA I' OWER& LIG HT COMPANY Or ig inal Sheet No. 8.718 

STREET LIGHTING METERED SERVICE 

RATE SCHEDULE: SL-1 M 

A V AtLABI..E: 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

For customer-owned lighting of streets and roadways, whether public or privme, which ore thoroughfares for normal flow of vehicular 
trnffic. Lighting for other applications such as• municipally and privately-owned ll9Fking lots; (Jarks and l'ecreationnl areas; or any other 
area not expressly defined above, is not pemtined under this schedule. 

Single phase, 60 hertz and at any available standard voltage. All setvice required on premises by Customer shall be fumishcd thmugh 
one meter. Resale of service is not penni ned hereunder. 

MONTI-IL Y RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Clwge 
Conservation Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
l'ucl Charge 
Storm Charge 
Fmnchise Fee 
Ta~ Clause 

Minimum: 

TERM OF SF.RVICf;: 

Not less than one (I) year. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

$13.00 

2.195 ¢ per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 I 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 

$13.00 

Service under this schedule is subjcet to orders of governmental bodies having jurisdiction and to the currently effective "General Rules 
and Regulations for Ele-ctric Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In case of c-onOict between any provision of 
this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" the provision oflhis schedule shall apply. 
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FLORIDA POWER & biGHT COMPANY 

RATE SCI!ED!li.C· Pld 

AVAILABLE: 

In all tcn·itory served. 

APPLICATION: 

I'REMIUM LIGHTING 

Seventeenth Revised Sheet No. 8. 720 
Cancels Sixteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.720 

FPL-owned lighting facilities not available under rate schedule SL-1 and OL-1. To any Customer for the sole purpose of:lighting 
streets, roadways and common areas, other than individual residential locations. This includes but is not limited to parking lots, 
homeowners as.wciation common areas, Ol' parks. 

Service will be unmetercd anrl will include lighting installation, lamp replacement and filcilities maintenance fOr FPL,;-owncd lighting 
systems. It will also include energy from dusk each day until dawn the following day. 

·n,e Company, while exercising reasonable diligence at all limes lo furnish service hereunder, does not guarantee continuous lighting 
and will not be liable for damages for any interruption, deficiency or failure of service, and reserves the right to interrupt se rvice at 
any time for necessary repairs to Jines or cquipmcn1. 

L.lMITAT!ON Of SERviCE: 

Lnslallation shall be rnade only \\11en, in the judgement of the Company, the location nnd the type of the facilities are, and will 
continue to be, easily and economically accessible to the Company equipment and personnel for both construction and maintenance. 

Stand-by, non-lirm, or resale service is not pcm1iltcd hereunder. 

TERM OF SERviCE: 

The term of service is (20) twenty years. At the end of the term of service, the Customer may elect to execute a new agreement based 
on the current estimated replacement costs. The Company will retain ownership of these facilities. 

FACILITIES PAYMENT OPTION: 

'111e Customer will pay fOr the facilities in a Jump sum in advance of construction. The amount wi ll be the Company's total work 
order cost for these facilities limes the Present Value Revenue Requirement (PVRR) multiplier of I. 1942. Monthly Maintenance and 
Energy charges will apply for the term of service. 

FACILITIES SELECTION: 

facilities selection sl>all be made by the Customer in writing by executing the Company's Preonium Lighting Agreement. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8. 72 1) 
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FLORTOA POWE R & LW HT COMPANY 
Twenty-Sixth Revised Sheet No. 8.721 

Cancels Twenty-Fifth Revised Sheet No. 8.721 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Facilities: 
Paid in full: 

I 0 years payment option: 
20 years paymeni option: 

Maintenance: 

Billing: 

Energy: 

Non-Fuel Energy 

Conservation ChMgc 

Capacity Payment Charge 

Environmental Charge 

Fuel Charge 

Storm Charge 

Franchise Fee 

Tax Clause 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.720) 

Monthly 1·are is zero, for Customer's who have executed a Premium Lighting Agreement before 
March I, 2010: 
1.358%ofrotal work order cost. 
0.920% of total work order cost. 

FI'L's estimated costs of maintaining lighting fncilit ics. 

FPL reserves the right to assess a charge for the 1·ecovery of any dedicated bill ing system 
developed solely for this rate. 

K Wll Consumption for fixtures shall be estimated using the following formula: 

K WH~Unit Wattage (usage) x 353.3 hours per month 
1000 

2.850 ¢/kWh 

See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.oJO.I 

See Sheet No. 8.040 

Sec Sheet No. 8.031 

See Sheet No. 8.031 

During the initial installation period: 
Facilities in service for 15 days or less will not be billed; 
Facilities in service for 16 days or more will be billed for a full month. 

M!N!MllM MONTHLY BILL: 

The minimum month ly bill shall be the applicable Facilities Maimcnancc and Billing charges. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.722) 
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FLORIDA POWER & L IGHT COMPANY 
Eighth Revised Sheet No. 8.722 

Cancels Seventh Revised Sheet No. 8. 722 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.721) 

EARLY TERM[NAIION: 

If the Customer no longer wishes to receive service under this schedule, the Customer may terminate the Premium Lighting Agn.~ment by 
giving at least (90) ninety days advance written notice to the Company. Upon early tennination of service, the Customer shall pay an 
amount computed by applying the following Termination Factors to the installed cost of the facilities, based on the year in which the 
Agreement was tcnninatcd. These Tennination Factors \\1ll not apply to Customers who elected to pay for the facilities in a lump sum in 
lieu of a monthly payment. 

FI'L may also charge the Customer for the cost to the utility lor removing the facilities. 

Tcn(lO) Years Tem1ination Twenl:£ (20) Years Termination 
Payment Ontion Factor Payment 012tion factor 

l 1.1942 l 1.1942 
2 1.03 12 2 1.0838 
3 0.9475 3 1.0568 
4 0.8575 4 1.0277 
5 0.7605 5 0.9964 
6 0.6560 6 0.9627 
7 0.5435 7 0.9264 
8 0.4224 8 0.8873 
9 0.2919 9 0.8452 
10 0. 1513 10 0.7999 

>10 0.0000 II 0.7510 
12 0.6984 
13 0.6418 
14 0.5808 
15 0.5151 
16 0.4443 
17 0.3681 
18 0.2861 
19 0.1977 
20 0.1025 

>20 0.0000 

WIJ.J.f\JL DAMAGE· 

In the event of willful damage to these facilities, FPL will provide the initial repair of each installed item at its expense. Upon the 
second occurrence of willful damage, and subsequent occurrence to these fPl.-owned facilities, the Customer will be responsible for 
the t'Ost for repair or replacement. 

R!!l.HS ANI) REGIJ I.ATIONS: 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders of governmental bod ies having jurisdiction and 10 the currently effective "General 
Rules and Regu lations for Electric Service" on file with the Florid<• Public Service Commission. In case of connie! between any 
provision of this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service", the provision of this schedu le shall apply. 
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JILORWA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Twenty-Seventh Revised Sheet No. 8. 725 

Cancels Twenty-Sixth Revised Sheet No. 8. 725 

OUIDOOR LIGHTING 

RATE SCHEDULE OL-1 

AVAiLABLE: 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

For year-round outdoor security lighting of yards, walkways und other areas. Lights to be served hereunder shall be allocations which are 
easily and economically accessible to Company vehicles and personnel for conslr\lction and maintenance. 

It is intended that Company-owned security lights will be installed on existing Company-owned electric f.1cilities, or short extension 
thereto, in areas where a street lighting system is not provided or is not sufficient to cover the security lighting needs of a particular 
individual or location. Where more extensive security ligllling is required, such as for large pmi<ing lots or other commercial areas, the 
Customer will provide Ute fixtures, supports and connecting wiring; the Company will connect to the Customer's system and provide the 
services indicated below. 

~: 

Service includes lamp renewals, energy from approximately dusk each day until approximately dawn the following day, and maintenance 
of Company-owned facilities. The Company will replace all bumed-out lamps and will maintain its faci lities during regular daytime 
working hours as soon as practicable following notification by the Customer that such work is necessary. The Company shall be pennined 
to enter the Customer's premises at all reasonable times for the purpose of inspecting, maintaining, installing and removing any or all of its 
equipment and facilities. 

The Company, while exercising reasonable diligence at all times to fumish service hereunder, does not guarantee continuous lighting and 
will not be liable for d9111agcs for m1y intc1ruption, deficiency or failure of scrvioo, and reserves the right to interrupt scrviex! at any time for 
nee<:ssary repairs to lines or equipment. 

LIMITATlON OF SERVICE: 

1llis sc11cdule is not available for service nonnally supplied on the Compuny's standard street lighting schedules. Company-owned facilities 
will be installed only 011 Company-owned poles. Customcr-0\mcd facili ties will be installed only on Customer-owned poles. Overhead 
conductors will not be installed in any area designated as an underground distribution area, or any area, premises or location served from 
nn underground source. Customer must have an active house or premise account nssociated with this service. Stand-by or resale service 
not pennittcd hereunder. 

MONTI·J!,Y RATE: 
Charge for Company-Owned 

Lamp Size 
Luminaire Initial KWH/Mo. 
~ Lumens/Watts Estimate 

High Pressure 
Sodium Vapor 6,300 70 29 

9,500 100 41 
16,000 150 60 
22,000 200 88 
50,000 400 168 
12,000 150 60 

Mercury V upor • 6,000 140 62 
8,600 175 77 

21,500 400 160 
"Otese units are closed to new Company insu~IHtions. 

•• The non-fuel energy charge is 2. 902¢ per kWh. 

U!!it(~l 
Maintc· Energy 

Fixtures nance Non-Fuel 
•• 

$5.05 $ 1.90 $0.84 
$5. 16 $1.90 $1. 19 
$5.34 $ 1.93 $1.74 
$7.77 $2.'19 $2.55 
$8.27 $2.45 $4.88 
$5.34 $1.93 $1.74 
$3.88 $1.70 $1.80 
$3.90 $1.70 $2.23 
$6.39 $2.40 $4.64 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.726) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Di rector·, Rates and Tariffs 
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FLORIDA POWER & L IGHT COMPANY 
Twenty-sixth Revised Sheet No. 8.726 

Cancels Twenty-Fifth Revised Sheet No. 8.726 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.725) 

Charges for other Company-owned fi1cilities: 
Wood pole and span of conductors: 
Concrete pole and span of conductors: 
Fiberglass pole und span of conductors: 
St~-el pole used only for the street lighting system • 
Underground conductors (excluding trenching} 
Do'"'·guy, Anchor and Protector 

$ 11.14 
$ 15.03 
$17.68 
$15.03 
$0.085 per foot 
$10. 13 

For Customer-owned outdoor lights, where the Customer contracts to relamp at no cost to f' PL, the monthJy rate for non-fuel ene•'llY 
shall be $2.902¢ per kWh of estimated usage of each unit plus adjustments. 

Con.~crvation Charge 
Capacity Payment Clause 
Environmental Charg.c 
Fuel Charge 
Stom1 Charge 
Franchise Fcc 
Tax Clause 

TERM OF SERVICE· 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030. 1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030. 1 
Sec Sheet N6. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 

Not less ihun one year. In the event the Company installs any facilities for which there is an added monthly charge, the Tenn of 
Service shall be for not less thun three years. 

If the Customer tenninates service before the expiration of the initial tenn of the agreement, the Company may require 
reimbursement for the total expenditures made to provide such service, plus the cost of removal of the-facHitics installed less the 
salvage value thereof, and less credit for all monthly Jlaymcnts made for Company·<llvncd facilities. 

WILLFUl. DAMAGE: 

In the event ofwillfu.l damage to these facilities, FI'L will provide the initial repair of each installed item at its expense. Upon the 
second occurrence of willful damage, and subsequent occurrence to these FPL-0\\1led facilities, the Customer will be responsible for 
the cost tor repair or replacement. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS· 

Service urtder this scf.tedule is subject to orders of govenunental bodies having jurisdiction and to the currently effective "General 
Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. ln case of connie! between any 
provision ofthis schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service", the provision ofth is schedule shall apply. 

COMPANY -OWNED FACILITIES: 

Company-owned luminaires nonnally will be mounted on Company's existing distribution poles und served from existing overlwad 
wires. The Company will provide one span of secondary conductor from existing secondary facilities to a Company-owned light at 
the Company's expense. When requested by the Customer, und at the option of the Company, additional spans of wire or additional 
poles or underground conductors may be installed by the Company upon agreement by the Customer to use the facili ties ror a 
minimum of three years ru1d pay each month the charges specified under MQNUO.Y RATE. 

MONT!~J Y RATE 

·n,e Customer will make a lump sum paynwnt for the cost of changes in the height of existing poles or the installation of additional 
poles in the Compal\y's distribution lines or rite cost of any other facilities required for the installation of lights to be se rved 
hereunder. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8. 727) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.726) 

Fiflh Revised Sheet No. 8. 727 
Cancels Fourth Revised Sheet No. 8.727 

At the Customer request, the Company will upgrade to a higher level of illumination without a service charge when the 
changes are consistent with good engineering practices. The Customer wil l pay the Company the net costs incurred in 
making other lamp s ize changes. In all cases where luminaries are replaced, the Ct•stomer will sign a new service 
agreement. Billing o n the rate for the new luminaire or lamp size wi ll begin as of the next regular billing date. A 
hnninaire may be relocated at the Customer's request upon payment by the Customer of the costs of removal and 
reinstallation. 

The Company will not be required to install equipment at any location where the service may be objc·ctionable to others. 
If it is found after installation that the light is objectionable, the Company may terminate the service. 

When the Company relocates or removes its facil ities to comply with govemmcntal requirements, or for any other 
reason, either the Company or the Customer shall have the right, upon written notice, to discontinue service hereunder 
without obligation or liability. 

SI'ECIAL CONDITIONS: 

Customers whose lights are turned off during sen turtle nesting season wi ll receive a credit equal to the fllel charges 
associated with the fixtures that are tumed off. 

CUSTOMER-OWNED FACILITIES: 

Customer-owned luminaires and other facilities wi ll be of a type and design specified by the Company to permit 
servicing and lamp replacement at no abnol'mal cost. The Customer will provide all poles, fixtures, initial lamps and 
controls, and circuits up to the point of connection to the Company's supply li nes, and an adequate support for the 
Company-owned service conductors. 

The Company wi ll provide an overhead service drop from its existing secondary conductors to the point of service 
designated by the Company for Customer-owned lights. Underground service conductors will be installed in lieu of the 
overhead conductors at the Customer's request, and upon payment by the Customer of the installed cost of the 
underground conductors after allowance for the cost of equivalent overhead service conductors and any trenching and 
backfilling provided by the Customer. 

DEFINITIONS: 

A "Luminail·e," as defined by the Illuminating Engineering Society, is a complete lighting unit consisting of a lamp 
{bulb), together with pmts designed to dish·ibute the light, to position and protect the lamp, and connect the lamp to the 
power supply. 

A "Conventional" luminaire is supported by a bracket that is mounted on the side of an ordinary wood pole or an 
ornamental pole. This is the only type of luminaire offered where service is to be supplied from overhead conductors, 
although this luminaire may also be used when service is supplied from underground conductors. 

A "Contemporary" luminaire is of modern design and is mounted on top of an ornamental pole. Underground 
conductors are required. 

A "Traditional" luminaire resembles an Early American carriage lantern and is mounted on top of a pole. It requires an 
ornamental pole and underground conductors to a source of supply. 

An "Omamental" pole is one made of concrete or fiberglass. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COM PANY 

RATE SCHEDULE: SL-2 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory served. 

i\PJ>LICATION: 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL SERVICE 

Forty-Second Revised Sheet No. 8.730 
Cancels Forty-Fh'St Revised Shecl No. 8.730 

Service for tramc signal lighting where the signal system and the circuit to connect with Company's existing supply lines arc 
installed, owned and maintained by Customer and were active prior to January I, 20 17. 

SI2RVICt: 

Single phase, 60 hertz and approximately 120n40 volts or higher, at Company's option. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 

Base Energy Charge 
Conservation Char.ge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

4.731 ¢ per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum: $3.24 at encb point of delivery. 

Note: During the init;aJ installation period of facilities: 
Lights and facilities in service for 15 days or less will not be billed; 
Lights and facili ties in service for 16 days or more will be billed for a full month. 

CALCULATED USAGE: 

The Calculated Usage at each point of delivery shall be determined by opemting tests or utilization of manufacturers' rulings and 
specifications. The monthly operation shall be based on a standard of730 hours; however, that portion of the operation which is on 
a noncontinuous basis shall be adjusted to reOect such operation. 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

Not less than one (I) b illing period. 

NOTICE OF CI JANGES: 

The Customer shall notify the Company at least 30 days prior to My change in rming of the equipment served or the period of 
operation. 

RULHS AND REOlJI.ATIONS: 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders of govemmental bodies having jurisdiction and to the currently effective "General 
Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In case of conOict betwee<> any 
provision of this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" the provision of this schedule shall apply. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY Ot·lginal Sheet No. 8.73J 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL METERED SERVICE 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

Service for traffic signal lighting where the signal system and the cireuit to connect with Company's existing supply lines a•e installed, 
owned and maintained by Customer. 

Single phase, 60 hertz and appmximatcly 120/240 volts or higher, at Company's option. 

MONUU.Y RAm: 

Customer Charge: 

Non-J'uel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Conservation Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Environrnental Charge 

Additional Charge.~: 
ruet Chal'ge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

Minimum: 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

Not less thWJ one (I) year. 

RULES AND REGULA110NS; 

$6.00 

4.596 ¢per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

$6.00 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders of governmental bodies having jurisdiction Md to the curremly eiTective "General Rules 
and Regulations lor Eloctrie Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In case of conllict between any provision of 
this schedule and said "Ocncr111 Rules and Regulations for Ekclric Servic-e" the provision of this schedule slmll apply. 

Issued by; S. E. Romig, Dh·ectot·, Rates and T ariffs 
Effeclivc: Jnnunry 1, 2017 
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FLO RIDA POWER & L IGHT COMPANY 

RATE SCHEDULE: RL·l 

AVAILABLE: 

RECREATIONAL LIGHTING 

(Closed Schedule) 

Fi fth Revised Sheet No. 8.743 
Cnncels Fou rth Revised Sheet No. 8.743 

In all territory served. Available to any customer, who, as of January 16, 2001, w·•s either taking service pursuant to this schedule or 
had a fillly executed Recreational Lighting Agreement with the Company. 

APPLLCATION: 

For I' Plrowned facilities for the purpose of lighting community recreational areas. This includes, but is nor limitied to, baseball, 
softball, football, soccer, tennis, and basketball. 

Service will be metered and will include lighting installation, lamp replacement and facili ties maintenance for FPL-owncd lighting 
systems. 

The Company, while exercising reasonable diligence at all times to fum ish sco·vice hereunder, docs not guarantee continuous lighting 
and wil l not be liable foo· damages for any interruption, deficiency or failure of service, and reserves the right to interrupt service at 
01\y time for necessary repairs to lines or equipment. 

LIM ITATlON Of SERVICE: 

Installation shall be onade only when, in the judgement of the Company, the location and the type of the facili ties arc, and will 
continue to be, easily t\nd economically accessible to the Company equipment and personnel for both construction and maintenance. 

Stand-by, non· finn, or resale service is not permitted hereunder. 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

The term of service is (20) twenty years. At the end of the term of service, the Customeo· may elect to execute a new Agreement 
based on the current eslimated replacement costs. TI1e Company wi ll retain owneo·shit> of these f.•cilit ies. 

FACILITIES PAYMENT OP'DON: 

The Customer will pay for the facilities in a lump sum in advance of' construction. The amount will be the Company's total work 
ordc1· cost for these fac.ilities times the Present Value Revenue Requirement (PVRR) multiplier of 1.1942. Monthly Maintenance and 
energy charges will BJlply fOI' the tenn of service. 

fACILITIES SELECTION: 

Facilities selection shall be made by the Customer in writing by executing the Company's Recreational Lighting Agreement. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.744) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director, Rntes nnd Tariffs 
Effective: J anuary 1, 2017 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Facilities: 
Paid in full : 
I 0 years payment option: 
20 years payment option: 

(Continued fi·om Sheet No. 8. 743) 

Monthly r·ate is zero. 
1.358% of total work Or(lcr cost. • 
0.920% of total work order· cost. • 

Fifth Revised Sheet No. 8.744 
Cnncels Four1h Revised Sheet No. 8.744 

Both (I 0) ten and (20) twenty year payment options are closed to new service, and are only available for the 
duration of tihe term of service of those customers that have fu lly executed a Recre-ational Lighting Agreement 
with the Company before January 16, 200 I. 

Maintenance: 

Billing: 

Charge Per Month: 

Conservation Charge 

Capacity Payment Charge 

Environmental Char·ge 

Fuel Charge 

Stonn Charge 

Franchise Fee 

Tax Clause 

MINIMUM MONTHLY BILL; 

FPL's estimated costs of maintaining lighting facilities. 

FPL reserves the right to assess a charge for the recovery of any dedicated billing system 
developed solely for this rate. 

Company's otherwise applicable general service rate schedule. 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.030. I 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.040 

See Sheet No. 8.031 

See Sheet No. 8.031 

As provided in the otherwise applicable rate schedule, plus the Faci lities Maintenance and Bill ing char·ges. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.745) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Dh·ecto r, Rates and Tariffs 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGI:IT COMPANY 

EARLY TERM INATION: 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.744) 

Fourth Revised Sheet No .. 8.745 
Cancels Thit·d Revised Sheet No. 8.745 

If the Customer no longer wishes to receive service under this schedule, U1e Customer may tenninnte the Recreational Lighting 
Agreement by giving at least (90) ninety days advt1nce written notice to Ute Company. Upon early tennination of service, the Costome1· 
shall J>ay an amount computed by applying the following Termination Factors to the installed cost of the faci lities, based on the year in 
which the Agreement was terminated. 1l1ese Termination Factors will not apply to Customers who elected to pay for the facilities in a 
lump sum in lieu of a monthly payment. 

FPL may also charge the Customer for the cost to the utility for removing the facilit ies. 

Ten (10} Years Tennination Twent:i (20} Years Termina!iQU 
Pa:iment Oj2tion Factor Payment O~tion Factor 

I 1.1942 1. 1942 
2 1.03 12 2 1.0838 
3 0.9475 3 1.0568 
4 0.8575 4 1.0277 
5 0.7605 5 0.9964 
6 0.6560 6 0.9627 
7 0.5435 7 0.9264 
8 0.4224 8 0.8873 
9 0.2919 9 0.8452 
10 0.1513 10 0.7999 

>10 0.0000 II 0.75 10 
12 0.6984 
13 0.64 18 
14 0.5808 
15 0.5151 
16 0.4443 
17 0.3681 
18 0.2861 
19 0.1977 
20 0.1025 

>20 0.0000 

WILLFUL DAMAGE: 

In the event orwillrul damage to these facilities, FPL will provide the in itial repair of each installed item at its expense. 
Upon the second occurre11ce of willful damage, and subsequent occurrence to these FPl.rowned facilities, the Customer 
will be responsible for the cost for repair or replacement. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

Service under this schedu le is subject to orders of govenunental bodies baving jurisdiction and to the currently 
effective "General Ru les and Regulations for Electric Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In 
case or conOict between any provision of this schedule and said "Gener·al Rules and Regulations for· Electric Service", 
the provision of this schedule shall apply. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: J nnun t·y I, 2017 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Sixteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.750 

Cancels Fifteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.750 

STANDBY AND SUPPLEMENTAL SERYICE 

RA'ffi SCHEDULE· SST-I 

AVAILABLE· 

In all territory served by the Company. Service under this rate schedule is on a customer by customer basis subject to the completion of 
ummgemcnts necessary fOr implementation. 

APPLICATION: 

For electric service to any Customer, at a (>Oint of delivery, whose electric service requirements for the Customer's load are suppl icd or 
supplemented from the Customer's generation equipment at that point of service and require standby and/or supplemental scrvioc. For 
purposes of detem1ining applicability of this rate schedule, the following definitions shall be used: 

(I) "Standby Service• means electric energy or capacity SUJ>plicd by the Company to replace energy or capacity ordinarily 
generated by the Customer's own generation equipment during periods of either scheduled (maintenance) or unscheduled 
(backup) outages of all or a portion oflhe Customer's generation. 

(2) "Supplemental Service" means electric energy or capacity supplied by the Company in addition to that which is nonnally 
provided by the Customc~s 0\\11 generation C<JuipmenL 

A Customer is ret1uired to take service under this nne schedule if the Customds total gencrotion capacity is more than 20% of the 
Custome~s total electrical luau and the Custome~s gcner.uors are not for emergency purposes only. 

Customers taking service under this rote schedule shall enter into a Standby and Supplemental Service Asree.ment ("Agreement"}; 
however, failure to execute such an agreement will not pre-empt the application of this rnte schedule for service. 

'lbree phase, 60 hertz, and at the available standard voltage. All service supplied by the Company shall be furnished through one 
metering poinL Resale of service is not permined hereunder. 

Transformation Rider - lR, Sheet No. 8.820, does not apply to Standby Service. 

MONTNL Y RATE: 

STANDBY SERVICE 
Delivery Voltage: Bclow69 kV 

SST-1(01) SST-l(D2) 
Contract Standby Demand: ll~l21~ ~QQ lsW ~!ll112 1.2221sW 

Customer Charge: $125.00 $125.00 
Demand Charges: 

Base Demand Charge.<: 
Distribution Demand Charge per 

kW ofControct Standby Demand $3.00 $3.00 

Reservation Demand Charge per kW $1.48 $1.48 

Daily Demand Charge 
per kW for cnch daily ma.~imum 
On-Peak Standby Demand $0.70 $0.70 

Capacity Payment and Conservation Charges Sec Sheet No. 8,030.1 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.751) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Oit·ectOl', Rates an d Tnr·iffs 
Effective: Januar·y I, 20 17 

SST· I(D3) 
~.QJ!Q lsW f!!. 6J!gv~ 

$425.00 

$3.00 

$1.48 

$0.70 

69kV &Above 
SST-1('1) 
All Levels 

$1,800.00 

N/A 

$1.33 

$0.44 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
1\venty-Third Revised Sheet No. 8 .751 

Cnncels Twenty-Second Revised Sheet No. 8.751 

Delivery Voliage: 

Contract Standby Demand: 
Non-Fuel Energy Chm·ges: 

Base £ncrgy Charges: 
On-Peak Period c!Htrge per kWh 
ofl:Pcak Period charge per kWh 

Environmental Charge 

Additional Charg.cs: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Fmnchise Fee 
TtLX Clause 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.750) 

SST-1(01) 
Below500kW 

0.707 ¢ 
0.707¢ 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 I 
See Sheet No. 8.03 I 

Below69 kV 
SST-!(D2) 

500 !!! I 999 kW 

0.707 ¢ 
0.707¢ 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus the Base Demand Charges. 

J)£MAND CALCULATLON: 

SST-1(03) 
2 000 kW & Above 

0.707¢ 
0.707¢ 

69kV &Above 
SST-l(T) 
All Levels 

0.707¢ 
0.707¢ 

The Demand Charge tor Standby Service shall be ( I) the charge for Distribution Demand .l!.!.!!!i (2) the greater of the sum of the Daily 
Demand Charges Ol' the Reservation Demand Charge times the maximum On-Peak Standby Dcmnnd actually registered during the 
month .l!.!.!!!i (3) the Reservation Demand Charge times the difference between the Contract Standby Demand and the maximum! On
Peak Standby Demand actually registered dUiing the month. 

SUPPL£MENTALSERVICE 
Supplemental Service shall be the total power supplied by the Company minus the Standby Service supplied by the Company during 
the same metering period. The charge for all Supplemental Service shall be calculated by applying the applicable retail rate schedule, 
excluding the customer charge. 

RATING PERIODS: 
On-Peak: 

November I through March 31: Mondllys through Fridays during the hours from 6 a.m. to I 0 a.m. and 6 p.m. to I 0 p.m. 
excluding TIHmksgiving Ouy, Christmas Ouy, illld New Year's Day. 

Aoril I through October 3 I: Mondays through Fridays during the hours fl·om 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, and Lllbor Day. 

Off-Peak: 
AI I other hours. 

CONTRACT STANDRY DF,MANJ)· 

' l11e level of Customer's generation requiring Standby Service as specified in the Agreement. This Conto·act Standby Demand will not 
be less than the maximum load actually served by the Customer's generation during the current month or prior 23-month period Je.ss the 
amount specified as the Customer's load which would not have to be served by the Company in the event of an outage of the 
Customer's generation equipment. for a Customer receiving only Standby Service as identified under Special Provisions, the Contract 
Standby Demand shall be maximum load actually served by the Company during the current month or prior 23-rnonth period. 

A Custome~s Contrnct St~mdby Demand mity be re-eswblishcd to allow for the following adjustments: 

I. Demand rcductioro l'csulling fi·om the installation of FPL Demand Side Management Measures or J'PL Research Project efficiency 
measures; or 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.752) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Dil·cctor, Rates and T ar iffs 
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FLORIDA POWt~R & LIG Hl'COMPANY 
Twenty-Second rtevlscd Sheet No.8. 760 

Cancels Twcnly-F'ia-st Revised Sheet No.8. 760 

INTERRUPllBL£ STANDBY AND SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE 
(OPTIONAt) 

RATESCIIEPULE: !SST-! 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory served by the Company. Service under this rnte schedule is on a customer by customer bnsis subject to the completion of 
arrangements nccessury for implementation. 

LIMITATION OFAYAILA!liLITY· 

This ~hedule moy be m()dified or withdnm11 subject to determinations made under Commission Rule 25·6.0438, I'.A.C., Non-Finn 
Electric Scrvioc- Terms and Conditions or any other Commission deten11ination. 

APPLICATION· 

A Customer \\ho is eligible to receive service under the Standby and Supplemental Service (SST-I) rate s.:hedule may, as an option, take 
service under this rote schedule, unless the Customer has ente~d into o contract t() sell fin11 capacity and/or energy to the Company, and 
the Customer cannot restart its gcncrotion equipment without power supplied by the Company, in which ease the Customer moy only 
receive Stnndby und Supp[enl<lntal Service under the Company's SST-I rotcschcdulc. 

Customers tuking service under this rate schedule shnll enter into on Interruptible Standby nnd SUJlplcmcntal Service Agreement 
("Agreement"). Titis interruptible loud shall not be served on (I firm service basis until service hns been terminated under this rote 
schedule. 

Three phase, 60 hertz, and at the available standard voltnge. 

A designated portion of the Customer's load served under this s.:hedulc is subject to interruption by the Company. Trunsfon11ation Rider
TR, where applicable, shall only apply to the Customer's Contract Standby Demand for delivery voltoge below 69 kV. Res.·lle of service 
is not pen11itted hereunder. 

MONTI ILV RATE: 
STANDBY SERVICE 
Delivery Voltage: 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Churgcs: 
llnse Demond Chnrges: 

Distribution Demand Charge per k\VofContract Standby Demand 
Reservation Demand Charge per k\V of lntcm•ptiblc Standby Demand 
Reservation Demand Charge per kW of Fimt Standby Demand 
Daily Demand Charge per kW for each daily maximum On-Peak 

Interruptible Standby Demand 
Daily Demand Charge perk W for each daily maximum On-Peak 

Fin11 Standby Demand 
Capacity Payment nnd Conservation Charges Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charges: 

On·l'cak Period churge per kWh 
Olf-l'eok Pcri~d charge per kWh 

environmental Charge Sec Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8. 761) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Dir-ector, Rates and Ta riffs 
Effective: J nnunry I, 2017 

Distribution 
Below69 kV 
ISST-I (D) 

$425.00 

$3.00 
$0.25 
Sl.48 

S0.70 

$0.12 

0.707 ¢ 
0.707¢ 

Transmission 
62 kY &Above 

ISST-l(D 

$1,800.00 

NIA 
$0.30 
$1.33 

$0.44 

$0.12 

0.707 ~ 
0.707 ¢ 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

TRANSFORMATION RIDER • TR 

AVAILABLE· 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

Sixteenth llcvlscd Sheet No. 8.820 
Cancels Fifteenth llevised Sheet No. 8.820 

In conjunction with any commercial or industrial rate schedule specifying delivery of service at any available standard voltage 
when Customer takes sendee from available primary lines of2400 volts or higher at a single point of delivery. 

MONTHLY CREDIT: 

The Company, at its option, will either provide and maintain transformation facilities equivalent to the capacity that would be 
provided if the load were served at a secondary voltage from transfonners at one location or, when Customer furnishes 
transformers, the Company will allow a monthly credit of SO. IS per kW of Billing Demand. Any transformer capacity 
required by the Customer in excess of that provided by the Company hereunder may be rented by the Customer at the 
Company's standard rental charge. 

The credit will be deducted from the monthly bill as computed in accordance with the provisions of the Monthly Rate section 
of the opplicablc Rate Schedule before application of any discounts or adjustments. No monthly bill will be rendered for an 
amount less than the minimum monthly bill called for· by the Agreement for· Service. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

The Company may change its primary voltage at any time aner· reasonable advance notice to any Customer receiving credit 
hereunder and affected by such change, and the Customer then has the option of changing its system so as to receive service at 
the new line voltage or of accepting servioe (without the benefit of this rider) through transformers supplied by the Company. 

RULES AND BEOULI\IIONS: 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders of governmental bodies having jurisdiction and to the currently effective 
"General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In case of conflict 
between any provision of this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" the provision of this 
schedule shoJI apply. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Di recto r, Rates and Tal"iffs 
Effcdivc: January I, 2017 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Sixty-Thio·d Revised Sheet No. 8.830 

Cancels Sixty-Second Revised Sheet No. 8.830 

SEASONAL DEMAND- TIME OF USE RIDER - SDTR 
(OPTIONAL) 

RJDER: SDTR 

AVAILABLE: 
In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 
For electric service requ~ed for commercial or industrial lighting, power and any other purpose with a measured Demand in excess of20 kW. 
l11is is an oplional rate available 10 ~ustomers otherwise served under the GSD· I GSOT-1 , GSl.0-1, GSL.DT-1, GSl.0-2 or GSI,DT-2 Rate 
Schedules. 

SERVICE: 
Single or three phase, 60 hem: and at any available standard voltage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be fumishcd through 
one meter. Resale of service is not permitted hereunder. 

MONTI·U.Y RATE: 
OPTION A: Non-Se!lSonal Standard Rate 

Annual Maximum Demand 

CUstomer Charge: 
l)emand Charges: 

SDTR-1 
21-499kW 

$25.00 

Sea.o;onal On-1>cak Demand Charge
Per kW of Seasonal On-peak 
Demand 

$10.10 

Non-Seasonal Demand Charge 
Per kW of Non- ScllSonal 

Ma.ximum Demand 

Capacity Payment Charge: 
Conservation C.'harge: 

Energy Charges: 
Ba.<e Sea<onul On-Peak 

Per kWh of Seasonal 
On-l'eak Energy 

Oasc Sc!lSonal Off-Peak 
Per kWh of Seasonal 
Off-Peak Energy 

$8.90 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

8.093 ¢ 

1.459¢ 

Base Non-Sca.<onal Energy Charge 
Per kWh ofNon-Seasonal Energy 

2.035 ¢ 

Environmental Charge: 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge: 
Storm Charge: 
Franchise Fee; 
Tax Clause: 

See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheei No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 

Issued by: S. E. Romig,. Director, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: January 1; 2017 

.s.QI.!kL 
500-1.999 I<W 

$75.00 

$11.40 

$10.80 

5.648 ¢ 

1.143 ¢ 

1.585¢ 

SDTR-3 
2.000 I<W or greater 

$225.00 

$12.00 

$11.18 

4.538 ¢ 

1. 112¢ 

1.427¢ 
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FLORIDA POWER & L ICHT COM PANY 

OI'TION B: Non-Scasona.l Time of Use Rate 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.830) 

Fifteenth Revised Sheet No .. 8.831 
Cancels Fourteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.831 

Annual Maximum Demand 
som-1 

21-499 kW 
SDTR-2 

500-1 999 kW 
SDTR-3 

2 000 kW or greater 

Customer Charge: $25.00 

Demand Charges: 
Seasonal On-peak Demand Charge 

Per kW of Seasonal On-peak 
Demand 

$ 10.10 

Non-Seasonal Demand Charge 
Per kW of NO" · Seasonal 
Peak Demand 

Cupucity Payment Charge 
Conservmion Charge 

energy Charges: 
Base Seasonal On-Peak 

Per kWh of Seasonal 
On-Peak Encr:gy 

l)a~e Seasonal 0 IT-Peak 
Per kWh of Seasonal 
Ofi~Peak Energy 

Base Non-Seasonal On-Peak 
Per kWh ofNon-Seasonal 
On-Peak Energy 

Base Non-Seasooal Ofl~Pe.1k 
Per kWh of Non-Seasonal 
Off-Peak Energy 

environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Frand>ise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$8.90 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

8.093 ¢ 

1.459¢ 

4.622¢ 

1.459¢ 

See Sheet No. 8.030 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
Sec Sheet No. 8. 031 

$75.00 

$11.40 

$10.80 

5.648 ¢ 

1.1 43 ¢ 

3.384 ¢ 

1.143 ¢ 

Minimum Charge: Tile Customer Charge Jllus the currently effective Demand Charges. 

NON-SEASONAL RATING PERIODS /OPTION B onlyl: 
Non.Sca,onal On-Peak Period: 

$225.00 

$ 12.00 

$ 11. 18 

4.538 ¢ 

1.112 ¢ 

3.113¢ 

1.112¢ 

November I through March 31: Mondays through f'ridays dllring the hours from 6 a.m. to 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. to 10 p.m. 
excluding Thanksgiving Day, Christmas Day, (Uld New Year's Day. 

April I through Mav 31 and October I throu!!IJ October 31: Mondays tluough Fridays during the hours from 12 noon to 
9 p.m. cxiCiuding Memorial Day. 

Non-Seasonal Off-Peak Period: 
Nl other hours. 

(Continued On Sheet No. 8.832) 
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FLORrDA POWER & lUG NT COMPANY 
T hir·d Revised Sheet No. 9.440 

Cancels Second Revised Sheet No. 9.440 

SURETY BOND 

I<NOW ALL P ERSONS BY THI<SE PRESENTS: 

THAT WE, _ __________ as Principal at (mailing address) _____________ _ 

and , a surety company at (mailing address) 
-:::--:-:-----::------:--:-:---:--::---:---:----:--=-:-.,--::-----:,..-,-:-:- authol'ized to do business in the State of 
Flol'ida, as Surety are held and firmly bound to Flol'ida Power & Light Company, a corporation organized and 
existing under the laws of the State of Florida, its successors and assigns, in the amount of$ , lawful 
money of the United States of America for the payment of which the Principal and Surety, their heirs, executors, 
administrators, succcsso•·s and assigns arc hc•·cby jointly and severa lly bound. 

WH EREAS, pmsuant to its authol'izcd Gcnc•·al Rules and Regulations f<u· Electric Se1-vice, Florida Power 
& Light Company requires the Principal to establish credit for prompt payment of its monthly utility bills, and 
Principal and Florida Power & Light Company agree that Pl'incipal may do so by furnishing this surety bond for 
prompt payment of the monthly uti lity bills to be rendered by Flol'ida Power & Light Company; 

NOW THEREFORE, the condition of this obligation is such that if the Principal shall promptly pay all 
amounts which may be due by Pl'incipal to Florida Power & Light Company fo•· utility services in the Principal's 
name at any or all prem·iscs, then this obl igation shall be null and void; otherwise it shall remain in full force and 
effect. 

PROVIDED FURTHER, that Principal and Surety jointly and severally agree that if at any lime Principal' s 
payment, or any part thereof, of Principal 's obligations to Flol'ida Power & Light Company is rescinded or must 
otherwise be restored or returned for any reason whatsoever (Including, but not limited to, insolvency, bankruptcy or 
reorganization), then the Surety obligation shall, to the extent of the payment •-escinded or returned, be deemed to 
have continued in existence, notwithstanding such p•·evious payment, and the Surety obligation shall continue to be 
effective o•· be reinstated, as the case may be, as to such payment, all as though such previous payment had never 
been made; 

PROVIDED FURTHER, that•·cgardlcss of the number ofycm-s this bond shall continue or be continued in force and 
of the number of premiums which shall be payable or paid, the S111·ety shall not be liable thereunder for a larger 
amount, in the aggregate, than the amount of this bond, unless suit must be brought for enforcement of the within 
obligations in which case the Smety will a lso be liable for all costs in connection the•·cwith and reasonable attorneys' 
fees, including costs or and fees for appeals; and 

PROVIDED FURTHER, that should the S111·ety so elect, this bond may be canceled by the Surely a~ to 
subsequent liabi li ty by giving thirty (30) days notice in wl'iting by cc11ificd mail-•·cturn receipt requested to f'lmida 
Power & Light Company ati'.O. Box 025209, Miami, Florida 33102-5209. The notice of cancellation shall not be 
effective unless it includes the Principal's name and "Master Account Number " 
written thereon. 

Signed, scaled and dated this. ______ day of _____________________ _ 

Corporate 

Seal 

of SURETY 

Signature format in this section will vary depending on type of legal entity 
(C01·poration, Par·hrc•·ship, Joint Venture, Sole Proprietor) 

Surety ______________ _ 

By~--~~~--~----~--=-~~ 
(Designated in attached Power of Attomey, If not Flol'ida Resident, 

countersigned below.) 

(Continued on Sheet No. 9.441) 

Issued by: S. E. Rontig, Director, Rates and Ta.·lffs 
Effective: Januar·y l, 2017 

Notary 

Seal 

(Surety) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LI GHT COMPANY 
Sixteenth Revised Sheet No. 11}.010 

Cancels Fifteenth Revised Sheet No. 10 .010 

CONTRACT PROVIS IO NS - VARIOUS 

FACILITIES RENTA L SERVICE. When 1·equired by the Customer, the Company may, at its option, provide a nd 
maintain transformers and other facil ities which arc required by the Customer beyond the Point of Delivery or which 
a1·c needed because the Customer requ il·es unusual facilities due to the nature of his equipment. The Company shal l not 
be required to install tacilities if they cannot be economically j us tified . The charge for this serv ice is based on the 
agreed installed cost o f such faci lit ies. 

Upon mutual agreement !between the Company and the Customer, the Customer may e lect to make either a lump sum 
payment 01' pay a month ly charge. The month ly c harge shall1·ccovcr 21% per yca1· of the ag1·ccd ins tal led cost of such 
faci lities . 'l'hose Customers electing to make a lump sum J)aymc nt shall have the optio n of either including the cost of' 
maintenance in a Jump sum, or paying a separate monthl y maintenance charge . If the Customer elects to pay for the 
ma intenance in the fumJ> sum, the amount wi ll be based on the estimated cost of maintenance over the term of the 
contract. 

Those customers renting electric facilities fl·om the Company, subsequent to a c hange in the faciliti es Rental Se1·vice 
c harge and upon mutual agreement, may continue to receive e lectrical service under one of the following opti ons: I) 
contin ue the •·ental facilities by payment based on the revised charge, 2) purchase such facili ties from the Company as 
mutually ag1·eed upon, 3) purchase O l' lease the facili ties from a nothc1· source, Ol' 4) redesign its operatio n to receive 
standard e lectric service from the Company. 

MUN ICIPAL FIRE P UMP DEMANDS. Demands caused by the operation of municipa l fire pumps are waived 
whenever the pumps are 111scd in emergencies fot• the purpose of extinguishi ng fires, Ot' when the pumps are operated for 
testing purposes provided the time of the test is mutually agreed upon beforehand. 

SECONDARY METERJNG ADJUSTMENT. Where the rate schedule provides for del ivery of service at primary 
voltage and it is necessat·y or desi rable to meter at secondary voltage, the readings of Company's meters arc COITCCled to 
conform to the vohnge of delivery by adding 2% to the dema nd indications and 3% to the kwh registrations. 

UNMETERED SERVI CE. In some circumstances the installation of a metc1· is difficu lt, impracticable, or not 
warranted by the nature of the load to be served. In such cases the Company may elect to estimate the demand and 
energy requ irements and ca lcu late the bill on these estimated values. 

NET METERING OF' CUSTOMER-OWNED RENEWABLE GENERATION. For Customers with renewable 
generation equipment up to a maximum of 2 MW that have executed an Interconnection Agreement for Customer
Owned Renewable Generation with the Company, the following billing pammeters will apply. 

T he customer wi ll be chmged for electricity used in excess of the genel'lltion suppl ied by customc1·-owncd renewable 
generation in accordance with the Company's norma l billing practices. If any excess customer-owned renewable 
generation is delivered to the Company 's e lectric grid during the course of a bill ing cycle, it will be cred ited to the 
customer's energy co nsumption for the next month's bi lli ng cycle. 

Al l excess energy c1·cdits will be accumulated and be used to offset the custome1·'s energy usage in subsequent months 
for a period of not more than twelve months. In the last b illing cycle month of each calendar year, a ny unused credits 
for excess kWh generated will be credi ted to the next month's b illing cycle using the average annual rate based o n the 
Company's COG-1, As-Avai lable Enet·gy Tari ff. In the event a custome•· closes the account, any of the customer' s 
unused credits for excess kWh generated will be paid to the customet· at a n ave1·age annua l rate based on the Compa ny 's 
COG- I, As-Avai lable Ene rgy Tari ff. 

Regard less of whether excess e nergy is delivered to the Company's electric grid, the customer will be required to pay 
the greater of I. the mini mum charge as stated in their applicable rate schedule, 01· 2. the applicable custome1· cha1·ge 
plus the applicable demand charge lor the maximum measured demand du1·ing the bill ing period in accordance with the 
provisions of their applicable rate schedu le. Any c harges for e lectricity used by the customer in excess of the 
generation supplied by customer-owned 1·enewable generation wi ll be in accordance with their applicable rate schedule. 
The Cus tomer's eligibility to take service under time of use rates is not affected by this provision . Addi tionally, the 

customer, at thei r sole discretion, may choose to take serv ice under the Company 's standby or supplemental sm·vicc 
rate, if available. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, ))h·ectot·, Rates a nd Tn1·iffs 
Effective: January I, 2017 
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FLORIDA POWER & L IGHT COMPANY 

Appendix A 

Seventh Revised Sheet No. 10.015 
Cancels Sixth Revised Sheet 10.015 

Olst•·ibution Substation Facilities 
Monthly Rental and Termination Factors 

The Monthly Rental Factor to be applied to the in-place value of the Distribution Substation Faci li ties as 
identified in the Long-Term Rental Agreement is as follows: 

Monthly Rental Factor 

Distribution Substation Facilities 1.33% 

Term ination Fee fo1· lnit ial20 Year Period 

If the Long-Term Renta l Agreement for Distribution Substation Facilities is terminated by Customer du ring the 
In itial Term, Customer shall pay to Company a Termination Fee, such fee shall be computed by applying the 
following Termination Factors to the in-place value of the Facil ities based on the year in which the Agreement is 
terminated: 

Year Agreement Termination Year Agreement Termination Year Agreement Termination 
I~ T~rminated Factor§ ~ Is Tem1inated Factors % Is Terminated Factors % 

I 3 .33 8 11.11 15 6.00 
2 5.98 9 10.83 16 4.87 
3 7.97 10 10.36 17 3.70 
4 9.40 II 9.73 18 2.49 
5 10.36 12 8.95 19 1.25 
6 10.92 13 8.06 20 0.00 
7 I 1.1 5 14 7.07 

Termination Fee for Subseguent Extension Periods 

If the Long-Term Rental Agreement for Distribution Substation Facilities is terminated by Customer during an 
Extension, Customer shall pay to Company a Termination Fee, such fee sha ll be computed based on the net 
present value of the rema ining payments under the extension period by applying the Termination Factor based on 
lhe month terminated to the monthly rental payment amount. 

Month Termination Month Termination Month Termination Month Termination 
Terminated Factor Terminated Factor Terminated Factor Terminated Factor 

1 49.992 16 39.231 31 27.386 46 14.349 
2 49.307 17 38.476 32 26.555 47 13.435 
3 48.616 18 37.716 33 25.719 48 12.514 
4 47.922 19 36.952 34 24.878 49 11.588 
5 47.223 20 36.182 35 24.031 50 10.656 
6 46.519 21 35.408 36 23.178 51 9.718 
7 45.811 22 34.629 37 22.321 52 8.774 
8 45.099 23 33.844 38 21.457 53 7.824 
9 44.381 24 33.055 39 20.589 54 6.868 
10 43.660 25 32.261 40 19.714 55 5.905 
11 42.933 26 31.461 41 18.834 56 4.937 
12 42.202 27 30.656 42 17.949 57 3.962 
13 41 .466 28 29.847 43 17.057' 58 2.981 
14 40.726 29 29.032 44 16.160 59 1.994 
15 39.981 30 28.211 45 15.258 60 1.000 

Issued By: S. E. Romig, Director, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: January I, 2017 
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EXHIBIT C 
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2018 TARIFFS 

PROPOSED AND LEGISLATIVE 
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FLORfOA POWER & LIG HT COMPANY 
Twcnty-Seeen~Third Revised Sheet No. 4.020 

Can eels 1\venty~ecoml Revised Sheet No. 4.020 

SERVICE CNAROC$ 

A $25.00 service charge will be made for an initial connection. 

A $13.00 Rcconncction Charge will he made for the rcconncction o f service after disconnection fOr nonpayment or violation of a rule or 
regulation. 

A $12.00 service charge will be made for the connection of an existing account. 

A Returned Payment Charge as allowed by Florida Statute 68.065 shall apply for each check or drafi dishonored by the bank upon which it is 
drawn. Tcnniualion of service shall not be made for failure to pay the Rewrned Payment Cha•·ge. 

Charges for services due and rendered which are un11aid as of the past due date are subject to a Late Payment Charge of the greater of$5.00 or 
1.5% applied to any past due U11paid balance of all accounts, except the accounts of federal, stmc, and local governmental entities, agencies, 
and instrumentalities. A late Payment Charge shall be applied to the accounts of federal, state, and local governmental entities, agencies, and 
instrumentalities at a rate no greater than allowed, and in a mmmer permilled, by applicable law. 

A $49,(1M&.OO Field Collcctkm Charge will be <tdded to a customer's bill for electric service when a field visit is made and payment is 
collected on a del inquent accou111. If service is disconnected, or a current receipt of pllyment is shown at the time of the field visit, this cilarge 
will not be ap11lied. 

FPL may waive the Reconnection Charge, Returned Payment Charge, Late Payment Charge and Field Collection Charge for Customers 
affected by natural disasters or during periods of declared emergencies or once in any twelve ( 12) month period tor any Customer who would 
otherwise have had a satisfactory payment record (as defined in 25-6.097(2} F.A.C.), upon acccpumcc by FPL of a reasonable cxplan.nlion 
justifying a waiver. In additcon, FPL may waive the charge for connection of an existing account and the charge tor an initial 
connection tor new or existing Customers affected by namral disasters or during periods of declared emergeneie.~. 

CONSERVATION INSPECTIONS AND SERVICES 

Residential Dwelling Units: 
A charge of $15.00 will be made for a computerized energy analysis in which a comprehensive on-s ite evaluation of the residence is 
per formed. 

Commercial/Industrial: 
There is no charge for conservat.ion inspections and services (Business Energy Services). 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Dir·cctc)l', Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: Januat·y 1, ~{ij~.20 1 8 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
SiM!tSeventh Revised Sheet No. 4.030 

Cancels r-lflttSixth Revised Sheet No. 4.030 

TEMPORARY/CONSTRUCTION SERVICE 

APPLICATION: 

For temporary electric service to installations such as fairs, exhibitions, construction projects, displays and similar 
installations. 

SERYICE: 

Single phase or three phase, 60 hertz at the available standard secondary distribution voltage. This service is available only 
when the Company has existillg capacity in li nes, transformers and other equipment at the •·equested point of delivery. The 
Customer's service entrance electrical cable shall not exceed 200 Amp capacity. 

CHARGE: 

The non-refundable charge must be paid in advance of installation of such facilities which shall include service and metering 
equipment. 

Installing and removing overhead service and meter 

Connecting and disconnecting Customer's service cable to Company's 
direct-buried undergrou.nd facilities including installation and 
removal of meter 

MONTHLY RATE: 

This temporary service shall be billed under the appropriate rate schedule applicable to commercial and industrial type 
installations. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

If specific electrical service other than that stated above is required, the Company, at the Customer's request, will provide 
such service based on the estimated cost of labor for installing and removing such additional electrical equipment. This 
estimated cost will be payable in advance to the Company and subject to adjustment after removal of the required faci lities. 
All Tempormy/Constt·uction services shall be subject to all of the applicable Rules, Regulations and Tal'iff clwges of the 
Company, including Service Charges. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: .January 1 , ~2018 
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FLORIDA POWER & L IGHT COMPANY 
Fol'ty--14ftkSidh Revised Sheet No. 8.101 

C~ncels F01·ty~Fiflh Revised Sheet No. 8.101 

GENERAL SERVICE - NON DEMAND 

RATESCHEDULE: GS-1 

AVAILABLE: 

lnl~l territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

For electric service req,lired ror commercial or induslrial lighting, power and any other pt•rpuse with a demand of20 kW or less. 

Single phase, 60 hertz 'l!lld at any available standard distribution voltage. Three pha.'e service will be provided without additional cl1arge 
unless the Company's line extension policy is applicable thereto. All se.vicc required on premises by Customer shall be fumished 
Utrough one meter. Resale of sc•v ice is not J)<nnincd hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Non-Fuel Energy Ch!lJ'8cS: 
Base Energy Charge 
Conservation Charge 
Cnpacity Payment Chnrge 
Envirorunental Charge 

Additional Charges: 

$10.00 

~~¢perkWh 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

Genernl Se.vice Load Management 
Program (if applicable) See Sheet No. 8.109 

Fuel Charge See Sheet No. 8.030 
Stonn Charge Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
Franchise Fee See Sheet No. 8.031 
Tax Clause See Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum: 
Non-Metered Accounts: 

SPECIAL PROVISIONS: 

$10.00 
A Customer Charge of$5.00 will apply to those accounts which are billed on an estimated basis and, at 
the Company's option, do not have an installed n1eter for measuring clec1ric service. ·nle mlnimum 
charge shall be $5.00. 

Energy used by commonly owned facilities of condominium, cooperative and homeowners' a.lisociations may qualifY for the residential 
rate schedule as set forth on Sheet No. 8.21 1, Rider CU. 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

Not less than one ( I) billing period. 

RULES AND R£GULATIONS· 

Se.viee under this schedule is subject to orders of governmental bodies havingjurisdiction and to the currently effective "General 'Rules 
and Regulations for El.ectric Se.vice" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In ca.~c of conflict between WlY provision of 
~lis schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" Ute provision of this schedule shall apply. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director, RMes and Tariffs 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COM I' ANY 
Thll'ty.!Rilt'EI.E!!ill:!!! Revised Sheet No. 8.103 

Cancels Thi.l'ty-SeeetHIThl l'd Revised Sheet No. 8. 103 

GENERAL SERVICE - NON DEMAND - TIME OF USR 
(OPTIONAL) 

RATESCHEDULP.: GST-1 

AVAILABLE: 

In all tctTitmy served. 

APP!.!CATION: 

For electric service required for commercial or industrial lighting, 1>owcr and any other purpose with a demand of 20 kW or less. This is 
an optional rate available In Genernl Service - Non Oentrutd customers upon requesl subject 10 availability of meters. 

SERVICE: 

Single phase, 60 hertz and at ruty available strutdard distribution voltage. Three phase service will be provided without additional charge 
unless the Company's line extension policy is applicable thereto. All service required on premises by Customer shall be furnished 
through one meter. Resale of service is not pcmtitted hereunder. 

MONTIIL Y RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Conservation Charge. 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 

$10.00 

On-Peak Period 
~10.459 ¢pet· kWh 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

GeneF.~ Service Load Managemem 
Program (if applicable) See Sheet No. 8.109 
Fuel Charge See Sheet No. &.030 
Stom1 Charge See Sheet No. 8.040 
Franchise Fee See Sheet No. &.031 
Tax Clanse See Sheet No. 8. 03 I 

Minimum: $10.00 

Off-Peak Period 
~l.ll!. ¢per kWh 

Initial service under this rate schedule shall begin on the ftrst scheduled meter reading date lollowing ~1e installation of the time of' use 
meter. 

RATINO PERIODS: 

On-Peak: 
November I through March 3!: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 6 a.m. to 10 a.m. and 6 1>.111. to 10 p.m. excluding 
'11tanksgiving Day, Christmas Day, and New Year's Day. 

April I through October 31: Monda)'S through Fridays during the hours from 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
lndel>endence Day, a11d Labor Day. 

Off.l'eak: 
All other hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.104) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director, Rntcs nod Tariffs 
Effective: J a nuary I, *1-1~ 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 152

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



ORDER NO. PSC-16-0560-AS-EI 
DOCKET NOS. 160021-EI, 160061-EI, 160062-EI, 160088-EI 
PAGE 153 
 

 
  

FLORIDA POWE R & L IGHT COMPANY 
~Forty-First Revised Sheet No. 8.105 

Cancels +l•h·~ NinlhForlieth Revised Sheet No. 8.105 

GENERAL SERVICE DEMAND 

!{ATE SCHEDULE: GSD-1 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

Forelccttic service rc<J.uircd fo1· commercial or indus1rial lighting, power and any 01hcr purpose with a measured Demand in excess of20 
kW and less than 500 I<W. CusiOIHCrs wil.h a Demand of20 kW or less may enter an agreement for service uudcr this schedule based on 
a Demand Charge for a minimum of21 kW. 

Single or tl\fee phase, 60 hertz and a1 any available standard distribution vollagc. All service required on premises by Customer shall be 
tt,rnishcd d~rough one meter. Resale of service is no I pem1i1ted hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE· 

Customer Charge: 
Demand Charges: 

Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Pnymcnt Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
StonuCh11rgc 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$25.00 

$~.2..iJ! perkW 
See Sheet No. 8.030, per kW 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030, I>Cr kW 

~.tJ2M ¢ per kWh 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus the charge ibr d1e currently efleaivc Base Demand. l'or those Customers widt a Demand ol' 20 
kW or less who have emered an agreement for service under this schedule, the minimum charge shall be the Customer Charge plus 21 
kW time.~ 1he Base Demand Charge; therefore the minimum charge is sm,;w,~ 

The Demand is the kW to the nearest whole kW, as detennined from t11e Company's thennal type meter or, at the Company's option, 
integrating type meter for the 30-minute period of Customer's greatest use during the month as adju.stcd for power factor. 

l ERM 01' SERVICE: 

Not less than one year. 

RULES Ah!D REGULA '!'IONS: 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders of governmental bodies having jurisdiction and to the currently cftectivc "General Rules 
and Regulations for Electric Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In case of conflict between any provisi<Jn of 
this schedule and said "General Rules and RcgulatiOM for Electric Service" the provision of this schedule shall apply. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LiC HT COMPAN Y 
Thirty-FihhSixth Revised Sheet No. 8.107 

C"r.acels Thirty-~ut'thFifth Revised Sheet No. 8.107 

RATE SCHEDULE: GSDT-1 

AVAILABLE: 
In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

GENERAL SERVICE DtlMAND - TIME 01' US£ 
(OPTIONAL) 

For electlic service requi.red for commercial or industrial lighting, pOwer and any other purpose wiUr a measured Demand in excess of 20 
kW wad Jess daan 500 kW. Customers wid& Demw1ds of less thw1 21 kW may enter an agreement lor service under d1is schedule based on 
a Demand Charge for a minimum of21 k\V. This is an OJ)Iional rate available to General Service Demand customers upon request subject 
to availability of meter'S. 

SERVICE: 
Single or three phase, 6() hertz and Ill any available standard distribution voltage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be 
fumishcd lhrough one meter. Resale of scavicc is not permitted hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 
Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Ba~c Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Clwge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$25.00 

$~2J.[! per kW of Demand occurTing dlll'ing the On-Peak period. 
See Sheet No. 8.030, per· kW of Demand occun·ing during the On-Peak period. 
See Sheet No. 8.030, per kW of Demand occuning du1ing the On-l'eak period. 

On-Peak Period Oft~Peak Period 
~....lli ¢ pe1· kWh ~.L.ll! ¢per kWh 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus the charge for the cun-ently effective Base Demand. For d1ose Customers wi~> a Demand of less 
than 2 t kW who have entered an agreement for service under this schedule, tl>e minimum clwgc shall be tl1e Customer Charge plt>s 21 
kW times the Base Demand Charge, therefor-e tl>e minimum charge is ~ll1!!Q. 

RATING l'ERIODS: 
On-Peak: 

Novembe1· I through March 31: Mondays dU'ough Ft·idays during dte hours fi·orn 6a.m. to 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. to 10 p.m. excluding 
Thanksgiving Day, Christmas Day, and New Year's Day. 

April I 01rough Oc1ober 31: Mondays through 1'ridays during tl1e hours r.-om 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
lnde1>endence Day, and Labo1· Day. 

Otr-Peak: 
A II olhcr hours. 

(Cominued on Sheet No. 8.1 08) 

Issued by: S. £. Romig, Oi•·ector·, llates a nd Ta riffs 
Effective: J anua1·y 1 , ~2018 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 154

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



ORDER NO. PSC-16-0560-AS-EI 
DOCKET NOS. 160021-EI, 160061-EI, 160062-EI, 160088-EI 
PAGE 155 
 

 
  

FLORIDA POWER & LIG HT COMPANY 
+l>imetllhFourteenlh Revised Sbcct No. 8.122 

Cancels ~Thkteenth Revised Sheet No. 8. 122 

GENERAL SERVICE CONSTANT USAGE 

RATE SCHEDULE: GSClJ-1 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

Available to Generdl Service· Non Demand customers that maintain a relatively constant kWh usage, and a demand of20 leW or less. 
Eligibility is restricted to General Service eustomen; whose Maximum kWh Per Service Day, over the current ami prior 23 rnornhs, is 
within 5% of their average monthly kWh per service days calculated over 01e S>Une 24-rnonth period. Customers under 01is Rate 
Schedule shall enter into a General Service Constant Use Agreement. This is an optional Rate Schedule available to General Service 
customers upon request. 

Single phase, 60 hertz and at any available standard distribution voltage. Resale of service is not pemriued hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 
Non-Fuel Energy Clwges: 

Base Energy Charge• 
Conservation Charge• 
Capacity Payment Charge• 
Environmental Charge• 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Chtlfgc• 
Stontt Cltarge• 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$14.00 

~ll!.i ¢ per Constant Usage kWh 
Same as the SL-2 Rate Schedule; see Sheet No. 8.030 
Same as lite SL-2 Rate Schedule; see Sheet No. 8.030 
Sante as Ute SL-2 Rate Schedule; see Sheet No. 8.030 

Same as Ute SL·2 Ralc Schedule; sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Same as the SL-2 Rate Schedule; sec Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

• The ll.rel, storm and rwn-fuel energy charges will be assessed on the Constant Usage kWh 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

lnitial tenn of service under this rate schedule shall be not less tiUUl one (I) billing period, unless there is n termination of service due to 
a Customer's violation of the General Service Constant Usage Agreement. Upon the Customer's violation of any of the terms of the 
General Service Constant Usage Agreement, service under this Rate Schedule will be ccrminatcd immediately. To tenninate service, 
either party must provide thirty (30) days written notice to the other party prior to the desired tem1ination date. Absent such notice, 
Ote temt of service shall automatically be extended another billing period. In addition, if service under Uris Rate Schedule is 
terminated by either the Customer or the Company, the account may not resume service under this Rate Schedule for a period of al 
least one (I) year. 

D£FINiliONS: 

kWh Per· Service Day -the total kWh in billing month divided by the number ol' days in the billing month 

Ma.~imum kWh Per Service Day - lite high~! kWh Per Service Day experienced over lhc current and prior 23 month billing 11eriods 

Constant Usage kWh- lite Ma.x.imwn k Wit Per Service Day mulliplicd by lire nwnbcr of service days in the current billing period 

(Continued on Sheet 8.123) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Forty~ Eighth Revised Sheet No. 8.201 

Cancels Forty-Si*hScvcnth Revised Sheet No. 8.201 

RESIDENTIAL SERVICE 

RATESCHEDULE: RS-1 

AVAILABLE; 

In all territory se•ved. 

APPLICATION: 

For service for all don1estic purposes in individually metered dwelling units and in duplexes :md triplexes, including the separately
metered non-commerci'al facilities of a resideutial Customer (i.e., garages, water pumps1 etc.). Also for se1·vice to conunonJy-owned 
f.1cilities of condominium, cooperative and homeo""ers' associations as set forth on Sheet No. 8.211, Rider CU. 

Single phase, 60 hertz at available standard distribution voltage. Three phase service may be furnished but only under special 
arrangements. All residential service re.quired on the premises by Customer shall be supplied through one meter. Resale of service is not 
permined hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Non.fucl Charges: 
Base Energy Charge: 

First 1,000 kWh 
All additional kWh 

Conservation Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 

Residential Load Comrol 
Program (if applicable) 

Fuel Charge 
Stom1 Charge 
Franchise Fee 
TaxCia\ISC 

Minimun1: 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

Not less than one (I) billing period. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

$7.87 

~~¢1J<:rkWh 
~.801 ¢11crkWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8. 21 7 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 

$7.87 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders of governmental bodies having jurisdietion and to ~1c currently effective "General Rules 
and RcgulalioJtq for Electric Service" on file wilh 1hc Florida Public Service Commission. In case or conllicl bclween nny provision of 
this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" the provision of this schedule shall apply. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director, Rates and Tar iffs 
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FLORIDA POWER & LICHT COMPANY 

RIDER: RTR-1 

AVAILABLE: 
In all territory served,. 

APPUCATION: 

RESIDENTIAL TnvrE OF USE RIDER- RTR-1 
(OPTIONAL) 

~Fourth Revised Sheet No. 8.203 
Cancels &et!•tdThird Revised Sheet 

For service for all domestic purposes in individually metered dwelling units and in duplexes and triplexes, including the separd(ely
mctcrcd non-commercial f.'lcilities of ;t residential Customer (i.e., garages, water pumps, etc.). Also for service to conunonJy.owned 
faci lities of condominium, cooperative and homeowners' associations as set forth on Sheet No. 8.21 I, Rider CU. This is an optional 
rider available to residential customers served under the RS-1 Rate Schedule subject to availability of meters. Customers taking 
service under RTR-1 are not eligible for service under Rate Schedule RLJ'. 

SERVICE: 
Su•gle phase, 60 berl:l at available strmdnrd distribution voltage. Three ph>L'e may be supplied but only under special ru-rangcmc:nts. 
All residential service required on the premises by Customer shall be supplied through one meter. Resale of service is not permitled 
ltereunder. 

Initial service under this rate sche.dule shall begin on the first scheduled meter reading date following the installation of the time of use 
meter. The Customer's fi rst bill will reflect the lesser of the charges wtder Rate Schedule RS-1 or RTR- I. 

MONTliL Y RATE: 

Except for the Customer Chllrgc, all rates and charges under Rate Schedule RS-1 shall apply. In addition, the RTR-1 Customer 
Charge, the RTR-1 Sa~<: Energy and Fuel Charges and Credits applicable to on and otT peak usage shall apply. 

Customer Charge: 

Base Energy Charges/Credits: 
Base Energy Charge 

Additional Charges/Credits: 
RTR Fuel ChargefCredit 

Minimum: 

RA TJNG PERIODS: 
On-Peak: 

$787 

On-Peak Period 
9,W;ll 0.349 ¢ per kWh 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

$7.87 

Off-Peak Period 
(~.604) ¢ per kWh 

November I through March 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 6 a.m. tO 10 11.111. :md 6 p.m. to 10 p.m. excluding 
Thank.<giving Day, Christmas Day, and New Yea~s Day. 

Anril I through Octoher 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

Olf·Peak: 
All othel' hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.204) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
~Thirtv-Fil'st Revised Sheet No. :8.310 

Cnnccls ~lly-l'l-ltlt-kThh·tlcth Revised Sheet No. :8.310 

GENllRAL SllRVICE LARGE DllMANO 

RATE SCHEDULE: OSLD-1 

AVAILABLE: 

In nil territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

r:or electric service required for commerc~al or industrial lighting. power and any other flllr"J)C)Se to any Customer with a measured 
demand of 500 kW and less than 2,000 kW. Customers with demands or le.'5 than 500 kW may enter an agreement for service 11nder this 
Rate Schedule based on a Demand C1targe for a minimwn of500 kW. 

Single or three phase, ~0 hertz and at any available standard distribution voltage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be 
f\omished through one meter. Resale of service is not permined hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 
Demand Charges: 

Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Cluu·ge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-F11cl Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charges 
Stom1 Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$75.00 

$-1+.-00~ perkW ofOemand 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8,030 

~.!&il ¢perkWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus the charge for dte currently effective Base Demand. For those Customers with a Demand of less 
thM 500 kW who hav-e entered an agreement tor seovice under this schedule, the mininnun charge shall be the Customer Charge plus 
500 kW times dte Base Demand Charge; therefore doe minimum charge is S~l.all. 

1lte Demand is the kW to doe nearest whole kW, as detennined from the Company's thennal type meter or, at the Company's option, 
intcgroting type meter for tltc 30-minute JlCrioct ofCusiOmcr's greatest use during the month as adjusted for power fllctor. 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

Not less than one year. 

RULES ANP REGULATIONS: 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders of govemmental bodies having jurisdiction wtd to the currently effective "General Rules 
and Regulations for Electric Service" on file with the Florida J>ublic Service Commission. In case of connict between any provision of 
this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" the provision of this schedule shall apply. 
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FLORIDA POWER& LICHT COMPANY 
+ltMietltThh'!y-First Revised Sheet No. 8.320 

Cancels ~Hy-NitUhThirtieth Revised Sheet No. 8.320 

RAT£ SCHGQUL(; GSLDT-1 

AVAILABLE: 

In all tcrri10ry se1ved. 

APPLICATION: 

GENERAL SERVICELARGE DEMAND - TIME OF USE 
(OPTIONAL) 

For eleccl'ic se•vice required for commercial or indusc,·ial lighcing, power and any od•c•· purpose co any Customer widt a measure~ 
demand of 500 kW and less than 2,000 kW. Cuscomcrs wid1 demands ofless than 500 kW may enter an agreement lOr servie<: under Utis 
schedule based on a Demand Charge for a minimum of 500 kW. This is an optional mte available to General Se1vice Large Demand 
customers upon request subject to availability of meters. 

SERVICE: 

Single or tht·ee phase, 60 henz and at any available scandard dislribucion voltage. All service •·equil-ed on p1-emises by Customer sit;• II be 
ftU'I>ished dU'ough one meier. Resale of service is not permitted hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Cuscomer Clull'gc: 
Demand Charges: 

Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conse•vacion Charge 

Non-f uel Enerro' Charges: 
Base Ene•'SY Chru"ge 
E.nvil'onmcntal Charge 

Addicional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Sconn Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$75.00 

$++.00.1L1Q per kW of Demand occmTing during chc On-Peak I>Criod. 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

Ott-Peak I'erjod 
~Ull ¢per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 

OO:Penk Perjod 
~J.J.2f! ¢ per kWh 

Minimum: The Cuscomer Charge plus d1e clwge fo•· eun-ently etTeetive Base Demand. Fo•·those Customers wiU> a Demand of less than 
500 k\V who have ente•·ed ru> ag•-eement for se•viec under chis schedule, the minimum charge shall be the Customer Charge plus 500 kW 
times tl•e Base Demn.nd Chnrge; therefore the minimum charge is $~5.825. 

RATING PERIODS: 

On-Peak: 
Noveml>el' I lhron!!.h March 31 : Mondays lhrough Fridays during !he hours fi·om 6 a.m. to 10 a.m. !lJld 6 p.m. to 10 p.m. excluding 
TI1anksgiving Day, Chris! mas Day, and New Yca~s Day. 

April I lhrough October 3 t: Mondays lhrough Fridays during d>e hours fi·om 12 noon co 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

ofl:rcak: 
All oUter hours. 

(Contin11ed on Sheet No. 8.32 1) 
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FLORmA POWER & LICHT COMPANY 
T hirty-Ht'$1Second Revised Sheet No. 8.330 

Cancels ~Thirty-First Revised Sheet No. 8.330 

CURJA!I,ARLESERVICE 
(QIY('IQNAL) 

RATESCHEDIJLE: CS-1 

AVAILABLE: 
In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 
For any commercial or indU$trial Otstomcr who qualifies for Rotc Schedule GSLD-1 (500 kW- 1,999 kW) and will curtail this Demand 
by 200 kW or more upon request of the Company from time 10 time. Customers with demands ofatleast200 kW blllless than 500 kW 
may enter 311 agreement for service under this Rate Schedule ba,cd on a Demand Charge for a minimum ofSOO kW. 

~: 
Single or Utree phase, 60 hertz and at any available standard distl'ibutiOll voltage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be 
filrnished through one meter. Resale of service is not pe•·ntilted hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 
Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stann Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$100.00 

$-I+.OO!.L.iQ per kW of Demand. 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

~Ull¢perkWh 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.03 I 

Minimum: The Custo.mer Charge plus the charge for the currently effective Rase Demand. For those Customers with a Demand of less 
1han 500 kW who have cnlc.rcd an agreement for service under this schedule, the minimum charge shall be the CtL<IO!IIer Charge plus 
500 kW times the Base Demand Charge; therefore the minimum charge is$~~ 

CURTAILMENT CREDITS: 
A monthly credit of($ J .93) per kW is allowed based on the current Non-Finn Demand. The Customer has the option 10 revise the Finn 
Demand once during I he initial twelve ( 12) month period. Thereafter, subject to Ule Term of Service and/or the Provisions for Early 
Termination, a change lo the Finn Demand may be made 11rovidcd that U1e revision does not decrease the total amount of No11-fiml 
Demand during the lesser of: (i) the average of the previous 12 months: or (ii) the average of the number of bil ling months under dlis 
Rate Schedule. 

CHARGES FOR NON-COMPLIANCE OF CURTAILMENT DEMANQ: 
JfU1e Customer records a higher Demand during the cu1rent Curtailment Period than the Firm Demand, the Customer will be: 

I. Rebilled al $1 .9311<W for the prior 36 months or the number ofmomhssince the prior Curtailment Period, whichever is less, and 
2. Billed a penalty charge of$4.16 kW for the Clorrent month. 

The kW used for both the rebilling and penalty charge calculations is dctcnnincd by taking the ditlerence between the max:innuu 
Demand during the current Cunailment Period and the Firm Demand for a Cunailment Period. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.33 I) 
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FLOIUDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
+l>iF!WltThirty-Fit·s t Revised Sheet No. 8.340 

Cancels Tvlettly NinlltThirlicth Revised Sheet No. 8.340 

RATESCHEDULE: CST-I 

AVAILABLE: 
In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

CURTAILABLE SERVICE - TIME OF USE 
(OPTIONAL) 

Fo•· any commercial or industrial Customer who qualifies fo•· Rate Schedule GSLD-1 (500 kW - 1,999 kW) and will curtail U1is Demand 
by 200 kW or more upon request ofthe Company fi'Om time to time. 'll1is is an optional Rate Schedule available to Curtailable Geneml 
Se•v iee Customers upon •·equest. Customers wiU1 demands of at least 200 kW but less tl1an SOO kW may ente•· an agreement fo1· seovice 
under this Rate Schedule based on a Demand Charge for a minimum of 500 kW 

SERVICE: 

Single or U1ree phase, 60 heo1Z and at any available dis~·ibution standard voltage. All se1viee 1-cquircd on premise.< by Customer shall be 
furnished Ouough one meter. Resale ofseovice is not peomitled hereundc1·. 

MONTIIL Y RATE: 

Customer Charse: 

Demand Charscs: 
Hase Demand Charge 
Capacity Paymem Charge 
Conse~vation Charge 

Non-Fuel Eno•·gy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Envii'Onmcntal Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$100.00 

$++.00J.1..1ll per kW of Demand occurring during the On-Peak Period. 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

On-Peak Period 
H9-7-Ull ¢ per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 
See Sheet No. 8.03 I 

OfT-Peak Period 
~~¢ perkWb 

Minimum: The Custo111cr Charge plus lhc charge for the cuncntly elfective Base Demand. fo,· those Customers with a Demand <Jf less 
~uu1 500 kW who have entered an agreement for se1vice under this schedule, the minimum charge shall be the Customer Charge plus 
500 kW times d1e Base Demand Charge; ~1erefore ~1c minimum charge is $~5.850. 

RATING PERIODS: 

On-Peak: 
Novemhor I thl'<lugh March 31: Mondays through fridays during l11c hours fi·om 6 a.m. to I 0 a.m. and 6 p.m. to I 0 p.m. excluding 

1l1anksgiving Day, Chdstmas Day, and New Ycaa's Day. 

April I U1rough O-ctober 31: Mondays dU'Ough Fridays during the hours fi'Om 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Mcmolial Day, 
Independence Day, and. Laboo· Day. 

OtT-Peak: 
All OUICI' hOUI'S, 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.341) 
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FLORIDA POWER& LICHT COMPANY 
Twen ty~ .. q~tF'lfth Revised Sheet No. 8 .412 

Cancels Twenty-+ltit>t!Fonrth Revised Sheet No. 8 .412 

GENERAL SI>RYICE LARGE l)EMAND 

RATE SCHEDULE: GSLD·2 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

For electric service required tor commercial or indusrrial I ighting, power and any other purpose to any Customer witll a measured 
demand of 2,000 kW or more. Customers with demand.• of less tltruJ 2,000 kW may enter an agreement for service under tllis schedule 
based on a demand charge lorn minimum of2,000 kW. 

Single or three phase, 60 hertz and at any available standard distribution voltage. All service required on premises by Customer sh"ll be 
furnished through one meter. Resale of service is not penniucd hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE; 

Cllstomer Clw ge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Fronchise l'ce 
Tax Clause 

$225.00 

$.J..I.,4Q.!l.J!9. per kW of Demand 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

~!.!!.23. ¢pcr kWh 

See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus the charge for the cun·ently effective Base Demand. For those Customers wi~1 a demand of less 
duUJ 2,000 kW who enter an agreement for service under this schedule, the minimum clmrge shall be ihe Customer Charge plus 2,000 
kW times dte Base Demand Charge; therefore the minimum charge is ~lim. 

The Demand is the kW to the nearest whole kW, as detcnnincd ffom the Company's metering equipment. for U1e 30~minute period of the 
C\LStomcr's greatest use during the month a.~ adjusted for power factor. 

TERM OF SERVICR: 

Not less than one year. 

RULF.~ AND REGULATIONS: 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders of governmental bodies having jurisdiction ru1d to Ute currently cllcctivc "Gcncrol Hulcs 
and Regulations for Electric Service" on fi le with the Florida Public Service Commis.~ion. In case of conflict between any provision of 
this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" the provision oflhis schedule shall apply. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
~Thiriy-Fh':sl Revised Sheet No. 8.420 

Cancels ~Ky-i'liuli!Thll'licth Revised S heet No. 8.420 

RATE SCHEDULE: GSLDT-2 

AVAILABLE: 

ln all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

GENERAL SERVICE LARGE DEMAND. TIME OF USE 
(OPTIONAL) 

For eleccric service rc<1uircd for commercial or industrial lighting, power and any other purpose to any Customer who has established a 
measured demand of 2,000 kW or more. Customers with demands of less Utrut 2,000 kW may enter an agreement for service under this 
schedule based on a demand charge for a minimum of2,000 kW. 

SFRY!CE: 

Three phase, 60 hcrt't and at any available standard dislribulion vohage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be funtished 
through one rne1er. Resale of service is not pennitted hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-l'uel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$225.00 

S-1-l-Ml.llJlll per kW of Demand occtarring during the On-Peak Period. 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

On-Peak Period 
~~¢perkWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheel No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Qfl:Peak Period 
~.l.JM! ¢per kWh 

Minimum: TI>e CtL~lomcr Charge plus the charge for 1hc eurremly effective Base Demand. For those Customers with a demand of less 
than 2,000 kW who have emcrcd an agrcemem lor servic-e under this schedule, the minimum charge shall be the Customer Charge plus 
2,000 kW limes lhc Base Demand Charge; lherefore the minimum charge is~~ 

RATING PERlODS: 

On-Peak: 
November I through March 31: Mondays lhrough Fridays during the hours from 6 a.m. U) I 0 tl.ln. nnd 6 p.m. 10 I 0 p.m. excluding 

·ntanksgiving Day, Christmas Day, and New Ycafs Day. 

April I lhrou•h October 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Meutorial Day, 
fndcpcndcnce Day, nnd L.nbor Day. 

Off-Peak: 
All olhcr hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.421) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Foot•leenthFifteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.425 

Cauccls :J:hit#efltltFoul'tccnth Revised Sheet No. 8.425 

RATE SCHEDULE~ HLfT 

AVAILABLE: 
In all territory se•ved. 

APPLICATION: 

1-0GH LOAD FACTOR- TIME OF USE 
{OPTIONAL) 

For electric service required for commercial or industrial lighting, power and any other pui"J>OSe witJ1 a measured Demand Ln excess of 
20 kW. This is w1 optional rate schedule nvailablc to customers OUJcm;sc served under UJC GSD-I, GSDT-1 , GSLD-1, GSLDT-1, GSLD-2, 
o•· GSLDT-2 Rate Schedules. 

SERVICE: 
Single or uu·ee t>hase, 60 hertz and at any available standard distribution voltage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be 
fumished tlu-ough one mete•·· Resale of se1vicc is nntt>Cnniued hereunde1·. 

MONTiiL Y RATE: 

Annual Maximum Demand 

Customer Charge: 

Dcmrutd Charges: 
On-peak Demand Charge 
S!+.@lUQ 

M~udmum Dem;;md Charge 

Capncily Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
On-Peak Period pel' kWh 

~fi.lli ¢ 
00'-Pcnk Period per kWh 

Envi1·onmental Charge 

Additional Clwges 
Fuel ChtU'ge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise fee 
Tax Clause 

$25.00 

$2.30 

!!.b.E!::1 
500-1.999kW 

$75.00 

See Sheet No_ 8-030, per k\V of On-Peak Demand 
Sec Sheet No_ R-030, per k\V of On-Peak Demand 

-h+.ll!Llli ¢ 

~!..ill ¢ 

See Sheet No. 8-030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8_040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No_ 8.03 1 

Minimum Charge: ·n te Customer Charge plus tlte cUJ-rently effective Demand Charges. 

BATING PERIODS: 
On-Peak: 

HU:T-3 
2.000 k\V or greater 

$225.00 

November I thrpugh Ma•·ch 3 I: Mondays through Flidays during the hours from 6 a.m. to I 0 a.m. and 6 p.m. t(l 
10 pJn_ excluding Thanksgiving Day, Chlistmas Day, and New Year's Day. 

Anti! I through October 3 I: Mondays tln-ough J'lidays during tl1e hours G·om 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial 
Day, Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

00'-Pcak: 
A II other hotii'S. 

{Continued on Sheet No. 8.426) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Twenty-Fiftlt~ Revised Sheet No. 8.432 

Cancels Twenty-Fe1H'111Fifth Revised Sheet No. 8.432 

CURTAILABI.E SERVICE 
{01'1'10NAI-) 

RATE SCHEDULE: CS-2 

AVAILABLE: 

In all ten·itOJy served. 

APPLICATION: 
For any commercial or indu~Lrial Customer who qualities for Rate Schedule GSLD-2 {2,000 kW and above) and will curtail this 
Demand by 200 kW or more upon request of the Company from time to limo. Customers with demands of less U1an 2,000 kW 
may enter an Agreement for service under this schedule based on a Demand Charge lbr a minimum of2,000 k W. 

SERVICE: 

Single or three phase; 60 hc11~ and at any available standard distribution voltage. All service required on premises by Custome•· 
shall be fumished tiU'ough one mete•·. Resale of service is not permitted hereunder. 

MONntL Y RATE: 

Customer Cho•·sc: 
Demand Charges: 

Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise r:ce 
TaxCiatL'e 

$250.00 

S+M4ll.OO per k\V of Demand 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

~M2l ¢pe•·kWh 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 

Minimum: ·n1e Custo1ner Charge plus the charge for U>e currently eiTective Base Demand. For those Customers wiU> a Demand ofless 
Umn 2,000 kW who enter an agreement for sc" •iee under this schedule, the minimum charge shall be Ute Customer Charge plus 2,000 
k\V times tlte Base Demand Charge; the.·efore tl>e mi11imum charge is~~ 

CURTAILMENT CREDITS: 
A monthly credit of{$1.93) per kW is allowed based on the cw-rent Non-Fi1m Demand. The Customer has il>e option to revise the Firm 
Demand once during Ute initial twelve (12) month pedod. 11>ereaf\er, subject to the Tem1 of Service and/o•· the Provisions to•· Early 
Termination, a change t.o U1e Finn Demand may be made provided U1al tl1e rc1•ision does not decrease tl1e total amount of Non-Firm 
Demand dul'ing tllC lesser of: {i) the avcmgc of the previous 12 months; or {ii) Ute average of U1e number of bi lling monil1s under this 
Rate Schedule. 

CHARGES FOR NON-COM]' LIANCE OF CURTAU.MENT DEMAND: 

If the Customer records a higher Demand during the cun·ent period than the Fitm Demand, then the Customer will be: 
I. Rcbilled at $1.93 lkW for U1c prior 36 months o•· the number of monUts since the prior Curtailment Period, whichever is 

less, and 
2. Billed a pe11alty charge of$4. 16 /kW for ~le cun-entmonth. 

The kW used for both the rebi lling and penalty charge calculations is determined by taking U1e diiTerence between the maximum 
Demand during the current Cuotailment Period and the contracted Firm Demand lbr a Curtailment Period. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.433) 
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I'LORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
~Thirty-l'lrst Revised Sheet No. 8.440 

Cancels Twe111y Ninthil!i!:!is!!! Revised Sheet No. 8.440 

RATESCHEDULE· CST-2 

AVAILABLE: 
In all territo•y served. 

APPLICATION: 

CIJRTAil .ABl.E SERVICE · TIME OF USE 
(OPTIONAL) 

For any commercial or indus~rial Customer who qualifies for Rme Schedule GSLDT-2 (2,000 kW and above) and will curtail this 
Demand by 200 kW or more upon rc<1uesl ofihe Company fromlirne lo lime. Customers with demands ofless than 2,000 kW may enter 
an agreement for sc•'Vicc under this schedule based on a Demand Cha~·ge for a minimum of2.000 kW. 

Single or three phase, 60 hertz and at any available standard distribution voltage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be 
furnished ~.rough one meter. Resale of service is not 1>ennined hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
En vi ronmcmal Charge 

Additional Charge.~: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Ta~ Clause 

$250.00 

~ 12.00 per kW of Demand occurring during the On-Peak Period. 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

On-Peak Period 
~U.!f! ¢ per kWh 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 

Off-Peak Period 
+.-1-h!.L.lM ¢ tiCr kWh 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus ~•e charge for ~•c currently eiTcctive Base Dcm<Utd. For those Customers with a Demand o f less 
than 2,000 kW who have entered an agreement for service under this schedule, the minimum charge shall be the Customer Charge plus 
2,000 kW times the Base Demand Charge; therefore the mininuun charge is ~ll..2..W. 

RATING PERIODS: 

On-Peak: 
November I through March 31: Mondays through Fridays during Ute hours from 6 a m. to 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. to 10 I'·"'· excluding 

'lltanksgiving Day, Christmas Day, and New Yca~s Day. 

April I through OGtgber 3 1: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
lnde.pendence Day, aod Labor Day. 

on: Peak: 
All other hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.441) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIC HT COMPANY 
Thit·ty..se-.dThlrd Revised Sheet No. 8.542 

Cancels Thirty~Sccond Revised Sheet No. 8.542 

RATE SCHEDULE: CST-3 

AVAILABLE: 

In all terri tO!)' SCIVCd. 

APPLICATION: 

CURTATI .ABLE SERVIC£'.-TIME OF USE 
(QIYfiQNAL) 

For any commercial or industrial Customer who qualifies for Rate Schedule GSLOT-3 and will curtail this Demand by 200 kW or more 
UJ>On request of the Company fron• time to time. 

SERVICE: 

Three phase, 60 hertz .u the available transmission voltage of69 kV or higher. The Customer will provide and maintain all tmnsformers 
and related f.~eilities necessary for handling and utilizing the power and energy delivered hereunder. All service required by the 
Customer at each sepamte point of delivery served hereunder shall be furnished U\J'ough one meter at, or compensated to, the available 
transmission voltage. Resale of service is not pennitted hereunder. 

MON'rl IL Y RAfE: 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base DemMd Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charge.>: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Cltarge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Franchise Fcc 
Ta.~Ciause 

$2,025.00 

$9.30 per kW of DemMd occurring during the On-Peak Period. 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 

On-Peak Period 
~!.ill ¢ per kWh 
Sec Sheet No. &.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
Sec Shw No. 8.031 

Off-Peak Period 
+41-(;.LQJJt ¢ per kWh 

Minimum: The Custo"1cr Charge plus the charge fo•· the C\lrrently ellective Base Demand. 

RATING PERIODS: 

On-Peak: 
November I through March 31 : Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 6 a.m. to I 0 a.m. nnd 6 p.m. to I 0 J>.m. 

excluding 111anksgiving Day, Christmas Day, and New Year's Day. 

Anril I through Octohcr 31: Mondays through Fridays during U1e hours from 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
independence Day, and Labor Day. 

on:reak: 
All other hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.543) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIG HT COMPANY 
Nin~l*nthTwentieth Revised Sheet No. 8.545 

Cancels irlghtHnfltNineteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.545 

CURTAILABLE SERVICE 
<OPTIONAL) 

RATE SCHEDULE: CS-3 

AVAILABLE: 
In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 
Por any cnmmcrcial or industrial Customer who qualifies for Rate Schedule CSLD-J and will curtail this Demand by 200 k\V or more 
upon request of the Company from time to time. 

St:ORVJC~: 
Three phase, 60 hcrt~ at the available transmission voltage of69 kV or higher. Tite Customer will provide and maintain all transfonnCI'S 
and related facilities necessary for handling and utilizing the power and energy delivered hereunder. All service requit'Cd by the Ct>stomer 
at each separate point of delivery served hereunder shall be fumished through one meter at, or compensated to, the available trrulsmis.~ion 
voltage. Resale of service is not pennitted hereunder. 

MONTID .Y RATE: 

Customet· Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
C011sen•ation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise Fcc 
Tax Clause 

$2,025.00 

$9.30 per kW of Demand 
See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

+.%9.1.Q.1i ¢per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 1 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum Cha•·ge: The Custome•· Chm·ge plus the charge for the currently eOective Base Demand. 

CURTAILMENT CR F.DITS: 
A monthly credit of ($ 1 :93) tle'' kW is allowed based on U\e current Non-Finn Demand. Tite Customer has the option to revise the Finn 
Demand once during the initial twelve ( 12) month pedod. Thereafter, subject to U1e Tenn of Se1vicc and/or the Provisions for Early 
Tcnnination, a change to U1c Pinn Demand may be made provided that the revision docs not decrease the total amount of Non-Finn 
Demand during the lesser of: (i) the average of the p1·cvions 12 months; o•· (ii) the average of the number of billing months under this Rate 
Schedule. 

CHARGES FOR NON-COMPLIANCE OF CURTAILMENT DEMAND: 

If the Customc1· records a highc1· Demand dUI'ing the cun-ent Cu11ailment Pe1·iod than the Finn Demand, then the Customer will be: 
I. Rebillcd at $1.93 lkW fo•· thc p••io•· 36 months o•· the number of months since U>e prio•· Curtailment Period, whichever is 

less, and 
2. Billed a penalty charge of$4.16 lkW for the current month. 

'flte kW used for both the rebilling and penalty charge calculations is determined by taking the ditlercncc between the maximum Demand 
during the current Cut1ailmcnt Period and the Finn Demand for a Curtailment Period. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.546) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Twenty-8iMI+Sevtnlh Revised Sheet No. 8.551 

Cnncels Twenty-FiffloShth Revised Sheet No. 8.SSJ 

GENERAL SERVICE LARGE DEMAND 

RATESCHEDULE: GSLD-3 

AYAILABLE: 

In all territOJy served. 

APPLICATION: 

For service required for commercial or industrial lighting, power and any other fllll'llOSC to any Customer who has service supplie-d at a 
transmission voltage of69 kV or higher. 

Three phase, 60 hcrt~ 3t the available transmission voltage or 69 kV or higher. The Customer will provide and maintain all transformers 
and related facilities :necessary for handling aud utilizing the power and energy delivered hereunder. All service required by the 
Customer at each separate point of delivery served hereunder shall be furnished through one meter at, or compensated to, I he available 
transmission voltage. Resale of service is not pem1ilted hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Chm·gc: 
Demand Charges: 

Buse Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$2,000.00 

$9.30 per kW of Demand 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

t%91.074¢ per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030. 1 
See Sheet No. 8.0•10 
Sec Sheet No. &.03 1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 1 

Minimum: Tile Cu.~tomer Charge plus the charge for the currently effective Base Demru\d. 

The Demand is the kW to the nearest whole kW, as detennined from the Company's metering equipment for the 30-minute period of the 
Customer's greatest use during the month as adjusted for power !actor. 

TERM 01' S!ZRVICE: 
Not less than one year. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS· 
Service under Uus schedule is subject to orders of governmental bodies having jurisdiction 1md to the currently effective "General Rules 
and Regulations for Electric Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In case of conOict between any provision of 
Utis schedule and said "Generul Rules ru1d Regulations for Electric Service• U1e provision of !his schedule shall apply. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Th irly-SteGOOThird Revised Sheet No. 8.552 

Cancels Thit·ty-Ffi'SfSer.nncl Revised Sheer No. 8.552 

RATE SCHEDULE: GSLD'IJ'-3 

AVAILABLE: 
In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

GENERAL SERVICE LARGE DEMAND· TIME OF USE 
(OPTIONAL) 

For electric service required for commercial or industrial lighting, power and any other purpose to any Customer who has service 
supplied ala Jransmis~ion voltage of69 kV or higher. 

SERVICE: 

'l1~ree l>hase, 60 hertl at the available transmission vohage of69 kV or higher. The Customer will provide and maintain allll'ansformers 
and relared fitcil ities necessary for hundling and utilizing the power and energy delivered hereunder. All service required by the 
Customer ar each separate point of delivery served hereunder shall be furnished through one meter at, or compensated to, the available 
transmission voltage. Resale of service is not permitted hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charge 
Capaciry Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
BMC EMrgy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Addilional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise Fcc 
Tax Clause 

$2,000.00 

$9.30 per kW of Demand occurring during the On-Peak Period. 
See Sheet No. 8.030. I 
See Sheet No. 8.030. I 

On-Peak Period 
~.L.ll.Z ¢per kWh 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 I 
Sec Sheet No. 8-03 I 

OIT-Pcak Period 
.J..,Q+I;LQ!.2 ¢per kWh 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus the charge for the currently effective BMc Demand. 

RATING PERIODS: 

On-Peak: 
November I through March 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 6 a.m. to I 0 a.m. and 6 p.m. to I 0 p.m. 

excluding Thanksgiving Day, Chrisunas Day, and New Year's Day. 

April I through October 31; Mondays through Fridays dtu·ing the hours from 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memori<tl Day, 
Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

OIT-Pcak: 
All other hours. 

(Continued on Sheel No. 8.SSJ} 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
-F&Ftielltforty-First Revised S heet No. 8.602 

Cancels Thit·ly Nittlltfortieth Revised Sheet No. 8.602 

SPORTS PIELD SERVICfl 
(Closed Schedule) 

RATESCHRDIJLF.: OS-2 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory se,ved. 

APPLICATION: 

This is a transitional l"dtc available to municipal, county and school board accoun!S for the operation of a football, baseball or other 
playground) or civic or cornmunity auditorium, when all such service is taken at the available primary distribution voltage at a single 
point of delivery and measured through one meter, and who were active as of October 4, 198J. CtL~tomcr may also elect to receive 
service from other appropriate rate schedules. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: 

Oflices., concessions, businesse.~ or space occupied by tenants, other than areas directly related to the operations above spccific.d, arc 
excluded hereunder and shall be separ-dtely served by the Company at utilization voltage. Not applicable when Ridcr TR is used. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Chlll'ge: 
Non·f'uel Energy Char:ges: 

Base Energy Charge 
Conservation Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
JZnvironmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
l'ranchise l'ee 
Tax Clause 

Minimum Charge: 

TERM or StrRVICE: 

$125.00 

'h4#1Mi ¢pet kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.030. I 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 I 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

$125.00 

Pending tenuination by Florida Public Service Commission Order. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

Service under ~tis schedule is subject to orders of governmental bodies having jurisdiction and to the curren~y effective "General Rules 
and Regulations lor Electric Service" on tile with the Florida Public Service Commission. In case of connict between any proviston of 
this schedule and said "Genend Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" the provision of this schedule shall apply. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Twenty~Seventh Revised Sheet No. 8.610 

Cancels '1\venty-l"ifl·hSixth Revised Sheet No. 8.610 

METROPOLITAN TgANSIT SERVICE 

RATE SCHEDUW: MET 

AVAILABL£: 

For electric service to Metropolitnn Miami-Dade Coumy E,Jectric Transit System (METRORAIL) at each point of delivery requir<:d for 
the operation of an electric transit system on continuous and conciguous rights .. of .. way. 

APPLICATION: 

Service to be supplied will be Utrcc pha.•e, 60 hertz and at the standard primary distribution voltage of 13,200 volts. All service required 
by Customer m each separate point of delivery served hereunder shall be furnished through one meter reflecting del ivery at primary 
voltage. Resale of service is not perntilled hereunder. Rider TR or a voltage discount is not applicable. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmcmal Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Franchise ree 
Tax Clause 

$12.70 per kWofDemand 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Ml>:IU2l ¢ per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 1 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus the charge lor Ute currently effective Base Demand. 

The billing Demand is the kW, at each point of delivery, to the nearest whole kW, as detcnnincd !rom the Company's recording type 
metering equipment, for the (>Criod eoineident wiUt the 30-minute period of the electric railtrnnsit system's greatest usc SUJlplicd by the 
Company during the month adjusted for power factor. 

Each point of delivery shall be separately billed according to the montl~y charges as stated herein. All billing unitS related to charges 
under this ralc schedule shall be dctcmtincd from metering data on a monthly basis and determined for each point of delivery on the 
same monthly billing cycle day. 

TERMS OF SERviCE 

Notles.~ than one year. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders ofgovemmental bodies having jurisdiction und to the currently effective "General Rules 
and Regulations for Electric Service" on file wiUt the Florida Public Service Commission. In case of conflict between any provis.ion of 
this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" the provision of this schedule shall apply. 
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FLOIUDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Twcnty-S~thScvcnth Revised Sh eet No. 8.651 

Cancels Twenty-14fUISixth Revised Sheet No. 8.651 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.650) 

MONTHLY RATJ; : 

Delivery Vol rage Level 

Maximum Demand Level 

Custome•· Charge: 
$2,225.00 

Demand Charges: 
Uase Demand Charges: 

per kW of Maximum Demand 

per kW of Lo:~d Control On-Peak Demand 
~UQ 
per k W of Firm On-Peak Demand 
$~.!.!.1Q 

Cal~'city Payment and Conse•vation Charge: 
CILC-1 (G) See Sheet No. 8.Q30.1 
CILC·I(O) Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 
CILC.I('I) Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charges: 

On-Peak Period charge per kWh 
~¢ 

OtT-Peak Period charge perk Wh 
~¢ 

Environmental Charge See Sheet No. 8.o30. 1 

Addilional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Distribution below 69 kV 
C!LC-I(G) C!LC-I(D) 

500kW 
200-499kW 

~$3~.91119'-----$4.00 S4.20 

~2.64 

$M910.00 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus tile Base Demand Charges. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.652 ) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Jl)h·ectOI·, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: Januar·y 1,~201 8 

69 kV & above 
CILC· I(f) 

None 
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FLORIDA POWER & UGIIT COMPANY 
FeltffffiltbFifleenth Revised Sheet No. 8.680 

Cnncels :J:.It+t'"'enYtFou,.leenlh Revised Sheet No. 8.680 

COMMERCIAI.JJNDUSTRIAL DeMAND REDUCI'ION RIDER (CDR) 
(OPTIONAL) 

AVAI!ABJ E· 

In all territory SOlved. Available to lillY commercial or industrial OltStomer receivins service tuldel' Rate Schedules GSD·I, GSOT-1, GSLD· I, 
GSLDT-1. GSLD-2. GSLDT-2, GSLD-3, GSLDT-J, or mFr Utrougllthe execution of a Commereinl/~tdustrinl Demand Reduction Rider 
Agrcemcm in which the load oontrol provisionsofU1is riderean feasibly he applied. 

LIMITATION OFAYAILABILITY; 

·nus Rida may be modified or wiUtdrawn subject 10 dctcmtinations made under Commission Rules 25-17.0021 (4), F.A.C., Goals for Electric 
Utilities and 25·6.0438, f .A.C .• Non·finn Eltctrlc Sc1vicc • Tcnns and Condilions or any other Con·nnission detem1ination. 

APPLICATION: 

For ehx:tric setvice provided to any oommercial or industrial customer receiving service under Rate Schcd,~e GSD-1, GSDT-1, OSLO-I, 
GSLDT-1, GSLD-2, GSLDT-2, GSLD-3, GSLDT-3, or HLFT who as a part of the Conuncrcial/ln<hL~trial Demand Reduction Rider Agreement 
between the Customer and the Com pony, agrees to allow the Company to control at least 200 kW of tl1e Custome1's load, or agrees to opemte 
Backu1> Generation Equipment (sec Definitions) and designate (ifapt>licablc) additional controllable demand to serve at least 200 kW of the 
Custorner•s own load during periods when the Company is controlling loud A Customer shnll enter into a CommercinUlndustrial Reduction 
Demand Rider Agreement with the Company to be eligible for this Rider. To cs;tablish Ute initial qualification for this Rider, the Cwtomcr must 
have had a Utility Controlled Demand during the summer Conb·ollablc Rating t>eriod (April I through October 31) for at least three out of seven 
months of' at least 200 kW greater than the Finn Demand level spccilied in Section 4 of the CommercinVludustrial Demand Reductio" Rider 
Agrcemcm. 11lc Utility Controlled Demand shall not be served on a finn service basis umil service has been tenninatcd under Olis Rider. 

LIMITATION OF SERY!CE; 

Customers pwtidpatlng in the General Service Load Mnnngcmcnt Program (FPL "Business On Call'' Prog.rum) arc not eligible for this Rider. 

MONTHLY RATE' 

All rates and charges under Rate Schedules GSO-l, GSDT-1, OSLO-I , GSLDT-1, GSLI)-2, GSLDT-2, GSLD-3, OSLDT-3, HI .FT sholl opply. 
1n addition, the applicable Mon~1ly Administrative Adder and Utility Controlled Demand Credit sl.lall npply. 

MONTIILY ADMINISTRATIV~ADDER: 

Rate Schedule 
GSD-1 
GSDT-1, HLF'T(21-499k\V) 
GSLD-1, GSLDT-1, HLF'T (500-1,999 kW) 
GSLD-2, GSLDT-2, HU:f (2,000 kW or greater) 
GSLD-3, GSLDT-3 

UTILITY CONTROLLED DEMAND CREDIT: 

Adder 
$.j.OO,OO 125.00 
$.j.OO,OO 125.00 
~175.00 

$75.00 
$225.00 

A monthly credit of($8.20) per kW is allowed based on tl1c CIL•Iome~s Util ity Conlrolled Demond. 

UTILITY CONTROLLED DEMAND: 

The Utility Controlled Demand tor a month in which there are no load control eveniS during Ute Controllable Rating Period shall he Ole sun• of the 
Customc(s kWh usage during ll•c hours of the applicable Controllable Rating Period, divided by the total number of hours in the applicable 
Controllable Rating Period, less ll1e Custome~s Finn Demond. 

In the evem of Load Control occurring during 01e Controllable Rating Period, O.e Utility Controlled Demand shall be tl1C Slun of ~~e Custome(s 
kWh usage during tlte hours of the applicable Controllable Rating Perio<l less dte stun ofdte Customer's kWh 11~nge during dte Load Control 
Period, divided by the number of non-load control hours occurring duJ'ing the applicable Controllable Rating Period, less the Custome(s Finn 
Demmtd. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.68 1) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director, Rates and Tariffs 
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FLORIDA POW ER & LlCHT COMPANY 
Thir·ty~econd Revised Sheet No. 8.716 

Canccls !J:I•i••liethT hir1y-First Revised Sheet No. 8.716 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.715) 

REMOVAL Of f ACIL!TIES: 

If Street Lighting faci lities are removed either by Customer request or termination or breach of the agreement, the Customer shall pay 
I':PL an amount equal to the original installed cost of the removed facilities less any salvage value and any depreciation (based on current 
depreciation rates as approved by Ote Florida Public Sc•vicc Commission) plus removal cost. 

MONTHLY RATE: 
Charge for FPL-Owned 

Lamp Size Unit(~} 
l umina ire Initial k\Vl1/M0. Mainte- Energy 
T~JlC Lumens/Watt< E.<timatc Fixture.~ nancc Non-Fuel Iml.\1 ... 

High l'ressUJ'C 
Sodium Vapor 6,300 70 29 $3.89 1.85 0.83 6.57 

II I! 9,500 100 41 $3.96 1.86 .j.ri.;J..J.& ~l..O.Q 
16,000 150 60 $<1.08 1.89 4.+1-.!...U. -M31.1ll 
22,000 200 88 $6.18 2.41 HI-ill .J..h.M.!.!.Jl 
50,000 400 168 $6.24 2.42 +.+94.84 +6-M.!.UQ 
27,500 250 116 $6.58 2.63 bll-lli ~.!.U2 . 140,000 1,000 411 $9.90 4.71 ) ),:;lf ~6.a~ 

S.J..J-,.H.!.L!l 
Mercwy Vapor . 6,000 140 62 $3.07 1.66 t-R.Lllt ~ill 

8,600 175 77 $3.12 1.66 ;! 19 fi.9~2.22 
$;1,+9Ul 

11 ,500 250 104 $5.21 2.40 ~1.22~~ 
21 ,500 <100 160 $5.18 2.36 4MiJi!+HO~ 

* These unit') nrc dosed to new FPL installations. 
u ·n,e non-fuel energy charge is~2.879 ¢per kWh. 

... Bills 1-endered based Oil "Total" charge. Unbundling of charges is not pennitted. 
•••• New custome1·-owned facil ities are closed to this rate effective Janua1)' I, 2017. 

Charges lor other FPL-owncd faci lities: 
Wood pole used only for the street lighting system 
Concrete pole used only lbr 01e street lighting system 
Fibe•oglass pole used only for U•e so-eetlighling system 
Steel pole used only for U>e street lighting system • 
Underground conductors not under paving 
Underground conductors under paving 

$4.92 
$6.74 
$7.98 
$6.74 
3.810 ¢ per foot 
9.310¢pcr foot 

Charge for Cnstome•~Owncd 
Unit$) ****---

RelamJ>ing/ Enetogy 
EnCI'f!Y QJ!ly 

S2.69 $0.83 
$6,44.l.Jl.1 $.j.ri.;.I.J.8. 
SWl&J. $4.+1-W. 
$4,004.92 $2-MW. 
$+.+9lli $+.+94.84 
$~1.2:!. SH-1-,Ui 

SI6. 1fil i.8J 26.44SI6 ~8 

$±44J..1i $+-R.LlJ! 
7,QO $~,li2 

$~U!Q $a..%l.22 
$~.§..2.& $~ill 

The Unde•·g•ound conducto•'S under paving chruoge will not apply where a ClAC is paid plii'Suant to section "a)" under "Customer 
Contributions." The Underground conductors not undcq1aving charge will apply in U1cse situalions. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.717) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LlGHT COMPAN Y 
~Twenty- First Revised Sheet No. 8 .717 

Cancels NineleenlhTwcnliclh Revised Sheet No. 8.71 7 

(Continued fi·om Sheet No. 8.716) 

On Customer-owned Street Lighting Systems, where Customer contracts to relamp at no cost to FPL-, the Monthly Rate for non-fuel 
energy shall be ~·2.879 ¢ pet· kWh of estimated usage of each unit plus adjustments. On Street Lighting Systems, where the 
Customer elects to install Customer-owned monitoring systems, the Momhly Rate fo,· non-fuel energy shall be ~2.879 ¢ pet· 
kWh of estimated usage of each monitoring unit plus adjustments. The minimum monthly kWh per monitoring device will be I 
kilowatt-hour per month, and the maximum monthly kWh per monitoring device will be 5 kilowatt-hours per month. 

During the initial installation period: 
Facilities in service for 15 days or less will not be billed; 
Facilities in setvice tbr 16 days or more will be billed tbr a full month. 

WILLFUL DAMAGE: 

Upon !he second occurrence of will lid damage to any fi'L-owned facililies, the Customer will be responsible for the cost incurred for 
repair or rcplaocmcnt If the lighting fixture is damaged, based on prior written instructions from the Customer, Fl'l, will: 

a) Replace the fixtl't'e witll a shielded cutoff cobrahead. TI1e Customet· shall pay .$280.00 fot· the shield plus all associated .costs. 
llowevet·, if tl1e Customer chooses to have the shield installed after tl1e first occutrence, tl1e Customet· shall only pay tl1e 
$280.00 cost of the shield; or 

b) Replace witll a like unshielded fixtut'e. For this, and each subsequent occum:nce, the Customer shall pay the cosl~ specified 
unde1· "Removal ofFacHities"; or 

c) Tenninate: se:tvioe to the fixture. 

Option selection shall be made by the Customer in writing and apply to all tixtlll'es which FPL has installed on tl1c Customer's behalf. 
Selection changes may be made by the Customer at auy time and will beoome effective ninety (90) days al1er "'·ittennotice is received. 

Consetvalion Charge Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Capacit)• Payment Charge See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Envil'onme:ntal Ch::u-gc: 

Fuel Charge 

Stonn Charge 

F•·anch ise Fee 

Tax Clause 

SPECIA I. CONDITIONS: 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.040 

See Sheet No. 8.031 

Sec Sheet No. 8.031 

Customers whose lights arc 1umed off during sea lurtle nesting season will receive n credit equal to the fuel ehnrges associated! with 
the fixtures that 31'e turned off. 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

Initial tenn of ten (10) yeat.,; witl1 automatic, successive five (5) year extensions unless tetminated in writing by eithe1· FPL or the 
Customer at least ninety (90) days prior LO the current tcnn's expiration. 

RULES AND RllGULATJONS: 

Sctvice under this sch.edule is subject to ordet·s or govcnnnental bodies having jurisdiction and to the cun·ently effective "Genet-al 
Rules and Regulations for Elccu·ic Setvioe" on file with tl\c Florida Public Service Commission. In case of conflict between any 
provision of this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service", the provision of this schedule shall apply. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Dh·ectot·, Rates and Tal'iffs 
Effective: J anuary 1,~2018 
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FLOIUDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

SffiEET LIGHTING METERED SERVICE 

RATESCHEDULE: Sl~ tM 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

Fh-sl Revised Sheel No. R. 718 
Cnncels Originnl Sheet No. 8.718 

For customer-o\\11ed lighting of :>treets and road\\'ilyS, whether public or private, which are thoroughfares for nomml now or vchiculur 
traffic. Lighting for otl1er applications such as: municipally and privately-owned parking lots; parks and recreational areas; or any other 
area not expressly defined above, is not permined under this schedule. 

Single phase, 60 hertz and at any available standard voltage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be fumished through 
one meter. Resale of service is not permi.tled hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Non-Fuel £nergy Charges: 
Ba.~e Energy Charge 
Conservation Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
FnUlchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

Minimum: 

TERM OF SERVICE; 

Not less than one ( I) year. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

~il.U ¢per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.o30 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders of govemmental bodies havinsjurisdiction and to the currcnlly cficctivc "General Rules 
and Regulations for Electric Sew ice" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. ~~case of conOict between any provision of 
this schedule <llld said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service• tlte provision of this schedule shall apply. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Oin!cloo·, Rates and Tariffs 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
~•lUI Eighteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.720 

Cancels ~eventccnth Revised Sheet No. 8.720 

PREMIUM LIGHTING 

RATE SCHEDULE: Pl.- I 

AYAil.AEl!.E· 

In all tel'ritory served. 

APPLICATION: 

I'PL·owned lighiing l:1cilities not available under rate schedule SL· l and OL·I. To any Customer for the sole purpose of lighting 
streets, roadways and common areas, other than individual l'esidential locations. This includes but is not limited to parking lots, 
homeowners association common areas, or parks. 

Service will be unmetercd and will include lighting installation, lamp replacement and tacilitics maintenance fo1· FPL-owncd lighting 
systems. It will also include energy from dusk each day until dawn the following day. 

The Company, while exercising reasonable diligence at all times to furnish service hereunder, does not guarantee continuous lighting 
and will not be liable for damages for any interruption, deficiency or failure of service, and reserves the l'ight to inte1·rupt service at 
any time lor necessary repairs to lines or equipment. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: 

Installation shall be ~ttadc only when, in the judgement of the Company, the location and the tYI>C of the facilities arc, and will 
continue to be, easily and economically accessible to the Company equipment and personnel for both construction and maintenance. 

Stand-by, non·fintl, or resale service is not permitte:d hereunder. 

TERM Of SERVICE: 

The term of service is (20) l\""nty years. At the end oft he tcnn of se•'Vice, the Customer may elect to execute a new agreement based 
on the current estimate-d replacement costs. The Company will retain ownc•·ship of these facilitic.s. 

I'ACILITJESPAYMENTO!?T!QN: 

The Customer will pay for the facilities in a lump sum in advance of construction. The amount will be the Company's total work 
order cost lor these facilities times the Present Value Revenue Requirement (PVRR) multiplier of ~.L..!.22L Monthly 
Maintenance and Energy charges will apply lor the term of service. 

f'ACILITIES SELECTION: 

Facilities selection shall be made by the Customer in writing by executing the Company's l'remium Lighting Agreement. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.721) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director, Rates and T~riffs 
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FLORIDA POWER& L IGHT COMPANY 
Twenty~ Revised S heet No. 8.721 

Cancels Twenty-FifthSixth Revised S heet N&. 8.721 

MONTHLY RATE : 

Facilities: 
Paid in lit II : 

tO ycat•s payment option: 
20 years paymcm option: 

Maintenance: 

Billing: 

Enet·gy: 

Non-Fuel Energy 

Consetvation Charge 

Capacity Payment Charge 

Environn1cntal Charge 

l~ucl Charge 

Stann Charge 

Franchise Fee 

Tax Clause 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.720) 

Monthly rate is zero, fm Customer's who have executed a Premium Lighting Agreement before 
Mal'eh I, 2010: 
~~%of total work order cost. 
~%of total work order cost. 

FPL's estimated costs of maintaining lighting facilit ies. 

FPL reserves the right to assess a charge for the recovery of any dedicated billing system 
developed solely tbr this rate. 

KWH Consumption fo•· fixtures shall be estimated using the following formula: 

K WHcUnit Wattage (usage) x 353 3 hours ncr month 
1000 

~02.879 ¢/kWh 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.040 

See Sheet No. 8.031 

See Sheet No. 8.031 

Ou1··ing the initial insta11ation period: 
Facilities in service for 15 days or less will not be billed; 
Facilities in service for 16 days or more will be billed for a full month. 

MINIMUM MONTHLY BILL: 

The minimum monthly bill shall be the applicable Facilities Maintenauce and Dilling charges. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.722) 
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FLORLOA POWER & LIGHT C OMPAN Y 
Eigltth Ninth Revised S heet No. 8.722 

Cancels ~Eighth Revised Sheet No. 8. 722 

(Continued fi·om Sheet No. 8.721) 

EARLY TERMINATION: 

If U1e Customer no longer wishes to •-eceive set-vice under this schedule, the Customer may tenninate the Premium Lighting Agreement by 
giving at least (90) ninety days advance written notice to the Compnny. Upon early termination of service, the Customer shnll pay nn 
amount computed by ~pplying U•e following Tenninalion Factors to the installed cost of Ute faci lities, based on the year in which the 
Agreement was terminated. These Termination Factors will not apply to Customers who elected to pay tbr the facilities in a lump sum in 
lieu of a monthly payment. 

FPL.may also charge ~lc Customer tbr the cost to the utility for removing the facilities. 

T~n (10) Years Termination Twen!:z! (20) Years Termination 

Pa~ment Ogtion El!m: Pa~ment O)ltion Wl2r 

I -lrlm1.2100 I -lrlm1.2100 
2 ~1.04 1 0 2 ~1.0934 

3 ~0.9588 3 ~1.0679 

4 ~.8698 4 +.GW.lMQ.l 
5 ~7733 5 ~.l..Q.J.M 

6 ~_MS! 6 ~.Q.2lli 

7 ~0.5556 7 ~ll..2ili 
8 ~0.4329 8 o.&m~ 
9 ~.3000 9 ~Mill\ 
10 ~0. 1$60 10 ~0.8192 

>10 0.0000 I I ~ 
12 M934Q.Zill 
13 OM-J.3Mill 
14 ~~ 
15 ~ 
16 ~Mill 
17 ~ 
18 ~ 
19 ~0.207 1 
20 ~. 1077 

>20 00000 

\VILLJ' UL DAMAGE: 

In the event of willful damage to these faci lities, FPL will provide the initial repair of each installed item at its expense. Upon the 
second occurrence of willful damage, and subsequent occurrence to these FPL--owned facilities, the Customer will be responsible fM 
the cost tbr repair or replacement 

RULES AND REGULATIQNS: 

Service under this schedule is subject to o•·ders of governmental bodies having jurisdiction and to the currently eflective "General 
Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" on tile with the Florida Public Service Commission. In case of connie! between any 
provision of this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service", the provision of this schedule shall apply. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director, Rates nnd Tariffs 
Effective: .January 1 , ~201 8 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Twcnty-Se..emhEighlh Revised Sheet No.8 .. 725 

Cancels Twcnty-SiR hSeventh Revised Sheet No.8 .. 725 

OUTDOOR LIGHTING 

RATE SCHEDULE OL-1 

AVAil ABLE· 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

For year-round outdoor see~trity lighting of yards, walkways and other area.~. LightS to be served hereunder shall be m loc;nions wh.ich are 
easily and economically accessible to Company vehicles and personnel for conwuction and maintenance. 

IL is imcnded that Cotn11any-owned security lights will be installed on exi,sting Company-owned electric lacilities, or short extension 
thereto, in areas where a street lighting system is not provided or is not sumcient to cover d1e security lighting needs of a particular 
individual or location. Where more extensive security lighting is required, such as for large parking lotS or other commercial area.~. the 
Customer will Jlrovidc the fixtures, supJ)()rts and connecting wiring; the Company will connect to the Customer's system and provide the 
services indicmed below. 

SERVICE: 

Service includes l1unp renewals, energy from approximately dusk each day until approximately dawn the following day, and mainl<'nance 
of Company·owncd facil itie."i:. 111c Company will replace all bumed..out lamps and will maintain its facilities during regular dayCime 
working hours a.~ soon as practicable following notification by the Customer that such work is necessary. The Comp;my shall be permined 
to enter the Customer's wcmises at all reasonable times for the purpose of inspecting, maintaining, installing and removing ru1y or al l of its 
equipment and facilities, 

The Company, while exercising reasonable diligence at all times to fumish service hereunder, docs not guarantee continuous lighting and 
will not be liable for damages for any interruption, deficiency or fl1ilure of service, and reserves the right to intern111t sc1vicc at any time for 
necessary rct>airs to Jines or equipment. 

LIMITATION OF SERviCE: 

This schedule is not available for service normally supplied on U1c Company's stru1dard strcetl ightiug schedules. Company-owned fa-cilities 
will be inst:liled only om Company-owned poles, Customer-owned facilities will be installed only on Customer-owned poles. Overhead 
conductors will not be tnsta!led in ru1y area designated as an underground distribution area, or any area, premises or location served from 
rut underground sout·ce. Customer must have an active house or premise account associated wiUt this service. Stund-by or resale service 
not permitted hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 
Charge for Company-OII~ted Charge for Customer-Owned 

Lamp Size Unii!Sl !loit (S) 
Luminaire Initial KWHJMo. Mainte- Energy Relrunpingl Energy 

~ Lumens/Watts Estimate Fixtures nancc Non· Fucl Total Energy ili!!x .. 
High Pressure 
Sodium Vapor 6,300 70 29 $5,05 $ 1.90 $Q,Wl.89 ~7.84 S~lli $~ 

9,500 100 41 $.5,16 $1.90 $~~ &*J!..U~ll!. 
$-1-Wlli 

16,000 150 60 $5.34 $1.93 $~lli ~2.1.1 ~J.ll $~.1M 
22,000 200 88 $7.77 $2.49 ~2.70 ~12.96 S+.98ill 

$~2.70 
.. 50,000 400 168 $8,27 $2.45 $+.3&lli ~.L.Ua $~L.ll 

$+.83ill 
12,000 150 60 $5,34 $1.93 S~.!M ~ill $~222 

S~.!M 
Mercury V8J.IOr • 6,000 140 62 $3.88 $1.70 SHOll!. H3,M2 $3-M;ul 

S-h84l.L.2! 
8,600 175 77 $3.90 $1.70 S~Ul ~1.21 S~....JU 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Direclot·, Rates and Tal'iffs 
Effeclive: .January 1 ,~2018 
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FLORIDA I'OWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

21,500 •100 160 
~ 

• These uniL~ at·c closed to new Com11any installations. 
The non-fuel energy charge is ~J.l!Z.lt per kWh. 

$6.39 

Twen ty-Se..en# •Eighlh Revised Sheet No. 8.725 
Cancels Twenly-Si~f.I>Seven th Revised Sheet No. 8.725 

$2.40 $-l#~ 

(Contittued on Sheet No. 8. 726) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, l>irector, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: January I, ,a(H-+2018 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 182

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



ORDER NO. PSC-16-0560-AS-EI 
DOCKET NOS. 160021-EI, 160061-EI, 160062-EI, 160088-EI 
PAGE 183 
 

 
  

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
1\venty~eventh Revised Sheet No. 8.726 

C~ncels 1'wenty-~i>:th Revised Sltcet No. 8.726 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8. 725) 

Charges for other Company-o\\11cd facilities: 
Wood pole and span of conductors: 
Concrete pole and span of conductors: 
Fiberglass pole and span of conductors: 
Steel pole u.~d only for the street lighting system • 
Underground conductors (excluding trenching) 
Down-guy, Anchor and Protector 

$11.14 
$-J+.M.IJM 
$17.68 
S.J+.M,U.Q.i 
$0.085 per foot 
$10.13 

For Customer-owned outdoor lights, where the Customer co•llracts to rclam1> at no cost to FPL, the momhly rate tor non-1\tel energy 
shall be ~lQll¢ per kWh of estimated usage of each unit plus adjustments. 

Conservation Charge 
Capacity Payment Clause 
Environmental Charge 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Franchise Fcc 
Tax Clause 

TERM OF SERVICE· 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 
Sec Sheet N6. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Not less than one year. In the event the Company installs any f.1cilit ies fo•· which there is an added monthly charge, the Tenn of 
Service shall be for not less th!ln Utrce years. 

If the Customer terminates service before the expiration of the initial tenn of the agreement, the Company may re<1uire 
reimbursement for the total expenditures made to provide such service, plus the cost of removal of the facilities installed less the 
salvage value thereof, and less credit for all monthly payment~ made lor Company-owned facilities. 

WILLI'UL. DAMAGE: 

In the event of willful damage to these facilities, FPL will provide the initial repair of each installed item at its expense. Upon the 
~ccond occurrence of willful druuage, and subsequent occurrence to these FPL-owned facilities, the Customer will be rcs1>onsible for 
the cost for repair or replacement. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS· 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders of govermnental bodies having jurisdiction and to the currently effective "General 
Rules und RegulatiOIIs for Electric Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In case of connie! between any 
provision of this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service", the provision of this schedule shall ap1>ly. 

COMPANY -OWNED FACI LITIBS: 

Company-owned luminaires nonnally will be mounted on Company's existing distribution poles and served from existing overflead 
wires. The Compru1y will provide one spru1 of secondary conductor (rom existing secondary facilities to a Company-owned I ight at 
the Compru~y's expense. When requested by the Customer, and at the option of the Company, additional SJ>ans of wire or additional 
t>olcs or underground conductors may be installed by the Company upon agreement by the Customer to usc the facilities lor a 
minimum of three years ru1d pay each month the charges specified under MONTHLY RATE. 

MONHILY RATE 

The Customer will make a lump sum payment for the cost of changes in the height of existing poles or the installation of additional 
poles in the Compa~>y's dimibutiOII lines or the cost of ru1y other facilities required for the installation of lights to be served 
hereunder. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8. 727) 
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FWRIDA POWER & I..IGHT COMPANY 

RATE SCHEDULE: RL·I 

AVAI LA1lLE: 

RECREATIONAL LIGHTING 

(Closed Schedule) 

flfti!Sixth Revised Sheet No. 8.743 
Cancels ~Fifth Revised Sheet No. 8.743 

In all territory served. Available to any customet·, who, as of Januat·y t 6, 2001, was either taking service pursuant to Utis schedule or 
had a fully execuled Recreational Lighting Agt'eetilerltwith the Company. 

APPLtCA 1'l0N: 

l'or FPL-owned facilities fot· the purpose of lighting community recreat ional areas. This includes, but is not limitied to, baseball, 
softball, football, soccer, tennis, and basketball. 

Service will be metere-d and will include lighting installation, lamp replacement and f.~cilities maintenance for PPL-owned lighting 
systems. 

The Company, while exercising reasonable diligence at all times to furnish service hereunder, does not guaramee continuous lighting 
and will not be liable for damages for any interruption, deficiency or failure of service, and reserves the right to intc11·upt service at 
any tin'le for necessary repairs to lines or equipment. 

LIMITATION OFSERYICE· 

Installation shall be made only when, in the judgement of the Company, the location and the type of the facilities are, aod will 
continue lo be. easily and economically accessible lo the Company equipment and personnel for both construction and maintenance. 

Stand·by, non·fimt, or resale service is not permitted hcreundct·. 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

The term of service is (20) twenty years. At the end of the tcnn of service, the Customer may elect to execute a new Agreement 
based on the current estimated replacement costs. Tile Company will retain ownership of these facilities. 

FACILITIES PAYMENT OPTION: 

The Customer will pay for the facilities in a lump sum in advance of construction. The amount will be the Company's total work 
order cost for these facilities times the Present Value Revenue Requirement (PVRR) multiplier of ~~ Monthly 
Maintenance and energy chat·gcs will apply for the term of service. 

FACII.!TIES SELECTION: 

Facilities selection shaUl be made by the Customer in writing by execut ing the Company's Rect·eational Lighting Agreement. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.744) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig,l>it·ector, Rates and Tariffs 
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FLORIDA POWER& LIGHT COMPANY 
~Sixth Revised Sheet No. 8.744 

Cancels ~Fiflh Revised Sheet No. 8.744 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Facil ities: 
Paid in fu ll: 
10 years payment option: 
20 years paymcm option: 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.743) 

Month ly rate is zero. 
~.L.;}ii% of total work order cosr.• 
~%of total work order cost.* 

• Both ( 10) ten and (20) twenty year payment options are closed to new setvice, and a rc only available for the 
duration of the term of service of those customers that have fully executed a Recreational Lighting Agreement 
with the Company befot·e Januaty 16, 200 I. 

Maintenance: FPL's estimated costs of maintaini ng lighting facil ities. 

Bil ling: FPL t·eserves the right to assess a charge for the t·ccovety of any dedicated billing system 
developed sole ly for this rate. 

Charge Per Month: Company's otherwise applicable general service rate schedule. 

Consetvation Charge See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Capacity Payment Charge See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Environmental Charge See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Fuel Charge See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Storm Charge See Sheet No. 8.040 

Franchise Fee See Sheet No. 8.03 I 

Tax Clause See Sheet No. 8.03 I 

MlN.I.N!UM MONTHLY BILL: 

As provided in the otherwise applicable rate schedule, plus the Facilities Maintenance and Billing charges. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.745) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Dim·ecto•·, Rates and Tariffs 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIG NT COMPANY 
Feltl'fltFiflh Revised Sheet No. 8.745 

Cancel~ ~Fourth Revised Sheet No. 8. 745 

(Coouinued from Sheet No. 8.744) 

EARLY TERMTNA TION: 

If the Customer no longer wishes to receive service under this schedule, the Customer may tenninatc the Recreational Lighting 
Agreement by giving at le<L~t (90) ninety days advance written notice to tlte Company. Upon early termination of service, the Customer 
shall pay an amount computed by applying the following Termination Factors to the installed cost of the facilities, based on the year in 
which the Agreement was terminated. ·ntcsc Termination Factors will not apply to Customers who elected to pay for the facililies in a 
lump sum in lieu of a monlhly payment. 

FPL may also charge the Customer for the cost to the utility foo·o·cmoving the facilities. 

Ten {10) Years Termination Twen~ {20) Years Tennination 
Payment Option Factor ~ Factor 

I +.-l-94a.Llli.Q I ~1.2100 

2 ~.!.M!Q 2 ~1.0934 

3 M4+-SQ.2lli 3 ~1.0679 
4 ~.8698 4 ~1.0403 

5 ~0.7733 5 M%4!.0104 
6 ~.6688 6 ~ 
7 ~.5556 7 ~ 
8 ~.4329 8 ~ 
9 ~0.3000 9 ~_Mll 

10 ~ 10 Q,+9990.8 192 
> 10 0.0000 I I ~0.7709 

12 ~0.7 185 
13 OM+S0.6618 
14 ~.6004 
15 ~.5338 

16 ~.46 16 
17 ~.3835 

18 ~ 
19 ~0.2071 

20 ~Q.lQll 
>20 0.0000 

WILLFUL DAMAGE: 

In the event of wi llful damage to these faci lities, FPL will provide the initial repair of each installed item at its expense. 
Upon the second occurrence of wil lful damage, and subsequent occurrence to these FPL-owned facilities, the Customeo· 
will be responsible for the cost for repair Ot' replacement. 

RULES AND REGULATlONS: 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders of governmental bodies having jurisdiction and to the currently 
effective "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" on fi le with the Florida Public Service Commission. In 
case of conflict between any provision of this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service", 
the provision of this schedule shall apply. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Oirecto•·, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: Janua•·y 1.~~ 
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FLORIDA POWER & L IGHT COMPANY 
~.U.Seventeenth Revised Sheet No. 8.750 

Cancels ~Sixteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.750 

STANDBY AND SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE 

RATESCHEOULE: SST-I 

AVAILABLE: 

In all ierrito•y served by the Company. Service under U1is rnte schedule is on a customer by customer bMis subject to the completion of 
arrangements necessary for implementation. 

APPLICATION: 

For electric scrvi<X: tO any Customer, m a point of delivery, whose electric service requirements for the Customc~s load arc supplied or 
sup)>lcmcntcd from the Custome~ genemtion equipment at Ulat point of service nud require stnndhy and/or supplemental service. For 
ptuposes of determining applicability ofUtis rote schedule, the following definitions shall be used: 

(I) "Standby Service" means electric energy or C"J)acity supplied by the Company to replace energy or Clll>acity ordinarily 
genemted by the Customds own generation equipment during periods of either scheduled (maimcnancc) or unscheduled 
(backup) outages of all or a portion ofthc Customer's generation. 

(2) "Supplememal Service" means electric energy or Cllpacity suppl icd by the Company in addition to that which is nonnally 
provided by the Customer's 0\\11 generation equipment. 

A Customer is required to take service under this rate schedule if the Customer's total generation capacity is more than 20% of the 
Customer's total electrical load and the Custome~ generators arc not for emergency purposes only. 

Customers taking se•'Vice under this rate schedule shall enter into a Standby and Supplemental Service Agreement ("Agreement"); 
however, tililurc to execute such an agreement will not pre-empt the application of this rate schedule tbr service. 

Three phase, 60 hertz, and at the available standard voltage. All service supplied by the Company shall be fumished U1rough one 
metering point. Resale of service is not permitted hereunder. 

Tmnsfomtation Rider - TR, Sheet No. 8.820, docs not apply to Standby Service. 

MQNTHI.Y RATE: 

STANDBY SERVICE 
Delivc1y Voltage: Belnw69kV 

SST-1{0 1) SST-1(02) 
Conu·act Standby Demand: flelow500kW 500 to t 999 kW 

Customer Charge: $125.00 $125.00 
Demand Charges: 

Base Ocmru1d Charges: 
Distribution Demand Charge JlCf 

kW of Contract Standby Demru1d $3.00 $3.00 

Reservation l)cmand Charge I>Cr k\V $1.48 $1.48 

Daily Demand Charge 
I>Cr kW for each daily maximum 
On-Peak Standby Demand $0.70 $0.70 

Capacity Payment and Conservation Charges See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.751) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Oit·cctor, Rate.~ and Tat·iffs 
Effective: Jauuary 1,~1018 

SST-l(D3) 
2.000 kW & Above 

$425.00 

$3.00 

$1.48 

$0.70 

69kV &Aboye 
SST-l(f) 
All Levels 

$1,800.00 

N/A 

$0.44 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COM_!' ANY 
Twenty~J<ouo·Jh n evised Sheet No. 8.75J 

Cnncels Twenty-s-ooThi.-d Revised Sheet No. 8.7SJ 

¢ 

Delivet-y Voltage: 

Contract Standby Demand: 
Non-Fuel Energy Char:ges: 

Bose Energy Charges: 
On-Peak Period charge per kWh 

Off-Peak Peri od charge per kWh 

Environmental Cl1argc 

Additional Chao·ges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8. 750) 

SST-1(01) 
Below 500 kW 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Below69 kV 
SST-1(02) 

500 to 1.999 kW 

Minimum: The Custo111er Charge plus ~oe Base Demand Charges. 

SST-1(03) 
2 000 k\V & Above 

69kV &Above 
SST-I(T) 
All Levels 

0 .707 

0.707¢ 

DEMAND CALCULATION: 

The Demand Charge for Standby Service shall be ( I) the chorge tor Distribution Demand .l!!.llli (2) the greater of the smn of the Daily 
Demand Chorges oo· ~te Resetvation Demand Charge times the maximum On-Peak Standby Demand actually registered during the 
month .l!!.llli (3) the Reservation Demand Charge times tlte diflerence between tlte Contract Standby Demand and the maximulll On
Peak Standby Demand actually registered during the month. 

SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE 
Supplemental Seovice shall be the total 1>0weo· SUI>plied by the Comr>any minus the Standby Scovice supplied by the Company during 
the same metering period. The charge for all SUPJ>Iemental Se•vice shall be calculated by aJ)I>Iying the •Pr>licablc retail rate schedule, 
excluding the customer charge .. 

RATING PERIODS: 
On-Peak: 

Noyember I thmut•h March 31: Mondays through Ftidays during the hours fmm 6 a.m. to 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. to J() 1>.111. 
excluding Thanksgiving Day, Clwistmas Day, and New Yeru's Day. 

April I Uuough October 31: Mondays Utrough Fridays during the hours fi·om 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

OtT-Peak: 
All other hours. 

CONTRACT STANDBY DEMAND: 

llte level of Customer's generation o-equio·ing Standby Scovice as speci fted in the Agreement. This Contract Standby Demand wi II not 
be less than the maximum load ach1ally se1ved l>y the Customer's generation during the cun·e.nL month or pl'101' 23·month period les..~ the 
runount speci fied as the Customeo·'s load wliich would not have to be served by the Comr>any in the event of an outage of the 
Customer's generation equipment. l'or a Customer receiving only Standby Service as identified undeo· Special P•·ovisions, the Contract 
Standby Demand shall be maximum load actually served by the Company during the current month or prior 23-montlt period. 

A Customc~s Contract Stmtdby Demand may be re-established to allow foo· Ute following adjus~ncnts: 

I. Demand reduction resulting from the installation of FPL-Demand Side Management Measures oo· FPL Research Project efficiency 
mca~urcs; or 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.752) 
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FLORIDA POWE R & LIGilT C OMl'ANV 
TWtni)"S«on!\Ihlrd Revised Sheet No. 8.760 

Con eels Twency-FII'SISetond Revised Sbcel No. 8. 760 

RATE SC!!I!DULI!; !SST-! 

AYA I LA!lUi· 

INTERRUPTJBI,E STANDBY AND SIJPPLEMENIA!.S[lRYICB 
(OI'TIONAL) 

In n!I ICI'riloo·y served by 1hc Company. Service under 1his nue schedule is on a cuslomc•· by cus1omcr bnsis subjcc110 1he complelion of 
nrrnngemcnts necessary lor implementation. 

LIMITATION OfAYAILABILIW 

This schedule moy be modilied or withdrawn sut~cct to dctcrminalions made under Commission Rule 25·6.0438, F.A.C., Non-Finn 
£!ec1ric Service - Terms and Condilions or any other Commission deten11inntion. 

A!'PL!CAT!ON; 

A Cuslomcr who is eligible to receive service under the Standby ond Supplemental Service (SST-!) rate schedule may, as an option,~ake 
~rvice under lhis rote schedule, unless the Customer has entered into a conlmctto sell linn capacity and/or energy to the Company, and 
the Customer cannot restan i1s generation equipment without pnw~:r supplied by the Company, in which case the Cus1omer may only 
reeei\'C Standby and Supplemental Service under the Company's SST-I mtesehedule. 

Customers taking ~rvice under this rate schedule shall enter into an Interruptible Standby and Supplemental Service Agreement 
(" Agreemcru"). This inlcrruptible load shall not be sen·ed on a fimt service basis unlil sen•ice has been temtinated under this rate 
schedule. 

nwee J>hase, 60 heo1z, and at the available standard vollage. 

A deSiJ:nnled pootion of the Custome(s load served under this schedule is subjecl to intco·ruJ>tion by the Company. Transfonnation Rid.,r
TR, where applicable, shall on ly apply to the Customels Contmcl Standby Ocmnnd for clc!iveo·y volloge below 69 kV. Resale of service 
is not !>ermined hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE· 
STANDnY SBRVICE 
Delivery Voltage; 

Customer Char{le; 

Demand Charges: 
Onse Demand Charges: 

Distribution Demand Charge per kW of Contract Standby Demand 
Reservation Demand Charge per kW of Interruptible Standby Demond 
Reservation Dema11d Charge per kW of Firm Standby Demond 
Daily Demand Charge per kW for each daily maximum On-l'enk 

lntcrn•J>tible Standby Demand 
Onily Demnnd Chnrge per kW for each daily maximum On-l'eak 

Firm Standby Demand 
Capacity Paymem and Conservation Charges Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges; 
Base Energy Charges; 

On-Peak Period charge per kWh 
Off-Peak Period charge per kWh 

Environmenlal Charge See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.761) 
Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director, Rates audTarlffs 
Effective: January 1, 20172018 

Distribul ion 
B~lsnl!6211Y 
ISST-1(0) 

$425.00 

$3.00 
s~s~ 
$1.48 

$0.70 

~ 

Trttnsmission 
~2 kv 8!. eoi!Qve 

ISST-I (T) 

$ 1,800.00 

N/A 
$0.30 
S~ill 

$0.4<1 

$0.12 

0.707¢ 
0.707 (. 
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FLORI DA POWER & L IG HT COM I' ANY 
Sixty~.E!!ill:!!! Revised Sheet No. 8.830 

Cancels Slxty~OIHIThh·d Revised Sheet No. 8.830 

SEASONAL DEMAND- TIME OF USC RIDER- SDTR 
(OPTIONAL) 

RIDER: SDTR 

AVAILABLE: 
In all tCITitory served. 

APPLICATION: 
t'or clcc~·ic service required to.- commercial or industl'ial lighting, power and any other lllll'j>OSC with a measured Demand in excess of20 kW. 
'l11is is ru1 optional rate available to customer.; otherwise served under the GSD·l GSDT·l , GSLD· l, GSL.DT·l , GSLD·2 or GSLOT-2 Rate 
Schedules. 

~: 
Single or llu·ee phase, 60 hertz and at any available st!lndard voltage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be furnished through 
one meter. Resale of service is nol pcrmiucd hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 
OPTION A: Non-ScMonal Standard Rate 

Annual Maximum Demand 

Customer Charge: 
Demand Charges: 

tiQI&L 
2 1-499 k\V 

$25.00 

Seasonal On-peak Demond Charge 
Perk W of Seasonal On-peak 
Dcm&ld 

Non-Seasonal Demond Charge 
Per kW of Non- Seasonul 

Ma.~i1num Demand 

Capacity Payment Charge: 
Conscrvmion Charge: 

Energy Charges: 
Dase Seasonal On-Peak 

Per kWh of Seasonal 
On-Peak Ene.-gy 

Base Seasonal Off-Peal< 
l'cr kWh of Seasonal 
Off-Peak !;J>ergy 

Sec Sheet No. 8,030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

Base Non-Sea,onal Energy Charge 

Per kWh of Non-Seasonal Energy 

Envi•·onmcntal Charge: 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge: 
Stonn Charge: 
Franchise Fee: 
TaxCinusc: 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Di•·cclor, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: J~•IUa •·y 1,~2018 

SDTR-2 
500-1 999 kW 

$75.00 

SDTR-3 
2.000 k\V o1· g.-eater 

$225.00 
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FLORIDA POWER & LICHT COMPANY 
~ixlccnlh Revised Sheet No. 8.831 

Cancels ~m'leen!ltFifleenlh Revised Sheet No. 8.831 

(Continued f1·om Sheet No. 8.830) 

OPTION 13: Non-Se<JSorml Time of Use Rate 

Annual Maximum Demand 

Customer Charge: $25.00 

Demand Charges: 
Seasonal On-peak Demand Charge 
$~12.46 

l'erkWof'Seasonal On-J>eak 
Demand 

Non-Seasonal Demand Charge 
Per kW of Non- Seasonal 
Peak Demand 

Capacity l'aymcnt Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Energy Charges: 
Base Seasonal On-Peak 
+.£&4...ill!J. ¢ 

Per kWh of Seasonal 
On-Peak Energy 

Base Seasonal Ofl~l'eak 
~.!..lm ¢ 

Per kWh of Seasonal 
Off-Peak Energy 

Base Non-Seasonal On-Peak 
~.llll ¢ 

Per kWh of Non-Seasonal 
On-Peak Energy 

13asc Non-Seasonal on:reak 
~!JM¢ 

Per· kWh ofNorh~easonal 
Off-Peak Energy 

Environmentill Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 1 

SDTR-2 
500-1 .999 kW 

$15.00 

Minimum Char·ge: 11tc Customer Charge plus the currently cffcclive Demand Charges. 

NQN,<;E'.ASONAL RATING PERIODS <OPTION B only); 
Non-Seasonal On-l'eak l'eriod: 

SDTR-3 
2.000 kW or· g1·eater 

$225.00 

Novemher I through March 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 6 a.m. to I 0 a.m. and 6 p.m. to 10 p.m. 
excluding Thrulk~giving Day, Christmas Day, and New Year's Day. 

April I through May 31 and October I lhrouoh Oc!oher 3 I; Mondays through Fridays during Ute hours from 12 noon to 
9 p.m. e.'c!uding Memorial Day. 

Non-Seasonal Off-Peak Period: 
All other hours. 

(Continued On Sheet No. 8.832) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Se~n•h£ighth Revised Sheet No. 10.015 

Cancels smi•Scven th Revised Shee.t 10.015 

Appendix A 

Distribution Substation Facilities 
Monthly Renta l a nd Termina tion Factors 

The Monthly Rental Factor to be appl ied to the in-place va lue of the Distr ibution Substation Facil ities as 
identified in the Long-Term Renta l Agreement is as follows: 

Monthly Renta l Factor 

Distribution Substation Facilit ies 1.33% 

Termina tion Fee for ln.itial 20 Year Period 

If the Long-Term Renta l Agreement for Distribution Substation Facilities is terminated by Customer during the 
initial Term, Customer shall pay to Company a Termination Fee, such fee shall be computed by applying the 
following Term ination Factors to the in-place value of the Facilities based on the year in which the Agreement is 
terminated: 

Yea1· Agreement Termination Year Agreement Termination Year Agreement Termination 
Is Terminated Factors% Is Terminated Factors% Is Terminated Factors % 

1 ~3.36 8 -1-k-1+ .L!.J.Q 15 6:G06.01 
2 ~6.03 9 ~10.88 16 4474.88 
3 -1-:9+8.03 10 ~-~610.40 17 3.70 
4 9-M9.47 II ~9.76 18 ;!.,49~ · 

5 ~- 1 0.42 12 8,9,}8.98 19 1.25 
6 ~JJ!..2.a 13 8:G68.08 20 0.00 
7 ~l.Lll 14 +.G-77.08 

Tcr·mination Fee fo.- Subse11uent Extension Periods 

If the Long-Term Rental Agreement for Distribution Substation Facil ities is terminated by Customer during an 
Ex tens ion, Customer shall pay to Company a Termination Fee, such fee shall be computed based on the net 
p1·esent value of the ~·emain ing paymenls under the extension period by applying the Termination Factor based o n 
the month terminated to the monthly rental payment amount. 

Month Termination Month Termination Month Terminalion Month Termination 
Terminated ~ Terminated Factor Terminated Factor Terminated ~ 

1 49.&9~ 16 ~9.177 31 2+.38627.361 46 ~14.343 
2 ~9.219 17 33.47638.424 32 ~26.531 47 4-3.439~ 
3 43,6464~ 18 ~~ 33 ~25.697 48 ~.ll..illl 
4 ~ 19 ~ 34 ;!4,8+824.857 49 -1-+.98811 .584 
5 m7.143 20 ~~ 35 2+.03424.012 50 40£56~ 
6 40MQ~ 21 ~35.365 36 2-&478£ll§1 51 ~9.715 
7 ~ 22 ~587 37 ~22,304 52 8.+148.772 
8 4&.00945.026 23 ~ 38 ~21.442 53 +,3247.822 
9 ~..i.ll! 24 ~~ 39 ~20,575 54 6.8686.866 
10 ~3.592 25 ~ 40 ~19.702 55 ~96~ 
11 ~2.868 26 ~ 41 ~18.823 56 ~ 
12 ~2.139 27 ~~ 42 ~~ 57 3.962 
13 4+.-40641.406 28 ~9.84+~ 43 -l+.Q&+17.048 58 2.981 
14 4(1,.726~ 29 2~a2~ 44 ~l.§,lli 59 1.994 
15 aM~ 30 ~28.165 45 ~~ 60 1.000 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

SERVICE CHARGES 

/1 $25.00 service charge will be made for an initial connection. 

Twenty-Third Revised Sheet No. 4.020 
Cnncels Twenty-Second Revised Sheet No. 4.020 

A $ I 3.00 Reconnect ion Charge will be made for the reconnect ion of service after disconnection for nonpayment or violation of a rule or 
regulation. 

A $12.00 service charge will be made for the connection of an existing account. 

A Returned Payment Charge as al lowed by Florida Stanne 68.065 shall apply lor each check or draft dishonored by the bank upon which it is 
dmwn. Termination ofserviee shall not be made (or failure to pay the Returned Payment Charge. 

Charges for services due and rcndcre.d which are unpaid as of the past due date are subject to a Late Payment Charge orthe greater of$5.00 or 
1.5% applied to any past due un1laid blllance of all accounts, except the accounts of fedcrul. stutc. and locuJ govcmmcnhtl entities, agencies) 
and instrumentalilie.~. A Late Payment Charge shall be •l>l>licd to the accounts of federal, state, and local governmental entilie.,, agencies, lind 
inslrul'nentuJities ut u rate no greater than allowed, and in a manner J)Cmlitted) by aJ>J)Iicable law. 

/1 $48.00 Field Collection Charge will be added to u customer's bill for electric service when a field visit is made and payment is collected on 
a delinq1oent account. If service is disconnected, or a current receipt of payment is shown at the time of the field visit, this charge will not be 
applied. 

FPL may waive the Reconnection Charge, Returned Payment Charge, Late l'ayment Charge and Field Collection Charge for Customers 
affected by natural disasters or during periods of declared emergencies or once in any twelve ( 12) month period for any Customer who would 
otherwise have had a satisfactory payment record (as defined in 25·6.097(2) F.II.C.), upon ncceptance by FPL of a reasonable cxplanalfon 
justifying a waiver. In addition, FPL may waive the charge for connection of an existin8 account and the chat·ge fOI' an inil;al 
connection for new or existi ng Customers affected by natural disasters or during periods of declared emergencies. 

CONSERVATION INSPECTIONS AND SERVICES 

Residential Dwelling Units: 
A charge of $15.00 will be made for a computerized energy analysis in which a COnlllrchensive on-site evaluation of the residence is 
performed. 

Commercial/I ndustrial: 
There is no charge lor conservntio11 inspections and services (Business Energy Services). 
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F LORIDA POWER & LIC HT COM PANY 
Seventh Revised Sheet No. 4.030 

Cancels Sixth Revised Sheet No. 4.030 

TEMPORARY/CONSTRUCfiON SERVICE 

APPLICATION: 

For temporary electric se1·vice to installations such as fairs, exhibitions, const1·uction projects, displays and similar 
installations. 

SERVICE: 

Single phase or three phase, 60 hertz at lhe available standard secondary distribution voltage, This servic~ is available only 
when the Company has existing capacity in li nes, transformers and othc1· equipment at the requested point of delivery. The 
Customer's service entrance electrical cable shall not exceed 200 Amp capacity. 

CHARGE: 

The non-refundable charge must be paid in advance of installation of such facilities which shall include service and metering 
equipment. 

Installing and removing overhead service and meter 

Connecting and disconnecting Customer's service cable to Company's 
direct-buried underground facilities including installation and 
removal of meter 

MONTHLY RATE: 

$376.00 

$215.00 

This tempor11ry service shall be billed under the appropriate rate schedule applicable to commercial and industrial type 
installations. 

SPEC I A J, CONDITIONS: 

If' specific electrical service other than that stated above is required, the Company, at the Customer's request, will provide 
such service based on the esti mated cost of labor for install ing and removing such additional electrical equipment. This 
estimated cost will be payable in advance to the Company and subject to adj ustment after removal of the required facilities. 
All Temporary/Construction services shall be subject to all of the applicable Rules, Regula!ions and Tariff charges of the 
Company, including Service Charges. 
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FLORIDA POWER& LIGHT COMPANY 
Fot·ty-Sixth Revised Sheet No. 8.1 OJ 

Cancels Forty-Fifth Revised Sheet No. 8.101 

GENERAL SERV JCI!- NON DEMAND 

RATESCHEDULE: GS- 1 

AVAILABLE· 

In all terrilory served. 

APPLICATION· 

for clccJric service required for ~ommercinl or induSJrial liglning, power and any other purpose wilh a demand of20 kW or less. 

Single phase, 60 henz and a! any available standard distribution voltage. Three phase service will be provided without additional charge 
unless the Company's line extension policy is applicable thereto. All service required on premises by Customer shall be fumishcd 
through one meter. Resale of service is not permilted hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Chargo 
Conscrvat ion Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additi0118l Charges: 

$10.00 

5.664 ¢ per kWh 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

General Service Load Management 
Progrrun (if applicable) Sec Sheet No. 8. 109 

Fuel Charge Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Storm Charge See Sheet No. 8.040 
Pmnchise l'ec See Sheet No. 8.03 1 
Tux Clause 

Minimum: 
Non-Metered Accounts: 

SPEC[t\1. PROVISIONS: 

Sec Sheet No. 8.03 I 

$10.00 
A Customer C11arge of $5.00 will apply to those accounts which arc billed on an estimnted basis and. at 
the Company's option, do not have an installed meter for measuring electric service. The minimum 
charge shall be $5.00. 

Energy used by commonly owned facilities of condominium, cooperative and homeowners' associutions may <1ualify for the residential 
rate schedule as set fonh on Sheet No. 8.211, Rider CU. 

TfjRM Of SERVIC£: 

Not less than one ( I) bill i11g period. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

Service under this schedule is subjcet to orders o( governmental bodies having jurisdiction and to the currently effective "General Rules 
and Regulations for Electric Service" on file with the Plorida Public Service Commission. In case of confiict between any provision of 
this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" the provision of this schedule shall apply. 
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fo'LORIDA POWER & LICE-IT COMPANY 
Thirty-Fourth Revised Sheet No. 8.103 

Cancels Thirty-Third Revised Sheet No. 8.103 

GENERAL SERVICE- NON DEMAND - TIME OF USE 
(OPTIONAl, ) 

RATE SCHEDULE: QST-1 

1\ VAlLI\BLE· 

In all territory served. 

APPL.lCI\TION: 

For electric service required for conuncrcial or industrial lighting, power and any other purpose with a demand of20 kW or less. TI1is is 
an optiorml rate av(lilable to General Scrvic.:- Non Demand customers upon request subject to availability of meters. 

~: 

Single phase, 60 hertz and at any available standard distribution voltage. 'lluee phase servic.: will be provided 1\ithout additional charge 
unless the Company's line extension policy is applicable thereto. All service required on premises by Customer shall be furnished 
through one meter. Resale of service is not pcnnitted hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Conservation Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Churges: 

$10.00 

On-Peak Period 
I 0.459 ¢ per kWh 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

General Service Load Management 
Program (if applicable) See Sheet No.8. 109 
Fuel Charge Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Stonn Charge Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
Frunchise Fcc Sec Sheet No. 8.031 
Tax Clause See Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum: $10.00 

Off-l'eak Period 
3.581 ¢ per kWh 

Initial service under this r" te schedule shall begin on the firs t scheduled 111eter reading dote following the installalion oflhe time of usc 
meler. 

RATING PERIODS: 

On-Peak: 
November I through Murch 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 6 a.m. to I 0 a.m. and 6 p.m. to 10 p.m. excluding 
Thanksgiving Day, Christmas Oay, and New Year's Dl1y. 

April I through October 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hOUI'S from 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, and Labor Oay. 

Off-Pellk: 
All other hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8. I 04) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

RATflSCHEDULE· GSD-1 

AVAil .ABLE· 

In all!errilory served. 

APPLICATION: 

GENERAL SERYICE DEMAND 

Foa·ty-First Revised Sheet No. 8.105 
Cancels Fortieth Revised Sheet No. 8.105 

For eleclric service required for commercial or induslriallighting, pow~r and any oUter purpose with a measured Demand in excess of20 
kW 1md less than 500 kW. Customers with a Demand of20 kW or less may enter an agreement for service under !his schedule based on 
a Demand Charge for a minimum of21 kW. 

Single or lhrcc phose, 60 hertz and at any available standard dislribulion vol!agc. All service required on premises by Customer shall be 
furni~hcd through one mete.r. Resale of service is not perrniued hereunder. 

MONTHLY BATE-

Customer Charge: 
Demand Charges: 

Dasc Demand Charge 
Capaci!y Paymcn! Charge 
Conservmion Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Dasc Energy Charge 
Environmcnlul Charge 

Addilional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
S!onn Charge 
l'mnchisc Fcc 
Tax Clause 

$25.00 

$9.40 perkW 
See Sheet No. 8.030, per kW 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030, per kW 

2.096 ¢ per kWh 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

Sec Sheer No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Shccl No. 8.031 
See Sheer No. 8.031 

Minimum: The Cuslomer Charge plus the charge for the ct~nrenlly cllcclivc Base Demand, For those Customers wilh a Demand of20 
kW or less who have entered an agreement for service under !his schedule, !he minimum charge shall be the Customer Charge plus 21 
kW times the Oasc Demand Charge; therefore !he minimum charge is S222.40. 

The Demand is !he kW to l11e neares1 whole kW, as dcrem>incd from !he Company's thermal 1ype meter or, at !he Company's oplion, 
in!egrming type meter for the 30-minute period ofCustomc(s grcarcst use during !he mon!h as adjusted for power facror. 

TERM OJ' SERVICE· 

Not les-s than one year. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

Service under l11is sclwd111c is subjcet to orders Qfgovcrmnlintal bo~ies having jurisdiction and to the currently c!Tectivc "General Rules 
and Regulations for Electric Service• on file wilh !he Florida Public Service Commission. In case of confl iet bel ween any provisio~> of 
this schedule and said "Ocucml Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" the provision of this schedule shall apply. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LICHT COMPANY 
Thirty-Sixth Revised Sheet No. 8.107 

Cnncels T hh·ty-Fifth Revised Sheet No. 8. 107 

RATE SCHEDULE· GSOT-1 

AVAILABLE: 
In all tenitory seoved. 

APPLICATION: 

GENERAL SERVICE DEMAND· TIME OF USE 
(OPTIONAL.) 

Foo· electric service required for commercial o•· industrial lighting, power and any other purpose with a measured Demand in excess of 
20 kW and less than 500 kW. Customers with Demands of less than 21 kW may enter an agreement forseovice under this schedule ba'«XX 
on a Demand Charge for a minimum of21 kW. 1l1is is an optional rote available to C..:ncn11 Sc1v icc Demand customers upon request 
subject to avnilnbility of meters. 

SERVICE: 
Single or three phose, 60 hertz and at any available standard disuibmion voltage. All servioc rcqui1'Cd on premises by Customer shall !be. 
furnished d1rough one meter. Resale of se1vicc is not permitted hereunder. 

MONTITL Y RATE: 
Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
llnse Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Chao·ge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Dose Energy Charge 
C:nvironmental Charge 

Additiomtl Charges: 
FueiChnrge 
Storm Charge 
Fmnchisc Fee 
Tax Clause 

$25.00 

$9.40 pe.r kW of Demand occuning during the On-Peak peoiod. 
See Sheet No. 8.030, per kW of Demand occuning during dtc On-Peak period. 
See Sheet No. 8.030, per kW of Demand oeeuning during the On-Peak pedod. 

On-Peak Pet·iod 
4.275 ¢per kWh 
Sec Shc.:t No. 8.030 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 I 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 1 

OIT-I'eak l'eri<KI 
1.1 31 ¢perkWh 

Minimum: 1l1e Customer Charge plus the charge lor the cunently effective Base Demand. Foo· those Customers with n Demand of less 
than 21 kW who have cntc11:d an ngrc.:ment for seovice under this schedule, the minimum charge shall be tl1e Customc•· Charge plus 21 
kW times the Base Demand Charge, therefore the minimum charge is $222.40. 

RATING PERIODS: 
On-Peak: 

November I through March 31: Mondays thi'Ough F1idays dul'ing the hours from 6 a.m. to I 0 tl.ln. and 6 p.m. to I 0 p.m. excluding 
Thanksgiving Day, Christmas Day, and New Yea~s Day. 

£\prj( I through October 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Ouy, 
Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

OtT-Peak: 
All o~ter hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8. 1 08) 
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FLORIDA POWER& LIG HT COMPANY 
Fourteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.122 

Cancels Thit·teenth Revised Sheet No. 8.122 

GENERALSERVICfl CONSTANT USAGE 

RATE SCHEDULE: GSCU-i 

AVAILAOI E· 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

Available to General Service- Non Demand wstomers that maintain a relatively constant kWh usage, and a demand of20 kW or less. 
Eligibility is restricted to General Service customers whose Maximum kWh Per Service Day, over the current and prior 23 months, is 
within 5% of their average monthly kWh per service days calculated over the same 24·month 1>criod. Customers under this Rate 
Schedule shall enter into a General Service Constant Use Agreement This is an optional Rate Schedule available to General Service 
customers upon request. 

Single phose, 60 hertz and at any available standard distribution voltase. Resale of service is not pennittcd hereunder. 

MONTJ-n. Y RATE: 

Customer Charge: 
Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 

Oase Energy Charge• 
Comicrvalion Charge• 
Capacity Payment Ch arge• 
Environmcntnl Charg-e• 

Additionnl ChArges: 
f-uel Charge• 
Stom1 Charge* 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$14.00 

3.515 ¢per Constant Usage kWh 
Same as the SL-2 Rate Schedule; sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Same as the SL-2 Rate Schedule; see Sheet No. 8.030 
Same tiS the SL-2 Rate Schedule; see Sheet No. 8.030 

Same as the SL-2 Rate Schedule; sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Same as the SL-2 Rate Schedule; see Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 1 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 

• The tiJcl, storm and non-fuel energy charges will be assessed on the CooiSt<U\1 Usage kWh 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

Initial term of service under this rate schedule shall be not less than one ( l) billing period, unless there is a termination of service due to 
n Custome~s violation of the Generol Service Constant Usage Agreement. Upon the Custome~s violation of any of the tem1s of the 
General Service Constan.t Usage Agreement, service under th is Rate Schedule will be terminated immediately. To tenninutc service, 
either party must provide thirty {30) duys written notice to the other party prior to the desired termination date. Absent such notice, 
the 1crm of service shall automatically be extended another billing period. In nddilion, ir service under this Rate Schedule is 
terminated by either I he Customer or the Company, the account may not resume service under lhis Rate Schedule for a period of at 
least one ( l) year. 

OEf'lNIT!ONS· 

kWh l'er Service Day - tti>e total kWh in billing month divided by the number of days in the billing montl> 

Maximum kWh rcr Service Day- the highest kWh rcr Service Pay experienced over the current and prior 23 month billing periods 

Constant US!Igc kWh - tl1e Maximum kWh l'er Service Day multiplied by the number of service days in the cun·ent billing period 

(Continued on Sheet 8.123) 

Issued by: S. E- Romig, Directot·, Rates and Tal'iffs 
Effective: .Januat'y I, 2018 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 199

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



ORDER NO. PSC-16-0560-AS-EI 
DOCKET NOS. 160021-EI, 160061-EI, 160062-EI, 160088-EI 
PAGE 200 
 

 
  

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

RATE SCHEDULE: RS-1 

AVAILABLE: 

In allrerritory served. 

APPLICATION: 

RESIDENTIAL SERVICE 

For·ty-Eighth Revised Sheet No. 8.2.01 
Cancels For·ty-Sevcnth Revised Sheet No. 8.2.01 

For service for all domestic purposes in individually metered dwelling units and in duplexes and triplexes, including the scparalcly
mctcrcd non-commercial facilit ies of a residential Customer (i.e., garages, water pumps, etc.). Also for service 10 commonly-owned 
facilities of cor1dominium, cooperative and homeowners' associations as set forth on Sheet No. 8.2 I I, Rider CU. 

Single phase. 60 hertz at available standard distribution voltage. Three phase service may be furnished but only under special 
arrangements. All residential service required on the premises by Customer shall be supplied through one meter. Resale of service is ·not 
perrniued hereunder. 

MONTJ·II. Y RArE: 

Customer Churgc: 

Non-Fuel Charges: 
Base Energy Charge: 

First 1,000 kWh 
All additional kWh 

Conservation Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 

Residential Load Control 
Program (if applicable) 

Fuel Charge 
Storm Churge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

Minimum: 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

Not Jess than one (I) billimg period. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

$7.87 

5.80 I ¢ per kWh 
6.80 I ¢ per kWh 
See Sheer No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.2 I 7 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 I 
Sec Sheet N(>. 8.03 I 

$7.87 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders of govemmcnlal bodies having jurisdiction tmd to the currently eflective "General Rules 
and Regula! ions for Eleclric Service" on file with the !'lorida Public Service Commission. In case of conflicl between any provision of 
this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" the provision of this schedule shall apply. 
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FLORIDA POWER& LICHT COMPANY 
Fourth Revised Sheet No. 8.203 

Cancels Third Revised Sheet No. 8.203 

RfiSIDENTIAL TIME OF liSE RrDER- RTR -1 
(OPTIONAL) 

RIDER; RTR-1 

AVAILABLE: 
In all tet·ritory served. 

APPLICATION; 

For service for all domestic ptu·poses in individually metered dwelling units nnd in duplexes >md triplexes, including the separately
metered non·commercial racilities o( a residential Customer (i.e., gnrngcs, water pumps. etc.}. Also for service to commonly·owned 
facilit ies of condominium, cooperative ;md homeowners' associmions as set forth on Sheet No. 8.21 I, Rider CU. l11is is an OJ>tion~l 
rider available to residential customers served under the RS-1 Rute Schedule subject to availability of meters. Customers taking 
set·vice under R'Jl{-1 are not eligible lor service under Rate Schedule RLP. 

SERVICE; 
Single phase. 60 hertz at available standard distribution voltage. ·n1ree phase may be supplied but only under special arrangements. 
All residential service re<tuired on the premises by Customer shall be supplied through one meter. Resale of service is not pcnnitted 
hereunder. 

Initial service under thi• rotc schedule shall begin on the lifl< t scheduled meter reading date following the installation oft he time of usc 
meter. The Customds first bill will reflect the lesser of the charges under Rate Schedule RS-1 or RTR-1. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Except for the Customer Charge, all rotcs and charges under Rate Schedule RS·I shall (tpply. In addition. the RTR· I Customer 
Charge, the RTR-1 Base Energy and Fuel Charges and Credits at>plieablc 10 on and off peak usage shall apply. 

Customer Charge: 

Bllo;c Energy Charges/Credits: 
Ba"' Energy Charge 

Additional Charges/Credits: 
RTR Fuel Charge/Credit 

Minimum: 

RATING PERIODS; 
On-Peak; 

$7.87 

On-Peak Period 
I 0.349 ¢ per kWh 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

$7.87 

Off-Peak Period 
(4.604) ¢per kWh 

November I through March 31· Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 6 a.m. to 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. to 10 p.m. excluding 
·n,anksgiving Day, Christmas Day, and New Yea(s Day. 

Aprjl I through October 31: Mondays ~trough Fridays during the hours !i·om I 2 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

Off-Peak: 
All other hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.204) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director, ~tes and Tariffs 
Effective: J anuary 1, 2018 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 201

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



ORDER NO. PSC-16-0560-AS-EI 
DOCKET NOS. 160021-EI, 160061-EI, 160062-EI, 160088-EI 
PAGE 202 
 

 
  

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Thirty-First Revised Sheet No. 8.310 

Cancels Thh·ticth Revised Sheet No. 8.310 

GENERAL SERVICE LARGE DEMAND 

RAJESCI·IEDULE: GSLD·I 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

F'o1· electric service required for oonunercinl or industrial lighting, power and any other purpose to any Customer with a 1neasured 
demand ofSOO kW and less than 2,000 kW. Customers with demands of less than 500 kW may enter an agreement ror service under this 
Rate Scl1cdulc based on ~ Demand Charge for a minimum of 500 kW. 

Single or three phase, 60 hertz a11d at any available standard distribution voltage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be 
fumished through one meter. Resale of service is not permitted hereunder. 

MONU~L Y RATE: 

Customer Charge: 
Demand Charges: 

Base Demund Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmemal Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charges 
Storm Cht1rge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$75.00 

$11.50 per kW of Demand 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

1.657 ¢per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus the charge for the currently effective Base Demand. For those Customers with a Demand of less 
!han 500 kW who have .:ntered an agreement for service under this schedule, the minimum charge shall be the Customer Chatge tJius 
500 kW times the Oase Demand Charge; therefore the minimum clmge is $5,825. 

Tite Demand is the kW 10 the nearest whole kW, as detcnnined !rom the Company's thermal type meter or, m the Company's option, 
integrating type meter for the 30-minUie 11eriod of Customer's greatest use during the month as adjusted for power factor. 

TERM OF SERYICE: 

Not less than one year. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

Service under this schedule is subjeCI to orders of governmental bodies having jurisdiction and to the curremly effective "General Rules 
and Regulations for Elecuic Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In ca-'e of confliCI between any provisio11 of 
thi.s schedule ~•1d sai<I"Ocncra! Rules a11d Rcgulntions for Electric Service" the provision oflhis schedule shall apply. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Thil"ty-Fi•·st Revised Sheet No. 8.320 

Cancels Thi rlieth Revised Sheet No. 8.320 

RATE SCHEDULE GSLDT-1 

AVAILABLE: 

In all teJTitory served. 

APPLICATION: 

GENERAL SERVICE LARGE DEMAND · TIME OP USE 
(OPTIONAL) 

Fc>r electric service required for commercial or indus11ial lighting> power and any othcl' pu•'J)ose to any Customer with a me.:"lSurcd 
demand of 500 kW ond tess than 2,000 kW. Cus1ome1-s with demands of less than 500 kW may enter an agreement for service under this 
schedule based on a Demond Charge for a minimum o( 500 kW. 'li1is is an optional rate available to General Se1vice Large Demand 
customers upon request subject to availability of metc1-s. 

SERVICE: 

Single or three phase, 60 henz and 01 any available standard distribution voltage. All service required on premises by CustomcJ' shall be 
lilmished through one meter. Resale of service is not pennitled hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATil: 

Customer Charge: 
Demand Charges: 

llase Demand Clw ge 
Capacity Payment Cltarge 
Conse1vation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Ch:u·ges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Envimnmental Charg_<! 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$75.00 

$ 11 .50 per kW of Demand occurring during the On-Peak period. 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

On-Pe;,k Perjod 
2.7 12 ¢per kWh 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
SL" Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 1 

OtT-Peak Period 
1.196¢ per kWh 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus the charge fo1· currently effective Oase Demand. For those Customers with a Demand oflc.<-1 111an 
500 kW wllO have entered :•n agreement forse•vioe under this schedule. the minimum charge shall be the Customer Charge plus 500 lkW 
times the Base Demand Chat-gc; therefore the minimum charge is $5,825. 

RATING PERIODS: 

On-Peak: 
Nnvemher I through March 31: Mondays tllJ'ough Pt·iclays during U1e hours from 6 11.1n. to I 0 a.m. und 6 p.m. to I 0 p.m. excluding 
Thanksgiving Day, Christn1as Day, and New Yca~s Day. 

April I through Oct<>her 31: Mondays through f' ridays during the hours li-om 12noon to 9p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

Olf·l'cak: 
All other hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.321) 
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FLORIDA POWER & L lGI-IT COMPANY 

RATESCHEDULE: CS-1 

A V i\fLABI .E: 
In all lerrilory se1·ved. 

APP!.!CATION: 

CURTAILABLB SERVICE 
(OPTIONAL) 

Thirty-Second Revised Sheet No. 8.330 
Cancels Thitiy-Firsl Revised Sheet No. 8.330 

For any conunercinl or ilodusrrial Cusromer who qualifies for Rllle Schedule GSL0 -1 (500 kW - 1,999 kW) and will cunnil lhis Oemnnd 
by 200 kW or more upoo request of the Company from lime to rime. Cusromcrs with demand.~ of a! least 200 kW but less !han 500 kW 
may crllcr an agreeme111 fol' service under lhis Rate Schedule based on n Oenuu1d Chnrge for n minimum of 500 kW. 

~: 
Single or lhrce ph:ISe, 60 hertz and <11 any available slandard dislribution vollage. All servioc required on premises by Cusromer shall be 
furnished lhrough one meier. Resale of service is not t>ermincd hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 
Cus1omer Cha1·ge: 

Dcmnnd Charges: 
Dase Oemtmd Charge 
Catlncity l'aymcn1 Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Chmgcs: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Chnrge 
Franchise fee 
Tux Clause 

$ 100.00 

SI I.SO per kWofOemru1d. 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

1.657 ¢per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheer No. 8.031 
Sec Shccl No. 8.031 

Minimum: The Cuslomer Chnrge plus the charge for tho currcnlly cffeclivc 13ase Demand. for those Customers wilh a Demand of less 
than 500 kW who have e ntered an agreement for service under !his schedule, lhc minimum charge shall be the C\1s1omer Charge plus 
500 kW limes the Base Dcmm1d Charge; lherclorc lhc minimum charge is $5,850. 

CURTAILMENT CREDITS: 
A monthly credit of (S 1.93) per kW is allowed based on the ctlrrcnt Non-Finn Demand. ·n,c Customer has lhe option lo revise I he Finn 
Demand once during the inilial twelve ( 12) month period. Thcrcullcr, subject lo the Term of Service 311d/or lhe Provisions for Early 
Termination, a change to !he Finn Ocmru1d may be made provided I hal rhc revision does not decrease the total amount of Non-Finn 
Demand during the lc.~scr or. (i) the nvcrage of the previous 12 monlhs; or {ii) the average of the number of billing months under this 
Rate Schedule. 

CHARGES FOR NON-COMPLIANCE OF CURTAILMENT REMAND: 
I fthc Customer records a higher Demand during the current Curtailment Period than the Finn Demand, the Customer will be: 

I. Rebilled at $1.93/kW for the prior 36 months or the number of months since the prior Curtailment Period, whichever is less, ru1d 
2. Billed a penally charge of $4.16 kW for lhe wrrentmonlh. 

Tile kW used for both the rebilling and pcnnlty charge cnlculaiions is deiennined by taking the diiTercnce between the mnximtlm 
Demand during the current Curtailmentl'eriod and the Finn Demand for a Cunailmcnt Period. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.331) 
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FLOlliDA POWEll & LIG HT COMPANY 
Thirty-First Revised Sheet No. 8.340 

Cancels Thirtieth Jlevisecl Sheet No. 8.340 

RATE SCHEDULE: CST-I 

AYAILADLE: 
ln all te1ritory se1ved. 

APPLICATION: 

CIJRTAILABI"E SERVICE - TIME OF USE 
(OPTIONAL) 

For any commercial or in.dustrial Custome~· who qualifies for Rare Schedule GSI,D-1 (500 kW - 1,999 kW) and will cu11ail this Demand 
by 200 kW or more upon request of the Company from time to time. This is an optional Rate Schedule available to Curtailable Gene,·al 
Sc1viec Customers upon ''Cqucsr. Customers with demands of ai least 200 kW but less than 500 kW may enter an agreement for service 
under this Rate Schedule based on u Demand Charge ll1r u minimum of 500 k W 

SERVICE: 

Single or three phase, 60 hertz and at any available distribution standard voltage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be 
lilmished through one meter. Resale of service is not pennitted hereunder. 

MONTI-IT. Y RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Clmrge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Ch;u-gc 
Stonn Charge 
Fmnchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$100.00 

$11.50 pel' kW of Demand occurring during the On-l'eak Period. 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

On·l'cak Period 
2.712 j\pcr kWh 
Sec Sheer No. 8.030 

Sec Sheet No_ 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 
See Sheet No. 8.o3 l 

Off. Peak Period 
1.196¢ per kWh 

Minimum: 1lle Customer Charge plus the charge for the cun-ently effective Base Demand. For those Customers with a Dem<md of less 
than 500 kW who have entered an agi'Cemenl for se1viec under this schedule, the minimum charge shall be the Customer Charge !>Ius 
500 kW limes the Base D-emand Charge; therefore the minimum charge is $5,850. 

RATING PERIODS: 

On-Peak: 
Noyember I through March 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 6 a.m. to l 0 a.m. and 6 p.m. to I 0 p.m. excluding 

Thanksgiving Day, Christmas Day, and New Year's Day. 

April I through October 31: Mondays through Fridays d•u·ing the hours from 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
lndep<~ldenco Day, and 1.-abor Day. 

Off-l'enk: 
All other hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.341) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Twenty-Fifth Revised Sheet No. 8.412 

Cancels Twenty-Fourth Revised Sheet No. 8.412 

GENERAL SflRVlCE LARGE DEMAND 

RA'D; SCt!EDULE· GSI.D-2 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

For electric service required for commercial or industrial lighting, power and ony other puf[>ose to any Customer \\;th a measured 
demand of2,000 kW or more. Customers witlt demands of less than 2,000 kW may enter an agreement for service under this schedule 
based on a demand charge for a minimum of2,000 kW. 

Single or three phase, 60 hem: and at any available standard distribution voltage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be 
furnished through one meter. Res-ale of service is not pcm1iHcd hereunder. 

MONTI-n.Y RATR: 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Cl111rgc 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base finergy Char:gc 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clouse 

$225.00 

$12.00 per kW of Demand 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

1.493 ¢ per kWh 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus the charge fOr the currently crrcctivc Base Demand. For those Customers with a demand of less 
than 2,000 kW who enter un agreement for service under this schedule, the minimum charge shnll be the Customer Charge plus 2,000 
kW limes lhc Base Demand Charge; therefore the minimum charge is $24,225. 

The Demand is the kW to the nearest whole kW, as dctcnnincd from the Company's metering equipment, for the 30-minute period of the 
Customer's greatest used uring the month a. adjusted for power factor. 

TERM OF SRRVICE: 

Not less than one year. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

Service under !his schedule is subject tO orders of govenuncntal bodies huving jurisdiction and to the currently effective "General Rl11es 
and Regulations for Electric Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In case of conflict between any provision of 
this schedule and said "Generul Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" the provision of this schedule shall apply. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIC HT COMPANY 
Thirty-First Revised Sheet No. 8.420 

Cnnccls Thirtieth Revised Sheet No. 8.420 

RATE SCHEDULE: GSLDT-2 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

GENERAL SERVICE LARGE DEMAND- TIME OF USE 
(OPTIONAL) 

For electric service re<1uircd for commercial or industriul lighting, power and any other purpose to any Customer who has established a 
measured demand of2,()00 kW or more. Customers wiih demands of less than 2,000 kW may enter an agreement for service under this 
schedule based on a demand charge for a minimum of2,000 kW. 

SERYICE: 

11tree phase, 60 henz and at any available standurd distribution volltlgc. All service required on premises by Customer shall be furnished 
through one meter. Resale of service is not pennitted hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Deanand Charges: 
Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax ClatL~C 

$22500 

$12.00 per kW of Oemnnd occurring during the On-Peak Period. 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

On-Peak Period 
2.316¢ per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 

Off-Peak Period 
l. t69 ¢per kWh 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus the clmrge for the currently effective Base Demand. For those Customers with a demand of less 
thM 2,000 kW who have entered an agreemelll for service under this schedule, the minimum charge shall be tho Customer Charge plus 
2,000 kW tirnes tile Base Demand Charge; therefore the minimum charge is $24,225. 

RATING PERIODS: 

On-Peak: 
Novernhcr I Jhrough Mnrch 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 6 a.m. to I 0 a.m. and 6 p.m. to I 0 p.m. excluding 

11tanksgiving Day, Christmas Day, and New Year's Day. 

April I through October 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

Off-Peak: 
All Other hours. 

(Cominucd on Sheet No. 8.421) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Fifteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.425 

Cnncels Fourteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.425 

RATE SCHEDULE· HLEI' 

AVAILABLE: 
In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

l!lGH LOAD FACTOR TIME Of USE 
(OPTIONAL) 

For electric service required for commercial or industrial lighting, power and any other pui)JOSC with a measured Demand in excess of 
20 k W. This is an optional rote schedule available to customers otherwise served under the GSD-1, GS!Yl'-1 , GSLD-1, GSLDT-1, GSLD-2, 
01· GSLDT-2 Rate Schedules. 

SERviCE: 
Single or three phase, 60 hertz and at any available standard distribution voltage. All SCJ'vice J'Cquircd on premises by Cl•stomer sh~ll be 
li>mished through one meter. Resale of service is not pennitted hereunder. 

MONT!U.Y RATE: 

Annual Maximum Demand 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
On-peak Demand Charge 

Maximum Demand Charge 

Capacity Payment Charge 
Consc,·vation Charge 

Non-Fuel Enc•gy Charges: 
On-Pcuk Period per kWh 
Off-Peak Pcdod per kWh 

Environmental Charge 

Additional Chm·gcs 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

.!:!.!..£I:! ~ 
21 -499 kW 500-1 999kW 

S25.00 $75.00 

$11.10 $12.10 

$2.30 $2.60 

See Sheet No. 8.030, per kW ofOn-Pcak Demand 
See Sheet No. 8.030, per kW of On-Peak Demand 

1.813¢ 
1.131 ¢ 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

1.071 ¢ 
1.023 ¢ 

Minimum Charge: l11e Customer Charge plus the currently effective Demand Charges. 

RATING PERIODS: 
On-Pcuk: 

JILFT-3 
2,000 kW or greater 

$225.00 

$12.20 

$2.60 

0.95 1 ¢ 
0.944¢ 

November I lhrough March 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours fi'Om 6 11.111. to I 0 a.m. !Uld 6 p.m. to 
I 0 p.m. excluding Thanksgiving Day, Christmas Day, and New Y en1's Day. 

April I through October 31: Mondays through f'riduys during the hours !rom 12 noon to 91>·"'· excluding Memorial 
Day. Independence: Day. and Labor Day. 

Ofl'-l'eak: 
A II other hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.426) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

RATE SCHEDULE: CS-2 

AVAII~ABLE: 

In all terri lory served. 

APPLICATION: 

CURTAILABLE SERVICJ"; 
(OPTIONAL.) 

Twenty-Sixth Revised Sheet No. 8.432 
Cancels 1\venly-Fifth Revised Sheet No. 8.432 

For any commercial or it1duslrial Customer who qualifies for Rate Schedule GSL.D-2 (2,000 kW nnd above) And will euttail this 
Demand by 200 kW or more upon request of the Company from lime to time. Customers with demands of less than 2,000 kW 
may enter an Agreement for service under this schedule based on a Demand Charge for a minimum of2,000 kW. 

SERVICE: 

Single or three phase, 60 hertz and al any available standa,·d distribution voltage. All service required on premises by Customer 
shall be fumished thi'Oug.h one meter. Resale of service is nol permitted hereunder. 

MONTHL. Y RATE: 

Customer Charge: 
Demand Charges: 

Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-I'uel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Envi,·onmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Cha1·gc 
Storm Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$250.00 

$ 12.00 pe1·kWofDemand 
See Sh~-et No. 8-030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

1.493 ¢per kWh 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

Sec Sheet No. ft.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 I 

Minimum: 1l1c Custome•· Cha1-ge plus the charge for the ~11n-ently effective Base Demand. For those Customers with a Demand of less 
than 2,000 k\V who enter an agreement for service under this schedule, the minimum charge shall he the Custome1· Charge plus 2,000 
kW times the Oase Demand Charge; therefore the minimum chn1-gc is $24,250. 

CURTAILMENT CREDITS: 
A monthly Cl'edit of($ I .93) per kW is allowed based on the current Non-Firm Demand. Tite Customc1· has the option to revise the Finn 
Demand onoc during the initial twelve (12) month period. TI1crcaftcr, subject to the Tenn of Sc1vioc and/or the Provisions for Early 
Tcnnination. a change to the Finn Denumd may be made pi'Ovidcd that the revision docs not decrease the total amount of Non-Firm 
Demand du1·ing the lcssc1' of: (i) the avcmgc of the previous I 2 months; or (ii)the average of the number of billing months under this 
Rate Schedule. 

CIIARGES fOR NON-COMI'LMNCE OF CURTAILMENT DEMAND: 

If the Customer records a higher Demond during the cun'Cnt period than the Finn Demand. then the Custome1· will be: 
I. Rcbillcd at $1.93 lk\V for the prior 36 months or the number of months since the prior Cllltailment Period, whichever is 

lc~~ and 
2. Billed n pennltychnrgeof$4.16/kW for the eun-ent month. 

The kW usc<i for both the rebiiiing and penalty charge calculations is delennined by laking the difference between the maximum 
Demand during the cLm·enl Curtailment Period and the contracted Firm Demand lor a Cmtailment Period. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.433) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Thirty-First Revised Sheet No. 8.440 

Cnnccls Thirtieth Revised Sheet No. 8.440 

RATE SCHEDULE: CST-2 

AVAILABLE: 
In ull territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

CURTAILABLE SERVICE -TIME 01' USE 
(OPTIONAL) 

For any commercial or industrial Customer who quali fies for Rate Schedule GSLDT-2 (2,000 kW and above) and will curtail lhis 
Demand by 200 kW or more UJlOO request of the Company from time to time. Ct•ltomers with demands ofless than 2,000 kW may enter 
an ngrcemem for service under this schedule based on a Demand Charge for a minimum of2,000 kW. 

SERVICE: 

Single or three phase, 60 he,.tz and at any available standard distribution voltage. All service required on premises by Customer shall be 
fi1rnishcd through one meter. Resale of service is not pennitled hereunder. 

MON111L Y RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Dcnumd Charges: 
Base Demand 010rge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Chnrge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Omrge 
Environmental Charg.e 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$250.00 

$12.00 per kW of Demand occurring during the On-Peak Period. 
See Shccl No. 8.030 
Sec Shccl No. 8.030 

On-Peak Period 
2.316¢ per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheel No. 8.03 1 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 

Qff.J'cak Period 
1.169¢ per kWh 

Minimum: '11le Customer Charge plus the churge for the currently ellective Base Demand. For those Customers with a Demand of less 
than 2,000 kW who have entered an t1grecmen1 for service under this schedule, the minimum charge shall be 1hc Customer Charge (>Ius 
2,000 kW limes the Base Demand Chorge; therefore the minimum charge is $24,250. 

RATING PERIODS: 

On·l'eak: 
November I through Mnroh 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours fi·om 6 a.m. to 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. to 10 p.m. exclud ing 

ll1anksgiving Day, Chrislm!IS Day, and New Year's Day. 

Anril I through October 31: Mondays through Fridays during I he hours from 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

Off-Peak: 
All other hours. 

(Continued on Shcel No. 8.441) 
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FLORJDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Thirty-Third Revised Sheet No. 8.542 

Cancels Thirty-Second Revised Sheet No. 8.542 

RATE!SCHEDUUl· CST-3 

AVAII.AnLF.: 

In all territory served. 

AJ>PI.ICATION: 

CURTAILABLE SERVICE - TIME OF USE 
(OPTIONAL) 

For any commercial or industrial Customer who quali fies for Rate Schedule GSLDT-3 and will eurtailthis Demand by 200 kW or more 
upon request of the Company from time to time. 

SERVICil: 

Three phase, 60 he11z at ~he available transmission voltage of69 kV or higher. 11te Customer will provide and maintain all tntnsfomlers 
and related taeilities necessary for handling and utilizing the power and energy delivered hereunder. All service required by the 
Customer at each sepamle 1>oint of delivery served hereunder shall be fi1mished through one meter at, or compensated to, the available 
transmission voltage. Rc:sale of service is not pem>itted hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATB: 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Chnrgc 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
B;1.1;c Energy Charge 
l.lnvironmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Chnrgc 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise Fcc 
Tax Clause 

$2,025.00 

$9.30 per kW ofDcmm>d occurring during the On-Peak Period. 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

On-Peak l'erjod 
1.227¢ per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030. I 
Sec Sheet No. &.040 
Sec Sheet No. &.03 I 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 I 

Otf-Penk Period 
1.019¢ per kWh 

Minimum: 1l1e Customer Charge plus the charge for the ct~rremly effective Base Demand. 

RATING PERIODS: 

On-Peak: 
November I through Murch 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 6 a.m. to 10 a.m. and 61>.111. to IOp.m. 

excluding Thanksgiving Day, Christmas Day, mtd New Year's Day. 

i\prjl I !hroush October 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
lnde1>endence Day, and Labor Day. 

Olf-Peak: 
All other hours. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.543) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LJGI·rf COMPANY 

RATE SCHEDULE: CS-3 

AVAILABLI!: 
In all C<mito•y served. 

APPLICATION: 

CURTAILABLE SERVICE 
(OPTIONAL) 

Twentieth Revised Sheet No. 8.545 
Cancels Nineteenth Revised Sheet No. 8 .545 

for any commercial or industrial Customer wt•o qualifies for Rate Schedule GSLD-3 and will curtail this Demand by 200 kW or more 
upon request of the Company from time to time. 

SERVICE: 
Till'ee phase, 60 hertz at the available transmission voltage of69 kV or higher. The Customer will provide and maintain all transformers 
and related facililies necessary for handling and utilizing the power and energy delivered hereunder. All service required by the Customer 
al each separate point of delivery served hereunder shall be furnished through one meter at. or compensated to, the available transmission 
voltage. Resale of service is not permitted hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Cha•-ges: 
Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-1'11el Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise Fcc 
Tax Clause 

$2,025.00 

$9.30 per kWofDemund 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.030. t 

1.074 ¢per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8,030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum Charge: TI1e Ctlstomer Charge plus the charge for the currently effective Base Demand. 

CURTAILMENT CREDITS: 
A monthly credit of($ t.93) pe1· kW is allowed based on the CUirent Non-Finn Demand. The Customer has the option to revise the Finn 
Demand once during I he initinl twelve ( 12) month period. 'lllcreaftcr. subject to !he Term of Service ancVor the Provisions for Early 
Tennination, a change lo the Firm Demand may be made provided that the revision docs not decrcnse the total amount of Non-Finn 
Demand during the lesser of: (i) the avcmgc of the previous 12 months; or (ii) the average of the number ofbilling months under this Rate 
Schedule. 

CHARGES FOR NON-COMPLIANCE OF CURTAII.M[lNT DEMAND: 

I f the Customer records a ltighcr Dcmnnd during the current Clll1nilment Period than the Finn Demand, then the Customer will be: 
I. Rcbilled at $1.93 /k W for the prior 36 months or the number of months sinoe the prior Cunailmcnt Period, whieheV<lr is 

less, and 
2. Billed a penalty charge of$4.16 lkW for the current month. 

The kW used for both the r.ebilling ond penalty charge calculations is determined by taking the diObrence between the maximum Demand 
during the current Cmtaihncnl Period and the Firm Demand for a Curtailment l'eriod. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.546) 
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Fl-ORIDA POWER & LIG HT COMPANY 
Twenty-Seventh Revised Sheet No. 8.551 

Cancels Twenty-Sixth n evised Sheet No. 8.551 

GENERAL SfiRV ICc LAROfi DEMAND 

RAT!! SCHEDULE· GSLD-3 

AVAILAflLE· 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

f or service rc<luircd fOr conuncrcinl or industrial lighting, power and any other purpose to any Customer who has sc1v icc supplied at a 
transmission vollage of 69 kV or higher. 

111rec phase, 60 henz at the available transmission voltage of69 kV or higher. The Customer will provide and maintain all transformers 
Md related facilit ies nc~essary lor handling and utilizing the power and energy delivered hereunder. All service required by the 
Customer at each S<J>arale point of delivery served hereunder shall be furnished through one meter at, or compensated to, lhe nvaihtblc 
transmission vollage. Resale of service is not penni ned hereunder. 

MONTI·O.Y RATE: 

Customer Charge: 
Demand Charges: 

13ase Demand Chmge 
Capacity Payment. Charge 
Conservation Clutrge 

Non-fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmenlul Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Franchise Pee 
Tax Clause 

$2,000.00 

$9.30 per kWofDemand 
See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 
See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

1.074¢ per kWh 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum: 11>c Customer Charge plus the charge for the currently effective Base Demond. 

The Demand is the kW to the nearest whole kW, as detennined lrom the Company's metering equipment for the 30-minutc J>Criod of the 
Customer's greatest use during the month as adjusted for power factor. 

TERM OF SERVICE: 
Not less thllll one year. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS· 
Service under this schedule is subject to orders of govemmental bodies having jurisdiction and to the cun·ently effective "General Rwles 
and Regulations for Electric Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In case of connict beiween tmy provisio11 ol' 
this schedule w1d said "General Rules and Regulations for ElcctrieScrvice" the provision of this schedule sholi l apply. 
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FLORIDA POWER& LIGHT COMPANY 
Thirty-Third Revised Sheet No. 8.552 

C ancels T hirty-Second Revised Sheet No. 8.552 

RATESCHEDIJLE: GSLDT-3 

AVAILABLE: 
In allrcrrirory served. 

APPLICATIQN: 

GENERAL SERVICE LARGE DEMAND· TIME OF USE 
(OPTIONAL) 

For cleclric service required for commercial or induslrial lighting, power and any olher purpose to ony Customer who has service 
supplied nl a lronsmission voflage of69 kV or higher. 

SERVICH: 

11uec phase. 60 herlz m the available transmission volluge of69 kV or higher. The Customer will provide and maimain all transformers 
Md relaled f<1cililics ne<:essary for handling and utilizing rhe power and energy delivered hereunder. All se1·viec required by 1hc 
Customer a1 each separale poinl of delivery served hereunder shall be fumished lhrough one meier m, or eompensared 10, U1e available 
transmission voflage. Resale of service is nol pennined hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE· 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charg~ 
Capociry Paymem Charge 
Conscrvat ion Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Slonn Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Ttt• Clause 

$2,000.00 

$9.30 per kW of Demand C)Ccurring during 1he On-Peak l'eriod. 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 
Sec Sheer No. 8.030.1 

On-Peak Period 
1.227 ¢per kWh 
See Sheer No. 8.030. 1 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheer No. 8.040 
See Sheer No. 8.03 I 
See Sheer No. 8.03 1 

OIT-Penk Period 
1.019¢ per kWh 

Minimum: The Customer Charge plus lhe charge for the currently effc.clivc Base Demand. 

RATING PERIODS: 

On-Peak: 
November I through March 31: Mondays lhrough Fridays during rhe hours from 6 a.m. to I 0 a.m. and 6 p.m. to 10 p.m. 

excluding 1l1anksgiving Day, Chrislmas Day, and New Yea(s Day. 

Anril I rhrough Oclober 3 1: Mondays lhrough Fridays during the hours from 12 noon 10 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, and Labor Day. 

Off-Peak: 
All olher h0111'S. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.553} 
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FLORIDA POWER & LICHT COMPANY 

RATE SCHP.DULE: OS-2 

AVAILABLE: 

In all territory served. 

APPLICATION: 

SPORTS FIELD SERVICE 
(Closed Schedule) 

Forty-First Revised Sheet No. 8.602 
Cancels Forlictb Revised Sheet No. 8.602 

1l1is is a transitional rote available 10 municipal, county and school board accoums for the operation of a football, baseball or other 
playground, or civic or community auditorium, when aH such service is taken at the available t>rimary distribution voltage at a single 
point of delivery w1d me~Lo;:urcd through one meter, and who were active as of October 4J 1981. Customer rnay also clecl to receive 
service from other appropriule role schedules. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: 

Oniccs, concessions, businesses or space occupied by tenants, other than areas direclly related to the operations above specified. are 
excluded hereunder and $hall be separately served by the Company nt utilization voltage. Not applicable when Rider TR is used. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 
Non-Fuel finergy Charges: 

Base Energy Charge 
Cons.crvalion Charge 
Capacity Payment Chmge 
l!nvironmentttl Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
rmnchisc J"ce 
Tax Clause 

Minimum Charge: 

TERM OF SERVICI!: 

$125.00 

7.864 ¢per kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030. I 
See Sheet No. 8.030. I 
See Sheet No. 8.030. I 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030. I 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8,03 I 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

$125.00 

Pending termination by Florida Public Service Commission Order. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS 

Service under this schedule is subject 10 orders of govenunental bodies having jurisdiction and lot he currently effective "'General Rules 
and Regulations for Elec:tric Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In case of connie! between m>y provisio11 of 
this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service• the 11rovision of this schedule shall apply. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIG HT COMPANY 
Twenty-Seventh Revi.sed Sheet No. 8.610 

Cancels Twenty-Sixth Revised Sheet No. 8.610 

METROPOLITAN TRANSIT SERVICE 

RATE SC11EDULE· MET 

AYAI!.AOLE: 

ror electric service to Metropolitan Miami-Dade County Electric Transit System (MEl RORAIL) at each point of deliver)' required for 
the operation of an clcctri c transit system on cQntinuous and contiguous rights-of-way. 

APPLICATION: 

Service to be supplied will be three phase, 60 hertz and a! the standard 1>rimary distribution voltage of 13,200 volts. All service required 
by Customer at euch separate point of delivery served hereunder shall be lilmished through one meier reflecting delivery at primary 
voltage. Resale of service is not pcrmiucd hereunder. Rider TR or a voltage discoum is not applicable. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charge 
Capacity Payment Cltllrge 
Conservation Charge 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Environmcmal Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Frnnchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

$600.00 

$ 12.70 per kWofDcmnnd 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 

1.693 ¢ per kWh 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Minimum: '01e Customer Charge plus the charge for the currently effective Bnsc Demand. 

l11c billing Demand is the kW, at each point of delivery, 10 the nearest whole kW. as detennined from the Company's recording type 
metering equipment, for lhe period coincident with lhe 30-minute period of the clcclric railtmnsil system's greatest usc supplied by the 
Company during the month adjusted for power f:1clor. 

Each point of delivery shall be separnlcly billed according lo lhc monthly charges as staled herein, All billing units related to charges 
under this rate schedule s hall be determined from metering d;ua on a monthly basis and detennined lor each poinl of delivery on the 
same monthly billing cyc.Jc day. 

TERMS OF SERVICE 

Not less llmn one year. 

RULES ANP F.FQULoT!ONS· 

Seoviec undeo·thL~ schedule is subjcei iO orders of govcrnmcmal bodies havingjurisdiction and to the currently effective "General Rules 
and Regulations for Electric Service" on file with the F'lorida Publ ie Service Commission. In ease of connie! between any provision of 
this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" the llrovision ofthis schedule shall apply. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIG HT COMPANY 
Twenty-Seventh Revised Sheet No. 8.65.1 

Cancels Twenty-Sixth Revised Sheet No. 8 .651 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.650) 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Delivery Vollage Level Distribution below 69 kV 

Maximum Demand Level 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Charges: 

per kW of Maximum Demand 
per kW of Load Control On-Peak Demand 
per kWofFinn On-Peak Demand 

Capacity Payment and Conservation Charge: 
CILC· I(G) See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 
CILC-1 (0) Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 
CILC-1 (T) Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Oasc Energy Charge;s: 

On-l'eak Period charge per kWh 
Off-Peak l'eriod charge per kWh 

Environmental Charge See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Franchise J>ee 
Tax Clause 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 I 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 

CILC-I(G) 

200-499 kW 

$150.00 

$4.00 
$2.64 
$10.00 

1.490 ¢ 
1.490 ¢ 

Minimum: The Cuslomer Charge plus the Base Demand Charges. 

( Continued on Sheet No. 8.652 ) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMl'ANY 
Fifteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.680 

Cnncels f'om·teenth Revised Sheet No. 8.680 

COMMERCIALllNDUSTRIAL DEMAND REDUCTION RIDER (CDR) 
(OPTIONAL.) 

AVAILAOI.Il; 

In all territory served. Available to any commercial or inch1strial customer receiving service under Rate Scl1cdulcs GSD·I. GSDT-1, OSLO· I, 
GSI.DT-1, GSl-0·2, GSLOT-2, GSL0-3, OSLDT-3, or I·II. FT throush the execulion of a Conunercialllnduslrial Demand Reduction Rider 
Agreement in which the load control provisions oft his rider can feasibly be applied. 

LIM ITATION Ot> AVAILAI311.rrY· 

'll•is Rider may be modified or wilhdrawn subJect to delenninations made under Commission Rules 25-17.0021(4), F.A.C., Goals for Eleclric 
Utilities and 25-6.0438, P.A.C .• Non· finn Elcdric Service .. Tenus and Conditions or any other Commission determination. 

APPLICATION: 

For electric service provided to any commercial or industrial customer roceivins service under Rate Schedule GSD-1, GSDT-1, OSL.D-1, 
OSLDT-1. GSLD-2, GSLDT-2, GSLD-3, GSLDT-3, or HLFT who as a pa1t of the CommerciaVIndustrial Demand Reduction Rider As•·ceonent 
between the Customer rmd the Comprmy, llgrt.'CS to ollow the Company to control at least 200 kW of the Custorne(s load. or nsrees to operate 
Backup Generation Equipment (see Definitions) and desii!Jiate (if applicable) additional controllable demand to serve m least 200 kW of the 
Customer's own load during periods when the Co111pany is controlling load. A Cus1omer shall enter Into a Commercial/Industrial Reduction 
Demand Rider Agreement with the Company to be eligible lor this Rider. To establish the initial qualification for this Rider, the Customer must 
hn\'C hnd a Utility Controlled Demand during the summer Controllable Rating Period (April I through October 3 1) for at least three out ofse~n 
months of al least 200 kW greater th311 the f':' irm Demond leve.l spe<:ified in Section 4 of the ConunereinVIndustriul Denulnd Reduction Rider 
Agreement. 'llle Utility Controlled Demand shall not be served on a limt service basis until service has been terminated under this Rider. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: 

Custon.ers participating in the General Service Load Management Program (FPL "Business On Call" Program) are not eligible for this Rider. 

MON'I'IlLY RAT£; 

All mtcs and charges under Rate Schedules OSO· I, GSOT·I, OSI,D· I, OS LOT-I, OSL0-2, OSLOT-2, OSL0-3, OSLDT-3, HLFf shnll npply. 
In oddition, the applicable Monthly Administrative Adder and Utility Controlled Demand Credit shall apply. 

MON11-lLY ADMINISTRATIVE ADDER· 

Rate Scl~edule 
OSD-1 
OSDT-1, HLFT(21·499k\V) 
OSLO· I, OSLDT-1, H.LFT (500-1,999 k\V) 
OSLD-2, GSLDT-2, HLI'-"1' (2,000 kW or greater) 
OSLD-3, GSLDT-3 

UTILITY CQNTROLLED D£MA@ CREDIT; 

Adder 
$125.00 
$125.00 
$175.00 
$75.00 

$225.00 

A monthly credit of(S8.20) per kW is allowed based on the Customc~s Utility Controlled Demand. 

UTILITY CONmOLI.[lD DEMAND: 

11lC Utility Controlled Demand for a month in which there arc no load control events during the Controllable Rating Petiod shall be the sum o.f the 
Customer's kWh usage during the hours of the applicable Controllable Rating Period, divided by the totul number of hours in the applicable 
Controllable Rating Period, less the Customer's Finn Demand. 

In the event of Load Con1rol occurring during the Controllable Rating Period, the Utility Controlled Demand shall be the sum of the Customc~s 
kWh usage during lhe hours of the applicable Controllable Rating l'criod less the stun of the Customc(s kWh usage during the Load Control 
Pel'iod, divided by the munber of non-load control hours occurring during the applicable Controllable Rating Period, less the Custome(s Firm 
Demand. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.681) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIG HT COMPANY 

REMOVAL OF PACITJTfES: 

(Continued from Sheet N<>. 8.7 15) 

Thirty-Second Revised Sheet No. 8 .71.6 
Cancels Thirty-Fit·st Revised S heet No. 8.716 

If Street Lighting fitcilities are removed either by Customer request or tem1inution or breach of the agreement, the Customer shall pay 
FPL an amount equal to the origimll in>'lalled c'Ost of the removed fi1cilit ies less any salvage value and any depreciation (based on cun'Cnl 
dc1>reciation rates as approved by the Florida Public Service Commission) plus remoVlll cost. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Lamp Size 
Luminuire Initial kWh/Mo. 
T:LQC Lumens/Watis Estimate 

lligh Pressure 
Sodium Vaptlr 6,300 70 29 

9,500 100 41 
16,000 150 60 
22,000 200 88 
50,000 400 168 
27,500 250 116 . 140,000 .1,000 411 

Mercury Vapor . 6,000 140 62 
8,600 175 77 

11,500 250 104 
21,500 400 160 

• 1l>cse units al'e closed to mew l'PL installations. 
•• The non-fuel energy charge is 2.879¢ per kWh. 

Ch:wge for FPI~Ownecl 
Unit £Sl 

Maintc- Energy 
~ !ll\!l£S N011-Fuel 

$3.89 1.85 0.83 
$3.96 1.86 1.1 8 
$4.08 1.89 1.73 
$6.18 2.<11 2.53 
$6.24 2.42 4.84 
$6.58 2.63 3.34 
$9.90 4.71 11.83 
$3.07 1.66 1.78 
$3.12 1.66 2.22 
$5.21 2.40 2.99 
$5.18 2.36 4.61 

••• Bills rendered based on 'Total" charge. Unbundling of cllat'gCS is not penni ned. 
•u• New customer-owned fhc:ilitics arc closed to this rate eflective January I, 2017. 

Charges for other FPL-owned fae.ilitics: 
$4.92 
$6.74 
$7.98 
$6.74 

Totnl 

6.57 
7.00 
7.70 

t l.l2 
13.50 
12.55 
26.44 
6.51 
7.00 

10.60 
12.15 

Wood pole used only for the street lighting system 
Concrete p<>le used only for the street lighting system 
Fiberglass pole used only for the street lighting system 
Steel pole used only fOI' the st.>'l.'Ct lighting system* 
Underground conductors not under paving 
Underground conductOI'S under 1>aving 

3.810 ¢ per foot 
9.3 10 ¢per foot 

Chnrgc fhr Customct·-Owncd 
Unit ~l •••• ---

Rclnrnping/ Enct"gy 
F.nca·gy lli!!!: 

$2.69 $0.83 
$3.05 $1. 18 
$3.63 $1.73 
$4.92 $2.53 
$7.24 $4.84 
$5.94 $3.34 

$16.58 $11.83 
$3.45 $1.78 
$3.89 $2.22 
$5.40 $2.99 
$6.98 $4.61 

The Underground conductors under paving charge will not apply where a CIAC is paid pursuant lo section "a)" under "CustollllCl' 
Contributions." The Underground conductors not under paving chm·ge will npply in these situations. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.7 17) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.716) 

Twenty-First Revised Sheet No. 8.717 
Cnncels Twentieth Revised Sheet No. 8.717 

On Customer-owned St••cet Ligl1ting Systems, where Customer contracts to relamp at no cost to FPL, the Monthly Rnte for non-fuel 
energy shall be 2.879 ¢per kWh o f esti mated usnge of each unit 1>lus adjustments. On Street Ligl1ting Systems, where the Customer 
elects to install Customer-owned monitoring systems, the Monthly Rate for non-fi1cl energy shall he 2.879 ¢per kWh of estimated 
usage of each monitoring unit plus adjustments. ·n tc minimum monthly kWh per monitoring device will be I kilowatt-hour per 
monlh, and the maximum monthly kWh per monitoring device will be 5 kilowatt-hours per month. 

During the initial installation period: 
Facilities in service for 15 days orless will not be billed; 
Facilities in service for 16 days or more will be bi lled for" full montil. 

WILLFUL DAMAGE: 

Upon the second occurrence o f will fi• l damage to any FI'L-owned fucili lies, the Customer will be responsible for the cost incun·ed for 
repair or replacement. If the lighting fixture is damaged, ba.~ed on pdor wrincn insu·uctions from the Customer, Fl'l. will: 

a) Replace the fixture with a shielded cutoff cobrahead. The Customer shall pay $280.00 for the shield plus all associated costs. 
nowever, if the Customer chooses to have the shield installed after the first occuJTence, the Customer shall only pay the 
$280.00 cost of the shield; or 

b) Replace with a like unshielded fixture. For this, and each subsequent occm·rcncc, the Customer shall pny the costs specified 
under "Removal of Facilities"; or 

c) Terminate service to the fixture. 

Option selection shall be made by the Customer in writing and apply to all fixtures which FPL has installed on the Customer's beh;llr. 
Selection changes may be made by the Customer at any time and will become effective ninety (90) days after wrincn notice is received. 

Conse1votion Charge Sec Sheet No. 8,030. 1 

Capacity Payment Charge See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

Environmental Cha1-gc 

Fuel Charge 

Stonn Charge 

Franchise Fee 

Tax Clause 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS· 

See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.040 

See Sheet No. 8.031 

Sec Sheet No. 8.031 

Customers whose lights .are tumed off during sea turtle nesting season will receive a credit equal to the fuel charges associated with 
the fixtures that are turned orr. 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

Initial tem1 of ten (I 0) years with automatic, successive five (5) year extensions un less terminated in writing by either FPL or the 
C11stomcr at least ninety {90) days prior to the currenttem1's expiration. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

Se•vice under this sche,Lule is subject to orders ofgovcnuncntal bodies havingjul'isdiction and to the cmTently effective "Geneml 
Rules and Regulations for Electric Se1vice" on file with the Florida Public Se1vice Commission. In case of conflict between any 
provision of this schedule and said "Gencml Rules and Regulations for Electric Service",the provision of th is schedule shall apply. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Di •·ector, Rilles nntl Tn riffs 
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FLORIDA POWEll & LIGHT COMPANY 

STREET LIGl-ITING METERED SERVICE 

RATESCHEDULE: SL-IM 

AVAILABLE: 

In al11erritory served. 

APPLICATION: 

First Revised Sheet No. 8.718 
Cancels O •·iginnl Sheet No. 8.718 

for customer-owned lighting of streets and roadways, whether public or private, which arc thoroughfares for nom1al flow of vchiwlar 
tmilic. Lighting for other at>plications such as: municipally and privately-owned parking lots; 1>ao·ks and recreational area.~; or any other 
area no1 cxprc.~sly defined above, is nOI penni ned under I his schedule. 

Single phase, 60 hem: and at tmy available slandard voltage. All scrviCA: required on premises by Customer shall be fumishcd 1hrough 
one meier. Resale of service is not permiued hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Cuslomcr Charge: 

Non-Fuel Energy Charges: 
Base Energy Charge 
Conservalion Charge 
Capacity Paymcm Charge 
Environrnental Cluwge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise J'ee 
TnxCinuse 

Minimum: 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

Not less than one (I) year. 

IWfJlS AND REG!I!.AT!ONS-

$14.00 

2.827 ¢ llCr kWh 
See Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Shcc1 No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

$14.00 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders of govenuneoual bodies having jurisdiclion and to the currently effective "General Ru les 
and Regulations for Electric Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In case of conflict between any provision of 
this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for ElectricSe~vicc" the provision of1his schedule shall apply. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director, Rn tes nnd Tao·iff.~ 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIG HT COMPANY 

RATE SCHilDUU"l: Pl~l 

AVAILAOLE: 

In all territOI'Y served. 

APPit!CAI!ON; 

PREM IUM LIGHTING 

Eighteenth Revised Sheet No. 8. 720 
Cancels Seventeenth Revised Sheet No. 8. 720 

FPL·owned lighting facili ties not available under rate schedule SL-1 11nd OL-1. To 1111y Customer f<1r the sole purpose of lighting 
streets, roadways and common ore.as, other thtm individuul rcsidcntinl 1ocntions. This includes but is: not limited to parking 1ols, 
homeowners association common arcns. or parks. 

Service will be unmetered and will include lighting installation, lamp replacement and facil ities maintenanoc for FPL-ownccl lig,hting 
systems. II will also inc lude ene1·gy O·om dusk each day unti l dawn the following day. 

'11le Company, while exercising rcasonnblc diligence at all times to 1\n·nish service hereunder, does not guarantee continuous lig,hting 
and will not be liable for damages fOI' any inten·uption, deficiency or f.1ilure of service, nnd reserves the right to interrupt scrvkc at 
any time tOr necessary repairs to lines Ol' cquip1nent. 

LIM ITATION OF SERVICE: 

Installation shall be made on ly when, in the judgement of the Company, the loc:~tion and the type of the fncilities nre. and will 
continue to be, easily and ecc)nOmicnlly accessible to the Company equipment and personnel for both construction and maintenance. 

Swnd-by, non-lirrn, or resale service is not permitted hereunder. 

TERM Of SERVICE: 

The term of service is (20) twenty years. At the end of the tcnn of service, the Customer may elect to execute a new agreement based 
on the current eslinmied replacement costs. 'l11e Company will retain ownership of these lllcilities. 

FACJUTIES PAYMENT OPTION: 

The Customer will pay for the facil ities in a lump sum in advance of conSII'uction. The amount will be the Company's total work 
o1·der cost for these lacilities times the Present Value Revenue Requirement (PVRR) multiplier of 1.1961. Monthly Maintcmmce and 
Energy charges will apply for the term of se~·vice. 

FACII.ITIES SEL.RCTION: 

Facilities selection shall be made by the Customer in writing by executing the Cornpnny's Premium Lighting Agreement. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.721} 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIG HT COMPANY 
T wenty-Seventh Revised Sheet No. 8. 721 

Cancels Twenty-Sixth Revised Sheet No. 8 . 721 

Facilities: 
Paid in full: 

I 0 years tlaymcnt option: 
20 years poyment o ption: 

Muintenance: 

Bill ing: 

Energy: 

Non·Fuol Energy 

Conseo·vation Charge 

Capacity Payment Charge 

Envii'Onmcntol Cluwg.e 

t' ucl Charge 

Stonn Chorge 

Franchise Fee 

Tax Clause 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.720) 

Monthly rntc is zero, for Customco·'s who have executed a Po-cmium Lighting Agreement before 
March I, 2010: 
1.362% oftotol work order cost. 
0.925% oftotol work order cosl. 

FPL's estimated costs ofnmintaining lighting foci lilies. 

FPL reserves the right to assess a charge foo· the recovery of any dedicated billing system 
developed solely for !his rate. 

KWH Consumption for fixtures shall be estimated using the following fonnula: 

KWH- Unit Wanage (usage) x 353.3 hours ocr month 
1000 

2.879 ~/kWh 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.040 

See Sheet No. 8.03 1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.03 1 

During the initial instullalion period: 
Facilities in seo·vicc for IS days or less will not be billed; 
Facilities in service for 16 days oo· moo·c will be billed for a full month. 

MINIMUM MONTHLY lliLL: 

·noe minimuonmonthly bill shall be the applicable faci lities Maintenance and Oil ling charges. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.722) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIG HT COMPANY 
Ninth Revised Sheet No. 8. 722 

Cancels Eighth Revised Sheet No. 8. 722 

(Continued f1'0m Sheet No. 8.72 1) 

EARLY TERMINATION: 

If the Customer no longer wishes to receive se.rvice mtder this schedule, the Customer rnay terminate the Ptemium Lighting Agreement by 
giving at least (90) ninety days advance written notice to the Company. Upon early tenninntion of service, the Customer shall pay an 
amount computed by applying lhe f<lllowing Termination Factors to the installed cost of the fitcilitics, b!tsed on the year in which !he 
Agreement was tenninatcd. 'l11esc Tcnnination Factors will not apply to Customers who clcclcd to pay lor the facilities in a lump stun in 
lieu of a monthly payment. 

FI'L may also charge the Customer for the cost to the utility for removing the facil ities. 

Ten (10) Years Termination Twenty (20) Years Termination 
Pa~mcnt Ontion Factor Pa~mcnt Olltion Factor 

I 1.2100 I 1.2100 
2 1.0410 2 1.0934 
3 0.9588 3 1.0679 

0.8698 1.0403 
5 0.7733 5 1.0104 
6 0.6688 6 0.9781 
7 0.5556 7 0.9430 
8 0.4329 8 0.9050 
9 0.3000 9 0.8638 
10 0.1560 10 0.8192 

>10 0.0000 II 0.7709 
12 0.7185 
13 0.66 18 
14 0.6004 
15 0.5338 
16 0.46 16 
17 0.3835 
18 0.2988 
19 0.2071 
20 0.1077 

>20 0.0000 

WILLFUL DAMAGE: 

In the event of willful damage to these facilities, Fl'L will provide the initial repair of each installed item at its expense. Upon the 
second occurrence of wil lful damage, and subsequent occurrence to these FI' L-owned facilities. the Customer will be responsib]e for 
the cost for repair or replucement. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

Service under this schedule is subject to orders of governmental bodies having jurisdiction and to the currently effective "General 
Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" on fi le with the Florida Public Service Commis.•ion. In case of conflict between any 
provision of this schedule and said "Genernl Rules and Regulations for Electric Service", the p1·ovision of th is schedule shall apply. 
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FLORIDA POWER & L IGIHT COMPANY 
Twenty-Eighth Revised Sheet No. 8.725 

Cancels Twenty-Seventh Revised Sheet No. 8. 725 

OUTDOOR LIGHTING 

RATE SC~IfiDULE OL-1 

J\ VAILABLE: 

In all tcrritOI')' served. 

APPLICATION: 

For year-round outdoor security lighting of yards, walkways and other areas. Lights 10 be served hereunder shall be al locmions which are 
easily and economically aecc_~sible 10 Compnny vehicles and personnel for construction and maintenance. 

II is inlended that Company-owned security lights will be installed on existing Company-owned electric facilil ies, or short extension 
1herc10, in areas where a s1rce1 lighting system is not pmvidcd or is not sufficient 10 cover the security ligluing needs of a panicular 
individunl or locution. Where more extensive security lighting is re<Juired, such ns fur large parking lots or other conuucrcialarcus,. the 
Customer will provide the fixtures, supports ;md connecting wiring; the Comp>my will connect 10 the Customer's system and provide the 
services indicated below. 

~: 

Service includes lamp renewals, energy from apJ>roximatcly dusk each day until approximately dawn the following day, and maintenance 
of Company-owned li1eili1ies. The Compuny will replace all bumed-oul lwnps and will muinlnin its facilities during regular duytime 
working hours ns soon liS J)rnclicable following notification by the Customer that such work is necessary. The Company shall be pennitlcd 
10 emer the C1L~tomcr's premises 81 all reasonable times for the purpose ofinspeeting, maimaining, i•t~talling and removing any or all Mils 
er1uipmemand facil ities. 

The Company, while exercising reasonable diligence at all times to fumish service hereunder, docs not guarantee continuous lighting and 
will not be liable for damages for any interruption, deficiency or failure of service, and reserves the right to interrupt service at any time for 
necessmy repairs 10 lines or equipment 

!.IMITATION OF SERviCE: 

This schedule is nol availa.ble for service normally supplied on lhc Company's standard street I ighling schedules. Company-owned facil itics 
will be installed only on Company-owned poles. Customer-owned facilities will be installed only on Customer-owned poles. Overhead 
conductors will not be ins talled in any area desigJ~nted liS an underground distribution area, or any area, premises or location served from 
an underground source. OISIOtncr must have an active house or premi!;c account assoeimcd with this service. Stand-by or resole service 
nol pem1i11ed hereunder. 

MONTI-!L Y RATE: 
Charge for Company-Owned 

Lamp Size Unit (~l 
Luminairc rnitial KWH/Mo. Maintc- Energy 
Ilw Lmncns/Watrs Estimate r·'i.xtures nance Non-Fuel 

•• 
Higlt Pressure 
Sodium Vapor 6,300 70 29 $5.05 $1.90 $0.89 

9,SOO 100 41 $5. 16 $1.90 $1.26 
16,000 ISO 60 $5.34 $1.93 $1.8<1 
22,000 200 88 $7.77 $2.49 $2.70 
50,000 400 168 $8.27 $2.45 $5 16 
12,000 ISO 60 $5.34 $1.93 $1.84 

Mercury Vapor • 6,000 140 62 $3.88 $1.70 $1.91 
8,600 17S ?7 $3.90 $1.70 $2.37 

2 l,SOO 400 160 $6.39 $2.40 $'1.92 
These units arc closed 10 new Company installmions. 

•• ·n,c non-fuel energy churge is 3.073 ¢per kWh. 

(Cominued on Sheet No. 8.726) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Oh·cctor, Rates and Tariffs 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Twenty-Seventh Revised Sheet No. 8.726 

C!lncels Twenty-Sixth Revised Sheet No. 8.126 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.725) 

Charges for other Comsmny-owncd facilities: 
Wood pole and span of conductors: 
Concrclc pole und span of conductors: 
Fibcrgluss pole and spun of conductors: 
Steel pole used only for the street lighting system • 
Underground conductors (excluding trenching) 
Down-guy, Anchor <Uld l'rotector 

$11.14 
$15.04 
$17.68 
$15.04 
$0.085 per foot 
$10.13 

For Citstomer·O\vncd Outdoor lights, \vhere the Customer contracts Jo relump at no cost Jo FPL, the monthly rate for non-fuel energy 
shall he $3.073¢ per kWh of estimated usage of each unit plus ;tdjustments. 

Conservation Charge 
Capacity Payment Clau~e 
Environmental Charge 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
l' ranchise Fee 
Tox Cl!tusc 

TERM OF SERVICE· 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet No. 8.030.1 
See Sheet N6. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.03 1 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 1 

Not less th<Ul one year. In the event the Company instnlls ru1y facilities for which there is an added monthly charge, the Tcnn of 
Service shall be for not less than three years. 

If the Customer tcnninatcs service before the expiration of the initial tenn of the agreement, the Company may re<1uirc 
reimbursement for the total expenditures made to provide such service, plus the cost of removal of the lilcilitics installed less the 
salvage vnlue thereof, and less credit for all monthly payments mode for Company-owned facilities. 

WILLFUL DAMAGE· 

In the event of will fill damage 10 lhese fhcilities, FPL will provide the iniliuJ repuir of cuch installed item at its expense. Upon the 
second occurrence of will ful damage, and subsequent occurrence to these FPL-owned facili ties, the Customer will be responsible for 
the cost for repair or replacement. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS· 

Scrvic.:e under this schedule is subject to orders of govemmcntal bodies having jurisdiction and to the currently eiTcctive "Oeneral 
Rules and Regulations for Electric Service• on file with the Florida Public Service Commis.~ion. In case of eonnict between any 
provision of this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulntions for Electric Scrvicc",thc provision of this schedule shnll apply. 

COMl'ANY-OWNED FACILITIES: 

Company-owned luminaires nonnnlly will be mounted on Company's existing distribution poles and served fi·om existing ove,·head 
wires. 11tc Com1>any will provide one span of secondary conductor from existing secondary facilities to a Company-owned light at 
the Company's expense. When requested by the Customer, and at Ule option of the Company, additional spans of wire or additional 
poles or underground conductors may be installed by the Company upon agreement by the Customer to usc the facili ties for a 
minimum ofthrco years and pay ench month the charges specified under MONTI·IL Y RATE. 

MONTH I. Y RATE 

·n,e Customer will make a lump sum payment for the cost of changes in the height of existing poles or the installation of additional 
poles in the Company's distribution lines or the cost of any other facilities required for the installation of lights to be served 
hereunder. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.727) 
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FLOIUDA POWER & LIG HT COMPANY 

RATE SCHEDULE: RL-1 

AVAILABLE: 

R£CRI!ATIONAL LIGHTING 

{Closed Schedule) 

Sixth Revised Sheet No. 8.743 
Cancels Fifth Revised Sheet No. 8.743 

In nil territory se1·ved. Available to any customer, who, as of January 16, 2001 , was either taking service pu1·suant to this schedule Ol' 

had a fully executed Recreational Lighting Agreement with the Company. 

APPLICATION: 

For FI'L·owncd facilities for the purpose of lighting community recreational areas. This includes, but is not limitied to, baseball, 
soOball, football, soccer, tennis, and basketball . 

Service wi ll be metered :nnd will include lighting installation, lamp replucement and facilities maintenance for FPL-owned lighting 
systems. 

"I11c Company, while exe rcising reasonable diligence at all t imes to furnish service hereunder, does not guarantee continuous lighting 
and will not be liable for damages for any interruption, deficiency or failure of service. and reserves the right to interrupt serv ice at 
any lime too· neccsSllry rcr>airs to lines or equipment 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: 

tnstallalion shall be made on ly when, in !he judgement of the Company, the location and !he type of the f.1ci li!ies al'c, and will 
continue lobe, easily and economically accessible 10 !he Company equipment and personnel for both oonstruclion and maintenance. 

Stand-by, non-fil'm, Ol' resale sel'vice is not penttiUed he1·eunder. 

TITRM OF SERVICE: 

The term of service is (20) lwenty yeai'S. AI the end oflhe lenn of service, the Cus1omer may elect lo execute a new Agreement 
based on !he cul'rent eslimated replncement costs. The Company "ill retain ownership oflhese fitcil iaies. 

fACILITIES PAYMENT OPl'ION: 

The Customer will pay for the facilities in a lump sum in advance of construction. The amount will be the Company•s total work
order cost lor these faei li·ties times the Prc.<ent Value Revenue Rcquiremenl (PVRR) mulliplierof 1.1961. Monlhly Maintenance and 
energy charges will apply for the term of service. 

FACILITIES SELECTION: 

Facililics sclcclion shall be made by the Customer in writing by cxccuai ng !he Company's Recreational Ligluing Agreement 

(Conlinued on Slteel No. 8.744) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director, Rates and Tar iffs 
E ffective: J anuary 1, 201 8 
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F'LORil)A I'OWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Sixth Revised Sheet No. 8.744 

Cancels flifth Revised Sheet No. 8.744 

MONTHLY RATE : 

Faci lities: 
Paid in full: 
10 years payment option: 
20 years payment opt ion: 

(Continued fi·om Sheet No. 8.743) 

Month ly rate is zero. 
1.364% of total work order eost. • 
0.926% of total work order cost.* 

Both (I 0) ten :and (20) twenty year payment options are closed to new set·vice, and are only avai lable for the 
duration of the term of service of those customers that have fully executed a Rect·eational Lighting Agrcemcnl 
with the Company before January 16,2001. 

Maintenance: 

Billing: 

Charge Per Month: 

Conservation Charge 

Gapacity Payment Charge 

Environmental Charge 

Fuel Charge 

Storm Charge 

Franchise Fee 

Tax Clause 

MINIMUM MONTJ·IL Y BILL: 

FPL's estimated costs of maintaining lighting facilities. 

FPL reserves the right to assess a charge for the recovery of any dedicated billing system 
developed solely for this rate. 

Company's otherwise applicable general service rate schedule. 

See Sheet No. 8.030.1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030.1 

See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.040 

See Sheet No. 8.031 

See Sheet No. 8.031 

As provided in the otherwise applicable rate schedule, plus the Facilities Maintenance and Bi lling charges. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.745) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Dir·e.ctor, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: January 1, 2018 
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FLORIDA POWER& LIG HT COMI'ANY 
Fifth Revised Sheet No. 8.745 

Cancels Foul'lh Revised Sheet No. 8.745 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.7•1<1) 

EARLY TERMINATION: 

If the Customer no longer wishes to receive service under this schedule, the Customer may term inate the Recreational Liglilting 
Agreement by giving at least (90) ninety days advance wriltennotice to the Company. Upon early termination of service, the Customer 
shall pay an amount computed by applying the following Terminntion Factors to the inslolled cost of the fucilities, bused on the year in 
which the Agreement was terminated. l11esc Termination Factors will not apply to Customers who elected to puy for the facilities in a 
lump sum in lieu of a monthly payment. 

FPI, may nlso charge the Customer for the cost to the utility for removing the facilities. 

Ten (10) Years Termination Twent)! (20) Years Termination 
Payment O!ltion Factor Payment 0Qtion fu!.Qr 

1.2100 l 1.2100 
2 1.0410 2 1.0934 
3 0.9588 3 1.0679 
4 0.8698 4 1.0403 
5 0.7733 5 1.0104 
6 0.6688 6 0.9781 
7 0.5556 7 0.9430 
8 0.4329 8 0.9050 
9 0.3000 9 0.8638 
10 0.1560 10 0.8 192 

> 10 0.0000 II 0.7709 
12 0.7185 
13 0.6618 
14 0.6004 
15 0.5338 
16 0.4616 
17 0.3835 
18 0.2988 
19 0.2071 
20 0. 1077 
>20 0.0000 

WILLFUL DAMAGE: 

In the event of willful damage to these facilities, FPL will provide the initial repair of each installed item at its expense. 
Upon the second occurrence of willful damage, and subsequent occurrence to these FPL-owned facilities, the Customer 
will be responsible for the cost for repair or replacement. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

Service under this schedule is subject to oo·de1'S of govemmental bodies havingjul'isdiction and to the currently 
effective "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service" on file with the Florida Public Service Commission. In 
case of conflict between any provision of this schedule and said "General Rules and Regulations for Electric Service", 
the provision of this schedule shall apply. 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Di•·ector, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: January 1, 2018 
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FLORIDA POWER& LICHT COMPANY 
Seventeenth Revised Sheet No. 8.750 

C~ncels Sixteenth Revised Sheet No. 8.750 

RAIESCHEDULE: SST-! 

AVAILABLE: 

STANDBY AND SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE 

In all territOI)' served by the Company. Service under this rate schedule is on a customer by customer basis subject to the completion of 
arrangements necc.~al)' for implementation. 

APPLICATION: 

For electric service to any Customer, fll a poinl of delivery, whose electric service requirements for the Customer's load nrc supplied or 
supplemented from the Customer's generotion equipment ot that J>Oint of service tUld require standby and/or supplemental service. For 
pufJlOSes of determining app!icobi!ity of this rate schedule, the following definitions shall be used: 

(I) "Standby Service" n\Catl~ electric energy or ca1>ncity SUJ>plied by the Company to fCJIIacc energy or capacity ordinarily 
generated l>y the Customer's own generation equipment during periods of either scheduled (maintenance) or unscheduled 
(backul>) outages of all or a portion oft he Customer's generntion. 

(2) "Supplemental Service" n\Cans electric energy or capacity supplied by the ComJ>any in addition to that which is nonnally 
provided by the Customer's own generation C<juipment. 

A Customer is required to take service under this mte schedule if the Customer's total generation capacity is more than 20% of the 
Customer's total electricallond und the Customers gcncmtors arc not for emergency purposes only. 

Customers taking service under this rate schedule shall enter into a Standby and Supplemental Service Agreement ("Agreement"): 
however, fMure to execute such an agreement will not pre-empt the apl>lication of this rate schedule for service. 

·ntree phose, 60 hertz, and 111 the availnble standard voltage. All service supplied by the Comp>uty shall be furnished through one 
metering point. Resulc of service is not pcm1iltcd hereunder. 

Transfonnation Rider- TR, Sheet No. 8.820, docs not at>ply to Standby Service. 

MONTHLY RATE: 

STANDBY SERVICE 
Delivery Voltage: Below69kV 

SST-1(01) 
Below 500 kW 

SST-1{02) SST-1{03) 
Contract Standby Demand: .SOO to I .999 kW 2.000 kW & Above 

Customer Charge: 
Demand Charges: 

Base Demand Charges: 
Distribution Demand Charge per 

kW ofContmct Stnndby Demand 

Reservation Demand Charge per kW 

Daily Demond Charge 
per kW for each daily ma.ximum 
On-Peak Standby Demand 

$1 25.00 $125.00 

$3.00 $3.00 

$1.48 $1.48 

$0.70 $0.70 

Capacity Paymelll ond Conservution Charges See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

(Colllinued on Sheet No. 8. 75 1) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Dit·cctor, Rates and Tariffs 
Effcclive: January 1, 2018 

$425.00 

$3.00 

$1.48 

$0.70 

69kV &Above 
SST- I{T) 
All Levels 

$1,800.00 

NIA 

$1.35 

$0.44 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIG HT COMPANY 
·rwcnty-Fourth Revised Sheet No. 8.751 

Cancels Twenty-Thin! Revised Sheet No. 8.751 

Delivery Vollngc: 

Contract Standby Demand: 
Non-Fuel Energy Chm·ges: 

Base Energy Charges: 
On-Peak Pedod clwge per kWh 
OIT-J'eak l'eriod charge per kWh 

Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Storm Charge 
Franchise Fcc 
Tax Clause 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.750) 

SST-1(01) 
Bclow500kW 

0.711¢ 
0.711 ¢ 

See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030. I 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
Sec Sheet No. 8.03 I 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

Bclow69kV 
SST-1(02) 

500tn I 999 kW 

0.71 I¢ 
0.711 ¢ 

Minimum: TILe Customer Charge plus the Base Demand Charges. 

DEMAND CALCIJLATION· 

SST· I(D3) 
2 000 kW & Ab<>vc 

0.7 1 I¢ 
0.7 11 ¢ 

69kV &Above 
SST· I( !") 
All Levels 

0.707 ¢ 
0.707 ¢ 

The Demand Charge for Standby Service shall be (I) the charge foo· Distribution Demand ll.!!!!! (2) the greater of the sum of the Daily 
Demand Charges or the Reservation Demand Charge times the maximum On-l'euk Standby Demand actually registered during the 
month ll.!!!!! (3) the Reservation Demand Charge times the difference between the Contract Standby Demand and the maximum On
l'cnk Standby Demand >Lctunlly registered duoing the month. 

SlJPPLEMENTAL.SERVICE 
Supplemental Service shall be the total power supplied by the Company minus the Standby Service supplied by the Company during 
the same metering period. l11c chao·gc for all Supplemental Service shall be calculated by npplying the appli<.'llblc retail race schcd"lc, 
excluding the customer chnrgc. 

RATING I'ERIODS: 
On-Peak: 

November I through March 31· Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 6 n.m. to 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. lo 10 p.m. 
exclud ing Thanksgiving Day, Christmus Day, and New Year's Day. 

April I through October 31: Mondays through Fo-idays duo-ing the hours fi·om 12 noon to 9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, and Ln'bor Day. 

Off-l'cak: 
All other hours. 

CONTRACT STANDDY DEMAN()· 

The level of Customer's generation requiring Stnndby Service as specified in the Agreement. 11Lis Conu·act Standby Demond will not 
be less than the maximum load actually served by the Customeo·'s genemtion during the current montlt oo· prior 23-month period less the 
amount specified as the Custome~s load which would not have to be served by tlLe Company in the event of an outage of Ute 
Custome~s generation cqu;pment. For a Customer receiving only Standby Service as identified under Special l'rovisions, the Contract 
Standby Demand shall be maximum load actuully served by the Com puny during the cuncnt month or prior 23-month period. 

A Custome~s Conb-act Standby l)emand may be re-established to allow for the following adjustments: 

I. Demand reduction r-esulting from the installation of FPL Demand Side Management Measures or I'PL Research Project efficiency 
measures; ur 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.752) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Dkector , Rates nnd Tnl'iffs 
Effective: Jnn uno·y J, 2018 
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FLORIDA POWER& LJGHTCOMPANY 
1\venty-Third Revised Sheet No.8.760 

Cancels Twenty-Second Revised S heet No. 8.760 

INTERRUPTIBLE STANDBY AND SUPPL£MGNTALSERVICE 
(OPTIONAL) 

RATE SCHEDULE: ISST-1 

A V AlLABLE: 

ln all ten·itory served by the Company. Service under this rate schedule is on a customer by customer basis subject to the completion of 
nrrnngcmcnts necessary for implementation. 

LIMITATION OF AVAILABILITY: 

This schedule may be modilied or withdrawn subject to detenninations made under Commission Rule 25-6.0438, F.A.C., Non-Finn 
Electric Service- Terms and Conditions or nny other Cornrnissioncleterminntion. 

APP LICATION· 

A Customer who is eligible to receive service under the Standby and Supplemental Service (SST-I) rate schedule may, as an option, nake 
service under this rate schedule, unless the Customer has entered into a contract to sell fi rm capacity ancVor energy to the Company, and 
the Customer cannot restart ils generation equipment without power supplied by the Company, in which case the Customer may only 
t-eceive Standby and Supplemental Service under the Compnny's SST-I mteschedule. 

Customers taking service under this rate schedule shall enter into an Interruptible Standby and Supplemental Service Agreement 
("Agreement"). "l his interruptible load shall nol be served on a firm service basis until service has been terminated under this rate 
schedule. 

Three phase, 60 hcrlz, nnd at the iWnilnble stand~ard volluge. 

A designated portion of the Customc(s load sct·ved under this schedule is subject to interruption by the Company. Transformation Ridcr
TR, where appl icable. shall only apply to the Custome(s Cnntmct Standby Demand for delivery voltage below 6<) kV. Resale of service 
is not pennitted hereunder. 

MONTHLY RATE: 
STANDBY SERVICE 
Delivct'Y Voltage: 

Customer Charge: 

Demand Charges: 
Base Demand Chnrges: 

Distribution Demand Charge per kW of Contract Standby Demand 
Reservation Demand Charge per k\V of Interruptible Standby Demand 
Reservation Demand Charge per kW ofl'inn Stnndby Demand 
Daily Demand Chrtrgc per kW for each daily maximum On·l'eak 

I ntcrruptible Standby Demand 
Daily Demand Charge per kW lor each daily maximum On-Peak 

f'irm Stnnclby Demand 
Capacity Payment and Conservation Chat·ges See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

Non·Fuel Energy Churges: 
Base Energy Charges: 

On-Peak Period charge per kWh 
OfT-Peak Period charge per kWh 

Environmental Charge See Sheet No. 8.030. 1 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.761) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Directo r, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: Jnnunry 1, 2018 

Distribution Transmission .Q 
B~lnw!.\2 hY 2 kY &.611ll~~ 
ISST-1(0) ISST-1('1) 

$425.00 $1,800.00 

$3.00 N/A 
$0.26 $0.30 
$1.48 $1.35 

$0.70 $0.44 

$0.13 $0. 12 

0.711 ¢ 0.707 ¢ 
0.711 ¢ 0.707 ¢ 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Sixty-Fourth Revised Sheet No. 8.830 

Cancels Sixty-Third Revised Sheet No. 8.830 

SEASONAL DEMAND - TIME OF USE RIDER - SDlR 
(OPTIONAL) 

RIDER· SQTR 

AVAILAOLE: 
In ~II territory served. 

APPLICATION: 
For eleCific service requi,·ed for commercial or industrial lighting, I)()WCr and any other puri>Ose with~ measured Demand in excess of20 kW. 
This is an optional rate available to customers othenvise served under the GSD-1 GSDT-1 , GSLD· I, GSLDT-1, GSI.D-2 or GSLDT-2 Rate 
Schedules. · 

SERVICE: 
Single or three pha<e, 60 hertz nnd 111 >my 11vailablc standard vollage. All service required on prcmis<e< by Customer shall be fi1mished through 
one meter. Resale of service is not pennilted hereunder. 

MONTHI.Y RATE: 
OJYJ'ION A: Non-Seasonal Stnndard Rate 

Annual Ma.ximum Demand 

Customer Charge: 
Demand Charges: 

SDTR·I 
21-499 kW 

$25.00 

Seasonal On-peak Demand Charge 
l'er kW of Seasonal On-peak 
Demand 

$10.40 

Non-Seasonal Demand Charge 
Per kW of Non- Seasonal 

Muximum Demand 

Capacity Payment Charge: 
Conservation Charge: 

Energy Charges: 

$9.00 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

Base Sca•onal On-Peak 8.334 ¢ 
Per kWh of Seasonal 
On-l'eak Energy 

Base Seasonal Off-Peak 1.503 ¢ 
Per kWh of Seasonal 
Off-Peak Energy 

Base Non-Seasonal Energy Charge 2.096 ¢ 
Per kWh of Non-Seasonal Energy 

Environmental Charge: 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge: 
Storm Charge: 
Franchise Fee: 
Tax Clause: 

See Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
Sec Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
Sec Sheet No. 8.031 

Issued by: S. K Rom ig, Director, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: January I, 2018 

SDTR-2 
500-1.999 kW 

$75.00 

$ 11.90 

$11.30 

5.896¢ 

1. 196¢ 

1.657¢ 

SDTR-3 
2.000 kW or greater 

$225.00 

$12.46 

$11.78 

4.681 ¢ 

1.169¢ 

1.493¢ 
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FLORIDA POWER & UGHT COM PANY 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.830) 

OPTION B: Non-Seasonal Time of Use Rate 
SOTR-1 

Annual Maximum Demand 21-499 kW 

Custome1· Charge: $25.00 

Dcmnnd Charges: 
Seasonal On-peak Demand Chm·gc $10.40 

Per kW of Seasonal On-peak 
Demand 

Non .Seasonal Demand Charge $9.00 
Per kW of Non- Seasonal 
Pc~:1k Demand 

Capachy Payment Charge 
Conservation Charge 

Energy Charges: 
Ba5c Se>~sonal On-Peak 

Per I<Wh of Seasonal 
On-Peak f:nergy 

Base Seasonal OIT-I'euk 
Per kWh ofSea.•onal 
Ofl~Pcak Energy 

Base Non.Seasonol On-Peak 
Per kWh ofNon.-Scnsonul 
On-Peak Energy 

Base Non~~ca•onal OfT-Peak 
Per kWh ofNon.Seasonal 
Orf-J>e<1k Energy 

Environmental Charge 

Additional Charges: 
Fuel Charge 
Stonn Charge 
Franchise Fee 
Tax Clause 

See Sheet No. 8.030 
See Sheet No. 8.030 

8.334 ¢ 

1.503 ~ 

4.762 ¢ 

1.503 ¢ 

Sec Sheet No. 8.030 

See Sheet No. 8.o30 
See Sheet No. 8.040 
See Sheet No. 8.031 
See Sheet No. 8.031 

SOTR-2 
500-1 999kW 

$75.00 

$11.90 

$11.30 

5.896 ¢ 

1.196 ¢ 

3.529 ¢ 

1.196¢ 

Minimum Chnrge: The Customer Charge plus ~1e currently effective Demand Charges. 

NON~~EASONAL Ri\ TING PERIODS IOM]QN fl only): 
Non-Seaso!HII On-Peak Period: 

Sixteenth Revised Sheet No. 8 .831 
Cancels Fifteenth Revised Sheet No. 8 .. 831 

SOTR-3 
2 000 kW or greater 

$225.00 

$12.46 

$11.78 

4.681 ¢ 

1.169¢ 

3.223 ¢ 

1. 169¢ 

November I through March 31: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from6 a.n1. to IOa.m. and 6 p.m. to 10 p.m. 
excluding Thanksgiving Day, Christmas Day, and New Year's Day. 

April I through May J I and Oc1ubcr I through Ocu>ber J I: Mondays through Fridays during the hours from 12 noon to 
9 p.m. excluding Memorial Day. 

Non-Se!L50nal Olf·Peak Period: 
All ollw hours. 

(Conlinued On Sheet No. 8.832) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Diredo1-, Rnles and Tnriffs 
Effective: J anua1·y I, 2018 
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FLORIDA POWER & LICHT COMPANY 

Appendix A 

Eighth Revised Sheet No. 10.015 
Cnncels Seventh Revised Sheet 10.015 

Distribution Substation Facilities 
Monthly Rental and Termination Factors 

The Monthly Rental Factor to be applied to the in-place va lue of the Distribution Substation Facilities as 
identified in the Long-Term Renta l Agreement is as fo llows: 

Monthly Rental Factor 

Distribution Substation Facilities 1.33% 

Termination Fee for· Initial 20 Year Per·iod 

If the Long-Term Rental Agreement for Distribution Substation Facilities is terminated by Customer during the 
Initial Tenn, Customer shall pay to Company a Termination Fee, such fee shall be computed by apply ing the 
follow ing Termination Factors to the in-place value of the Facilities based on the year in which the Agreement is 
terminated: 

Y car Agreement Termination Year Agreement Termination Year Agreement Termination 
Is Terminated Factors % Is Terminated Factors % Is Terminated Factors % 

I 3.36 8 11.16 15 6.01 
2 6.03 9 10.88 16 4.88 
3 8.03 10 10.40 17 3.70 
4 9.47 II 9.76 18 2.48 
5 10-42 ·12 8.98 19 1.25 
6 10.98 13 8.08 20 0.00 
7 11.21 14 7.08 

Termination Fee for· Subseguent Extension Periods 

If the Long-Term Rental Agreement for Distribution Substation Facilities is terminated by Customer during an 
Extension, Customer shall pay to Company a Termination Fee, such fee shall be computed based on the net 
present value of the remaining payments under the extension period by applying the Termination Factor· based on 
the month terminated to the monthly renta l payment amount. 

Month Termination Month Termination Month Termination Month Termination 
Terminated Factor Terminated Factor Terminated .E.2£!Q! Terminated Factor 

1 49.902 16 39.177 31 27.361 46 14.343 
2 49.219 17 38.424 32 26.531 47 13.429 
3 48.531 18 37.667 33 25.697 48 12.510 
4 47.839 19 36.904 34 24.857 49 11.584 
5 47.143 20 36.137 35 24.012 50 10.653 
6 46.442 21 35.365 36 23.161 51 9.715 
7 45.736 22 34.587 37 22.304 52 8.772 
8 45.026 23 33.805 38 21.442 53 7.822 
9 44.311 24 33.017 39 20.575 54 6.866 
10 43.592 25 32.225 40 19.702 55 5.904 
11 42.868 26 31.427 41 18.823 56 4.936 
12 42.139 27 30.624 42 17.938 57 3.962 
13 41 .406 28 29.816 43 17.048 58 2.981 
14 40.668 29 29.003 44 16.152 59 1.994 
15 39.925 30 28.185 45 15.250 60 1.000 

Issued By: S. E. Romig, Director·, Rates and Tar·iffs 
Effective: ,Januar·y I, 2018 
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Vice President and General Counsel 

-VIA HAND DELIVERY-

Ms. Ann Cole 
Commission Clerk 

Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Re: Docket No. 130007-EI 

Dear Ms. Cole: 
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I am enclosing for filing in the above docket the original and seven (7) copies of 
Florida Power & Light Company's ("FPL's") Petition for Approval of the Proposed N02 

Compliance Project for cost recovery through the Environmental Cost Recovery Clause 
("ECRC"), together with a CD containing the electronic version of same. 

Also enclosed for filing are the original and fifteen (15) copies of the prefiled 
testimony and exhibits ofFPL witnesses Terry J. Keith, Randall R. LaBauve, Martin P. 
Domenech, Juan E. Enjamio and Michael DeBock. 

If there are any questions regarding this transmittal, please contact me at (561) 
691-7101. 

incerely � 

�hfield 

Enclosures 
cc: Counsel for Parties of Record (w/encl.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 
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BEFORE THE 
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Environmental Cost ) 

�R�e�co�v�e�ry�C�la�u�se�----------------------) 

Docket No. 130007-EI 
Dated: June 28, 2013 

PETITION FOR APPROVAL OF ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY 

Pursuant to Section 366.8255, Florida Statutes, Florida Power & Light Company ("FPL") 

hereby petitions this Commission for approval of FPL's proposed N02 Compliance Project for 

cost recovery through the Environmental Cost Recovery Clause ("ECRC"). In support of this 

petition, FPL incorporates the prepared written testimony of Randall R. LaBauve, Terry J. Keith, 

Juan E. Enjamio, Michael DeBock, and Martin Domenech. 

I. Environmental Requirement- EPA's NAAQS for N02 

1. Under Section 109(c) of the Federal Clean Air Act ("CAA''), Congress 

established the National Ambient Air Quality Standards ("NAAQS") for, inter alia, nitrogen 

dioxide ("N02") emissions standard ("N02 Standard") and gave the Environmental Protection 

Agency ("EPA") a non-discretionary duty under Section 109(d) of the CAA to review the 

science every five (5) years and modify the N02 Standard, as necessary, to protect human health 

and the environment with an adequate margin of safety. 

2. On February 9, 2010, the EPA created an entirely new 1-hour human health-based 

standard for N02 at a level of 100 parts per billion ("ppb"). (75 Fed. Reg. 6474 (Feb. 9, 2010), 

and the 1-hour N02 Standard became effective 60 days later, on April 12, 2010.) This is a 

significant change because it focuses on short-term exposures rather than long-term exposures. 

The rule also retained, with no change, the current annual average N02 Standard of 53 ppb. 

3. The EPA has delegated authority to the Florida Department of Environmental 
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Protection ("DEP") to implement the NAAQS in Florida, via a State Implementation Plan 

("SIP") that DEP must submit for EPA approval. On January 22, 2013, DEP confirmed to EPA 

its authority pursuant to Chapter 403, Florida Statutes, and rules in Chapter 62, Florida 

Administrative Code, to implement the new 1-hour NOz Standard under the SIP. (See Exhibit A -

Letter from Katy L. Fenton, Deputy Director, Division of Resource Management, to Gwendolyn 

Keyes Fleming, Regional Administrator, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - Region 4, 

dated January 22, 2013.) The DEP has recommended, and the EPA has designated, all of Florida 

as presently being "attainment/ unclassifiable" for the new NOz Standard. (77 Fed. Reg. 9532 

(Feb. 17, 2012), and the effective date is February 29, 2012.) This favorable designation 

depends on Florida continuing to meet the various NAAQS, including the new 1-hour N02 

Standard. 

4. N02 is formed from vehicle, power plant, and other industrial emissions. The 

new 1-hour NOz Standard has a particular impact on the operation of electric utilities' peaking 

generating units, which operate only at certain times to serve peak demands and do not operate 

continuously throughout the entire year. This is because the NOz emissions measured over a 

single hour from a peaking unit may be relatively high, while the annual average for that unit is 

much lower, taking into account that the unit is not operating during most hours. FPL has 48 

peaking gas turbines ("GTs") in total among three generation sites: the Plant Fort Lauderdale 

("PFL"), Plant Port Everglades ("PPE"), and Plant Fort Myers ("PFM"). This particular 

combustion technology was installed at these plants in the 1960s and entered into commercial 

operation in the early 1970s. These three plants have existing water resources and fuel delivery 

and transmission infrastructure necessary for plant operations, including the different combustion 

technologies used on the sites. 

5. FPL became aware that the GT combustion technology - with its higher NOx 
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emissions and short stacks that are close to property boundaries -- might not adequately facilitate 

off-site dispersion of stack emissions to concentrations below the new 1-hour N02 Standard. 

FPL therefore performed an analysis of the GTs at these three plants, including stack testing, 

dispersion modeling, and other data analysis. That analysis, which was completed in early 2013, 

confirms that emissions from the GTs that are allowed under applicable permits nonetheless will 

cause or contribute to ambient concentrations in excess of the 1-hour N02 Standard at the 

property boundary. 

6. Due to their quick start capability, these GTs constitute extremely important 

reliability resources for serving load in the South Florida area. If FPL does not address the N02 

emission environmental regulatory compliance issue for these GTs, it could be faced with a 

mandatory shutdown of these valuable generation resources by DEP. 

II. Compliance Plan Supported by Florida DEP 

7. To avoid exceeding the 1-hour N02 Standard and concomitant potential for 

having to shut down, FPL has agreed to a plan with DEP that allows FPL to continue operating 

the GTs until the end of 2016, in exchange for FPL's commitment to meet the 1-hour N02 

Standard at the plants' property boundaries by that time. See Exhibit B- Letter from Randall 

LaBauve ofFPL to Brian Accardo ofDEP, dated June 3, 2013. 

8. FPL investigated a series of compliance alternatives to determine how to meet the 

new 1-hour N02 Standard at the least cost to FPL's customers. FPL identified three potential 

approaches: retrofitting the GTs with emission control equipment that would reduce N02 

emissions sufficiently to meet the standard; retiring all of the GTs and then accelerating the next 

planned generating unit (a combined cycle ("CC") unit) as needed to maintain system reliability; 

and changing out the plants' GT combustion technology in favor of highly efficient combustion 
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turbines ("CTs") that have much lower N02 emissions and also meet system reliability 

requirements. 

9. As shown in the testimony of FPL witness Enjamio, the third alternative is the 

most cost-effective solution. It will allow FPL to comply with the 1-hour N02 Standard and 

maintain the required reliability at a cost to customers that is $56 million lower on a cumulative 

present value of revenue requirements ("CPVRR") basis than the next-best alternative. 

10. The existing GTs at the PFL, PPE, and PFM plants represent a small but 

important portion of the power generation at these sites, which also have or will have large CC 

units that serve FPL's base load continuously throughout the year. These other combustion 

technologies at the sites comply with the new 1-hour N02 Standard and thus do not have the 

same environmental compliance issue as the GTs. The modem CTs that FPL would operate at 

these sites will have less peaking capacity in the aggregate than the GTs and accordingly will not 

add generation capacity to FPL's system. Rather, this more efficient, lower emissions 

combustion technology will enable FPL to comply with the N02 Standard environmental 

regulation in a cost-effective manner, maintain system reliability, and avoid significant 

expenditures on increased transmission capability that would otherwise be required if the GTs 

were simply retired, in lieu of changing out the combustion technologies as proposed. 

11. Under the plan to which FPL and DEP have agreed, FPL will be filing permit 

applications within the next two months for these CT facilities, including a federal greenhouse 

gas air permit from the EPA, the approval for which can take several years to obtain. In addition 

to licensing and permitting, FPL also will require sufficient time to order the equipment and 

construct the project. As a result, DEP has agreed that, to allow FPL sufficient time to 

implement its plan for resolving the offsite impact issues related to the new N02 standard, FPL 

will have until December 31, 2016 to bring the CTs into service. DEP has acknowledged that 
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FPL may operate the existing GTs, as permitted, to serve its load requirements until the CTs are 

in service. To meet this compliance deadline, licensing of the project must begin immediately, 

and within two months of this filing, FPL plans to file the necessary air construction permit 

applications for the construction of the CTs. This will provide adequate time for DEP and EPA 

to issue these permits to FPL and for FPL to implement and construct the project by December 

31, 2016. FPL will file in this docket copies of the permit applications once they have been 

submitted to DEP, as well as copies of the permits when issued by DEP. 

III. Commission's Criteria for ECRC Recovery 

12. Section 366.8255(1 )(d), Florida Statutes, defines "environmental compliance 

costs" for purposes of recovery through the ECRC in pertinent part as including: 

. . . all costs or expenses incurred by an electric utility in complying with 
environmental laws or regulations, including but not limited to: 

I. In-service capital investments, including the electric utility's last authorized 
rate of return on equity thereon. 

2. Operation and maintenance expenses. 

(Emphasis Added) 

"Environmental laws or regulations" are defined as "all federal, state, or local statutes, 

administrative regulations, orders, ordinances, resolutions, or other requirements that apply to 

electric utilities and are designed to protect the environment." Fla. Stat. §366.8255(l)(c). 

13. The Commission's criteria for recovery through the ECRC are set forth in Order 

No. PSC-94-0044-FOF-EI, issued January 12, 1994 in Docket No. 930613-EI, In re: Gulf Power 

Company, as follows: 

1. all expenditures will be prudently incurred after April 13, 1993; 
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11. the activities are legally required to comply with a governmentally 
imposed environmental regulation that was created, became effective, or 
whose effect was triggered after the company's last test year upon which 
rates are based; and 

111. none of the expenditures are being recovered through some other cost 
recovery mechanism or through base rates. 

14. The proposed N02 Compliance Project meets these criteria. 

a. These costs will be incurred starting in mid-2013, more than 20 years after 

the first criterion's threshold date. 

b. The project is required to meet the new 1-hour N02 Standard, the effect of 

which was triggered after the test year was projected for FPL's last rate case. 

The DEP did not confirm its authority to implement that new standard in 

Florida until January 2013, and FPL did not complete the analyses that 

confirmed the need to address N02 emissions from the GTs in order to meet 

the standard until early 2013. FPL's test year projections for its last rate case 

(Docket No. 120015-EI) were prepared considerably earlier -- in late 2011 and 

early 2012. 

c. Finally, the costs associated with this environmental compliance project to 

replace the GTs are not being recovered through another cost recovery 

mechanism or through base rates. Because the test year projections in FPL's 

last rate case were prepared in late 2011 and early 2012, FPL would have had 

no basis to -- and did not -- include the costs of this environmental compliance 

project in base rates. FPL has not sought to recover these costs through any 

other cost recovery mechanism. 

15. As discussed above, FPL has determined that the least cost, viable alternative to 

comply with the N02 Standard is to change out the GT combustion technology in favor of CTs 
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that are highly efficient and have low N02 emissions. FPL evaluated the potential for retrofitting 

the GTs with emission control equipment, but concluded that this would not be technically 

feasible for the GTs at PFL and PPE and would not be a cost-effective solution for PFM. FPL 

also considered retiring the GTs in lieu of changing out the technology, but this would require 

transmission upgrades and acceleration of FPL's next planned CC unit in order to meet reliability 

requirements, and it would result in a much higher CPVRR to customers. 

16. The proposed modification to the peaking unit technology at the three plant sites 

is essential for the sites to meet the new requirement. In essence, it is a change to the peaking 

unit combustion technology so that the sites can operate more efficiently, with lower emissions 

and thus achieve compliance with the 1-hour N02 Standard. As noted previously, this 

modification will not result in an increase in FPL's overall generation capacity; to the contrary, 

FPL's total generation capacity will decrease by 300 MW because FPL will only install enough 

CTs to continue meeting reliability requirements. 

17. In sum, the cost for installing highly efficient and clean CTs qualifies for ECRC 

recovery because the project meets the three established Commission criteria for cost recovery, 

and the costs are prudently incurred because this project represents the lowest-cost, viable 

alternative to comply with applicable environmental regulatory requirements. The change to CT 

technology represents a cost-effective modification to these sites to ensure environmental 

compliance and system reliability at the lowest overall cost to FPL's customers. 

18. In the past, the Commission has approved cost recovery for the capital costs of 

large construction projects for existing power plant sites, when the costs are required to comply 

or remain in compliance with an environmental regulation. For example, by the end of 2013, 

FPL will have incurred over $522 million in capital investments in order to comply with the 

EPA's Clean Air Interstate Rule ("CAIR"), which the Commission has approved for cost 
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recovery as an ECRC project. (See Order No. PSC-12-0613-FOF-EI, issued November 16, 

2012, in Docket No. 120007-EI.) Moreover, the 2013 ECRC projections filings in Docket No. 

120007-EI show that the capital investment in Duke Energy Florida's approved CAIR/Clean Air 

Mercury Rule ("CAMR") compliance project at its Crystal River plant is approximately $1.3 

billion, and Gulf Power Company has invested about $800 million in its approved 

CAIR/CAMR/Clean Air Visibility Rule ("CAVR") compliance project. For FPL's N02 

Compliance Project, the overall CPVRR cost to customers associated with the new CTs is lower 

than any retrofit or other viable alternative. 

IV. N02 Compliance Project Scope and Amount Requested for ECRC Approval 

19. As discussed further in the testimony of FPL' s witnesses, this environmental 

compliance project will result in the construction and operation of some of the cleanest and most 

efficient peaking units in Florida, while also providing significant public welfare benefits, 

including the creation of hundreds of jobs at peak construction and a combined $13 million in 

new tax revenue to local governments and school districts. 

20. Changing out the technology will require (1) the retirement of 48 GTs at PFL, 

PPE, and PFM and (2) installation of five new CTs at PFL and three new CTs at PFM. No new 

CTs will be installed at PPE. Instead, the CTs for Broward County will be consolidated at PFL 

because of the increased economies of scale by constructing, operating, and maintaining the CTs 

at one site, 
'
the better resources available at PFL, and the need to avoid interference with the 

modernization construction project that is under way at PPE. The CT units at both PFL and PFM 

will use natural gas as the primary fuel when available and also will be capable of burning a light 

fuel oil, more specifically ultra-low sulfur distillate with a maximum sulfur content of 0.0015% 

as a back-up fuel. The project will utilize existing fueling infrastructure to the greatest extent 
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possible and will receive back-up fuel from truck deliveries. 

21. For PFL, the project would result in the retirement of 24 35 MW GTs with a 

combined summer peak capacity of 840 MW and installation of five CTs with a combined 

summer rating of 1005 MW. For PFM, the project would result in the retirement of 12 54 MW 

GTs with a combined summer rating of 648 MW and an installation of three CTs with a 

combined summer peak capacity of 603 MW. For PPE, the project would result in the retirement 

of 12 35 MW GTs with a combined summer rating of 420 MW. FPL estimates that the total cost 

for the entire project will be $822 million. Principal components include the power block at 

$771 million and transmission interconnection and integration at $51 million. FPL estimates that 

the ECRC recoverable N02 Compliance Project costs will be $0.4 million for 2013 and $6.8 

million for 2014. 

22. Soliciting proposals for third parties to build and provide peaking capacity on 

other sites (in lieu of the proposed CTs) would not result in the identification of alternatives that 

could offer the economic and strategic benefits associated with the N02 Compliance Project at 

either PFL or PFM. The primary benefits of the FPL proposed option at these locations are that 

(1) the plant sites remain intact and operational; (2) they would require only minimal 

transmission enhancements, (3) they have existing gas delivery and back-up fuel infrastructure, 

and (4) the land is available and already dedicated to generation of electricity. Any other 

proposed alternative sites and associated power plant facilities proposed by a third party through 

a solication process would incur significant costs in each of these areas, making any alternative 

site a more costly alternative to these proposed sites. 

23. Consistent with FPL's historic practice for construction of significant capital 

projects, the actual CT selection and the Engineering, Procurement, and Construction ("EPC) 

contractor, which represents over 90% of the total project cost, will be based on a competitive 
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bid process, ensuring the greatest cost benefit for FPL's customers. FPL has significant 

experience installing and operating CTs to achieve the best possible efficiencies. Further, FPL 

has proven its ability to upgrade or modify older plant technologies on time and at or under 

budget to achieve greater efficiencies and cost savings for its customers. FPL will utilize this 

existing experience to help ensure that the N02 Compliance Project is completed on time and 

within budget. 

WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, FPL respectfully requests that the Commission 

approve the N02 Compliance Project as an environmental compliance project that is eligible for 

cost recovery through the ECRC. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Esq. 
Vice President and General Counsel 
John T. Butler, Esq. 
Assistant General Counsel - Regulatory 
William P. Cox, Esq. 
Senior Attorney 
Florida Power & Light Company 
700 Universe Boulevard 
Juno Beach, Florida 33408-0420 
(561) 691-7101 
(561) 691-7135 (fax) 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

Docket No. 130007-EI 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of Florida Power and Light 
Company's Petition for Approval of the Proposed N02 Compliance Project for cost recovery 
through the Environmental Cost Recovery Clause ("ECRC") has been furnished by hand 
delivery(*) or U.S. Mail on June 28, 2013 to the following: 

Charles Murphy, Esq. 
Division of Legal Services 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

James D. Beasley, Esq. 
J. Jeffrey Wahlen, Esq. 
Ausley & McMullen 
Attorneys for Tampa Electric 
P.O. Box 391 

Tallahassee, Florida 32302 

Jeffrey A. Stone, Esq. 
Russell A. Badders, Esq. 
Beggs & Lane 
Attorneys for Gulf Power 
P.O. Box 12950 

Pensacola, Florida 32591-2950 
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RICK SCOTT 

GOVERNOR 

JENNIFER CARROLL 

LT. GOVERNOR 

2600 BLAIRSTONB R.OAD 
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-2400 HERSCHEL T. VINYARD JR. 

January 22, 2013 

Ms. Gwendolyn Keyes Fleming 
Regional Adminimator 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)- Region 4 
61 Fonyth Stn=et, SW 
Atlanta, GA 30303-8909 

Dear Ms. Keyes Fleming: 

SECRETARY 

Re: Air Program: State lmplemen1ation Plan� Submittal for the 2010 Rmsed National 
Ambient Air Quality Standard for Nitrogen Dioxide 

On.bebalf oftbe Florida Department cfEnviromncatal Protection, I hereby confirm tbat, to the best of my 
knowledge, therequiremero ofScdioos 110(aX1)aod 110(aX2)oftbo Clean Air Act are adequately 
addressed in Florida's existing approved State Implemeotadon Plan (SIP) with respect to the 
implementatim. of tho 2010 nvisod D8lional ambient air quality stlllldn for nitropll dioxide (NOz). A 
notice of bearing appeared in the Flarida Administrative Register on December 14, 2012 (enclosed), and a 
beariag, if� Willi to be held January 16, 2013. A bearing was not� and therefore not 
held. EPA was the only entity that subalitmd cmunents, Tbese COIIIIIlCIJis have aD been addressed in the 
followiug document, which explicitly demoostnDs 1be correlation between tho Section 110(a)(2) 
infrastruduR clements aod tho Florida Statutes llld SIP-approved Flarida rules tbat lddress each such 
clement. An axad duplicate of this submittal in a sean:bablc fbnnat bas been HDailcd to the Air 
Planning Bnlncb. If you have any qucsticm on this submittal or need additional iDformatioo, please 
contact Clad S1aveos at (ISO) 717-9089. 'Jbank you for your continued support of our efforts to 
implancnt the Clean Air Act in Florida. 

Sincerely, 

�.�� 
Katy L. Fenton, Deputy Director 
Division of Air Reloun:e Management 

CRS/mb 

Enclosure 

cc: Scott Davis, Chief, Air Planning Brandl. EPA Region 4 (by electronic mail) 

www.dep.state.j/_us 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

State Implementation Plan Infrastructure Confirmation for the 
2010 Revised National Ambient Air Quality Standard for 

Nitrogen Dio:rlde 
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The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) revised the national ambient air quality 
standard (NAAQS) for Nitrogen Dioxide (N02) on February 9, 2010. See 75 Fed. Reg. 6474 (Feb. 9, 
2010). Within three years of EPA's promulgation of a revised NAAQS, states must address basic SIP 
"infrastructure" elements listed under section 110(a)(2) of the Clean Air Act (CAA), including emissions 
inventories, monitoring, and modeling to assure attainment and maintenance of that new NAAQS. See 42 
U.S.C. § 7410(a)( l )  & (2). EPA has historically referred to the submittals in which states must address 
these requirements as "infrastructure SIPs."1 

Section 403.061(35), Florida Statues, grants the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) 
the broad authority to "[ e ]xercise the duties, powers and responsibilities required of the state under the 
federal [CAA], 42 U.S.C. ss. 7401 et seq" and "implement the programs required under that act in 
conjunction with its other powers and duties." By virtue of this statute, DEP has the authority and 
responsibility to act on behalf of the State of Florida to develop and revise a SIP as required by CAA 
section 110(a)(l) and to ensure that the SIP adequately addresses the required infrastructure elements 
prescribed under CAA section 11 O(a)(2). 

DEP hereby confirms that the requirements of sections llO(a)(l) and the infrastructure elements required 
by sections 110(a)(2)(A)-{M) of the CAA are adequately addressed in Florida's existing approved SIP 
with respect to the implementation of the 2008 revised national ambient air quality standard for N�. 

Furthermore, DEP confirms that all elements of Florida's approved SIP have undergone public notice in 
accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR 51.102. This document demonstrates the correlation 
between the section l lO(a)(2) infrastructure elements and the Florida Statutes and SIP-approved Florida 
rules that address each such element. 

Rules and Statutes 

Florida's existing SIP consists largely of Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.) rules adopted by DEP and 
approved by EPA through the SIP revision process. The complete list of DEP rules approved and 
incorporated by reference into Florida's SIP is published by EPA in the United States Code of Federal 
Regulations at 40 CFR 52.520(c). The list includes each F.A.C. rule section number and effective date, 
with a corresponding EPA approval date for each rule section. The F.A.C. rules are available online at 
the Florida Department of State website (https://www.flrules.org/default.asp) and at the DEP Division of 
Air Resource Management website (http://www.dep .. tale.fi.us/air/ruleslcurrenl.htm). 

1 This specific term does not appear in the statute, but EPA uses the term to distinguish this particular type 
of SIP submission designed to address basic structural requirements of a SIP from other types of SIP 
submissions designed to address other different requirements, such as "nonattainment SIP" submissions 
required to address the nonattainment planning requirements of part D, ''regional haze SIP'' submissions 
required to address the visibility protection requirements of CAA section 169A, NSR permitting program 
submissions required to address the requirements of parts C and D, and a host of other specific types of 
SIP submissions that address other specific matters. 
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There are five rule chapters of the F.A.C. that contain SIP-approved rule sections that directly or 
indirectly address implementation of the N02 NAAQS: 

• Chapter 62-204, F.A.C., Air Pollution Control -General Provisions. All EPA regulations 
cited throughout DEP's air pollution rules are adopted and incorporated by reference in Rule 62-
204.800, F.A.C. The purpose and effect of each such adopted regulation is determined by the 
context in which it is cited. This rule is referenced in the discnssion below regarding the 
requirements in sections IIO(a)(2)(A), (B), (C), (D), (F), (J), and (K.) of the CAA. 

• Chapter 62-210, F.A.C., Stationary Sources -General Requirements. This rule chapter 
establishes defmitions and the general requirements for major and minor stationary sources of air 
pollutant emissions. It provides criteria for determining the need for an owner or operator to 
obtain DEP authorization by permit to conduct certain activities involving sources of air pollutant 
emissions, and it establishes reporting requirements and requirements relating to estimating 
emissions. This chapter also sets forth special provisions related to compliance monitoring, stack 

heights, circumvention of pollution control equipment, and excess emissions. This rule chapter is 

referenced in the discussion below regarding the requirements in sections 110(a)(2)(A), (B), (C), 
(D), (F), (J), and (K) of the CAA. 

• Chapter 62-212, F.A.C., Stationary Sources -Preconstruction Review. This rule chapter 
establishes the preconstruction review requirements for proposed new emissions units, new 
facilities, and modifications to existing units and facilities. The requirements of this chapter 
apply to those proposed activities for which an air construction permit is required. This chapter 
includes general preconstruction review requirements and specific requirements for emissions 
units subject to both attainment and nonattainment area preconstruction review (i.e., New Source 
Review). This rule chapter is referenced in the discussion below regarding the requirements in 

sections 110(a)(2)(A), (B), (C), (D), (F), (J), and (K) of the CAA. 

• Chapter 62-296, F.A.C., Stationary Sources -Emission Standards. This rule chapter 
establishes emission limiting standards and compliance requirements for stationary sources of air 
pollutant emissions. It establishes emission limitations for specific categories of facilities and 
emissions units, including reasonably available control technology (RACT). This rule chapter is 
referenced in the discussion below regarding the requirements in section 110(a)(2)(A), (D), and 
(F) of the CAA. 

• Chapter 62-297, F.A.C., Stationary Sources -Emissions Monitoring. This rule chapter 
establishes test procedures for determining the compliance of air pollutant emissions units with 
emission limiting standards. This rule chapter is referenced in the discussion below regarding the 
requirements in sections 110(a)(2)(A) and (F) of the CAA. 

As mentioned above, many of the current SIP-approved rules have been adopted by DEP under the 
authority of section 403.061(35), Florida Statutes. Beyond the broad authority given to DEP by this 
statute to implement the CAA, DEP relies on other Florida Statutes for authority to conduct various air 
program activities such as permitting, monitoring, fee collection, compliance assurance, enforcement, and 
emergency response. These statutes are essential to Florida's implementation of the N02 NAAQS and are 
referenced in the discussion below regarding the requirements of section 110(a)(2) of the CAA. For the 
most part, the Florida Statutes are referenced only to confrrm DEP's legal authority to implement the SIP; 
however, certain statutes have been approved and incorporated into Florida's SIP and are noted as such. 
The Florida Statutes are available online at http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes. 
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IIO(a)(l)(A) - Emission Umits and other control measures: SIPs must include enforceable emission 
limits and other control measures, means, or techniques; schedules for compliance; and other related 
matters. 

• � SIP-approved rule chapters 62-204, 62-210, 62-212, 62-296, and 62-297, F.A.C., 
collectively include emission limits and other control measures for pollutant-emitting activities 
that contribute to N(h concentrations in the ambient air and provide authority for DEP to 
establish such limits and measures as well as schedules for compliance through SIP-approved 
permits. 

• Statutes: Section 403.061(9), Florida Statutes, authorizes DEP to "[a]dopt a comprehensive 
program for the prevention, control, and abatement of pollution of the air .. . of the state,") and 
section 403.8055, Florida Statutes, authorizes DEP to "[a]dopt rules substantively identical to 
regulations adopted in the Federal Register by the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency pursuant to federal law .... " 

llO(a)(l)(B) -Ambient air quality monitoring: SIPs must provide for the establishment and operation 
of ambient air quality monitors; the compilation and analysis of ambient air quality data; and the 
submission of these data to EPA upon request. 

• � SIP-approved rule chapters 62-204, 62-210, and 62-212, F.A.C., require the use of 
Federal Reference Method or equivalent monitors and also provide authority for DEP to establish 
monitoring requirements through SIP-approved permits. 

• Statutes: Section 403.061(1), Florida Statutes, authorizes DEP to "[a]pprove and promulgate 
current and long-range plans developed to provide for air and water quality control and pollution 
abatement." Section 403.061(9), Florida Statutes, authorizes DEP to "[a]dopt a comprehensive 
program for the prevention, control, and abatement of pollution of the air and waters of the 
state .... " Section 403.061(11), Florida Statutes, authorizes DEP to "[e]stablish ambient air 
quality .. . standards for the state as a whole or for any part thereof." 

• Note: As of the date of this infrastructure submittal the development of the N02 monitoring 
network is ongoing; therefore Florida's N� monitoring strategy will be established per the 
requirements set forth in the 2012 and any subsequent Annual Monitoring Network plan relevant 
to the development of Florida's N� monitoring network. 

llO(a)(l)(C)- Program for enforeement of control measures and new source review: SIPs must 
include a program that provides for: enforcement of all SIP measures; statewide permitting of minor 
sources; and permitting of the construction of new or modified stationary sources to meet prevention of 
significant deterioration (PSD) and nonattainment new source review (NNSR) teqUirements. 

• Rules: SIP-approved rule chapters 62-204, 62-210. and 62-212, F.A.C., collectively establish a 
preconstruction, new source permitting program that meets the PSD and NNSR requirements 
under parts C and D of the CAA for pollutant-emitting activities that contribute to N� 
concentrations in the ambient air and also provide for the enforcement of NOx emission limits 
and control measures. DBP's EPA-approved preconstruction review program applies to both 
major and minor sources. New major sources and major modifications that are subject to PSD or 
NNSR permitting must demonstrate that the source or modification will not cause or contribute to 
a violation of any NAAQS or PSD increment and provide an analysis of additional impacts of the 
source or modification, including impacts on visibility. All new or modified major sources of 
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NOx emissions will apply the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) to reduce NOx 
emissions in accordance with the CAA and EPA PSD permitting requirements. 

• Statutes: Section 403.061(6 ), Florida Statutes, requires DEP to "[e]xercise general supervision of 
the administration and enforcement of the laws, rules, and regulations pertaining to air and water 
pollution." Section 403.121, Florida Statutes, authorizes DEP to seek judicial and administrative 
remedies, including civil penalties, injwctive relief, and criminal prosecution for violations of 
any DEP rule or permit. 

• � EPA has promulgated a Federal Implementation Plan (FIP) for the Florida PSD program to 
address the preconstruction permitting of Greenhouse gases (76 FR. 82246). The FIP in 
conjlDlCtion with the above referenced SIP approved rules and Florida Statutes meet the 
requirements of Section 11 0( aX2)(C). 

110(a)(2)(D)(i) - Intentate transport: SIPs must include provisions prohibiting any source or other type 
of emissions activity within the state emitting any air pollutant in amounts which will (i) contribute 
significantly to nonattainment in, or interfere with maintenance by, any other state with respect to any 
such primary or secondary NAAQS or (ii) interfere with measures required to be included any other 
state's SIP to prevent significant deterioration of air quality or to protect visibility. 

• � SIP-approved sections of Chapters 62-204, 62-210, and 62-212, F.A.C., require any new 
major source or major modification to undergo PSD or NNSR permitting and thereby 
demonstrate that it will not cause or contribute to a violation of any NAAQS or PSD increment in 
Florida or any other state and require that the owner or operator provide an analysis of additional 
impacts of the source or modification, including impacts on visibility. All new or modified major 
sources ofNOa emissions will apply the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) to reduce 
NOx emissions in accordance with the CAA and EPA PSD permitting requirements. The above 
chapters, along with Chapter 62-296, F.A.C., also provide for implementation of the EPA Clean 
Air Interstate Rule (CA1R). 

• Statutes: Section 403.061(14), Florida Statutes, authorizes DEP to "[e]stablish a permit system 
whereby a permit may be required for the operation, construction or expansion of any installation 
that may be a source of air pollution .... " (with the definition of "pollution" provided in section 
403.031(7), Florida Statutes), and section 403.087, Florida Statutes, provides specific 
requirements for implementation of a permit system for operation of reasonably expected sources 
of air pollution. 

• Note 1: Florida's regional haze plan for addressing visibility-impairing pollutants is, as of the 
date of this infrastructure submission, proposed to be fully approved muter Florida's SIP by EPA 
(77 FR 73369). This plan ensures that Florida will not interfere with visibility protection in other 
states. 

• � DBP understands per EPA's November 2012 memorandum addressing the 'YB.Ciltur of the 
2011 Cross-State Air Pollution Rule,2 that EPA does not expect this SIP infrastructure submission 
to address the requirement for SIPs to prohibit significant contribution to nonattainment in, or 
interfere with maintenance by, any other state with respect to any such primary or secondary 
NAAQS. 

110(a)(2)(D)(H) - lntentate and international transport provisions: SIPs must include provisions 
ensuring compliance with the applicable requirements of sections 115 or 126(b) of the CAA. 

1 McCarthy, Gina, Assistant EPA Administrator, Memo to Air Division Directors, Regions 1-10, Re: 
Next Steps fur Pending &designation Requests and Pending State Implementation Plan Actions Affected by 
the Recent Court Decision Vacating the 2011 CTOSs-State Air PQlfution Rule, November 19, 2012. 
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• � SIP-approved sections of Chapters 62-204, 62-210, and 62-212, F.A.C., require any new 
major source or major modification to undergo PSD or NNSR permitting and thereby provide 
notification to other potentially affected federal, state, and local government agencies. 

• Statutes: Section 403.061(14), Florida Statutes, authorizes DEP to "[e]stablish a permit system 
whereby a permit may be required for the operation, construction or expansion of any installation 
that may be a source of air pollution .... '' (with the definition of pollution provided in section 
403.031(7), Florida Statutes), and section 403.087, Florida Statutes, provides specific 
requirements for implementation of a permit system for operation of reasonably expected sources 

of air pollution. 

llO(a)(Z){E)- Adequate resources aud authority, conflict of Interest, and ovenight of 
local government: States must provide for adequate personnel, funding, and legal authority under state 
law to carry out its SIP and related issues; comply with conflict-of-interest requirements under CAA 
section 128; and ensure adequate oversight of any local government agency responsible for 
implementation of any SIP provision. 

• Statutes: Section 403.061(2), Florida Statutes, authorizes DEP to "[b]ire only such employees as 

may be necessary to effectuate the responsibilities of the department." Section 403.061(4), 
Florida Statutes, authorizes DEP to "[s]ecure necessary scientific, technical, research, 
administrative, and operational services by interagency agreement, by contract, or otherwise." 
Section 403.182, Florida Statutes, authorizes DEP to approve local pollution control programs. 
Section 320.03(6), Florida Statutes, authorizes DEP to establish an Air Pollution Control Trust 
Fund and use a $1 fee on every motor vehicle license registration sold in the state for air pollution 
control pmposes. Section 112.3143( 4) and section 112.3144, Florida Statutes, both of which 
have been adopted and incorporated into Florida's SIP and, together, require disclosure of 
conflicts of interest by public officials consistent with the requirements of CAA section 128. 

• � The DEP understands that when EPA does a completeness determination and final 
approval for any SIP submittal, it implicitly determines that the requirements of CAA section 
110(a)(2)(E) are met Each submittal must provide for adequate personnel, funding, and legal 
authority under state law to carry out the proposed SIP revision. In order for a submittal to be 
deemed complete. any local and regional implementation plans must be submitted through the 
state agency. In Florida's case, no local or regional areas submit implementation plans; DEP is 
solely responsible for the SIP. 

llO(a)(Z)(F)- Stationary source emissions monitoring: SIPs must provide for the establishment and 
operation of emissions monitoring systems by source owners or operators, and for the submission of 
periodic emissions reports from such sources. 

• � SIP-approved sections of Chapters 62-204, 62-210, 62-212, 62-296, and 62-297, F.A.C., 
to the extent such rule sections require emissions monitoring and reporting for pollutant-emitting 
activities that contribute to N� concentrations in the ambient air, including requirements for the 
installation, calibration, maintenance, and operation of equipment for continuously monitoring or 
recording emissions, or provide authority for DEP to establish such emissions monitoring and 
reporting requirements through SIP-approved permits; and require reporting ofNOx emis$ions in 
such manner as to allow the state to correlate such data with applicable emission limitations and 
comply with the provisions of the EPA Air Emissions Reporting Rule. 

• Statutes: Section 403.061(13), Florida Statutes, which authorizes DEP to "[r]equire persons 
engaged in operations which may result in pollution to file reports which may contain . . . any 
other such information as the department shall prescribe . . . "; also, section 403.8055, Florida 
Statutes, which authorizes DEP to "[a]dopt rules substantively identical to regulations adopted in 
the Federal Register by the United States Environmental Protection Agency pursuant to federal 
law .... " 
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llO(a)(l)(G)- Emergency powen: States must have authority comparable to that in section 303 of the 
CAA to address activities causing imminent and substantial endangerment to public heal1h and to provide 
contingency plans to implement such authority. 

• Statutes: Section 403.131, Florida Statutes, authorizes DEP to: seek injunctive relief to enforce 
compliance with this chapter or any rule, regulation or permit certification, or order; to enjoin any 
violation specified in section 403.061(1), Florida Statutes (i.e., the failure to obtain a permit or 

comply with any DEP permit or rule or comply with any Florida Statute administered by the 
DEP); and to seek injunctive relief to prevent irreparable injury to the air, waters, and property, 
including animal, plant, and aquatic life, of the state and to protect human health, safety, and 
welfare caused or threatened by any violation." Section 120.569(2)(n), Florida Statutes, 
authorizes DEP to issue emergency orders to address immediate dangers to the public health, 
safety, or welfare; both of which have been adopted and inoorporated into Florida's SIP. 

llO(a)(l)(H)- Future SIP revisions: States must have authority to revise its SIP in response to changes 
in the NAAQS, availability of improved methods for attaining the NAAQS, or any EPA finding that the 
SIP is substantially inadequate. 

• Statutes: Section 403.061(35), Florida Statutes, as previously described in the "Introduction" 
above, grants DEP 1he broad authority to implement 1he CAA. Moreover, section 403.061(9), 
Florida Statutes, authorizes DEP to "[a)dopt a comprehensive program for the prevention, 
control, and abatement of pollution of the air . . .  of the state, and :from time to time review and 
modifY such programs as necessary." 

llO(a)(l)(l)- Nonattaimnent areas: States must meet the applicable requirements of part D of the CAA 
relating to nonattainment areas. 

• � DEP tmderstands that EPA does not expect this SIP infrastructure submission to address 
this element. 

118(a)(lXJ)- Consnltation with government officials; pubUc notification of NAAQS violations; and 
compUance with PSD and visibility requirements: States must consult with local governments and 
federal land managers pursuant to the provisions of section 121 of the CAA; notifY the public of instances 
or areas exceeding the NAAQS pursuant to section 127 of the CAA; and meet the requirements of part C 
of the CAA (relating to PSD and visibility protection). 

• � SIP-approved sections of Chapters 62-204, 62-210, and 62-212, F.A.C. require 
intergovernmental consultation, public notice, and compliance with the requirements of part C 
and D of the CAA. SIP-approved rule chapters 62-204, 62-210, and 62-212, F.A.C., collectively 
establish a preconstruction, new source permitting program that meets the PSD requirements 
tmder part C of the CAA for pollutant-emitting activities that contribute to N(h concentrations in 
the ambient air. New major sources and major modifications that are subject to PSD permitting 
must demonstrate that the source or modification will not cause or contribute to a violation of any 
NAAQS or PSD increment and provide an analysis of additional impacts of the source or 
modification, including impacts on visibility. All new or modified major sources of NOs: 
emissions will apply the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) to reduce NOx emissions in 
accordance with the CAA and EPA PSD permitting requirements. 

• Statutes: Section 403.061(21), Florida Statutes, authorizes DEP to "[a]dvise, consult, cooperate, 
and enter into agreements with other agencies of the state, the Federal Government, other states, 
interstate agencies, groups, political subdivisions, and industries affected by the provisions of this 
act, rules, or policies of the department" and section 403.061(20), Florida Statutes, authorizes 
DEP to "[c]ollect and disseminate information . . . relating to pollution." 
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• �: Notification to the public of instances or areas exceeding the NAAQS and associated 
health effects is provided through implementation of the Air Quality Index reporting system in all 
required areas. 

• Note 2: EPA has promulgated a FIP for the Florida PSD program to address the preconstruction 
permitting of Greenhouse gases (76 FR 82246). The FIP in conjunction with the above 
referenced SIP approved new SOW'Ce preconstruction permitting program meet the PSD 
requirements of part C ofthe CAA. 

• Note 3: Florida's regional haze plan for addressing visibility-impairing pollutants is, as of the 
date of this infrastructure submission, proposed to be fully approved under Florida's SIP by EPA 
(77 FR 73369). This plan ensures that Florida will meet the visibility requirements in part C of 
the CAA. 

110(a)(l)(K) -Air quality modeling: States must provide for the performance of air quality modeling as 
required by EPA to predict the effects on air quality of emissions of NAAQS pollutants and for 
submission of such data to EPA. 

• � SIP-approved sections of Chapter 62-204, 62-210, and 62-212, F.A.C., require use of 
EPA-approved modeling of pollutant-emitting sources that contnbute to N(h concentrations in 
the ambient air. 

• Statutes: Section 403.061(13), Florida Statutes, authorizes DEP to "[r]equire persons engaged in 
operations which may result in pollution to file reports which may contain infonnation relating to 
locations, size of outlet, height of outlet, rate and period of emission, and composition and 
concentration of effiuent and such other information as the department sball prescribe to be 
filed .... " Section 403.061(18), Florida Statutes, authorizes DEP to "[e}ncouragc and conduct 
studies, investigations, and research relating to pollution and its causes, effects, prevention, 
abatement, and control." 

• � DEP has the technical capability to conduct or review all air quality modeling associated 
with the NSR program and all SIP-related modeling, except photochemical grid modeling which 
is perfonned for DEP under contract All such modeling is conducted in accordance with the 
provisions of 40 CFR Part 51, Appendix W, "Guideline on Air Quality Models." DEP agrees to 
submit any NSR or SIP modeling files to EPA upon request. 

llO(a)(l)(L) - PermlttlD& fees: States must assess permitting fees to cover the costs of reviewing, 
approving, implementing, and enforcing major stationary source permits. 

• Statutes: Paragraph 403.087(6)(a), Florida Statutes, directs DEP to" require a processing fee in 
an amount sufficient, to the greatest extent possible, to cover the costs of reviewing and acting 
upon any application for a permit .•.. " 

• � The subject costs are covered by the Air Pollution Control Trust Fund, which is made up 
of various funding sources. 

llO(a)(l){M) - Consultation and participation by affected loeal entities: States must provide for 
consultation and participation in SIP development by local political subdivisions affected by the SIP. 

• Statutes: Section 403.061(21), Florida Statutes, authorizes DEP to .. [a]dvise, consult, cooperate. 
and enter into agreements with other agencies of the state, the Federal Government, other states, 

interstate agencies, groups, political subdivisions, and industries affected by the provisions of this 
act, rules, or policies of the department.'' 

• � DEP has specific operating agreements with eight county air pollution control agencie11 
(Duval, Orange, Hillsborough, Pinellas, Sarasota, Palm Beach, Broward, and Miami-Dade) that 
delineate the duties and responsibilities of each such COWlty in carrying out Florida's air program, 
including applicable portions of the SIP. 
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• 
F=PL. 

June3, 2013 

Mr. Brian Accardo 
Director 
Division of Air Resource Management 
Florida Dept. of Environmental Protection 
2600 Blair Stone Road 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

Re: Analysis and Plan regarding the new 1-hour N02 National Ambient Air Quality Standard 

Dear Mr. Accardo: 

Exhibit B 

Page 1 of 2 

I am writing to you on behalf of Florida Power & Light Company ("FPL") in regards to our recent 
discussions related to the impact of the new 1-hour N02 standard on FPL facilities. 

As you are aware, on January 22, 2010, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") 
strengthened the National Ambient Air Quality Standard ("NAAQS") for N02• Specifically, EPA 
created an entirely new 1-hour human health-based standard for N02• This new 1-hour standard 
marks a significant change in the form of the N02 standard by focusing on short term exposures 
rather than long term exposures. EPA set the new 1-hour standard at 100 parts per billion. 

Earlier this year, the Florida Department of Environmental Protection ("DEP") submitted a 
revision to its State Implementation Plan ("SIP") to implement the new 1-hour N02 standard 
pursuant to its statutory duty and authority under Chapter 403, Florida Statutes, and rules adopted 
under Chapter 62, Florida Administrative Code, to protect and maintain Florida's air quality, 
including ensuring NAAQS attainment. Based on DEP's recommendation, EPA has already 
designated all of Florida as attainment/unclassifiable for the new N02 standard. In reviewing the 
potential impacts of this new N02 standard, FPL became aware that emission units 'vith higher 
NOx emissions and shorter stacks, and which are located closer to property boundaries, may not 
adequately facilitate off-site dispersion of stack emissions to concentrations below the new 1-hour 
standard. 

FPL conducted an analysis of three of its electrical generating facilities with older-generation peaking 
gas turbines ("GTs") that have these characteristics. Specifically, FPL analyzed the GTs at the 
following facilities: Lauderdale Plant, located in the City of Dania, Broward County; Port Everglades 
Plant, located in the City of Hollywood, Broward County; and Fort Myers Plant, located in the City 
of Tice, Lee County. FPL has 48 peaking GTs at these three facilities, which were installed in the 
1960s and entered into commercial operation in the early 1970s. The GTs do not operate on a 
continuous basis during the entire year, but rather are used occasionally in order to serve peak 
demands. Thus, while their less frequent operation did not pose concerns relative to the prior 
annual N02 standard, even occasional operation is relevant to the new 1-hour N02 standard. 
Regardless, due to their quick-start capability, the GTs constitute extremely important reliability 
resources for FPL for serving load in the South Florida area. 
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FPL's analysis of these GTs, as presented to DEP, included stack testing, dispersion modeling and 
other data analysis. 1his analysis showed that emissions from the GTs, which are allowed under 
applicable permits, nonetheless would not disperse sufficiently to bring off-site concentrations 
below the new 1-hour standard. If left unresolved, such emissions could thus lead to EPA 
designating the area as nonattainment. FPL's evaluation concluded that the most cost-effective 
solution is to remove 48 of the existing GTs at the three facilities and replace them with new, highly 
efficient combustion turbines (CTs) with low N02 emissions. This solution, as FPL's analysis 
demonstrated to DEP, resolves the offsite impacts at these three facilities. 

As a result of its analysis, FPL discussed with DEP its need for certainty regarding a timely 
resolution of this issue, while ensuring its ability to reliably meet demand. FPL understands that 
completing this project as expeditiously as practicable is necessary to DEP's implementation of the 
NAAQS program and Section 172 of the Clean Air Act. As FPL explained in our meetings, a 
substantial lead time is needed to complete this project. Specifically, FPL must apply for and receive 
the necessary permits and approvals for the project. Part of the approval process is to receive a 
federal greenhouse gas air permit from EPA, which can easily stretch out to two years. Further, 
FPL must have time, after licensing and permitting, to order the equipment and to construct the 
project. Therefore, DEP has agreed that, in order to resolve the offsite impact issues related to the 
new N02 standard, FPL will bring the new CTs into service by December 31, 2016. DEP has 
acknowledged that FPL may operate the existing GTs, as permitted, to serve load until the new CTs 

. . 

are m servtce. 

In order to meet this in-service deadline, licensing of the project must begin immediately. In that 
regard, FPL will file the necessary air construction permit applications by this summer for 
construction of the new CTs. 1his should allow adequate time for DEP and EPA to issue the 
permits and for FPL to implement and construct the project by December 31, 2016. FPL 
understands that this response plan and timing is acceptable to DEP. 

Thank you for the opportunity to meet with you and your staff to find a mutually agreeable path 
forward to reduce those off-site impacts to a level below this new regulatory air standard, on a 
timetable that meets FPL's operational needs. 

Vice-President 
Environmental Services 
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John J. Reed is a financial and economic consultant with more than 35 years of experience in the energy industry. 

Mr. 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 PERC, 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 

acquisitions 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 200 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 all elements 

of the utility ratemaking process. Also frequendy testified regarding energy contract interpretation, accepted 
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energy industry practices, horizontal and vertical market power, quantification of damages, and management 
prudence. Has been active in regulatory contract and litigation matters on virtually all interstate pipeline systems 
serving the U.S. Northeast, Mid-Atlantic, Midwest, and Pacific regions. 

Also served on PERC Commissioner Terzic's Task Force on Competition, which conducted an industry-wide 
investigation into the levels of and means of encouraging competition in U.S. natural gas markets and served 
on a "Blue Ribbon" panel established by the Province of New Brunswick regarding the future of natural gas 
distribution service in that province. 

Resource Procurement, Contracting and Analysis 

On behalf of gas distributors, gas pipelines, gas producers, electric utilities, and independent energy project 
developers, personally managed or participated in the negotiation, drafting, and regulatory support of hundreds 
of energy contracts, including the largest gas contracts in North America, electric contracts representing billions 
of dollars, pipeline and storage contracts, and facility leases. 

These efforts have resulted in bringing large new energy projects to market across North America, the creation 
of hundreds of millions of dollars in savings through contract renegotiation, and the regulatory approval of a 
number of highly contested energy contracts. 

Strategic Planning and Utility Restructuring 

Acted as a leading participant in the restructuring of the natural gas and electric utility industries over the past 
fifteen years, as an adviser to local distribution companies, pipelines, electric utilities, and independent energy 
project developers. In the recent past, provided services to most of the top 50 utilities and energy marketers 
across North America. Managed projects that frequently included the redevelopment of strategic plans, 
corporate reorganizations, the development of multi-year regulatory and legislative agendas, merger, acquisition 
and divestiture strategies, and the development of market entry strategies. Developed and supported merchant 
function exit strategies, marketing affiliate strategies, and detailed plans for the functional business units of 
many of North America's leading utilities. 

PROFESSIONAL HISTORY 

Concentric Energy Advisors, Inc. (2002- Present) 
Chairman and Chief Executive Officer 

CE Capital Advisors (2004 - Present) 
Chairman, President, and Chief Executive Officer 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. (1997- 2002) 
President, Navigant Energy Capital (2000- 2002) 
Executive Director (2000 - 2002) 
Co-Chief Executive Officer, Vice Chairman (1999 - 2000) 
Executive Managing Director (1998 - 1999) 
President, REED Consulting Group, Inc. (1997 - 1998) 

REED Consulting Group (1988 - 1997) 
Chairman, President and Chief Executive Officer 

R.J. Rudden Associates, Inc. (1983 -1988) 
Vice President 
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Stone & Webster Management Consultants, Inc. (1981- 1983) 
Senior Consultant 
Consultant 

Southern California Gas Company (1976 - 1981) 
Corporate Economist 
Financial Analyst 
Treasury Analyst 

EDUCATION AND CERTIFICATION 

B.S., Economics and Finance, Wharton School, University of Pennsylvania, 1976 
Licensed Securities Professional: ~AS[) Series 7, 63, 24, 79 and 99 Licenses 

BOARDS OF DIRECTORS (PAST AND PRESENT) 

Concentric Energy Advisors, Inc. 
~avigant Consulting, Inc. 
~avigant Energy Capital 
~ukem, Inc. 
~ew England Gas Association 
R. J. Rudden Associates 
REEl) Consulting Group 

AFFILIATIONS 

American Gas Association 
Energy Bar Association 
Guild of Gas Managers 
International Association of Energy Economists 
~ational Association of Business Economists 
~ew England Gas Association 
Society of Gas Lighters 
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"Maximizing U.S. federal loan guarantees for new nuclear energy," Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists (with John C. 
Slocum), July 29,2009 
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Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 276

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



This page intentionally left blank 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 277

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



160021 Hearing Exhibit 001907

463 

FPL's Responses to OPC's Fourth Set 
of Interrogatories, Nos. 108-109, 111-
121,123-129,131,139-141,143,155-

156, and 158-165 

See Staff Exhibit CD for Attachments 
and Responses 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 160021-EI 
OPC's Fourth Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 159 
Page 1 of2 

O&M Steam & Other. Refer to the testimony of Roxane Kennedy at pages 16-18. Provide for 
each of the projects the estimated cost by year, the date the project was started, the expected in
service date and what amount of the expected benefits have been reflected in the filing and where 
those benefits can be found in the filing. To the extent any of the projects are behind schedule, 
identify what the cause and if that will impact the in-service date. 

RESPONSE: 
CT Compressor Upgrade: The estimated capital costs by year for the CT compressor upgrade 
project, including AFUDC, are as follows: 

2015-$384.8 million 
2016-$33.1 million 
2017- $43.4 million 

As 26 of FPL's compressors are being upgraded during this project, there are various in-service 
dates throughout 2015-2017. Each compressor is placed in-service at the conclusion of the 
upgrade outage. 

As noted on Exhibit REB-I 0, the benefits associated with this upgrade project are primarily fuel 
savings, lower emissions costs, lower YOM and avoided capacity purchases. As all of these 
items are recovered through either the fuel or capacity clause, none of them are reflected in the 
current filing. 

The FPL .05 upgrade project remains on track to be completed with all twenty six (26) units in
service by January, 2018. 

Peaker Replacement/Upgrade Project: The estimated capital costs by year for the Peaker 
replacement/upgrade project, including AFUDC, are as follows: 

2015-$344.8 million 
2016- $404.0 million 
2017- $23.6 million 

The Lauderdale and Ft. Myers Peaker Replacements/Upgrades began in February 2015 and are 
expected to be placed in-service by December 2016. 

As noted on Exhibit REB-9, the benefits associated with the replacement/upgrade project are 
primarily avoided capital replacement costs associated with the existing peaker assets. The 
avoided capital costs are not reflected in the filing as FPL chose the more economic option to 
upgrade and replace the existing peaker assets. In addition, the savings associated with fuel and 
emissions are recovered through the fuel clause, and as such, are not reflected in the current 
filing. 
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Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 160021-EI 
OPC's Fourth Set oflnterrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 159 
Page 2 of2 

Large Scale Solar: The estimated capital costs by year for the large scale solar project, 
including AFUDC, are as follows: 
2015- $33.4 million 
2016-$374.7 million 
2017-$1.0 million 

The three large scale solar projects began in February 2015 and are all expected to be placed in
service by December 2016. 

As noted·on Exhibit REB-11, the benefits associated with this project are primarily fuel savings, 
lower emissions costs and avoided capacity purchases. As all of these items are recovered 
through either the fuel or capacity clause, none of them are reflected in the current filing. 
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Florida Power & Light Company

700 Universe Boulevard, Juno Beach, FL 33408

Kevin I.C. Donaldson
Senior Attorney 
Florida Power & Light Company
700 Universe Boulevard
Juno Beach, FL  33408-0420
(561) 304-5170
(561) 691-7135 (Facsimile)

April 1, 2016

-VIA ELECTRONIC FILING-

Carlotta Stauffer, Director                                                                                                         
Commission Clerk
Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

RE:  Florida Power & Light Company’s 2016 Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan

Dear Ms. Stauffer:

Please find enclosed for electronic filing Florida Power & Light Company’s 2016-2025 Ten 
Year Power Plant Site Plan.  Per Commission Staff’s request, five (5) hard copies also will be 
provided to your office.

If there are any questions regarding this transmittal, please contact me at (561)304-5170.

Sincerely,

/s/ Kevin I.C. Donaldson
Kevin I.C. Donaldson
Fla. Bar No. 0833401

Enclosure
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Overview of the Document 

 
 

Chapter 186, Florida Statutes, requires that each electric utility in the State of Florida with a minimum 

existing generating capacity of 250 megawatts (MW) must annually submit a Ten Year Power Plant Site 

Plan (Site Plan). This Site Plan should include an estimate of the utility’s future electric power generating 

needs, a projection of how these estimated generating needs could be met, and disclosure of information 

pertaining to the utility’s preferred and potential power plant sites. The information contained in this Site 

Plan is compiled and presented in accordance with Rules 25-22.070, 25-22.071, and 25-22.072, Florida 

Administrative Code (F.A.C.). 

 

Site Plans are long-term planning documents and should be viewed in this context. A Site Plan contains 

uncertain forecasts and tentative planning information. Forecasts evolve, and all planning information is 

subject to change, at the discretion of the utility. Much of the data submitted is preliminary in nature and is 

presented in a general manner.  Specific and detailed data will be submitted as part of the Florida site 

certification process, or through other proceedings and filings, at the appropriate time. 

 

This Site Plan document is based on Florida Power & Light Company’s (FPL’s) integrated resource 

planning (IRP) analyses that were carried out in 2015 and that were on-going in the first Quarter of 2016. 

The forecasted information presented in this plan addresses the years 2016 through 2025.  

 

This document is organized in the following manner: 

 

Chapter I – Description of Existing Resources 

This chapter provides an overview of FPL’s current generating facilities. Also included is information on 

other FPL resources including purchased power, demand side management, and FPL’s transmission 

system. 

 

Chapter II – Forecast of Electric Power Demand 
FPL’s load forecasting methodology, and the resulting forecast of seasonal peaks and annual energy 

usage, is presented in Chapter II. Included in this discussion is the projected significant impact of federal 

and state energy efficiency codes and standards. 

 

Chapter III – Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 
This chapter discusses FPL’s integrated resource planning (IRP) process and outlines FPL’s projected 

resource additions, especially new power plants, based on FPL’s IRP work in 2015 and early 2016. This 

chapter also discusses a number of factors or issues that either have changed, or may change, the 
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resource plan presented in this Site Plan. Furthermore, this chapter discusses FPL’s previous and planned 

demand side management (DSM) efforts, the projected significant impact of the combined effects of FPL’s 

DSM plans and state/federal energy efficiency codes and standards, FPL’s previous and planned 

renewable energy efforts, projected transmission planning additions, and FPL’s fuel cost forecasting 

processes. 

 

Chapter IV – Environmental and Land Use Information 
This chapter discusses environmental information as well as Preferred and Potential site locations for 

additional electric generation facilities. 

 

Chapter V – Other Planning Assumptions and Information 
This chapter addresses twelve (12) “discussion items” which pertain to additional information that is 

included in a Site Plan filing. 
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Reference Abbreviation Definition
CC Combined Cycle
CT Combustion Turbine
GT Gas Turbine
PV Photovoltaic
ST Steam Unit (Fossil or Nuclear)
BIT Bituminous Coal
FO2 #1, #2 or Kerosene Oil (Distillate)
FO6 #4,#5,#6 Oil (Heavy)
NG Natural Gas
No None

NUC Uranium
Pet Petroleum Coke

Solar Solar Energy
SUB Sub Bituminous Coal
ULSD Ultra - Low Sulfur Distillate

No None
PL Pipeline
RR Railroad
TK Truck
WA Water
L Regulatory approval pending. Not under construction

OT Other
P Planned Unit
T Regulatory approval received but not under construction
U Under construction, less than or equal to 50% Complete
V Under construction, more than  50% Complete

Other ESP Electrostatic Precipitators

FPL
List of Abbreviations
Used in FPL Forms 

Unit/Site Status

Fuel Type

Fuel Transportation

Unit Type
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Executive Summary 

 

Florida Power & Light Company’s (FPL’s) 2016 Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) presents FPL’s 

current plans to augment and enhance its electric generation capability (owned or purchased) as part of its 

efforts to meet FPL’s projected incremental resource needs for the 2016 through 2025 time period. By 

design, the primary focus of this document is on projected supply side additions; i.e., electric generation 

capability and the sites for these additions. The supply side additions discussed in this document are 

resources projected to be needed, based on FPL’s load forecast, after accounting for FPL’s DSM resource 

additions. DSM Goals for FPL for the time period 2015 through 2024 were set in November 2014 by the 

Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC). Consequently, the level of DSM additions reflected in the 

2016 Site Plan is consistent with these DSM Goals including an extension of that level of DSM in the year 

2025. DSM is discussed in Chapters I, II, and III.  

 

In addition, FPL’s load forecast accounts for a significant amount of efficiency that results from federal and 

state energy efficiency codes and standards. The projected impacts of these codes and standards are 

directly accounted for in FPL’s load forecast and are discussed later in this summary and in Chapters II 

and III.  

 

There are resource planning-related similarities when comparing FPL’s 2015 and 2016 Site Plans. There 

is also one significant resource planning-related difference between the two Site Plans. In addition, there 

are also a number of factors that either have influenced, or which may influence, FPL’s on-going resource 

planning efforts. These factors could result in future changes to the resource plan presented in this 

document. A brief discussion of these similarities, differences, and factors is provided below. Additional 

information regarding these topics is presented in Chapters II and III. 

 

I. Similarities Between the 2016 and 2015 Site Plans: 
 

There are four (4) important resource planning-related similarities between the 2016 and 2015 Site Plans. 

These similarities reflect FPL’s continuing effort to modernize its fleet of generating units both by adding 

new, highly-efficient, low-or-no emission generating units and retiring older, less efficient generating units.  
 
Similarity # 1: FPL continues to pursue new cost-effective solar generating capacity.  
 

As announced in FPL’s 2015 Site Plan, FPL is in the process of adding three new photovoltaic (PV) 

facilities that will be in service by the end of 2016. Each of the PV facilities will be approximately 74.5 MW 

(nameplate rating, AC). As a result, FPL’s solar generation capacity will triple by the end of 2016 from its 
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current 110 MW to approximately 333 MW. The new 2016 PV installations are sited in Manatee, Charlotte, 

and DeSoto counties. The economics of these specific PV projects are aided by the fact that the sites are 

located close to existing electric infrastructure, including transmission lines and electric substations. 

 

In this 2016 Site Plan, FPL is also projecting the addition of another approximately 300 MW of PV that will 

be added by the year 2021. (For planning purposes, FPL is currently showing this addition in the Summer 

of 2020.) This will result in an approximate doubling of FPL’s PV generation from the 333 MW level by the 

end of 2016 to approximately 633 MW. A final determination of the siting of this 300 MW of additional PV 

has not yet been made. A number of promising sites are currently under review. In addition, FPL will 

continue to analyze other opportunities for utilizing cost-effective solar energy. 

 

Similarity # 2: FPL continues to pursue cost-effective new nuclear energy generating capacity. 
 
Since June 2009, FPL has been in the process of attempting to secure federal Combined Operating 

Licenses for two new nuclear units, Turkey Point Units 6 & 7, that would be sited at FPL’s Turkey Point 

site (where two other nuclear generating units exist). In 2014 the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

significantly revised the Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 Combined Operating License Application (COLA) Review 

Schedule. A subsequent project schedule review based on the COLA schedule revision, and changes in 

Florida’s nuclear cost recovery rule, indicated that the earliest practical dates for bringing the Turkey Point 

6 & 7 units in-service are mid-2027 (Unit 6) and mid-2028 (Unit 7) which is beyond the 2016 through 2025 

time period addressed in this Site Plan. Despite the projected timing of the two new nuclear units, the 

nuclear units remain as an important factor in FPL’s resource planning and this Site Plan continues to 

present the Turkey Point site as a Preferred Site for the new units. 
 
Similarity # 3: FPL continues to modernize its fleet of generating units.  
 

In recent years, FPL has retired a number of older, less efficient generating units including: Sanford Unit 3, 

Cutler Units 5 & 6, Cape Canaveral Units 1 & 2, Riviera Beach Units 3 & 4, Port Everglades Units 1 – 4, 

and Putnam Units 1 & 2. In their place, FPL has already added new, highly fuel-efficient combined cycle 

(CC) natural gas-fired generation at the Cape Canaveral, Riviera Beach, and Port Everglades sites and 

will add another highly fuel-efficient CC unit in Okeechobee County in 2019. 

 

In addition, an older generating unit, Turkey Point Unit 2, has been converted from generation mode to 

operate in synchronous condenser mode to provide voltage support for the transmission system in 

Southeastern Florida. Its companion unit, Turkey Point Unit 1, is also planned to begin running in 

synchronous condenser mode starting in 2016. 
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FPL is also in the process of retiring a number of its existing older gas turbine (GTs) units, including: 22 of 

24 GTs at the Lauderdale site, all 12 GTs at the Port Everglades site, and 10 of 12 GTs at the Fort Myers 

plant site. Two of the existing GTs at the Lauderdale site, and two of the existing GTs at the Ft. Myers site, 

will be retained for black start capability. In conjunction with the retirement of these peaking units, FPL is 

adding a number of new, larger, and more fuel-efficient combustion turbines (CTs): 5 at the Lauderdale 

site and 2 at the Fort Myers site.  Also, the two existing CTs at the Fort Myers site are undergoing capacity 

upgrades. At the time this Site Plan is filed, one GT, GT Unit 8 at Fort Myers, has been retired. All of the 

remaining GT- and CT-related changes described above are projected to be completed by the end of 

2016.   

 
Similarity # 4: Carbon dioxide (CO2) emission reduction remains an important issue that is 
considered in FPL’s on-going resource planning work even though uncertainty regarding CO2 
regulation still exists.  
 

FPL’s resource planning work has evaluated potential CO2 regulation and/or legislation for a number of 

years. However, there has always been considerable uncertainty regarding the extent and the cost 

impacts of the potential regulation/legislation. The issuance of EPA’s Clean Power Plan (CPP) final rules 

in September 2015 appeared to remove a significant portion of this uncertainty. However, the U.S. 

Supreme Court’s decision in February 2016 to stay the CPP implementation appears likely to result in 

some level of delay in implementation. Furthermore, assuming that the CPP rules move forward in their 

current form, there is still uncertainty regarding how the state of Florida will develop and implement a State 

Implementation Plan (SIP) that is required by the CPP rules. Therefore, FPL’s resource planning work will 

continue to evaluate CO2-related issues and projected costs, but will do so – at least in the near term – in 

the midst of continuing uncertainty.  

 
II. A Difference Between the 2016 and 2015 Site Plans: 
 
This year there is only one important resource planning-related difference between the 2016 and 2015 Site 

Plans: 

 

Difference: FPL does not project a significant long-term additional resource need until the years 
2024 and 2025. 
  
Forecasted lower peak load growth, plus the recently approved Okeechobee CC unit that will enter service 

in mid-2019, results in FPL projecting that its next significant long-term resource needs will not occur until 

the years 2024 and 2025. Because these resource needs are 8 and 9 years in the future, no decision 

regarding how to best meet those resource needs will be required for several years. Recognizing this fact, 
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this Site Plan shows a large CC natural gas-fired unit at a greenfield site being added in 2024. The CC unit 

is a reasonable resource option which could address FPL’s resource needs for both of these years. 

However, on-going resource planning analyses in subsequent years will ultimately determine what the 

best resource option(s) for 2024 and 2025 will be. This decision will be addressed in future Site Plans.  

 

III. Factors Which Have Impacted, or Which Could Impact, FPL’s Resource Plan: 
 

In addition to these important similarities and difference, there are a number of factors which have 

impacted, or which may impact, FPL’s resource plan. Five (5) such factors are summarized in the text 

below and these are presented in no particular order. These factors, and/or their potential impacts to the 

resource plan presented in this Site Plan, are further discussed in Chapters II and III.  

 

The first and second of these factors are on-going system concerns that FPL has considered in its 

resource planning work for a number of years. The first factor is the objective to maintain/enhance fuel 

diversity in the FPL system. Diversity is sought both in terms of the types of fuel utilized by FPL and how 

these fuels are supplied to FPL. (Related to the fuel diversity objective, FPL also seeks to enhance the 

efficiency with which it uses fuel to generate electricity.) The second factor is the need to maintain a 

balance between load and generating capacity in Southeastern Florida, particularly in Miami-Dade and 

Broward counties. This balance has both reliability and economic implications for FPL’s system. 

 

The third factor is also a system concern that FPL has considered in its resource planning for several 

years. This concern focuses upon the desirability of maintaining an appropriate balance of DSM and 

supply resources from a system reliability perspective. FPL addresses this through the use of a 10% 

generation-only reserve margin (GRM) reliability criterion in its resource planning work to complement its 

other two reliability criteria: a 20% total reserve margin criterion for Summer and Winter, and an annual 0.1 

day/year loss-of-load-probability (LOLP) criterion. Together, these three criteria allow FPL to address this 

specific concern regarding system reliability in a comprehensive manner. 

 

The fourth factor is the significant and increasing impact that federal and state energy efficiency codes and 

standards are having on FPL’s forecasted future demand and energy requirements. The incremental 

impacts of these energy efficiency codes and standards during the 2016 through 2025 time period are 

projected to reduce FPL’s forecasted Summer peak load by more than 1,800 MW, and reduce annual 

energy consumption by more than 8,700 GWh, by 2025. In addition, energy efficiency codes and 

standards significantly reduce the potential for cost-effective energy efficiency that might otherwise have 

been obtained through FPL’s DSM programs.  
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The fifth factor is the increasing cost competitiveness of utility-scale (or “universal”) PV facilities due to the 

projected continued decline in the cost of PV modules and the recent extension of federal tax credits. 

Utility-scale PV facilities are the most economical way to utilize PV technology and the declining costs of 

PV modules have resulted in utility scale PV becoming competitive on FPL’s system, especially at specific, 

highly advantaged sites. As a result, FPL’s current resource plan presented in this year’s Site Plan 

includes approximately 223 MW (nameplate, AC) of new PV facilities that are under construction and 

which will be in-service by the end of 2016. These PV additions are being made at three specific sites that 

offer particular cost advantages. In addition, the resource plan presented in this 2016 Site Plan shows an 

additional 300 MW (nameplate, AC) of PV that is projected to be in-service by the year 2021. (For planning 

purposes, this additional PV capacity is assumed to be in-service by mid-2020.)  

   

Each of these factors will continue to be examined in FPL’s on-going resource planning work during the 

rest of 2016 and in future years. 

 

Table ES-1 presents a current projection of major changes to specific generating units and firm capacity 

purchases for 2016 through 2025. Although this table does not specifically identify the impacts of projected 

DSM additions on FPL’s resource needs and resource plan, FPL’s projected DSM additions that are 

consistent with its DSM Goals have been fully accounted for in the resource plan presented in this Site 

Plan.  

 

In addition, Table ES-1 shows the addition of an FPL CC in Okeechobee County in 2019. The FPSC 

issued a determination of need order approving this CC unit on January 19, 2016. The table also shows 

the addition of 300 MW of additional PV in 2020 and a greenfield CC unit in 2024 as discussed above.   
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Table ES-1: Projected Capacity & Firm Purchase Power Changes 

 

Summer
Summer Reserve

Year * Projected Capacity & Firm Purchase Power Changes MW Date Margin **
2016 Fort Myers 2 8 January 2016

Fort Myers 3A 25 June 2016
Martin 4 15 April 2016
Martin 8 (5) March 2016
Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1,237 April 2016

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 1,280 22.0%
2017 Babcock Solar Energy Center (Charlotte) *** 38 December 2016

Citrus Solar Energy Center (DeSoto) *** 38 December 2016
Manatee Solar Energy Center *** 38 December 2016
Unspecified Short-Term Purchase 53 April 2016
Turkey Point Unit 1 synchronous condenser (396) December 2016
Port Everglades GTs (412) October 2016
Cedar Bay (250) January 2017
Lauderdale GT 1-12 (343) October 2016
Lauderdale GT 13-22 (412) October 2016
Lauderdale GTs - 5 CT 1,155 December 2016
Fort Myers - 2 CT 462 December 2016
Fort Myers  3B 25 July 2016
Fort Myers  GT 1- 12 (486) June 2016
Martin 3 27 August 2016
Martin 4 13 April 2016
Martin 8 (5) March 2016
Manatee 3 (11) May 2017

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: (465) 20.0%
2018 Unspecified Short-Term Purchase 324 April 2018

Sanford 4 (1) September 2017
Sanford 5 (1) July 2017
Turkey Point Nuclear Unit #5 (15) January 2018

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 307 20.0%
2019 Turkey Point Nuclear Unit #3 20 Fall 2018

Turkey Point Nuclear Unit #4 20 Spring 2019
Okeechobee Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1,633  June 2019

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 1,673 24.6%
2020 SJRPP suspension of energy (382) 4th Qtr 2019

Unsited Solar (PV) 156 June 2020
Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 156 22.2%

2021 Eco-Gen PPA firm capacity 180 January 2021
Cape Next Generation Clean Energy Center 88 Spring 2021

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 268 23.0%
2022 Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 86 Spring 2022

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 86 22.5%
2023 --- --- ---

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 0 21.2%
2024 Unsited CC 1,622 June 2024

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 1,622 26.5%
2025  ---  ---  ---

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 0 24.7%

* Year shown reflects when the MW change begins to be accounted for in Summer reserve margin 

calculations.

** Winter Reserve Margins are typically higher than Summer Reserve Margin. Winter Reserve Margin are shown

on Schedule 7.2 in Chapter III.

*** MW values shown for the PV facilities represent the firm capacity assumptions for the PV facilities.
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CHAPTER I   
 
Description of Existing Resources 
 

Florida Power & Light Company  
 
 

11 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 296

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



 
I. Description of Existing Resources  
 

FPL’s service area contains approximately 27,650 square miles and has a population of 

approximately ten million people. FPL served an average of 4,775,382 customer accounts in 

thirty-five (35) counties during 2015. These customers were served by a variety of resources 

including: FPL-owned fossil-fuel, renewable, and nuclear generating units, non-utility owned 

generation, demand side management (DSM), and interchange/purchased power. 

 

I.A. FPL-Owned Resources  
 

The existing FPL generating resources are located at 14 generating sites distributed 

geographically around its service territory, plus one site in Georgia (partial FPL ownership of one 

unit) and two sites in Jacksonville, Florida (partial FPL ownership of two units and ownership of 

another unit). As of December 31, 2015, FPL’s electrical generating facilities consisted of: four 

nuclear units, four coal units, 15 combined cycle (CC) units, five fossil steam units, 47 combustion 

gas turbines, two simple cycle combustion turbines, and two photovoltaic facilities1. The locations 

of these 79 generating units are shown on Figure I.A.1 and in Table I.A.1.  
 

FPL’s bulk transmission system, including both overhead and underground lines, is comprised of 

6,897 circuit miles of transmission lines. Integration of the generation, transmission, and 

distribution systems is achieved through FPL’s 601 substations in Florida. 

 

The existing FPL system, including generating plants, major transmission stations, and 

transmission lines, is shown on Figure I.A.2.  

 
 

 

1 FPL also has one 75 MW solar thermal facility at its Martin plant site. This facility does not generate electricity as the other units mentioned 
above do. Instead, it produces steam that reduces the use of fossil fuel to produce steam for electricity generation. 
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Figure I.A.1: Capacity Resources by Location (as of December 31, 2015) 
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Table I.A.1: Capacity Resource by Unit Type (as of December 31, 2015) 

  

Number Summer
Unit Type/ Plant Name Location of Units Fuel MW

Nuclear
St. Lucie 1/ Hutchinson Island, FL 2 Nuclear 1,821

Turkey Point Florida City, FL 2 Nuclear 1,632

Total Nuclear: 4 3,453

Coal Steam
Cedar Bay Jacksonville, FL 1 Coal 250

Scherer Monroe County, Ga 1 Coal 634

St. John's River Power Park 2/ Jacksonville, FL 2 Coal 254

Total Coal Steam: 4 1,138

Combined-Cycle 
Fort Myers Fort Myers, FL 1 Gas 1,470

Manatee Parrish, FL 1 Gas 1,141

Martin Indiantown, FL 3 Gas 2,073

Sanford Lake Monroe, FL 2 Gas 2,010

Cape Canaveral Cocoa, FL 1 Gas/Oil 1,210

Lauderdale Dania, FL 2 Gas/Oil 884

Riviera Beach City of Riviera Beach, FL 1 Gas/Oil 1,212

Turkey Point Florida City, FL 1 Gas/Oil 1,187

West County Palm Beach County, FL 3 Gas/Oil 3,657

Total Combined Cycle: 15 14,844

Oil/Gas Steam
Manatee Parrish, FL 2 Oil/Gas 1,618

Martin Indiantown,FL 2 Oil/Gas 1,626

Turkey Point Florida City, FL 1 Oil/Gas 396

Total Oil/Gas Steam: 5 3,640

Gas Turbines(GT)
Fort Myers  (GT) Fort Myers, FL 11 Oil 594

Lauderdale (GT) Dania, FL 24 Gas/Oil 823

Port Everglades  (GT) Port Everglades, FL 12 Gas/Oil 412

Total Gas Turbines/Diesels: 47 1,829

Combustion Turbines 
Fort Myers Fort Myers, FL 2 Gas/Oil 314

Total  Combustion Turbines: 2 314

PV
DeSoto 3/ DeSoto, FL 1 Solar Energy 25

Space Coast 3/ Brevard County, FL 1 Solar Energy 10

Total PV: 2 35

Total System Generation as of December 31, 2015 = 79 25,253
 System Firm Generation as of December 31, 2015 = 25,233

1/ Total capability of St. Lucie 1 is 981/1,003 MW. FPL's share of St. Lucie 2 is 840/860. FPL's ow nership share of St. Lucie
 Units 1 and 2 is 100% and 85%, respectively.

2/ Capabilities show n represent FPL's output share from each of the units (approx. 92.5% and exclude the Orlando Utilities
Commission (OUC) and Florida Municipal Pow er Agency (FMPA) combined portion of approximately 7.44776% per unit.
Represents FPL's ow nership share:  SJRPP coal: 20% of tw o units).

3/ Approximately 46% of the 25 MW of PV at DeSoto, and 32% of the 10 MW of PV at Space Coast, are considered as 
f irm generating capacity for Summer reserve margin purposes.
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Description of Existing Resources 

I.B Capacity and Energy Power Purchases 

Firm Capacity: Purchases from Qualifying Facilities (QF) 
Firm capacity power purchases are an important part of FPL’s resource mix. FPL currently has 

seven contracts with qualifying facilities; i.e., cogeneration/small power production facilities, to 

purchase firm capacity and energy during the 10-year reporting period of this Site Plan. In 

addition, some of these facilities provided firm capacity and energy in 2015. The 2015 actual and 

projected future contributions from these facilities are shown in Table I.B.1, Table I.B.2, and Table 

I.B.3. A change from the 2015 Site Plan to this year’s Site Plan is that 11 MW of firm capacity from 

Broward North is no longer available to FPL at the request of Broward North.  

A cogeneration facility is one that simultaneously produces electrical and thermal energy, with the 

thermal energy (e.g., steam) used for industrial, commercial, or cooling and heating purposes. A 

small power production facility is one that does not exceed 80 MW (unless it is exempted from this 

size limitation by the Solar, Wind, Waste, and Geothermal Power Production Incentives Act of 

1990) and uses solar, wind, waste, geothermal, or other renewable resources as its primary 

energy source.  

Firm Capacity: Purchases from Utilities 
FPL has a contract with the Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) for the purchase of 382 MW 

(Summer) and 389 MW (Winter) of coal-fired generation from the St. John’s River Power Park 

(SJRPP) Units No. 1 and No. 2. However, due to Internal Revenue Service (IRS) regulations, the 

total amount of energy that FPL may receive from this purchase is limited. FPL currently assumes, 

for planning purposes, that this limit will be reached in the fourth quarter of 2019. Once this limit is 

reached, FPL will be unable to receive firm capacity and energy from these purchases. (However, 

FPL will continue to receive firm capacity and energy from its ownership portion of the SJRPP 

units.) 

This purchase is shown in Table I.B.1, Table I.B.2, and Table I.B.3. FPL’s ownership interest in 

the SJRPP units is reflected in FPL’s installed capacity shown on Figure I.A.1, in Table I.A.1, and 

on Schedule 1. 
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Firm Capacity: Other Purchases 
FPL has two other firm capacity purchase contracts with non-QF, non-utility suppliers. These 

contracts with the Palm Beach Solid Waste Authority were previously listed as QFs. However, the 

addition of a second unit in 2015 caused both units to no longer meet the statutory definition of a 

QF.  Therefore, these contracts are listed as “Other Purchases” following the estimated in-service 

date of the new unit. Table I.B.2 and I.B.3 present the Summer and Winter MW, respectively, 

resulting from these contracts under the category heading of Other Purchases. 

Non-Firm (As Available) Energy Purchases 
FPL purchases non-firm (as-available) energy from several cogeneration and small power 

production facilities. The bottom half of Table I.B.1 shows the amount of energy purchased in 

2015 from these facilities. 
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Firm Capacity Purchases (MW) Location Summer
(City or County) Fuel MW

I. Purchase from QF's: Cogeneration/Small Power Production Facilities
Indiantown Cogen LP Martin Coal (Cogen) 330 
Broward South Broward Solid Waste 4 

Total: 334 

II. Purchases from Utilities & IPP
Palm Beach SWA - extension Palm Beach Solid Waste 40 
Palm Beach SWA - New Unit Palm Beach Solid Waste 70 
SJRPP Jacksonville Coal 382 

Total: 492 

826 

Non-Firm Energy Purchases (MWH)

Project County Fuel

 Energy (MWH) 
Delivered to FPL 

in 2015 
Okeelanta (known as Florida Crystals and New Hope Power Partners)* Palm Beach Bagasse/Wood 85,015 
Broward South* Broward Solid Waste 54,135                    
Broward North* Broward Solid Waste 19,220                    
Waste Management Renewable Energy* Broward Landfill Gas 40,802                    
Waste Management - Collier County Landfill* Broward Landfill Gas 21,099                    
Tropicana Manatee Natural Gas 5,022 
Georgia Pacific Putnam Paper by-product 4,129 
Rothenbach Park (known as MMA Bee Ridge)* Sarasota PV 283 
First Solar* Dade PV 405 
Customer Owned PV & Wind Various PV/Wind 1,460 
INEOS Bio* Indian River Wood 450 
Miami Dade Resource Recovery* Dade Solid Waste 95,154                    
*These Non-Firm Energy Purchases are renewable and are reflected on Schedule 11.1, row 8, column 6.

Total Net Firm Generating Capability:

Table I.B.1: Purchase Power Resources by Contract (as of December 31, 2015)
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I.C Demand Side Management (DSM) 

FPL has sought out and implemented cost-effective DSM programs since 1978. These programs 

include a number of conservation/energy efficiency and load management initiatives. FPL’s DSM 

efforts through 2015 have resulted in a cumulative Summer peak reduction of 4,845 MW at the 

generator and an estimated cumulative energy saving of 74,717 Gigawatt-Hour (GWh) at the 

generator. After accounting for the 20% total reserve margin requirements, FPL’s DSM efforts 

through 2015 have eliminated the need to construct the equivalent of approximately 15 new 400 

MW generating units.  New DSM Goals for FPL for the 2015 through 2024 time period were set by 

the FPSC in December 2014. FPL accounts for these DSM goals in its planning process and 

extends that annual level of DSM beyond the year 2024.   
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III.F.   Renewable Resources

Overview: 

FPL has actively been involved in renewable energy resource development since the mid-1970s. 

In 2009, FPL implemented 110 MW of solar energy facilities including two PV facilities totaling 35 

MW (nameplate, AC) and one 75 MW solar thermal facility. Solar energy costs, especially the cost 

of PV, have continued to drop to the point where PV facilities have become competitive with more 

conventional generation options. Consequently, FPL announced in last year’s Site Plan that it 

would construct three new PV facilities of approximately 74.5 MW (nameplate, AC) each by the 

end of 2016. Those facilities are under construction at the time this 2016 Site Plan is being 

prepared. Once these facilities go in-service in late 2016, FPL’s solar generation capability will 

have tripled.  

In addition, in this 2016 Site Plan FPL is projecting the addition of an additional approximately 300 

MW (nameplate, AC) of PV by the year 2021. (A 2020 in-service date is currently assumed for 

planning purposes). FPL has not yet selected the site(s) for this additional PV. FPL will continue to 

evaluate the economic and non-economic attributes of additional solar through its resource 

planning work on an on-going basis. 

FPL’s Renewable Energy Efforts Through 2015: 

FPL has been the leading Florida utility in examining ways to effectively utilize renewable energy 

technologies to serve its customers. FPL has been involved since 1976 in renewable energy 

research and development and in facilitating the implementation of various renewable energy 

technologies. For purposes of discussing FPL’s renewable energy efforts through 2015, those 

efforts will be placed into five categories. FPL’s plans for new renewable energy facilities during 

the 2016 through 2025 time period are then discussed in a separate section. 

Two of these categories are Supply-Side Efforts – Power Purchases and FPL Facilities.  For each 

year since 2011, including 2015, the combined total energy output (GWh) from these renewable 

energy sources has been greater than the GWh produced from oil-fired generation. The 

comparable values for energy delivered by renewable and oil-fired sources for the year 2015 are 

presented in Schedule 11.1 at the end of this chapter.  
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1)  Early Research & Development Efforts: 
In the late 1970s, FPL assisted the Florida Solar Energy Center (FSEC) in demonstrating the 

first residential PV system east of the Mississippi River. This PV installation at FSEC’s 

Brevard County location was in operation for more than 15 years and provided valuable 

information about PV performance capabilities in Florida on both a daily and annual basis. In 

1984, FPL installed a second PV system at its Flagami substation in Miami. This 10-kilowatt 

(kW) system operated for a number of years before it was removed to make room for 

substation expansion.  In addition, FPL maintained a thin-film PV test facility at the FPL Martin 

Plant Site for a number of years to test new thin-film PV technologies.  

   

2)  Demand Side & Customer Efforts: 

In terms of utilizing renewable energy sources to meet its customers’ needs, FPL initiated the 

first utility-sponsored conservation program in Florida designed to facilitate the implementation 

of solar technologies by its customers. FPL’s Conservation Water Heating Program, first 

implemented in 1982, offered incentive payments to customers who chose solar water 

heaters. Before the program ended (because it was no longer cost-effective), FPL paid 

incentives to approximately 48,000 customers who installed solar water heaters. 

 

In the mid-1980s, FPL introduced another renewable energy program, FPL’s Passive Home 

Program. This program was created in order to broadly disseminate information about passive 

solar building design techniques that are most applicable in Florida’s climate.  As part of this 

program, three Florida architectural firms created complete construction blueprints for six 

passive home designs with the assistance of the FSEC and FPL. These designs and 

blueprints were available to customers at a low cost. During its existence, the program 

received a U.S. Department of Energy award for innovation and also led to a revision of the 

Florida Model Energy Building Code (Code). The Code was revised to incorporate one of the 

most significant passive design techniques highlighted in the program: radiant barrier 

insulation. 

 

FPL has continued to analyze and promote the utilization of PV. These efforts have included 

PV research such as the 1991 research project to evaluate the feasibility of using small PV 

systems to directly power residential swimming pool pumps. FPL’s PV efforts also included 

educational efforts such as FPL’s Next Generation Solar Station Program.  This initiative 

delivered teacher training and curriculum that was tied to the Sunshine Teacher Standards in 

Florida. The program provided teacher grants to promote and fund projects in the classrooms. 
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In addition, FPL assists customers who are interested in installing PV equipment at their 

facilities. Consistent with Florida Administrative Code Rule 25-6.065, Interconnection and Net 

Metering of Customer-Owned Renewable Generation, FPL works with customers to 

interconnect these customer-owned PV systems.  Through December 2015, approximately 

4,257 customer systems (predominantly residential) have been interconnected. 

As part of its 2009 DSM Goals decision, the FPSC imposed a requirement for Florida’s 

investor-owned utilities to spend up to a not-to-exceed amount of money annually to facilitate 

demand side solar water heater and PV applications. FPL’s not-to-exceed amount of money 

for these applications was approximately $15.5 million per year for five years. In response to 

this direction, FPL received approval from the FPSC in 2011 to initiate a solar pilot portfolio 

consisting of three PV-based programs and three solar water heating-based programs, plus 

Renewable Research and Demonstration projects. FPL’s analyses of the results from these 

programs since their inception consistently showed that none of these pilot programs was 

cost-effective using any of the three cost-effectiveness screening tests used by the State of 

Florida. As a result, consistent with the FPSC’s December 2014 DSM Goals Order No. PSC-

14-0696-FOF-EU, these pilot programs expired on December 31, 2015. 

FPL also has been investigating fuel cell technologies through monitoring of industry trends, 

discussions with manufacturers, and direct field trials.  From 2002 through the end of 2005, 

FPL conducted field trials and demonstration projects of Proton Exchange Membrane (PEM) 

fuel cells with the objectives of serving customer end-uses while evaluating the technical 

performance, reliability, economics, and relative readiness of the PEM technology. The 

demonstration projects were conducted in partnership with customers and included five 

locations. The research projects were useful to FPL in identifying specific issues that can 

occur in field applications and the current commercial viability of this technology.  FPL will 

continue to monitor the progress of these technologies and conduct additional field 

evaluations as significant developments in fuel cell technologies occur. 

3) Supply Side Efforts – Power Purchases:

FPL also has facilitated a number of renewable energy projects (facilities which burn bagasse,

waste wood, municipal waste, etc.). Firm capacity and energy, and as-available energy, have

been purchased by FPL from these types of facilities.  (Please refer to Tables I.A.3, I.B.1, and

I.B.2 in Chapter I).

FPL issued Renewable Requests for Proposals (RFPs) in 2007 and 2008 which solicited 

proposals to provide firm capacity and energy, and energy only, at or below avoided costs, 
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from renewable generators. FPL also promptly responds to inquiries for information from 

prospective renewable energy suppliers either by e-mail or phone. 

 

On April 22, 2013, in Order No. PSC-13-1064-PAA-EQ, the FPSC approved three 60 MW 

power purchase agreements with affiliates of U.S. EcoGen for biomass-fired renewable 

energy facilities. These facilities are expected to provide non-firm energy service beginning in 

2019 and to provide firm energy and capacity to FPL’s customers beginning in 2021. 

 

In regard to existing contracts that have recently ended, FPL and the Solid Waste Authority of 

Palm Beach (SWA) agreed to extend their contract that expired March 31, 2010 for a 20-year 

term beginning in April 1, 2012 through April 1, 2032. However, the SWA refurbished their 

generating unit ahead of schedule and, as of January 2012, this unit began delivering firm 

capacity to FPL. In 2011, the FPSC approved a contract for an additional 70 MW between 

FPL and SWA from a new unit. The new unit is now delivering firm capacity and energy to 

FPL. At the end of December 2011, the contract between FPL and Okeelanta (New Hope) 

expired. However, Okeelanta continues to deliver energy to FPL as an as-available, non-firm 

supplier of renewable energy. 

 

4) Supply Side Efforts – FPL Facilities: 

With regard to solar generating facilities, FPL currently has three such facilities: (i) a 75 MW 

steam generation solar thermal facility in Martin County (the Martin Next Generation Solar 

Energy Center); (ii) a 25 MW PV electric generation facility in DeSoto County (the DeSoto 

Next Generation Solar Energy Center); and (iii) a 10 MW PV electric generation facility in 

Brevard County at NASA’s Kennedy Space Center (the Space Coast Next Generation Solar 

Energy Center). The DeSoto County project was completed in 2009 and the other two projects 

were completed in 2010.  

 

These three solar facilities were constructed in response to the Florida Legislature’s House Bill 

7135 which was signed into law by the Governor in June 2008. House Bill 7135 was enacted 

to enable the development of clean, zero greenhouse gas emitting renewable generation in 

the State of Florida. Specifically, the bill authorized cost recovery for the first 110 MW of 

eligible renewable projects that had the proper land, zoning, and transmission rights in place. 

FPL’s three solar projects met the specified criteria and were granted approval for cost 

recovery in 2008. Each of the three solar facilities is discussed below. 
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a. The Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center:

This facility began commercial operation in 2010 and provides 75 MW of solar thermal

capacity in an innovative way that directly displaces fossil fuel usage on the FPL system.

This facility consists of solar thermal technology which generates steam that is integrated

into the existing steam cycle for the Martin Unit 8 natural gas-fired CC plant.  This project

is the first “hybrid” solar plant in the world and, at the time the facility came in-service, was

the second largest solar facility in the world and the largest solar plant of any kind in the

U.S. outside of California.

b. The DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center:

This 25 MW (nameplate, AC) PV facility began commercial operation in 2009 which made

it one of the largest PV facilities in the U.S. at that time. The facility utilizes a tracking PV

array that is designed to follow the sun as it traverses across the sky.

c. The Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center:

Located at the Kennedy Space Center, this facility is part of an innovative public/private

partnership with NASA. This non-tracking, 10 MW (nameplate, AC) PV facility began

commercial operation in 2010.

During 2014, FPL conducted analyses designed to develop a methodology with which to 

determine what firm capacity value at FPL’s Summer and Winter peak hours would be 

appropriate to apply to these existing, and potential future, utility-scale PV facilities. (Note that 

the Martin solar thermal facility is a “fuel-substitute” facility, not a facility that provides 

additional capacity and energy. The solar thermal facility displaces the use of fossil fuel to 

produce steam on the FPL system when the solar thermal facility is operating.) Based on the 

results of these analyses, FPL has concluded that its two existing utility-scale PV facilities can 

be counted on to contribute certain percentages of their nameplate (AC) ratings 

(approximately 46% for DeSoto and 32% for Space Coast) as firm capacity at FPL’s Summer 

peak hour (that typically occurs in the 4 p.m. to 5 p.m. hour), but contribute no firm capacity 

during FPL’s Winter peak hour (that typically occurs in the 7 a.m. to 8 a.m. hour).  Future FPL 

utility-scale PV facilities will be evaluated for potential firm capacity contribution on a case-by-

case basis using this methodology. Their potential capacity contribution will be dependent 

upon a number of factors including (but not necessarily limited to) site location, technology, 

and design. For example, the three new PV facilities that will come into service by the end of 

2016 are each projected to provide approximately 52% of their nameplate (AC) rating as firm 

capacity at FPL’s Summer peak hour, but provide no firm capacity during FPL’s Winter peak 

hour.  
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5) Ongoing Research & Development Efforts: 

    

FPL has also developed a “Living Lab” to demonstrate FPL’s solar energy commitment to 

employees and visitors at its Juno Beach office facility. FPL has installed five different PV 

arrays (using different technologies) of rooftop PV totaling 24 kW at the Living Lab. In addition, 

two PV-covered parking structures with a total of approximately 90 kW of PV are in use at the 

FPL Juno office parking lot. Through these Living Lab projects, FPL is able to evaluate 

multiple solar technologies and applications for the purpose of developing a renewable 

business model resulting in the most cost-effective and reliable uses of solar energy for FPL’s 

customers. FPL plans to continue to expand the Living Lab as new technologies come to 

market. 

 

FPL has also been in discussions with several private companies on multiple emerging 

technology initiatives, including ocean current, ocean thermal, hydrogen, fuel cell technology, 

biomass, biofuels, and energy storage. 

 
FPL’s Planned Renewable Energy Efforts for 2016 Through 2025: 
 
FPL efforts to implement cost-effective renewable energy, particularly PV, have increased. 

Several factors are driving these efforts and/or focusing them. First, the price of PV modules 

has declined in recent years, thus making PV more cost competitive. Second, as previously 

discussed, FPL has developed a methodology with which it can meaningfully assign a firm 

capacity benefit for meeting FPL’s Summer peak load to PV. Third, FPL has concluded from 

its implementation and analyses of utility-scale PV and PV demand side pilot programs that 

utility-scale PV applications are the most economical way to utilize solar energy.  

 

FPL’s efforts to increasing use cost-effective renewable energy in the 2016 – 2025 time period 

are summarized below. 

 

1) FPL Utility-Scale PV Facilities: 

In the resource plan presented in both last year’s Site Plan and this year’s Site Plan, FPL 

projects the addition of three separate utility-scale PV facilities by the end of 2016. Each PV 

facility is projected to be approximately 74.5 MW (nameplate, AC). The sites of these three PV 

additions are: FPL’s existing Manatee plant site, a site in DeSoto County, and a site in 

Charlotte County. These locations are expected to have cost advantages to support early 

development, including: 
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- Current ownership of land or low cost land purchase agreement in place; 

- Proximity to existing transmission lines with sufficient injection capacity; 

- Proximity to existing electric substations; 

- Previously performed site development and permitting work; 

- Proximity to existing FPL generating facilities allows for lower operating expenses; 

- Support from the associated counties and land developers, with the potential for 

further cost abatements; 

 

Each of the three 2016 PV facilities is discussed below: 

 
a) FPL Babcock Ranch Solar Energy Center: 

This project is an approximate 74.5 MW (nameplate, AC) PV project in Charlotte 

County. It is located on 440 acres of land, adjacent to the future planned Babcock 

Ranch Community.   

 
b) FPL Citrus Solar Energy Center: 

This project is an approximate 74.5 MW (nameplate, AC) PV site in DeSoto County.  

This new project, along with the existing DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy 

Center discussed above, brings the total  PV MW capability in DeSoto county to 100  

MW, this making DeSoto County the top producer of solar in Florida. 

   

c) FPL Manatee Solar Energy Center: 

This project is an approximate 74.5 MW nameplate, AC) PV project in Manatee 

County. It is near the existing FPL Manatee power plants and will be located on 762 

acres. 

 

Furthermore, in this 2016 Site Plan, FPL is projecting an additional approximately 300 MW 

(nameplate, AC) by the year 2021. (A 2020 in-service date is assumed for planning 

purposes). No site(s) has yet been determined for this additional PV. 

 

2) FPL Distributed Generation (DG) PV Pilot Programs:  

In regard to distributed generation (DG), FPL began implementation of two DG PV pilot 

programs and a battery storage pilot program in 2015. The first is a voluntary, community-

based, solar partnership pilot to install new solar-powered generating facilities. The 

program is at least partially funded by contributions from customers who volunteer to 

participate in the pilot and will not rely on subsidies from non-participating customers. The 

second program will implement approximately 5 MW of DG PV. The objective of this 
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program is to collect grid integration data for DG PV and develop operational best 

practices for addressing potential problems that may be identified. The third program 

entails installing approximately 3 MW of battery storage systems with the objective of 

demonstrating the operational capabilities of batteries and learning how to integrate them 

into FPL’s system. A brief description of these pilot programs follows. 

 

a) Voluntary, Community-Based Solar Partnership Pilot Program: 

The Voluntary Solar Pilot Program provides FPL customers with an additional and 

flexible opportunity to support development of solar power in Florida. The FPSC 

approved FPL’s request for this three-year pilot program in Order No. PSC-14-0468-

TRF-EI on August 29, 2014.  This pilot program provides all customers the opportunity 

to support the use of solar energy at a community scale and is designed to be 

especially attractive for customers who do not wish, or are not able, to place solar 

equipment on their roof. Customers can participate in the program through voluntary 

contributions of $9/month. The tariff became effective in January 2015 and the pilot 

program is scheduled to conclude in 2017. 

 

These DG-scale projects differ from FPL’s three utility-scale PV projects which are 

planned to come in-service in late 2016. These utility-scale PV projects are not 

projected to result in a net cost to customers over the life of these projects and, 

therefore, do not require additional contributions from FPL’s customers. In contrast, 

smaller DG-scale projects have a higher cost to construct, operate, and maintain. The 

$/kW cost to construct DG-scale facilities (whether utility-owned and operated or 

otherwise) is approximately double that of the more cost-efficient utility-scale PV 

projects. Furthermore, the operations and maintenance costs of DG-scale projects are 

projected to be three times as much as for utility-scale PV. Thus a voluntary 

contribution is necessary for this DG-based pilot program so that net costs, and the 

resulting electric rates, do not increase for non-participants. 

 

The first 170 kW (nameplate, AC) of DG PV projects are located in the City of West 

Palm Beach (Zoological Society of the Palm Beaches) and in Broward County (Young 

at Arts Museum and the Broward County Library). Additional PV facilities under this 

pilot program will be built when the projected voluntary contributions are sufficient to 

cover on-going program costs without increasing electric rates for all customers, 

including non-participating customers. The locations of these additional PV facilities 

are being determined and will be selected based on overall project costs and local 

participation in the program. 
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b) C&I Solar Partnership Pilot Program: 

This pilot program is conducted in partnership with interested commercial and 

industrial (C&I) customers over an approximate 5 year period. Limited investments will 

be made in PV facilities located at customer sites on selected distribution circuits 

within FPL’s service territory. There are two objectives of this pilot program. 

 

The primary objective is to examine the effect of high DG PV penetration on FPL’s 

distribution system and to determine how best to address any problems that may be 

identified. FPL will site approximately 4 MW (nameplate, AC) of PV facilities on 

circuits that experience specific loading conditions to better study feeder loading 

impacts. PV installations at Daytona International Speedway, Daytona Kennel Club 

and Poker Room, and Florida International University’s (FIU’s) Engineering Center 

campus in West Miami-Dade County have been selected based largely on their 

interconnection with targeted circuits. 

  

c) Battery Storage Pilot Program: 

The purpose of the Battery Storage Pilot Program is to demonstrate and test a wide 

variety of battery storage grid applications including peak shaving, frequency 

response, and backup power for FPL’s system. In addition, the pilot program is 

designed to help FPL learn how to integrate battery storage into the grid. Under the 

pilot program, FPL is installing a 1.5 MW battery storage system in Miami-Dade 

County primarily for peak shaving and frequency response. In addition, a battery 

storage system of 1.5 MW is also being installed in Monroe County for backup power 

and voltage support. Several smaller kilowatt-scale systems are also being installed at 

other locations to study distributed storage reliability applications. 

 

 

 III.G FPL’s Fuel Mix and Fuel Price Forecasts    
 

1. FPL’s Fuel Mix 
Until the mid-1980s, FPL relied primarily on a combination of fuel oil, natural gas, and nuclear 

energy to generate electricity with significant reliance on oil–fired generation.  In the early 

1980s, FPL began to purchase “coal-by-wire.”  In 1987, coal was first added to the fuel mix 

through FPL’s partial ownership (20%) and additional purchases (30%) from the St. Johns 

River Power Park (SJRPP).  This allowed FPL to meet its customers’ energy needs with a 

more diversified mix of energy sources.  Additional coal resources were added with the partial 

acquisition (76%) of Scherer Unit 4 which began serving FPL’s customers in 1991.   
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EXHIBIT NO. (O 2/1 
DOCKET NO: 160021-EI 

WITNESS: BARRETT 

PARTY: FPL 

BRIEF TITLE OR DESCRIPTION OF THE DOCUMENT: 

PROFFERED BY: 

Sept. 30, 2015, Green tech Media, "NextEra on Storage: 'Post 2020, There 
May Never Be Another Peaker Built in the US"' 
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8123/2016 NextEra on Storage: 'Post 2020, There May Never Be Another Peaker Built in the US' I Greentech Media 

~ - gtill.: -
A Wood Mackenzie Business 

ENERGY STORAGE 

NextEra on Storage: 'Post 2020, There May Never Be Another Peaker Built in the US' 

Energy storage just got a big vote of confidence from one of the 

world's largest utilities. 

by Eric Wesoff 
September 30, 2015 

Energy storage at utility scale just got a $1OOM vote of confidence from one of the world's largest utilities. 

NextEra Energy (http://www.NextEraEnergy.com) wants to be "the largest, most profitable clean energy provider in the United 

States," according to Jim Robe, CEO of the utility giant, at an analyst conference at Wolfe Research in New York on Tuesday. 

(Here's a link to audio (https://cc.talkpoint.com/wolf001/092915a ae/?entity=S 60XJSOS) from the event.) 

But Robe also said, "We're starting to make very good progress in our energy storage business," noting that energy storage is 

one of "three growth platforms" at NextEra. 

http://www .greentechmedia.com/articlesfread/N ext Era-on-Storage-Post-2020-There-May-Never -be-Another-Peaker-Built-in-t 1/3 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 315

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



8/23/2016 NextEra on Storage: 'Post 2020, There May Never Be Another Peaker Built in the US' 1 Greentech Media 

When a player like NextEra Energy, a Fortune 200 firm with utility revenues of $17 billion and 44,900 megawatts of generating 

capacity, starts to tout energy storage, the utility industry and the renewables industry take notice. "Battery storage is the holy 

grail of the renewables business," said the CEO, adding, "If we can deliver firm power to renewable customers at a cost-effective 

rate, you'll see renewables explode even faster than they already are." 

"This has the potential to be an extremely big market" 

According to the CEO, "We're going to deploy probably $1 DO million in [energy storage] projects in the next 12 months in places 

like PJM, California and Arizona." 

These projects will mostly be for frequency regulation, but there's also a 4-hour project being deployed next year and an R&D 

project with storage "deployed at substations to drive reliability." Robo noted that energy storage "isn't going to be just to firm 

renewables." He suggested it will be used in a variety of applications such as "reliability purposes and transmission avoidance." 

Robo said that he and his team expect energy storage prices to experience a similar cost plunge to that of solar costs over the 

last seven years. If that happens, energy storage will be competitive with gas peaker plants. 

Robo said, "Post-2020, there may never be another peaker built in the United States-- very likely you'll be just building energy 

storage instead." 

"It is a great time to be in the renewables business," said Robo, adding that he also believes the wind production tax credit will 

be extended. 

NextEra is one of the leading producers of wind and solar power in the world. So, it's worth noting when NextEra's CEO says, "I 

want to be the leader in energy storage in the country." 

Eric Wesoff 
Editor 
Greentech Media 

http://www .greentechmedia.com/articl es/read/N extEra~on-Storage-Post-2020-There-May-Never -be-Another-Peaker-Sui It-in-t 213 
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812312016 NextEra on Storage: 'Post 2020, There May Never Be Another Peaker Built in the US' I Greentech Media 

Eric Wesoff is the Editor-in-Chief at Greentech Media. Prior to joining GTM, Eric Wesoff founded Sage Marketing Partners in 2000 to provide sales and marketing

consulting services to venture-capital firms and their portfolio companies in the alternative energy and telecommunications sectors. Mr. Wesoff has become a 

well-known, respected authority and speaker in these fields. 

His expertise covers solar power, fuel cells, biofuels and advanced batteries. His strengths are in market research and analysis, business development and due 

diligence for investors. He frequently consults for energy startups and Silicon Valley's premier venture capitalists. 
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DOCKET NO: 160021-EI 

WITNESS: Moray Dewhurst 

PARTY: Florida Power & Light Co. 

BRIEF TITLE OR DESCRIPTION OF THE DOCUMENT: 

Excerpt from NextEra Energy November 8-11, 2015 Investor Presentation· Edison Electric 
Institute Conference, Hollywood, Florida 

PROFFERED BY: South Florida Hospital & Healthcare Association 
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Edison Electric Institute Conference 
Hollywood, Florida 
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NextEra Energy 
Adiusted Earnings Per Share Expectations(1) 

Upper half of 
$5.40 - $5.70 

$5.85 .. $6.35 

$6.60 .. $7.10 
(6%- 8% CAGR off a 2014 base) 

45 (1) See Appendix for definition of Adjusted Earnings expectations 

NE><Tera 
ENERGY~ 
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NextEra Energy announced a new dividend policy on the 
second quarter earnings call 

NextEra Energy Dividend Expectations 

Dividend Per Share Growth 

$4.30 - $4.60 

$3.08 

2015E(
1

) 2018E 

(1) Projected based upon current quarterly dividend of $0.77 
(2) Dividend payout ratio is expected to begin to increase in 2016 

Dividend Policy 

.. Targeting increased rate 
of dividend growth 

.. Dividend payout ratio 
expected to increase from 
55%) current level to 65o/o 
by 2018(2) 

• Expected growth in DPS 
of 12 to 14 percent per 
year through at least 2018 
off a 2015 base 

1'\JE><Tera 
ENERGY~ 

46 Note: Dividend declarations are subject to the discretion of the Board of Directors of NextEra Energy 
~--=

// 
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Edison Electric Institute Conference 
Hollywood, Florida 
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Cautionary Statements And Risk Factors That May Affect 
Future Results 
This presentation includes forward-looking statements within the meaning of the 
federal securities laws. Actual results could differ materially from such forward
looking statements. The factors that could cause actual results to differ are 
discussed in the Appendix herein and in NextEra Energy's and NextEra Energy 
Partners' SEC filings. 

Non-GAAP Financial Information 
This presentation refers to certain financial measures that were not prepared in 
accordance with U.S. generally accepted accounting principles. Reconciliations 
of those non-GAAP financial measures to the most directly comparable GAAP 
financial measures can be found in the Appendix herein. 
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NextEra Energy is comprised of two strong businesses 
supported by a common platform 

r ® 

ENER 

• The largest individual 
utility in the nation by 
electric sales(3) 

• $47 B market capitalization(1l 

• 45,347 MW in operation(2) 

• $80 B in total assets 

• The world leader in 
electricity generated 
from the wind and sun(3) 

Engineering & Construction 

SupQiy Chain 
Nuclear Generation 

Non-Nuclear Generation 
(1) As of October 29, 2015; Source: FactSet 
(2) Megawatts shown include megawatts sold to NEP as of September 30, 2015 
(3) Data as of calendar year 2014 

4 Note: All other data as of September 30, 2015 
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NextEra Energy is well-positioned for future growth 

NextEra Energy: Investment Proposition 

• One of the top growth profiles in the industry 
- Expecting 6-8% compound annual growth rate in adjusted EPS 

through 2018 off a 2014 base 

• leading dividend per share growth 
- Expecting growth in DPS of 12-14% per year through at least 2018 

off a 2015 base 

• Strong and increasing cash flow from operations 
• Moderate risk portfolio 

- Over 85% of adjusted EBITDA is expected to come from regulated 
and long-term contracted operations by 2018 

- Highly hedged against commodity price fluctuations 

• One of the strongest balance sheets in the industry 
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NEP forms an excellent complement to NextEra Energy 

NextEra Energy: Partnership with NEP 

• Best-in-class yieldco vehicle through ~~~!~~ 
.·-"-

- Strong sponsor with proven development track record 

- Extensive potential drop down visibility 

- Well-aligned incentives, using proven MLP-Iike structure with I DRs 

• Highlights the value of contracted renewable generation 
assets 

• Consistent with strategy of recycling capital from 
operating assets into new development 
- Provides an attractive source of capital to fund greenfield/early 

stage projects at NextEra Energy 
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Built on a foundation of best-in-class operational excellence 
and financial strength, and focused on clean generation 

Cost and Reliability Generation Profile 
2014 Utility & Corporate Benchmarks 2014 NextEra Energy Fuel Mix MWhs(4l 

Operational Cost 
$/Retail MWh (1J 

SAID I 
Minutes(2

J 
Fossil 
EFOR(3J 

Good 

• 
Coal3% 

Solar 1% 
Oil <1% 

Credit Rating 2,500 

2,000 

1,500 

1,000 

C02 Emissions Rate Lbs/MWh(5l 

NextEra Energy, Inc. 

Standard & Poor's 
Moody's 

A
Baa1 
A-Fitch Ratings 500 

0 
(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

7 (5) 

See slide 16 for detailed description of Operational Cost Effectiveness and Industry based on Adjusted Regressed 
System Average Interruption Duration Index; Data as reported to FL PSC; FL Avg consists of data from TECO, DEF, and Gulf 
Equivalent Forced Outage Rate; FPL Fossil and NEER F&S; Industry; NERC (Large Fossil Generating Peers) 
As of December 31, 2014; may not add to 100% due to rounding. The environmental attributes of NEER's electric generating 
facilities have been or likely will be sold or transferred to third parties, who are solely entitled to the reporting rights and 
ownership of the environmental attributes, such as renewable energy credits, emissions reductions, offsets, allowances and the 
avoided emission of greenhouse gas pollutants. 
MJ Bradley & Associates 2015 report "Benchmarking the Largest 100 Electric Power Producers in the U.S." 
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We have continued our long-term track record of delivering 
value to shareholders 

Adjusted Earnings Per Share(1) Total Shareholder Return(2) 

. -7 .solo $5 30 
cA.GR· 4.97 · 

4.30 4.39 4 ·57 

'04 '05 '06 '07 '08 '09 '1 0 '11 '12 '13 '14 

Dividends Per Share(3) 

Go· -s.4% 
cP< "' 

~-----1 78 1.89 2.00 
1.64 . 

'04 '05 '06 '07 '08 '09 '1 0 '11 '12 '13 '14 

35% 

30% 

25% 

20% 

15% 

10% 

5% 

0% 

160% 
140% 
120% 

100% 

80% 
60% 

40% 
20% 

0% 

(1) See appendix for reconciliation of adjusted amounts to GAAP amounts 
(2) Source: FactSet; includes dividend reinvestment as of 12/31/2014 

100% 93% 
28% 29% 

80% 

60% 

40% 

20% 

0% 
One Year Three Year 

141% 350% 
300% 

300% 

250% 

200% 

150% 

100% 

50% 

0% 
Five Year Ten Year 

1111 NEE 

s&P soo utility Index NEXTera 

8 (3) Dividend amounts for 2004 are adjusted for the stock split effective in March 2005 
S&P 500 EN~y_~ 

_..,.~"' 
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A key part of our strategy has been to build around our core 
strengths, taking advantage of market opportunities 

1998 

9 

Growth Strategy 
Operational 
Excellence 

Financial 
Strength 

Visible Growth 
Opportunities 

Skills 

Scale 

Scope 

2015 Longer-Term Vision 
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Over a sustained period of time, our growth strategy has led 
to real change in relative position 

Top 20 Global Utility Equity Market Capitalization(1l 

II Rank Market Cap 

1 $38,574 $53,076 
2 $38,185 
3 $34,476 
4 $34,111 4 $44,938 
5 $30,955 5 $42,690 
6 $23,906 6 $42,360 
7 $21,537 7 $42,126 
8 $20,093 8 $40,905 
9 $17,297 9 $34,290 
10 $16,873 10 $28,999 
11 $16,279 11 $27,589 
12 $15,884 12 $25,675 
13 $15,785 13 $25,344 
14 $14,601 14 $25,114 
15 $14,461 15 $24,634 
16 $14,223 16 $23,869 
17 $13,773 17 $23,435 
18 $13,550 18 $23,337 
19 $13,136 19 $22,638 
20 $12,934 20 $22,118 

10 (1) Source: Factset 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 332

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



® 

11 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 333

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



FPL remains focused on delivering outstanding customer 
value and deploying capital productively 

FPL: Areas of Focus 

• Unyielding commitment to customer value proposition 
- Low bills 

- High reliability 

- Clean emissions 

- Excellent customer service 

• Focus on efficiency has driven best-in-class performance 
in operational cost effectiveness 

• FPL now operates one of the most modern, clean, fuel
efficient and low-carbon generation fleets in the nation 

• Growth is driven by deploying capital productively in 
ways that provide long-term benefits to customers 

12 

- Strategy has been key to growing earnings while keeping 
customer bills low and customer satisfaction high 
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We have been very successful in executing against the 
initiatives we laid out in March 2015 for FPL 

March 2015 Key Initiatives: Status 
• Continued successful delivery of superior customer value 

- Typical residential customer bills significantly below state and 
national averages and lower than 1 0 years ago 

- Best-ever period of service reliability year-to-date 2015(1) 

- Recognized as the most reliable electric utility in the nation 

• $14-168 of investments initiatives on track for 2015-2018 
- Port Everglades project on budget and on schedule 

- Continued solid progress on transmission infrastructure 
investments 

- Modified natural gas reserve guidelines- approved by FPSC 

- Acquisition of Cedar Bay generating facility- completed 

- Okeechobee Clean Energy Center- determination of need filed 

- -223 MW large scale solar projects - in development 

13 (1) Reflects SAIDI for the first three quarters of 2015 

NEXT era 
ENERGY~ 
~~ 
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Our core strategy at FPL has been consistent for many years 

The "Virtuous Circle" 

14 
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FPL's strategy continues to result in typical residential bills 
below both Frorida and national averages 

Typical Customer Bill(1) 

FPL (2l 
2006 

-$101 

FPL (2) 

2014 
FPL (3l 
2015 

1 Rates based on a typical1 ,000 kWh residential bill 
2 FPL annual average 
3 FPL rate effective November 2015 
4 FPL 2016 average rate estimate filed with FPSC 
5 FMEA average of Florida investor-owned utilities as of August 2015 

15 6 EEl National Average as of July 2015 and January 2015 

FPL 
2016 (4) 

-$121 

FL IOU 
Average 

2015(S) 

-$137 

National 
Average(6l 

NEXT era 
ENEfJGY~ 

-""' -~ 
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Our value delivery is founded on a low cost position and best
in-class operations 

Operational Cost Effectiveness(1) 

$100.00 
Good 

• 
-Adjusted Regressed 

~~ '
0 Top Decile 

$/Retail 
MWh 

• 

Log/Log 
$10.00 . --- -----

1,000,000 

• 

• 

• 

• • 
•• 

• • 
• • • 

10,000,000 

• • • • 
• 

• 

----- ---- _______ T _______ ------- ---------·-·. ·--- - --

100,000,000 

Retail MWh 

(1) FERC Form 1, 2014. Excludes pensions and other employee benefits. Note: Holding companies with >100,000 
customers. Excludes companies with no utility owned generation. 
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1,000,000,000 
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FPL has been recognized as the nation's most reliable 
electric utility by delivering value to customers through 
superior reliability 

System Average 
Interruption Duration lndex<1

> 

System Average 
Interruption Frequency lndex<2> 

Minutes 

150 
L II 

125 

100 

75 

50 

25 

Good 

Avg #of 
Interruptions 

2.00 

1.50 

1.00 

0.50 

0.00 
'06 '07 '08 '09 '10 '11 '12 '13 '14 '06 '07 '08 '09 '10 '11 '12 '13 '14 

(1) SAID I represents the number of minutes the average customer is without power during that time period; 
Source: FPL as reported to FL PSC; FL Industry Average consists of data from TECO, PEF, and Gulf as 
reported to FL PSC 

(2) SAIFI represents the number of times the average customer experiences an interruption during that time 
17 period; Source: FPL as reported to FL PSC 

NEXT era 
ENERGY~ 
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FPL has continued to be recognized as a national leader in 
customer service 

• 

Customer Service 

Edison Electric Institute 

- No. 1 in outstanding national key 
accounts customer service 

• E Source benchmarking 

- No. 1 in survey of large customers 

• Southeastern Electric Exchange 

- Industry excellence award for Customer 
Experience Solution 

• BenchmarkPortal 
- One of top large call centers 

• Environmental Protection Agency 

- Clean Air Excellence award 

• Miami-Dade Public Schools 

- Districtwide Partner of the Year 

18 

Edison Electric 
Institute 

6 ('J 
?c.~ 7 

INDUSTRY 
q;;-·flfl
~:r:ceuence 

A W A R D 

Miami~Dade County Public Schools 
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We continue to have a great set of opportunities ahead of us 

FPL 2015 - 2018 Investment Initiatives 
. Projected 

Opportumty lnvestment<1> 

• Transmission & Distribution Infrastructure Investments from 2015-2018 

• Generation Modernizations<2l Port Everglades on schedule and on budget 

• Peaker Upgrades Expected COD 4Q 2016 

• .05 Compressor Upgrades Expect to complete mid-2017 

• Cedar Bay<3l Acquisition completed 

• 2019 Capacity Need<2l New -1,600 MW CCGT facility proposed 

• Natural Gas Supply Project Investment guidelines approved by FPSC 

• Solar Investment Expected COD 2016 
·-----·---

• Maintenance of existing assets, nuclear fuel, and other 

19 m 

$14- $16 B projected capital Cleployment 
from .2015 through .2018 

Includes amount invested in 2015 
Reflects total investment for Port Everglades and 2019 CCGT 
Cedar Bay investment is recorded as a regulatory asset 

-$3-$4 B 

- $1.2 B 

- $750 - $800 MM 

-$300-$350 MM 

-$520 MM 

-$1.2 B 

-Up to $500 MM/year 

- $400-$420 MM 

-$7 B 
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We have focused on growth capital and long-term infrastructure 
improvements that will continue to improve system reliability 

Transmission and Distribution Infrastructure Investments 

• From 2015-2018 FPL expects 
to invest $3-4 Bin T&D 
infrastructure investments 

• Examples of investments 
Main power line hardening 
Pole inspection and 
replacement 
Transmission wood structure 
replacement 
New SmartGrid technologies 
Automated feeder and lateral 
switches 
Power Delivery Diagnostic 
Center 
System expansion 

130 
120 
110 
100 

90 
80 
70 
60 
50 
40 
30 
20 
10 

Potential Impact 
of Reliability lnvestments(1) 

Service Unavailability Minutes 

0 +-~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
,., f:l r;::,ro ,., r;::, r;::, co ,., r;::, ,_ f:l ,., r;::, ,_,., ,., r;::, ,_b. ,., r;::, ,_ ro ,., r;::, ,_co 
_.,_FPL Actual ~"=~,=Florida IOU -..- FPL Projected 

20 
(1) FPL performance includes planned outages. Florida IOU average data excludes planned outages for 

all reporting utilities and excludes FPL performance 

I'\! EXT era 
ENERGY~ 

~""''~--, 
~ 
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longer term, our state continues to grow and will require 
more infrastructure 

2019 Combined Cycle Unit 

• Announced plans in July '15 to 
move forward with the 
Okeechobee Clean Energy Center 

- Filed a determination of need in 
September '15 for 2019 capacity 

Representative proposed NGCC plant 

21 

• State of the art Natural Gas 
Combined Cycle (NGCC) facility 
- $1.2 B capital investment 

-1 ,600 MW (Summer) facility 
- Builds upon strategy of 

advancing affordable clean 
energy in Florida 

- Clean emissions profile 

• Regulatory and government 
approval processes expected 
to take 14-16 months 

- Subject to approvals, expect 
to begin construction in 2017 
with COD mid-2019 
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We continue to look for opportunities to drive out variable 
costs and improve customer economics to lock in today's low 
natural gas prices 

Natural Gas Reserves 
• Woodford Project approved 

by FPSC in December '14 
- JV with PetroQuest 

- FPL provides capital in 
exchange for working interest 

22 

• Received FPSC approval of 
modified natural gas reserve 
guidelines in July '15 
- Up to $500 million per year in 

potential additional investments 
- Amount invested each year will 

depend on the opportunity set 
at that time 

.. Investments in natural gas 
production should drive 
significant benefits for our 
customers 

Owning gas production 
provides a long-term hedge 
against price volatility 

NEXT era 
ENE~~, 

~.p¢.t%' 
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We are developing three new large scale solar projects that 
are cost effective lor customers and provide fuel diversity 

Utility Scale Solar Investments 

• Developing three large scale 
solar projects that are cost 
effective for customers 
- Combined -223 MW 

- $400- $420 MM capital 
investment 

• Furfber reduces fuel. cost 
and-Improves em1ss1ons 

• leveraging existing 
infrastructure and prior 
development work 
- Expect to take advantage of 

30% lTC window with 2016 
COD 

23 

FPL Servlce 
Tcrr!!ory 

Glades 

Hendry 

CoWer 
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FPL's average regulatory capital employed is projected to be 
$36.0 8 - $39.0 8 by 2018 

24 

Average Regulatory Capital Employed 

$40 $36.0 - $39.0 

$35 

$30 $29.3 

$B 
$25 

$20 

$15 

$10 

$5 

$0 
2014 2018E 

Regulator;y capital employ;ed is a function of capital expenditures, 
depreciation and retirements 
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Energy Resources' clean and low cost generation portfolio 
consists of a diverse set of technologies positioned in a 
number of regions 

Energy Resources' Generation Portfolio(1) 

Wind Solar 11 NextEra Energy Resources 
Natural Gas ~ 011 
Nudear 

Locatloos with rrore than one facHil)' are Ufustrated with a single oot. 

1,400 
1,200 
1,000 

800 
600 
400 
200 

0 

C02 Emissions (lbs/MWh) 
<oo1 ., "<01 . 4· '60• 

%rea 
llction 

2001 2007 2014 

(1) As of December 31, 2014; generation profile is based on capacity; excludes Spain solar project; including non
controlling interest of NEP assets 

Top 50 
Average 

1\JE><Tera, 
EN~F3£lY~_ (2) MJ Bradley & Associates 2015 report "Benchmarking the Largest 100 Electric Power Producers in the U.S." based 

26 on 2013 generation. ~·'"'""" 
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Energy Resources' growth is driven by its best-in-class 
development skills 

18,000 

12,000 
MW 

6,000 

6,000 

$ MM 4,000 

2,000 

Growth in New Businesses 

Wind and Solar Portfolio(1l 

llliWind 

Solar 

2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2015 

Cumulative Origination in Gas 
Pipeline lnvestments(2l 

0 +--------,-

27 

2012 2013 2014 2015 

(1) Includes NextEra Energy Partners assets at 1 00%; 2015 is through September 30, 2015 
(2) Pipeline origination represents planned capital investments at the time of project origination, including pipelines 

reported in Corporate & Other through September 30, 2015 and 100% of NET Midstream acquisition that 
closed on October 1, 2015 
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The opportunities for renewables have never been stronger 

Drivers for New Renewables 

• Wind technology and efficiency improvements 
- Expect another step change in technology approaching market 

levelized cos_t of electricity by the end of the decade in high wind 
resource reg1ons 

• Solar installation costs and improvements 
- Balance of system and panel costs continue to decline, while 

efficiency continues to improve 

- Continue to see demand for solar projects with 3 solar contracts 
signed based on post-2016 economics 

• Potential PTC Extension 
- Senate Finance Committee passed a tax extenders package in July 

2015 that includes a 2 year extension 

• Expected demand from the EPA's new renewables targets 
under the Clean Power Plan 

28 
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Requirements for lower emission rates under the EPA Clean 
Power Plan has the potential to drive significant demand 

EPA Clean Power Plan 

• Estimated annual C02 reductions of 32°/o below 2005 levels 
by 2030(1) 

• State emission targets based on three building blocks 
- Efficiency improvements at affected coal units 
- Increased natural gas generation dispatch 
- Renewable and nuclear energy deployment 

• 2018-2030 potential renewables demand of 100-200 GW(2) 

• EPA targeting renewables at 28%) of U.S. generation mix by 
2030 

• Potential opportunities to invest in related areas, leveraging 
existing positions, skills and capabilities (transmission, 
storage, gas pipelines) 

(1) Source: EPA Clean Power Plan 
(2) Reflects expected new energy demand from 2018 to 2030 in order to meet 2030 EPA targets. 

29 Range reflects differing percentages of wind and solar solutions. 
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We expect to exceed the high end of the 2015-2016 U.S. 
wind development program range we shared in March 2015 

Energy Resources 2015-2016 Development Program(1) 

March 2015 Investor Conference<2l 

2015-2016 

U.S. Wind 

Canadian Wind 

U.S. Solar 

Current Scorecard<3l 

2015-2016 

U.S. Wind 

Canadian Wind 

U.S. Solar 

Signed 

980 

174 

960 

Signed<4> 

2,190 

174 

1,307 

Megawatts shown include megawatts sold to NEP 
As of March 11,2015 
As of 03 2015 earnings call on October 28, 2015 

Additional Potential 

1,100-1,300 

150-250 

Additional Potential 

100+ 

Total 

2,080 - 2,280 

174 

1,110-1,210 

Total 

2,290+ (expect to exceed) 

174 (on track) 

1,307 (above range) 

30 ~~l See appendix for detail of Energy Resources wind and solar development projects included in backlog 
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We have leveraged our skills and capabilities from gas 
infrastructure activities to expand into the gas piperine 
business 

Sabal Trail and Florida 
Southeast Connection<1> 

• NextEra to invest -$1 B in 
Sabal Trail 

- Joint Venture with Spectra 
- FERC approval expected in early 

2016 
- Expected in-service by mid-2017 

• NextEra to invest -$0.5 B in 
FSC 

- Subsidiary of NextEra Energy 

Gas Pipeline Assets 
Mountain Valley Ripeline(1) 

• NextEra to invest $1.0-$1.38 
in Mountain Valley Pipeline 

- Joint venture with EQT, WGL 
Midstream, Vega Midstream, 
and RGC Midstream 

- -300-mile natural gas pipeline 
- -2 Bcf/day of 20-year firm 

capacity commitments 
- Filed FERC application in 

October 2015; Expected in 
service by year-end 2018 

(1) Reported in Corporate & Other segment 
(2) NET Midstream is in the NEP portfolio 

31 

NET Midstream!2) 

• NEP completed the $2.1 B 
acquisition in October 2015 

- Seven natural gas pipelines in 
Texas 

- 3.0 Bcf/day of ship-or-pay 
contracts 

- Planned growth and expansion 
projects expected to add 1.0 
Bcf /day of additional 
contracted volumes 
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lone Star was the first significant project for our transmission 
business followed by awards in Ontario and California 

Competitive Transmission Opportunity Set 
Awarded Projects 
Texas Lone Star 

• 330 mile, 345 kV line and five substations 
• Completed in 2013, on time and under budget 
• Total capital investment -$750 MM 

Ontario East-West Tie 

• 250 mile, 230 kV line in northern Ontario 
• Completion expected in 2020 
• Total potential capital investment (at share) 

$180 MM 

California Suncrest and Estrella 

• 230 kV voltage support station and tie line 
• 230 kV system substation 
• Completion expected in 2017 and 2018 
• First non-incumbent transmission awards by 

CAISO 

(1) NextEra Energy estimates 

Incremental Potential 
Competitive Solicitations Underway/Pending 

• We estimate the North American 
transmission market to be -$15-
$30 8(1) for the period 2015 to 2030 

• Including Lone Star, we expect to have 
invested more than $1 B by the end of the 
decade 

32 Note: NextEra Energy Transmission reported in Corporate & Other segment 
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While still in its infancy, battery storage has the potential to 
be a game-changer for the renewable energy industry 

Storage Technology 
• Storage is a natural extension of 

our development business and 
complements the balance of our 
portfolio 

• Applications include: 
- Frequency regulation 
- Peak shaving 
- Renewable ramping 
- Renewable capacity firming and 

shaping 

• Energy Resources is positioning 
to become a market leader 
- Dedicated team following 

technology and market utilization 
- Plans to invest up to -$1 00 

MM/year through the end of the 
decade 

$1,200 

$800 
$/kWh(2l 

$400 

Lithium lon Battery 
Cost Curve and 

Production(1) 

-Production -e-Cost Curve 

33 
m Source: Bloomberg New Energy Finance 

Represents the cost of a battery pack that can discharge 1 kW of power over one-hour duration 
before it requires recharging 

40 

30 
GWh 

20 

10 
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energyTM 
PARTNERS 
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We believe NEP is the premier company in the yieldco space 
and we are focused on sustaining this position 

Characteristics of a Great Yieldco 

• Strong sponsor 

• Operational excellence 

• High quality projects 

• High-profile drop-down visibility 

• Well-aligned incentives 

35 
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NEP benefits from substantial sponsor strength 

Sponsor Strength 

NEXT era 
ENE~Q::L~ 
/"'~ RESOURCES 

• Largest generator in the world of 
renewable energy from the wind 
and sun 

• -20,100 MW in operation(1) 

• Assets primarily in 25 states and 
Canada 

• Portfolio efficiencies driven by 
scale, technology and operational 
excellence 

Drivins 
LP Umt 
Growth 

is the Key 

High-quality- assets, with market-leading visibility on growth 

36 (1) Megawatts shown include megawatts sold to NEP; as of September 30, 2015 
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NEP has more than doubled the size of its portfolio since the 
IPO 

NEP Portfolio Additions 

Renewables Capacity<1l 
o-tlt~ 

,.'\Ogofo Gt #t 2,072 MW 

$ 
990MW 

IPO Q4 2015 

Run-Rate Adiusted EBITDA<3l 

$540-$580 MM 

$245-$255 MM 

IPO 12/31/15 (Est) 

Excludes NET Midstream assets 
Reflects expectations for annualized rate of quarterly LP unit distributions. 
See appendix for definition of Adjusted EBITDA and CAFD expectations 

IPO Q4 2015 (Est) 

Run-Rate CAFD(3) 
$190-$220 MM 

$85-$90 MM 

IPO 12/31/15 (Est) 

I\IExrera energy· 
PARTN§3§~ 

,_.~~o/Jt!,'(';)f$ ·~-
.~~~ 
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NEP consists of a diverse set of high-quality assets, with 
long contract lives, minimal commodity risk and largely 
investment-grade counterparties 

NEP Portfolio Characteristics 

Average Contract Lite<1l Average Counterparty Credit(2,3) 

21 Years 19 Years A2 
A3 

IPO 12/31/15 (Est) IPO 12/31/15(Est) 

Asset M ix<2l U.S. Federal Tax Shield 

>15 Yrs 

IPO 12/31/15 (Est) IPO 

11 Wind Solar 1111 Pipelines 
(i) Average remaining contract life reflects contributions of contracted assets to run-rate adjusted EBITDA 

expectations as of the dates shown 

38 (2
3

) Reflects contributions to run-rate adjusted EBITDA expectations as of dates shown 
( ) Moody's Ratings 

>15 Yrs 

12/31/15 (Est) 
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The NEP portfolio is diversified by geography and asset mix 

39 

Wind Asset 

Solar Asset 

e Pipelines 

Tuscola Bay 
120MW 

Summerhaven 
124MW 
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NEP has completed all anticipated acquisitions for 2015 and 
is well positioned to deliver 2016 growth expectations 

$MM 

Expected Cash Available for Distribution(1) 

(12/31/2015 Run-Rate CAFD) 

$580-$620(2) ($15-$20) 
($20-$25) 

($20-$25)(5) 
($5-$1 0) 

Project-level 
Adjusted 
EBITDA 

Corporate 
Expenses 

IDR 
Fees 

Adjusted 
EBITDA 

Debt Service Pre-tax Non-cash Maintainence Estimated 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Tax Credits Expenses Capital Pre-tax CAFD 

See Appendix for definition of Adjusted EBITDA and CAFD expectations 
Project-level Adjusted EBITDA represents the sum of projected operating revenue plus a pre-tax allocation of 
production tax credits, 
Debt service includes principal and interest payments on existing and projected third party debt and distributions net of 
contributions to/from tax equity investors 
Pre-tax tax credits include investment tax credits, production tax credits earned by NEP, and production tax credits 
allocated to tax equity investors 

40 (6) 
Primarily reflects amortization of CITC 
CAFD excludes proceeds from financings and changes in working capital 
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NEP has the flexibility to issue a modest amount of equity to 
continue to grow the portfolio in 2016 

$MM 

Expected Cash Available for Distribution(1) 

(12/31/2016 Run-Rate CAFD) 

$720-$840(2) ($15-$25) 

($20-$25 )(S) ($5-$1 0) $21 0-$290(6) 

Project-level 
Adjusted 
EBITDA 

Corporate 
Expenses 

IDR 
Fees 

Adjusted 
EBITDA 

Debt Service Pre-tax Non-cash Maintainence Estimated 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Tax Credits Expenses Capital Pre-tax CAFD 

See Appendix for definition of Adjusted EBITDA and CAFD expectations 
Project-level Adjusted EBITDA represents the sum of projected operating revenue plus a pre-tax allocation of 
production tax credits, 
Debt service includes principal and interest payments on existing and projected third party debt and distributions net of 
contributions to/from tax equity investors 
Pre-tax tax credits include investment tax credits, production tax credits earned by NEP, and production tax credits 
allocated to tax equity investors 

i'JExrera energy· 

41 
(5) 
(6) 

Primarily reflects amortization of CITC 
CAFD excludes proceeds from financings and changes in working capital 
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After the acceleration of growth in 2015, our current expectations 
are for NEP to grow LP distributions by 12-15°/o annually through 
2020 

Long-Term Growth Outlook- LP Distributions/Unit<1) 

$2.50 $2.17-$2.47 

$2.00 

$1.50 

$1.00 

$0.50 

$0.00 
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

111112% Growth 15% Growth 

42 
(1) Represents expected fourth quarter annualized distributions payable in February of the following year 
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43 

NextEra Energy Partners' 
Adjusted EBITDA and CAFD Expectations(1, 2) 

2015 

12/31/15 Run Rate<3) 

12/31/16 Run Rate<4> 

Adjusted 
EBITDA 

$400 - $440 M M 

$540 - $580 M M 

$640 - $760 MM 

CAFD 

$100-$120 MM 

$190-$220 MM 

$210 - $290 MM 

Unit Distributions 

-$1.23 annualized rate by year end 

12% - 15% average annual growth 

(1) See Appendix for definition of Adjusted EBITDA and CAFD expectations and reconciliation of 2015 amounts 
(2) Includes announced portfolio, plus expected impact of additional acquisitions not yet identified ~JExrera energy· 

PA~!:L~J3S ~. (3) Reflects calendar year 2016 expectations for forecasted portfolio as of 12/31/15 
(4) Reflects calendar year 2017 expectations for forecasted portfolio as of 12/31/16 ·-
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NextEra Energy 
Adjusted Earnings Per Share Expectations(1) 

Upper half of 
$5.40 .. $5.70 

$5.85 .. $6.35 

$6.60 .. $7.10 
(6%- 8% CAGR off a 2014 base) 

45 (1) See Appendix for definition of Adjusted Earnings expectations 
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NextEra Energy announced a new dividend policy on the 
second quarter earnings call 

NextEra Energy Dividend Expectations 

Dividend Per Share Growth 

$4.30 - $4.60 

$3.08 

2015E(
1
l 2018E 

(1) Projected based upon current quarterly dividend of $0.77 

Dividend Policy 

" Targeting increased rate 
of dividend growth 

" Dividend payout ratio 
expected to increase from 
55°/o current level to 65o/o 
by 2018(2) 

" Expected growth in D P S 
of 12 to 14 percent per 
year through at least 2018 
off a 2015 base 

(2) Dividend payout ratio is expected to begin to increase in 2016 
46 Note: Dividend declarations are subject to the discretion of the Board of Directors of NextEra Energy 
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NextEra Energy's business mix is expected to continue to 
shift towards more regulated and long-term contracted 

100% 

80% 

60% 

40% 

20% 

Adjusted Earnings from 
Regulated Businesses(1) 

66% 

58% 

0% _t___ 

2011 2016 

100% 

80% 

60% 

40% 

20% 

Adjusted EBITDA(2) from 
Regulated and long-Term 

Contracted Operations 

84% 

78% 

0% -'----
2011 2016 

(1) Includes FPL and Lone Star regulated earnings and natural gas pipeline system AFUDC 
(2) See Appendix for a reconciliation of adjusted EBITDA to Net Income and definitional information 
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We expect to update the development program by our first 
quarter earnings call next year in April 2016 

Energy Resources 2015-2018 Development Program(1) 

March 20151nvestor Conference<2> 

2015-2018 

U.S. Wind 

Canadian Wind 

U.S. Solar 

Current Scorecard<3> 

2015-2018 

U.S. Wind 

Canadian Wind 

U.S. Solar 

U.S. Solar 2019+ 

Signed 

980 

174 

960 

Signed 

2,190 

174 

1,418 

125MW 

(1) Megawatts shown include megawatts sold to NEP 
(2) As of March 11, 2015 

50 (3) As of 03 2015 earnings call on October 28, 2015 

Additional Rotential 

1,850-2,150 

650-850 

Additional Rotential 

850-950 

370-470 

Total 

2,830 - 3,130 

174 

1,610-1,810 

Total 

3,040-3,140 

174 

1,788-1,888 
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2015-2018 Contracted Renewables 
Development Program<1·2•3) 

Wind Location MW COD Solar Location MW COD 
Breckenridge<4l OK 98 2015 Shafter<2l <4 l CA 
Goshen<4 l Ontario 102 2015 Adelanto I & 11(4) CA 
East Durham<4l Ontario 22 2015 McCoy Solar CA 
Cedar Point JV Ontario 50 2015 Blythe CA 
Golden Hills CA 86 2015 Georgia Solar GA 
Golden West co 249 2015 Silver State South NV 
Carousel co 150 2015 Contracted, not yet announced 

Cedar Bluff KS 199 2015 
Javelina TX 250 2015 TOTAL SOLAR: 

Dickinson/Brady NO 150 2016 
Osborn MO 200 2016 Post-2018 Solar: 
Ninnescah KS 209 2016 Contracted, not yet announced 

Contracted, not yet announced 600 2016 

TOTAL WIND: 2,365 

(1) 2015-2018 COD and current backlog of projects with signed long-term contracts. All projects are subject to 
development and construction risks. 

(2) Megawatts shown include megawatts sold to NEP 
(3) As of 03 2015 earnings call on October 28,2015 

51 (4) Projects in operation as of September 30, 2015 

20 2015 

27 2015 

250 2016 

110 2016 

229 2016 

250 2016 

532 

1,418 

125 
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While still in its infancy, battery storage has the potential to be 
a game-changer for the renewable energy industry 

52 

Generation 

Wind Curtailment 
Reduction 

Renewable Time 
Shifting I Arbitrage 

Energy Storage Applications 

Transmission Distribution 

Voltage Support Peak Shaving 

Load Following Congestion Relief 

Spinning Reserves 

Applications have actually been deployed in paid pilots or in commercial contracts. 

Applications bid into RFPs or in bilateral discussions 

Customer 

Voltage Support 

• Applications for future use as prices decline and market rules open to allow storage 
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Reconciliation of Earnings Per Share Attributable to 
NextEra Energy, Inc. to Adiusted Earnings Per Share 

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

Earnings Per Share Attributable to NextEra Energy, Inc. 

(assuming dilution) $2.48 $2.34 $3.23 $3.27 $4.07 $3.97 $4.74 $4.59 $4.56 

Adjustments: 

Net unrealized mark-to-market losses (gains) 
associated with non-qualifying hedges 0.01 0.29 (0.23) 0.21 (0.42) 0.05 (0.43) (0.45) 0.08 

Loss (income) from other than temporary impairment 
losses, net 0.01 0.19 0.03 (0.01) 0.01 (0.07) 

Merger-related expenses 0.04 

Loss on sale of natural gas-fired generating assets 0.24 

Gain from discontinued operations (Hydro) 

Loss (gain) associated with Maine fossil 

Impairment charge and valuation allowance 

Operating loss of Spain solar projects 

Adjusted Earnings Per Share $2.49 $2.63 $3.04 $3.49 $3.84 $4.05 $4.30 $4.39 $4.57 

53 

2013 2014 

$4.47 $5.60 

0.13 (0.35) 

0.01 

(0.54) 

0.10 (0.03) 

0.80 

0.01 0.07 

$4.97 $5.30 
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Reconciliation of 2011 Adjusted Earnings Before Interest, Taxes 
Depreciation and Amortization (Adjusted EBITDA) to Net Income 

(Full-Year Ended December 31, 2011) 

($ in millions) 

Net income 

Add back interest 

Add back income taxes 

Add back depreciation & amortization 
Other 
EBITDA 

FPL, Lonestar, Contracted 
All other 

Total 

GAAP 

$1,923 

1,034 

529 

1,567 

0 
$5,053 

$3,912 
1 141 

$5,053 

77% 
23% 

100% 

Adjustments 
($86) (1) 

0 
(57) (1) 

0 

738 
$595 

$517 
78 

$595 

(2) 

Adjusted 

$1,837 

1,034 

472 

1,567 

738 
$5,648 

$4,429 
1,219 

$5,648 

78% 
22% 

100% 

(1) Includes net unrealized mark-to-market (gains) losses associated with non-qualifying hedges, other than temporary 
impairment losses, and charges resulting from the sale of the five natural gas-fired generating assets in two sale 
transactions- net and related tax impact. NE><Tera· 

(2) Primarily consists of the pre-tax effect of production tax credits, investment tax credits and convertible investment tax ENERGY~ 

54 
credits and related amortization, and Energy Resources' share of revenue and operating expenses of equity method &·-·--·-~-it. 
investees in excess of GAAP equity in earnings. /~ 
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Reconciliation of Adjusted Earnings to Net Income 

($ millions) 

Net Income 
Adjustments, net of income taxes: 

Net unrealized mark-to-market losses (gains) associated with non-qualifying 
hedges 
Loss (income) from other than temporary impairment losses, net 
Loss on sale of natural gas-fired generating assets 

Adjusted Earnings 

55 

2011 

$1,923 

(190) 
6 

98 
$1,837 
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Definitional information 

NextEra Energy, Inc. Adjusted Earnings Expectations 
This presentation refers to adjusted earnings per share expectations. Adjusted earnings expectations exclude the unrealized mark
to-market effect of non-qualifying hedges, net OTT I losses on securities held in NextEra Energy Resources' nuclear 
decommissioning funds and the cumulative effect of adopting new accounting standards, none of which can be determined at this 
time, and operating results from the Spain solar project and merger-related expenses. In addition, adjusted earnings expectations 
assume, among other things: normal weather and operating conditions; continued recovery of the national and the Florida economy; 
supportive commodity markets; current forward curves; public policy support for wind and solar development and construction; 
market demand and transmission expansion to support wind and solar development; access to capital at reasonable cost and terms; 
no divestitures, other than Next Era Energy Partners, LP, or acquisitions; no adverse litigation decisions; and no changes to 
governmental tax policy or incentives. Expected adjusted earnings amounts cannot be reconciled to expected net income because 
net income includes the mark-to-market effect of non-qualifying hedges and net OTTI losses on certain investments, none of which 
can be determined at this time. 

NextEra Energy Resources, LLC. Adjusted EBITDA 
Adjusted EBITDA includes NextEra Energy Resources consolidated investments, excluding Spain, its share of NEP IPO and 
estimated investments consistent with accelerated growth, as well as its share of equity method investments. Adjusted EBITDA of 
each category of asset set forth above represents such category's projected (a) revenue less (b) fuel expense, less (c) project 
operating expenses, less (d) a portion of corporate G&A deemed to be associated with project operations, plus (e) other income, 
less (f) other deductions. Adjusted EBITDA excludes the impact of non-qualifying hedges, other than temporary impairments, 
corporate G&A deemed to be associated with development activities, and certain differential membership costs. Projected revenue 
as used in the calculations of adjusted EBITDA represents the sum of projected (a) operating revenue plus a pre-tax allocation of (b) 
production tax credits, plus (c) investment tax credits and plus (d) earnings impact from convertible investment. 

56 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 378

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



Cautionary Statement And Risk Factors That May Affect 
Future Results 

This presentation contains "forward-looking statements" within the meaning of the safe harbor provisions of the Private Securities 
Litigation Reform Act of 1995. Forward-looking statements are not statements of historical facts, but instead represent the current 
expectations of NextEra Energy, Inc. (together with its subsidiaries, NextEra Energy) regarding future operating results and other 
future events, many of which, by their nature, are inherently uncertain and outside of NextEra Energy's control. Forward-looking 
statements in this presentation include, among others, statements concerning adjusted earnings per share expectations and future 
operating performance, and statements concerning future dividends. In some cases, you can identify the forward-looking statements 
by words or phrases such as "will " "may result " "expect " "anticipate " "believe " "intend " "plan " "seek " "aim " "potential " 
"projection," "forecast," "predict," "'goals," "target," "outlo~k," "should,',."would" or similar ~ords ~r expressions: You shou'ld not place 
undue reliance on these forward-looking statements, which are not a guarantee of future performance. The future results of NextEra 
Energy and its business and financial condition are subject to risks and uncertainties that could cause actual results to differ 
materially from those expressed or implied in the forward-looking statements, or may require it to limit or eliminate certain 
operations. These risks and uncertainties include, but are not limited to, the following: effects of extensive regulation of NextEra 
Energy's business operations; inability of NextEra Energy to recover in a timely manner any significant amount of costs, a return on 
certain assets or a reasonable return on invested capital through base rates, cost recovery clauses, other regulatory mechanisms or 
otherwise; impact of political, regulatory and economic factors on regulatory decisions important to NextEra Energy; disallowance of 
cost recovery based on a finding of imprudent use of derivative instruments; effect of any reductions to or elimination of 
governmental incentives that support utility scale renewable energy projects or the imposition of additional taxes or assessments on 
renewable energy; impact of new or revised laws, regulations or interpretations or other regulatory initiatives on NextEra Energy; 
effect on NextEra Energy of potential regulatory action to broaden the scope of regulation of over-the-counter (OTC) financial 
derivatives and to apply such regulation to NextEra Energy; capital expenditures, increased operating costs and various liabilities 
attributable to environmental laws, regulations and other standards applicable to NextEra Energy; effects on NextEra Energy of 
federal or state laws or regulations mandating new or additional limits on the production of greenhouse gas emissions; exposure of 
NextEra Energy to significant and increasing compliance costs and substantial monetary penalties and other sanctions as a result of 
extensive federal regulation of its operations; effect on NextEra Energy of changes in tax laws and in judgments and estimates used 
to determine tax-related asset and liability amounts; impact on NextEra Energy of adverse results of litigation; effect on NextEra 
Energy of failure to proceed with projects under development or inability to complete the construction of (or capital improvements to) 
electric generation, transmission and distribution facilities, gas infrastructure facilities or other facilities on schedule or within budget; 
impact on development and operating activities of NextEra Energy resulting from risks related to project siting, financing, 
construction, permitting, governmental approvals and the negotiation of project development agreements; risks involved in the 
operation and maintenance of electric generation, transmission and distribution facilities, gas infrastructure facilities and other 
facilities; effect on NextEra Energy of a lack of growth or slower growth in the number of customers or in customer usage; impact on 
NextEra Energy of severe weather and other weather conditions; threats of terrorism and catastrophic events that could result from 
terrorism, cyber attacks or other attempts to disrupt NextEra Energy's business or the businesses of third parties; inability to obtain 
adequate insurance coverage for protection of NextEra Energy against significant losses and risk that insurance coverage does not 
provide protection against all significant losses; a prolonged period of low gas and oil prices could impact NextEra Energy's gas 
infrastructure business and cause NextEra Energy to delay or cancel certain gas infrastructure projects and for certain existing 
projects to be impaired, risk of increased operating costs resulting from unfavorable supply costs necessary to provide full energy 
and capacity requirement services; 
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Cautionary Statement And Risk Factors That May Affect 
Future Results (cont.) 

inability or failure to manage properly or hedge effectively the commodity risk within its portfolio; potential volatility of NextEra Energy's 
results of operations caused by sales of power on the spot market or on a short-term contractual basis; effect of reductions in the 
liquidity of energy markets on NextEra Energy's ability to manage operational risks; effectiveness of NextEra Energy's risk 
management tools associated with its hedging and trading procedures to protect against significant losses, including the effect of 
unforeseen price variances from historical behavior; impact of unavailability or disruption of power transmission or commodity 
transportation facilities on sale and delivery of power or natural gas; exposure of NextEra Energy to credit and performance risk from 
customers, hedging counterparties and vendors; failure of counterparties to perform under derivative contracts or of requirement for 
NextEra Energy to post margin cash collateral under derivative contracts; failure or breach of NextEra Energy's information 
technology systems; risks to NextEra Energy's retail businesses from compromise of sensitive customer data; losses from volatility in 
the market values of derivative instruments and limited liquidity in OTC markets; impact of negative publicity; inability to maintain, 
negotiate or renegotiate acceptable franchise agreements; increasing costs of health care plans; lack of a qualified workforce or the 
loss or retirement of key employees; occurrence of work strikes or stoppages and increasing personnel costs; NextEra Energy's ability 
to successfully identify, complete and integrate acquisitions, including the effect of increased competition for acquisitions; NextEra 
Energy Partners, LP's (NEP's) acquisitions may not be completed and, even if completed, NextEra Energy may not realize the 
anticipated benefits of any acquisitions; environmental, health and financial risks associated with ownership and operation of nuclear 
generation facilities; liability of NextEra Energy for significant retrospective assessments and/or retrospective insurance premiums in 
the event of an incident at certain nuclear generation facilities; increased operating and capital expenditures at nuclear generation 
facilities resulting from orders or new regulations of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission; inability to operate any owned nuclear 
generation units through the end of their respective operating licenses; liability for increased nuclear licensing or compliance costs 
resulting from hazards, and increased public attention to hazards, posed to owned nuclear generation facilities; risks associated with 
outages of owned nuclear units; effect of disruptions, uncertainty or volatility in the credit and capital markets on NextEra Energy's 
ability to fund its liquidity and capital needs and meet its growth objectives; inability to maintain current credit ratings; impairment of 
liquidity from inability of credit providers to fund their credit commitments or to maintain their current credit ratings; poor market 
performance and other economic factors that could affect NextEra Energy's defined benefit pension plan's funded status; poor market 
performance and other risks to the asset values of nuclear decommissioning funds; changes in market value and other risks to certain 
of NextEra Energy's investments; effect of inability of NextEra Energy subsidiaries to pay upstream dividends or repay funds to 
NextEra Energy or of NextEra Energy's performance under guarantees of subsidiary obligations on NextEra Energy's ability to meet 
its financial obligations and to pay dividends on its common stock; the fact that the amount and timing of dividends payable on 
NextEra Energy's common stock, as well as the dividend policy approved by NextEra Energy's board of directors from time to time, 
and changes to that policy, are within the sole discretion of NextEra Energy's board of directors and, if declared and paid, dividends 
may be in amounts that are less than might be expected by shareholders; and effect of disruptions, uncertainty or volatility in the credit 
and capital markets of the market price of NextEra Energy's common stock. NextEra Energy discusses these and other risks and 
uncertainties in its annual report on Form 1 0-K for the year ended December 31, 2014 and other SEC filings, and this presentation 
should be read in conjunction with such SEC filings made through the date of this presentation. The forward-looking statements made 
in this presentation are made only as of the date of this presentation and NextEra Energy undertakes no obligation to update any 
forward-looking statements. 
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Reconciliation of Income Before Taxes to Adjusted 
EBITDA and Cash Available for Distribution (CAFD) 
(millions) 
Income before income taxes 

Less financial results of entities under common control 
prior to their respective acquisition dates 

Add back: 
Depreciation and amortization 
Interest expense and certain differential membership costs 
Production tax credits, investment tax credits, CITC- pretax 

NET Midstream transaction costs 
Other 

Adjusted EBITDA 

Debt service 

Production tax credits, investment tax credits, CITC- pretax 

Maintenance capital expenditures (1 l 

Other 

Cash available for distribution 

(1) Includes capital expenditures to maintain the existing capacity of the assets. Excludes capital expenditures 
60 associated with new development activities that have been funded by N EER. 

2015E 

$85-$90 

(65- 75) 

140- 150 
110- 130 

85-95 

10- 15 
20-40 

$400-$440 

(190- 220) 

(55- 65) 

(5-15) 

(20- 30) 

$100- $120 
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Definitional information 

NextEra Energy Partners, LP. Adjusted EBITDA and CAFD Expectations 
This presentation refers to adjusted EBITDA and CAFD expectations. NEP's adjusted EBITDA 
expectations represent projected revenue less fuel expense, project operating expenses, a portion of 
corporate G&A associated with these projects, plus other income, less other deductions. Projected 
revenue as used in the calculations of projected EBITDA represents the sum of projected operating 
revenue plus the earnings impact from the amortization of convertible investment tax credits. 

CAFD is defined as cash available for distribution and represents adjusted EBITDA less (1) a pre-tax 
allocation of production tax credits, less (2) a pre-tax allocation of the earnings impact from convertible 
investment tax credits, less (3) debt service, less (4) maintenance capital, less (5) income tax payments, 
less (6) other non-cash items included in adjusted EBITDA if any. CAFD excludes changes in working 
capital. 

NextEra Energy Partners' expectations of 12/31/15 run rate and 12/31/16 run rate adjusted EBITDA and 
CAFD reflect the consummation of forecasted acquisitions. These measures have not been reconciled 
to GAAP net income because NextEra Energy Partners did not prepare estimates of the effect of these 
acquisitions on certain GAAP line items that would be necessary to provide a forward-looking estimate 
of GAAP net income, and the information necessary to provide such a forward-looking estimate is not 
available without unreasonable effort. 
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Cautionary Statement And Risk Factors That May Affect 
Future Results 

This presentation contains "forward-looking statements" within the meaning of the fede_ral securities laws. Forward-looking statements are 
not statements of historical facts, but instead represent the current expectations of NextEra Energy Partners, LP (together with its 
subsidiaries, NEP) regarding future operating results and other future events, many of which, by their nature, are inherently uncertain and 
outside of NEP's control. Forward-looking statements in this presentation include, among others, statements concerning cash available 
for distributions expectations and future operating performance. In some cases, you can identify the forward-looking statements by words 
or phrases such as "will " "may result " "expect " "anticipate " "believe " "intend " "plan " "seek " "aim " "potential " "projection " "forecast " 
"predict," "goals," "target,'' "outlook," ,'should,'' "~auld" or similar word~ or expr~ssions. You should not place u~due reliance on these ' 
forward-looking statements, which are not a guarantee of future performance. The future results of NEP and its business and financial 
condition are subject to risks and uncertainties that could cause NEP's actual results to differ materially from those expressed or implied 
in the forward-looking statements, or may require it to limit or eliminate certain operations. These risks and uncertainties include, but are 
not limited to, the following: NEP has a limited operating history and its projects may not perform as expected; NEP's ability to make cash 
distributions to its unitholders is affected by wind and solar conditions at its projects; operation and maintenance of energy projects 
involve significant risks that could result in unplanned power outages or reduced output; the wind turbines at some of NEP's projects and 
at some of NextEra Energy Resources, LLC's (NEER) right of first offer projects (ROFO Projects) are not generating the amount of 
energy estimated by their manufacturers' original power curves, and the manufacturers may not be able to restore energy capacity at the 
affected turbines; NEP depends on certain of the projects in its portfolio for a substantial portion of its anticipated cash flows; terrorist or 
similar attacks could impact NEP's projects or surrounding areas and adversely affect its business; NEP's energy production may be 
substantially below its expectations if a natural disaster or meteorological conditions damage its turbines, solar panels, other equipment or 
facilities; NEP is not able to insure against all potential risks and it may become subject to higher insurance premiums; warranties 
provided by the suppliers of equipment for NEP's projects may be limited by the ability of a supplier to satisfy its warranty obligations or if 
the term of the warranty has expired or liability limits, which could reduce or void the warranty protections, or the warranties may be 
insufficient to compensate NEP's losses; supplier concentration at certain of NEP's projects may expose it to significant credit or 
performance risks; NEP relies on interconnection and transmission facilities of third parties to deliver energy from its projects and, if these 
facilities become unavailable, NEP's projects may not be able to operate or deliver energy; NEP's business is subject to liabilities and 
operating restrictions arising from environmental, health and safety laws and regulations; NEP's projects may be adversely affected by 
legislative changes or a failure to comply with applicable energy regulations; NEP's partnership agreement restricts the voting rights of 
unitholders owning 20% or more of its common units, and under certain circumstances this could be reduced to 1 0%; NEP does not own 
all of the land on which the projects in its portfolio are located and its use and enjoyment of the property may be adversely affected to the 
extent that there are any lienholders or leaseholders that have rights that are superior to NEP's rights or the BLM suspends its federal 
rights-of-way grants; NEP is subject to risks associated with litigation or administrative proceedings that could materially impact its 
operations, including future proceedings related to projects it subsequently acquires; NEP's wind projects located in Canada are subject 
to Canadian domestic content requirements under their Feed-in-Tariff {FIT) contracts; NEP's cross-border operations require NEP to 
comply with anti-corruption laws and regulations of the U.S. government and non-U.S. jurisdictions; NEP is subject to risks associated 
with its ownership or acquisition of projects that remain under construction, which could result in its inability to complete construction 
projects on time or at all, and make projects too expensive to complete or cause the return on an investment to be less than expected; 
NEP relies on a limited number of energy sale counterparties and NEP is exposed to the risk that they are unwilling or unable to fulfill their 
contractual obligations to NEP or that they otherwise terminate their agreements with NEP; 
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Cautionary Statement And Risk Factors That May Affect 
Future Results (cont.) 

NEP may not be able to extend, renew or replace expiring or terminated agreements, such as its power purchase agreements (PPAs), 
Renewable Energy Standard Offer Program (RESOP) Contracts and FIT Contracts, at favorable rates or on a long-term basis; if the 
energy production by or availability of NEP's U.S. projects is less than expected, they may not be able to satisfy minimum production or 
availability obligations under NEP's U.S. project entities' PPAs; NEP's growth strategy depends on locating and acquiring interests in 
additional projects consistent with its business strategy at favorable prices; NextEra Energy Operating Partners, LP's (NEP OpCo) 
partnership agreement requires that it distribute its available cash, which could limit its ability to grow and make acquisitions; lower prices 
for other fuel sources reduce the demand for wind and solar energy; government regulations providing incentives and subsidies for clean 
energy could change at any time and such changes may negatively impact NEP's growth strategy; NEP's growth strategy depends on the 
acquisition of projects developed by NextEra Energy, Inc. (NEE) and third parties, which face risks related to project siting, financing, 
construction, permitting, the environment, governmental approvals and the negotiation of project development agreements; NEP's ability 
to consummate future acquisitions will depend on NEP's ability to finance those acquisitions; acquisitions of existing clean energy 
projects involve numerous risks; renewable energy procurement is subject to U.S. state and Canadian provincial regulations, with 
relatively irregular, infrequent and often competitive procurement windows; NEP may acquire other sources of clean energy, including 
natural gas and nuclear projects, and may expand to include other types of assets including transmission projects, and any future 
acquisition of non-renewable energy projects, including transmission projects, may present unforeseen challenges and result in a 
competitive disadvantage relative to NEP's more-established competitors. A failure to successfully integrate such acquisitions with NEP's 
then-existing projects as a result of unforeseen operational difficulties or otherwise, could have a material adverse effect on NEP's 
business, financial condition, results of operations and ability to grow its business and make cash distributions to its unitholders; NEP 
faces substantial competition primarily from regulated utilities, developers, independent power producers (IPPs), pension funds and 
private equity funds for opportunities in North America; restrictions in NEP OpCo's subsidiaries' revolving credit facility could adversely 
affect NEP's business, financial condition, results of operations and ability to make cash distributions to its unitholders; NEP's cash 
distributions to its unitholders may be reduced as a result of restrictions on NEP's subsidiaries' cash distributions to NEP under the terms 
of their indebtedness; NEP's subsidiaries' substantial amount of indebtedness may adversely affect NEP's ability to operate its business 
and its failure to comply with the terms of its subsidiaries' indebtedness could have a material adverse effect on NEP's financial condition; 
currency exchange rate fluctuations may affect NEP's operations; NEP is exposed to risks inherent in its use of interest rate swaps; 
NEP's failure to remediate a material weakness in internal controls, and to maintain effective internal controls in the future, could have a 
material adverse effect on its business; NEE exercises substantial influence over NEP and NEP is highly dependent on NEE and its 
affiliates; NEP is highly dependent on credit support from NEE and its affiliates; NEP's subsidiaries may default under contracts or 
become subject to cash sweeps if credit support is terminated, if NEE or its affiliates fail to honor their obligations under credit support 
arrangements, or if NEE or another credit support provider ceases to satisfy creditworthiness requirements, and NEP will be required in 
certain circumstances to reimburse NEE for draws that are made on credit support; NEER or one of its affiliates is permitted to borrow 
funds received by NEP's subsidiaries, including NEP OpCo, as partial consideration for its obligation to provide credit support to NEP, 
and NEER will use these funds for its own account without paying additional consideration to NEP and is obligated to return these funds 
only as needed to cover project costs and distributions or as demanded by NEP OpCo; NEP's financial condition and ability to make 
distributions to its unitholders, as well as its ability to grow distributions in the future, is highly dependent on NEER's performance of its 
obligations to return a portion of these funds; NEP may not be able to consummate future acquisitions from NEER; NextEra Energy 
Partners GP, Inc. (NEP GP), NEP's general partner, and its affiliates, including NEE, have conflicts of interest with NEP and limited duties 
to NEP and its unitholders and they may favor their own interests to the detriment of NEP and holders of NEP's common units; NEE and 
other affiliates of NEP GP are not restricted in their ability to compete with NEP; 
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Cautionary Statement And Risk Factors That May Affect 
Future Results (cont.) 

NEP may be unable to terminate the management services agreement among NEP, NextEra Energy Management Partners, LP (NEE 
Management), NEP OpCo and NEP GP (Management Services Agreement); if NEE Management terminates the Management Services 
Agreement, NEER terminates the management services subcontract between NEE Management and NEER (Management Sub-Contract) 
or either of them defaults in the performance of its obligations thereunder, NEP may be unable to contract with a substitute service 
provider on similar terms, or at all; NEP's arrangements with NEE limit NEE's liability, and NEP has agreed to indemnify NEE against 
claims that it may face in connection with such arrangements, which may lead NEE to assume greater risks when making decisions 
relating to NEP than it otherwise would if acting solely for its own account; the credit and risk profile of NEP GP and its owner, NEE, could 
adversely affect any NEP credit ratings and risk profile, which could increase NEP's borrowing costs or hinder NEP's ability to raise 
capital; NEP's ability to make distributions to its unitholders depends on the ability of NEP OpCo to make cash distributions to its limited 
partners; if NEP incurs material tax liabilities, NEP's distributions to its unitholders may be reduced, without any corresponding reduction 
in the amount of the IDR fee (as defined in the Management Services Agreement) payable to NEE Management under the Management 
Services Agreement; holders of NEP's common units have limited voting rights and are not entitled to elect its general partner or its 
general partner's directors; NEP's partnership agreement restricts the remedies available to holders of NEP's common units for actions 
taken by its general partner that might otherwise constitute breaches of fiduciary duties; NEP's partnership agreement replaces NEP GP's 
fiduciary duties to holders of NEP's common units with contractual standards governing its duties; even if holders of NEP's common units 
are dissatisfied, they cannot initially remove NEP GP, as NEP's general partner, without NEE's consent; NEP GP's interest in NEP and 
the control of NEP GP may be transferred to a third party without unitholder consent; the IDR fee may be transferred to a third party 
without unitholder consent; NEP may issue additional units without unitholder approval, which would dilute unitholder interests; 
reimbursements and fees owed to NEP GP and its affiliates for services provided to NEP or on NEP's behalf will reduce cash distributions 
to or from NEP OpCo and from NEP to NEP's unitholders, and the amount and timing of such reimbursements and fees will be 
determined by NEP GP and there are no limits on the amount that NEP OpCo may be required to pay; discretion in establishing cash 
reserves by NextEra Energy Operating Partners GP, LLC (NEE Operating GP), the general partner of NEP OpCo, may reduce the 
amount of cash distributions to NEP's unitholders; while NEP's partnership agreement requires NEP to distribute its available cash, 
NEP's partnership agreement, including provisions requiring NEP to make cash distributions, may be amended; NEP OpCo can borrow 
money to pay distributions, which would reduce the amount of credit available to operate NEP's business; increases in interest rates 
could adversely impact the price of NEP's common units, NEP's ability to issue equity or incur debt for acquisitions or other purposes and 
NEP's ability to make cash distributions to its unitholders; the price of NEP's common units may fluctuate significantly and unitholders 
could lose all or part of their investment and a market that will provide unitholders with adequate liquidity may not develop; the liability of 
holders of NEP's common units, which represent limited partner interests in NEP, may not be limited if a court finds that unitholder action 
constitutes control of NEP's business; unitholders may have liability to repay distributions that were wrongfully distributed to them; except 
in limited circumstances, NEP GP has the power and authority to conduct NEP's business without unitholder approval; contracts between 
NEP, on the one hand, and NEP GP and its affiliates, on the other hand, will not be the result of arm's-length negotiations; unitholders 
have no right to enforce the obligations of NEP GP and its affiliates under agreements with NEP; NEP GP decides whether to retain 
separate counsel, accountants or others to perform services for NEP; the New York Stock Exchange does not require a publicly traded 
limited partnership like NEP to comply with certain of its corporate governance requirements; NEP's future tax liability may be greater 
than expected if NEP does not generate net operating losses (NOLs) sufficient to offset taxable income or if tax authorities challenge 
certain of NEP's tax positions; NEP's ability to utilize NOLs to offset future income may be limited; NEP will not have complete control 
over NEP's tax decisions; a valuation allowance may be required for NEP's deferred tax assets; distributions to unitholders may be 
taxable as dividends; ~,JE.><Tera energy, 
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Cautionary Statement And Risk Factors That May Affect 
Future Results (cont.) 

NEP may fail to realize the growth prospects anticipated as a result of the NET Midstream acquisition; uncertainties associated with the 
NET Midstream acquisition may cause a loss of management personnel and other key employees that could adversely affect NEP's 
future business, operations and financial results following the NET Midstream acquisition; as a result of the NET Midstream acquisition, 
the scope and size of NEP's operations and business will substantially change and NEP cannot provide assurance that NEP's expansion 
into the midstream natural gas industry will be successful; NET Midstream depends on a key customer for a significant portion of its 
revenues, the loss of such customer could result in a decline in NEP's revenues and cash available to make distributions to NEP's 
unitholders; NEP may be unable to secure renewals of long-term natural gas transportation agreements, which could expose its revenues 
to increased volatility; NEP may not succeed in realizing the anticipated benefits of NET Mexico's pipeline joint venture with a subsidiary 
of PEMEX; with the NET Midstream acquisition, for the first time NEP is pursuing the development of pipeline expansion projects that will 
require up-front capital expenditures and expose NEP to project development risks; NEP's ability to maximize the productivity of the NET 
Midstream business and to complete potential pipeline expansion projects will be dependent on the continued availability of natural gas 
production in NET Midstream's areas of operation; NET Midstream does not own all of the land on which the NET Midstream pipelines 
are located, which could disrupt its operations; the natural gas pipeline industry is highly competitive, and increased competitive pressure 
could adversely affect NEP's business; if third-party pipelines and other facilities interconnected to the NET Midstream pipelines become 
partially or fully unavailable to transport natural gas, NEP's revenues and cash available for distribution to unitholders could be adversely 
affected; a change in the jurisdictional characterization of some of the NET Midstream assets, or a change in law or regulatory policy, 
could result in increased regulation of these assets; NEP may incur significant costs and liabilities as a result of pipeline integrity 
management program testing and any necessary pipeline repair or preventative or remedial measures; NET Midstream's pipeline 
operations could incur significant costs if the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration or the Railroad Commission of 
Texas adopts more stringent regulations governing NEP's business; NEP could be exposed to liabilities under the U.S. Foreign Corrupt 
Practices Act (FCPA) and other anti-corruption laws (including non-U.S. laws); PEMEX may claim certain immunities under the Foreign 
Sovereign Immunities Act and Mexican law, and NET Midstream's ability to sue or recover from PEMEX for breach of contract may be 
limited; the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission is investigating certain commodities trading activities by an employee of NET 
Midstream; natural gas operations are subject to numerous environmental laws and regulations, compliance with which may require 
significant capital expenditures, increase NEP's cost of operations and affect or limit its business plans, or expose NEP to liabilities; 
reductions in demand for natural gas in the United States or Mexico and low market prices of commodities could adversely affect NET 
Midstream's operations and cash flows; natural gas gathering and transmission activities involve numerous risks that may result in 
accidents or otherwise affect NET Midstream's operations; the assumptions underlying NEP's projections of future revenues from the 
NET Midstream acquisition are inherently uncertain and are subject to significant business, economic, financial, regulatory and 
competitive risks and uncertainties that could cause actual results to differ materially from those forecasted. NEP discusses these and 
other risks and uncertainties in its annual report on Form 1 0-K for the year ended December 31, 2014 and other SEC filings, and this 
presentation should be read in conjunction with such SEC filings made through the date of this presentation. The forward-looking 
statements made in this presentation are made only as of the date of this presentation and NEP undertakes no obligation to update any 
forward-looking statements. 

65 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 387

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



This page intentionally left blank 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 388

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



LBNL-1000917

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 389

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



   
 

 

Utility-Scale Solar 2014 

An Empirical Analysis of Project Cost, Performance,  
and Pricing Trends in the United States 
 
Authors: Mark Bolinger and Joachim Seel 
Energy Analysis & Environmental Impacts Division, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory 
 
 
Table of Contents 

Executive Summary .................................................................................................................... i 
1.  Introduction ........................................................................................................................... 1 
2.  Technology Trends Among the Project Population ........................................................... 5 

PV (194 projects, 6,236 MWAC) ................................................................................................................................. 6 
CSP (15 projects, 1,673 MWAC) ............................................................................................................................... 11 

3.  Installed Prices .................................................................................................................... 12 
PV (170 projects, 5,874 MWAC, including 2 CPV projects totaling 35 MWAC) ......................................................... 13 
CSP (6 projects, 1,270 MWAC) ................................................................................................................................. 19 

4.  Operation and Maintenance Costs .................................................................................... 20 
5.  Capacity Factors ................................................................................................................. 22 

PV (128 projects, 3,201 MWAC) ............................................................................................................................... 22 
CPV (2 projects, 35 MWAC) ...................................................................................................................................... 26 
CSP (13 projects, 1,390 MWAC) ............................................................................................................................... 27 

6.  Power Purchase Agreement (“PPA”) Prices ..................................................................... 29 
7.  Conclusions and Future Outlook ....................................................................................... 38 
References ................................................................................................................................ 41 
 

List of Figures 
Figure 1. Historical and Projected PV Capacity by Sector in the United States .............................................................. 1 

Figure 2. Capacity Shares of PV Module and Mounting Configurations by Installation Year ......................................... 7 

Figure 3. Map of Global Horizontal Irradiance (GHI) and Utility-Scale Solar Project Locations ..................................... 8 

Figure 4. Trends in Global Horizontal Irradiance by Mounting Type and Installation Year ............................................. 9 

Figure 5. Trends in Inverter Loading Ratio by Mounting Type and Installation Year .................................................... 10 

Figure 6. Installed Price of Utility-Scale PV and CPV Projects by Installation Year ...................................................... 13 

Figure 7. Installed Price of Utility-Scale PV and CPV Projects by Project Design and Installation Year ...................... 14 

Figure 8. Installed Price of 2014 PV Projects by Size and Project Design ................................................................... 16 

Figure 9. Installed Price of Utility-Scale CSP Projects by Technology and Installation Year ........................................ 19 

Figure 10. Empirical O&M Costs Over Time ................................................................................................................. 21 

Figure 11. Cumulative PV Capacity Factor by Project Vintage:  2010-2013 Projects Only .......................................... 23 

Figure 12. 2014 PV Capacity Factor by Project Vintage:  2010-2013 Projects Only .................................................... 24 

Figure 13. Cumulative PV Capacity Factor by Resource Strength, Fixed-Tilt vs. Tracking, Inverter Loading Ratio, and 
Module Type ................................................................................................................................................ 25 

Figure 14. Capacity Factor of CSP Projects (Solar Portion Only) Over Time ............................................................... 27 

Figure 15. Levelized PPA Prices by Technology, Contract Size, and PPA Execution Date ......................................... 31 

Figure 16. Levelized PPA Prices by Operational Status and PPA Execution Date ...................................................... 33 

Figure 17. Generation-Weighted Average PV PPA Prices Over Time by Contract Vintage ......................................... 35 

Figure 18. Average PV PPA Prices and Natural Gas Fuel Cost Projections Over Time .............................................. 36 

Figure 19. Levelized PV PPA Prices by Contract Vintage ............................................................................................ 37 

Figure 20. Solar and Other Resource Capacity in 35 Selected Interconnection Queues ............................................. 39 

 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 390

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



List of Acronyms 

AC……………………………………………………. Alternating Current 

c-Si…………………………………………………… Crystalline Silicon 

COD………………………………………………….. Commercial Operation Date 

CPV………………………………………………….. Concentrated Photovoltaics 

CSP…………………………………………………... Concentrated Solar (Thermal) Power  

DC……………………………………………………. Direct Current 

DIF…………………………………………………….. Diffuse Horizontal Irradiance 

DNI…………………………………………………… Direct Normal Irradiance 

DOE………………………………………………….. U.S. Department of Energy 

EIA…………………………………………………… Energy Information Agency 

EPC…………………………………………………… Engineering, Procurement & Construction 

FERC…………………………………………………. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

GHI……………………………………………………. Global Horizontal Irradiance 

FiT…………………………………………………….. Feed-in Tariff 

ILR……………………………………………………. Inverter Loading Ratio 

ISO……………………………………………………. Independent System Operator 

ITC……………………………………………………. Investment Tax Credit 

LBNL…………………………………………………. Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory 

LCOE…………………………………………………. Levelized Cost of Energy 

MW…………………………………………………... Megawatt(s) 

NCF………………………………………………….. Net Capacity Factor 

NREL………………………………………………… National Renewable Energy Laboratory 

O&M…………………………………………………. Operation and Maintenance 

PII……………………………………………………. Permitting, Interconnection & Inspection 

PPA…………………………………………………... Power Purchase Agreement 

PV……………………………………………………. Photovoltaics 

REC………………………………………………….. Renewable Energy Credit 

RTO………………………………………………….. Regional Transmission Organization 

SEGS………………………………………………… Solar Energy Generation Systems 

TOD………………………………………………….. Time-Of-Delivery 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 391

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



 

Executive Summary 

Other than the nine Solar Energy Generation Systems (“SEGS”) parabolic trough projects built in the 
1980s, virtually no large-scale or “utility-scale” solar projects – defined here to include any ground-
mounted photovoltaic (“PV”), concentrating photovoltaic (“CPV”), or concentrating solar thermal 
power (“CSP”) project larger than 5 MWAC – existed in the United States prior to 2007.  By 2012 – just 
five years later – utility-scale had become the largest sector of the overall PV market in the United 
States, a distinction that was repeated in both 2013 and 2014 and that is expected to continue for at least 
the next few years.  Over this same short period, CSP also experienced a bit of a renaissance in the 
United States, with a number of large new parabolic trough and power tower systems – some including 
thermal storage – achieving commercial operation. 
 
With this critical mass of new utility-scale projects now online and in some cases having operated for a 
number of years (generating not only electricity, but also empirical data that can be mined), the rapidly 
growing utility-scale sector is ripe for analysis.  This report, the third edition in an ongoing annual 
series, meets this need through in-depth, annually updated, data-driven analysis of not just installed 
project costs or prices – i.e., the traditional realm of solar economics analyses – but also operating costs, 
capacity factors, and power purchase agreement (“PPA”) prices from a large sample of utility-scale solar 
projects in the United States.  Given its current dominance in the market, utility-scale PV also dominates 
much of this report, though data from CPV and CSP projects are presented where appropriate. 
 
Some of the more-notable findings from this year’s edition include the following: 
 

• Installation Trends:  Among the total population of utility-scale PV projects from which data 
samples are drawn, several trends are worth noting due to their influence on (or perhaps 
reflection of) the cost, performance, and price data analyzed later.  For example, the use of 
tracking devices (overwhelmingly single-axis, though a few dual-axis tracking projects entered 
the population in 2014) continues to expand, particularly among thin-film (CdTe) projects, which 
had almost exclusively opted for fixed-tilt mounts prior to 2014.  The quality of the solar 
resource in which PV projects are being built in the United States has increased on average over 
time, as most of the projects in the population (>90% in MW terms) are located in the Southwest 
where the solar resource is the strongest.  That said, the market has also begun to expand outside 
of the Southwest, most notably in the Southeast.  The average inverter loading ratio – i.e., the 
ratio of a project’s DC module array nameplate rating to its AC inverter nameplate rating – has 
also increased among more recent project vintages, as oversizing the array can boost revenue, 
particularly when time-of-delivery pricing is used.  In combination, these trends should drive AC 
capacity factors higher among more recently built PV projects (a hypothesis confirmed by the 
capacity factor data analyzed in Chapter 5).  Finally, 2014 also saw three new large CSP projects 
– i.e., two 250 MW trough projects and one 377 MW solar power tower project – achieve 
commercial operation; in contrast, no new CPV plants came online in 2014. 
 

• Installed Prices:  Median installed PV project prices within a sizable sample have steadily fallen 
by more than 50% since the 2007-2009 period, from around $6.3/WAC to $3.1/WAC (or 
$5.7/WDC to $2.3/WDC, all in 2014 dollars) for projects completed in 2014.  The lowest-priced 
projects among our 2014 sample of 55 PV projects were ~$2/WAC, with the lowest 20th 
percentile of projects having fallen considerably from $3.2/WAC in 2013 to $2.3/WAC in 2014.  

i 
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The three large CSP projects that came online in 2014 were priced considerably higher than our 
PV sample, ranging from $5.1/WAC to $6.2/WAC. 
 

• Operation and Maintenance (“O&M”) Costs:  What limited empirical O&M cost data are 
publicly available suggest that PV O&M costs appear to have been in the neighborhood of 
$20/kWAC-year, or $10/MWh, in 2014.  CSP O&M costs are higher, at around $40-$50/kWAC-
year.  These numbers include only those costs incurred to directly operate and maintain the 
generating plant, and should not be confused with total operating expenses, which would also 
include property taxes, insurance, land royalties, performance bonds, various administrative and 
other fees, and overhead. 
 

• Capacity Factors:  The capacity-weighted average cumulative capacity factor across the entire 
PV project sample is 27.5% (median = 26.5% and simple average = 25.6%), but individual 
project-level capacity factors exhibit a wide range (from 14.8% to 34.9%) around these central 
numbers.  This variation is based on a number of factors, including (in approximate decreasing 
order of importance):  the strength of the solar resource at the project site; whether the array is 
mounted at a fixed tilt or on a tracking mechanism; the inverter loading ratio; and the type of 
modules used (e.g., c-Si versus thin film).  Improvements in the first three of these factors have 
driven capacity-weighted average capacity factors higher by project vintage over the last three 
years – e.g., 29.4% among 2013-vintage projects, compared to 26.3% and 24.5% for projects 
built in 2012 and 2011, respectively.  In contrast, two of the new CSP projects built in recent 
years – a trough project with storage and a power tower project – generated lower-than-expected 
capacity factors in 2014, reportedly due to startup and teething issues.  Performance has 
subsequently improved at both projects during the first six months of 2015 (compared to the 
same period in 2014).  Likewise, the two CPV projects in our sample seem to be 
underperforming, relative to both similarly situated PV projects and ex-ante expectations. 
 

• PPA Prices:  Driven by lower installed project prices, improving capacity factors, and – more 
recently – the rush to build projects in advance of the scheduled reversion of the 30% investment 
tax credit (“ITC”) to 10% in 2017, levelized PPA prices for utility-scale PV have fallen 
dramatically over time, by a steady ~$25/MWh per year on average from 2006 through 2013, 
with a smaller price decline of ~$10/MWh evident in the 2014 and 2015 samples.  Some of the 
most-recent PPAs in the Southwest have levelized PPA prices as low as (or even lower than) 
$40/MWh (in real 2014 dollars).  At these low levels – which appear to be robust, given the 
strong response to recent utility solicitations – PV compares favorably to just the fuel costs (i.e., 
ignoring fixed capital costs) of natural gas-fired generation, and can therefore potentially serve as 
a “fuel saver” alongside existing gas-fired generation (and can also provide a hedge against 
possible future increases in fuel prices). 

 
Looking ahead, the amount of utility-scale solar capacity in the development pipeline suggests continued 
momentum and a significant expansion of the industry through at least 2016.  For example, at the end of 
2014, there was at least 44.6 GW of utility-scale solar power capacity making its way through 
interconnection queues across the nation (though concentrated in California and the Southwest).  
Though not all of these projects will ultimately be built, presumably those that are built will most likely 
come online prior to 2017, given the scheduled reversion of the 30% ITC to 10% at the end of 2016.  
Even if only a modest fraction of the solar capacity in these queues meets that deadline, it will still mean 
an unprecedented amount of new construction in 2015 and 2016 – as well as a substantial amount of 
new data to collect and analyze in future editions of this report. 

ii 
 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 393

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



 

1.  Introduction 

The term “utility-scale solar” refers both to large-scale concentrating solar power (“CSP”) 
projects that use several different technologies to produce steam used to generate electricity for 
sale to utilities,1 and to large photovoltaic (“PV”) and concentrating photovoltaic (“CPV”) 
projects that typically sell wholesale electricity directly to utilities, rather than displacing onsite 
consumption (as has been the more-traditional application for PV in the commercial and 
residential markets).  Although utility-scale CSP has a longer history than utility-scale PV (or 
CPV),2 and has recently experienced a bit of a renaissance,3 the utility-scale solar market in the 
United States is now largely dominated by PV:  there is currently significantly more PV than 
CSP capacity either operating (6.4x), under construction (30.5x), or under development (12.1x) 
in utility-scale projects (SEIA 2015).  PV’s dominance follows explosive growth in recent years:  
utility-scale PV has been the fastest-growing sector of the PV market since 2007, and since 2012 
has accounted for the largest share of the overall PV market in terms of new MW installed (with 
3,934 MWDC of new capacity added in 2014 alone – see Figure 1), a distinction that is projected 
to continue through 2016 (GTM Research and SEIA 2015).4 
 

Source:  GTM/SEIA (2010-2015), Tracking the Sun Database 

Figure 1. Historical and Projected PV Capacity by Sector in the United States 

1 Operating CSP projects most commonly use either parabolic trough or, more recently, power tower technology.  
CSP projects using other technologies, including compact linear Fresnel lenses and Stirling dish engines, have also 
been built in the United States, but largely on a pre-commercial prototype basis. 
2 Nine large parabolic trough projects totaling nearly 400 MWAC have been operating in California since the late 
1980s/early 1990s, whereas it was not until 2007 that the United States saw its first PV project in excess of 5 MWAC. 
3 More than twice as much CSP capacity came online in the United States in 2013/2014 as in the previous 28 years. 
4 GTM/SEIA’s definition of “utility-scale” reflected in Figure 1 is not entirely consistent with how it is defined in 
this report (see the text box – Defining “Utility-Scale” – in this chapter for a discussion of different definitions of 
“utility-scale”).  In addition, the capacity data in Figure 1 are expressed in DC terms, which is not consistent with 
the AC capacity terms used throughout the rest of this report (the text box – AC vs. DC – at the start of Chapter 2 
discusses why AC capacity ratings make more sense than DC for utility-scale projects).  Despite these two 
inconsistencies, the data are nevertheless useful for the basic purpose of providing a general sense for the size of the 
utility-scale market (both historical and projected) and demonstrating relative trends between market segments. 
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This rapidly growing utility-scale sector of the solar market is ripe for analysis.  Historically, 
empirical analyses of solar economics have focused primarily on up-front installed costs or 
prices, and principally within the residential and commercial PV sectors (see, for example, 
Barbose and Darghouth 2015).  But as more utility-scale projects have come online and begun to 
acquire an operating history, a wealth of other empirical data has begun to accumulate as well.  
Utility-scale solar projects can be mined for data on not only installed prices, but also project 
performance (i.e., capacity factor), operation and maintenance (“O&M”) costs, and power 
purchase agreement (“PPA”) prices ($/MWh) – all data that are often unavailable publicly, and 
are also somewhat less meaningful,5 within the residential and commercial sectors.  
 
This report is the third edition in an ongoing annual series that, each year, compiles and analyzes 
the latest empirical data from the growing fleet of utility-scale solar projects in the United States.  
In this third edition, we maintain our definition of “utility-scale” to include any ground-mounted 
project with a capacity rating larger than 5 MWAC (the text box below describes the challenge of 
defining “utility-scale” and provides justification for the definition used in this report).  Within 
this subset of solar projects, the relative emphasis on different solar technologies within the 
report largely reflects the distribution of those technologies in the broader market – i.e., most of 
the data and analysis naturally focuses on PV given its large market share (78% of cumulative 
installed capacity), but CPV (<1%) and CSP (21%) projects are also included where useful data 
are available. 
 
The report proceeds as follows.  First, Chapter 2 describes key characteristics of the overall 
utility-scale solar project population from which the data samples that are analyzed in later 
chapters are drawn, with a goal of identifying underlying technology trends that could potentially 
influence trends in the data analyzed in later chapters.  The remainder of the report analyzes the 
cost, performance, and price data samples in a logical order:  up-front installed costs or prices are 
presented in Chapter 3, followed by ongoing operating costs and performance (i.e., capacity 
factor) in Chapters 4 and 5, all of which influence the PPA prices that are reported and analyzed 
in Chapter 6.  Chapter 7 concludes with a brief look ahead. 
 
Data sources are diverse and vary by chapter depending on the type of data being presented, but 
in general include the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”), the Energy 
Information Administration (“EIA”), state and federal incentive programs, state and federal 

5 For example, even if performance data for residential systems were readily available, they might be difficult to 
interpret given that residential systems are often partly shaded or otherwise constrained by roof configurations that 
are at sub-optimal tilt or azimuth.  Utility-scale projects, in contrast, are presumably less constrained by existing site 
conditions and better able to optimize these basic parameters, thereby generating performance data that are more 
normalized and easier to interpret.  Similarly, even if known, the price at which third-party owners of residential PV 
systems sell electricity to site hosts is difficult to interpret, not only because of net metering and other state-level 
incentives that can affect the price, but also because residential PPAs are often priced only as low as they need to be 
in order to present an attractive value proposition relative to retail electricity prices (this is known as “value-based 
pricing”).  In contrast, utility-scale solar projects must often compete (policy incentives notwithstanding) for PPAs 
against other generating technologies within competitive wholesale power markets, and therefore tend to offer PPA 
prices that reflect the minimum amount of revenue needed to recoup the project’s initial cost, cover ongoing 
operating expenses, and provide a normal rate of return (this is known as “cost-plus” pricing).  Whereas cost-plus 
pricing data provide useful information about the amount of revenue that solar needs in order to be economically 
viable in the market, value-based PPA price data are somewhat less useful in this regard, in that they often reflect 
the “price to beat” more than the lowest possible price that could be offered. 
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regulatory commissions, industry news releases, trade press articles, and communication with 
project owners and developers.  Sample size also varies by chapter, and not all projects have 
sufficiently complete data to be included in all data sets.  All data involving currency are 
reported in constant or real U.S. dollars – in this edition, 2014 dollars6 – and all PPA price 
levelization uses a 7% real annual discount rate. 
 

 

6 Conversions between nominal and real dollars use the implicit GDP deflator.  Historical conversions use the actual 
GDP deflator data series from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, while future conversions (e.g., for PPA 
prices) use the EIA’s projection of the GDP deflator in Annual Energy Outlook 2015. 

Defining “Utility-Scale” 
 

Determining which electric power projects qualify as “utility-scale” (as opposed to commercial- or residential-scale) can be a 
challenge, particularly as utilities begin to focus more on distributed generation.  For solar PV projects, this challenge is exacerbated 
by the relative homogeneity of the underlying technology.  For example, unlike with wind power, where there is a clear difference 
between utility-scale and residential wind turbine technology, with solar, the same PV modules used in a 5 kW residential rooftop 
system might also be deployed in a 100 MW ground-mounted utility-scale project.  The question of where to draw the line is, 
therefore, rather subjective.  Though not exhaustive, below are three different – and perhaps equally valid – perspectives on what is 
considered to be “utility-scale”: 
 

• Through its Form 860, the Energy Information Administration (“EIA”) collects and reports data on all generating plants 
larger than 1 MW, regardless of ownership or whether interconnected in front of or behind the meter (note:  this report 
draws heavily upon EIA data for such projects). 

 

• In their Solar Market Insight reports, Greentech Media and SEIA (“GTM/SEIA”) define utility-scale by offtake arrangement 
rather than by project size:  any project owned by or that sells electricity directly to a utility (rather than consuming it 
onsite) is considered a “utility-scale” project.  This definition includes even relatively small projects (e.g., 100 kW) that sell 
electricity through a feed-in tariff (“FIT”) or avoided cost contract (Munsell 2014). 

 

• At the other end of the spectrum, some financiers define utility-scale in terms of investment size, and consider only those 
projects that are large enough to attract capital on their own (rather than as part of a larger portfolio of projects) to be 
“utility-scale” (Sternthal 2013).  For PV, such financiers might consider a 20 MW (i.e., ~$50 million) project to be the 
minimum size threshold for utility-scale. 

 
Though each of these three approaches has its merits, this report adopts yet a different approach:  utility-scale solar is defined 
herein as any ground-mounted solar project that is larger than 5 MWAC. 
 
This definition is grounded in consideration of the four types of data analyzed in this report:  installed prices, O&M costs, capacity 
factors, and PPA prices.  For example, setting the threshold at 5 MWAC helps to avoid smaller projects that are arguably more 
commercial in nature, and that may make use of net metering and/or sell electricity through FiTs or other avoided cost contracts 
(any of which could skew the sample of PPA prices reported in Chapter 6).  A 5 MWAC limit also helps to avoid specialized (and 
therefore often high-cost) applications, such as carports or projects mounted on capped landfills, which can skew the installed price 
sample.  Meanwhile, ground-mounted systems are more likely than roof-mounted systems to be optimally oriented in order to 
maximize annual electricity production, thereby leading to a more homogenous sample of projects from which to analyze 
performance, via capacity factors.  Finally, data availability is often markedly better for larger projects than for smaller projects (in 
this regard, even our threshold of 5 MWAC might be too small). 
 
Some variation in how utility-scale solar is defined is natural, given the differing perspectives of those establishing the definitions.  
Nevertheless, the lack of standardization does impose some limitations.  For example, GTM/SEIA’s projections of the utility-scale 
market (shown in Figure 1) may be useful to readers of this report, but the definitional differences noted above (along with the fact 
that GTM/SEIA reports utility-scale capacity in DC rather than AC terms) make it harder to synchronize the data presented herein 
with their projections.  Similarly, institutional investors may find some of the data in this report to be useful, but perhaps less so if 
they are only interested in projects larger than 20 MWAC. 
 
Until consensus emerges as to what makes a solar project “utility-scale,” a simple best practice is to be clear about how one has 
defined it (and why), and to highlight any important distinctions from other commonly used definitions – hence this text box. 
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Finally, we note that this report complements several other related studies and ongoing research 
activities, all funded as part of the Department of Energy’s (“DOE”) SunShot Initiative, which 
aims to reduce the cost of PV-generated electricity by about 75% between 2010 and 2020.  For 
reference, this related work is briefly described in the text box below. 
 

  Related National Lab Research Products 
 

Utility-Scale Solar is produced in conjunction with several related and 
ongoing research activities: 

 
• Tracking-the-Sun is a separate annual report series produced by 

LBNL that focuses on residential and commercial solar and 
includes trends and analysis related to PV project pricing. 
 

• The Open PV Project (openpv.nrel.gov) is an online data-
visualization tool developed by the National Renewable Energy 
Laboratory (NREL) that incorporates data from Tracking the Sun 
and Utility-Scale Solar. 
 

• Photovoltaic System Pricing Trends: Historical, Recent, and Near-
Term Projections is an annual briefing produced jointly by NREL 
and LBNL that provides a broad overview of PV pricing trends, 
based on ongoing research activities at both labs. 
 

• In-Depth Statistical Analyses of PV pricing data by researchers at 
LBNL and several academic institutions seek to further illuminate 
PV pricing dynamics and the underlying drivers, using more-
refined statistical techniques. 

 
These and other solar energy publications are available at: 
http://emp.lbl.gov/projects/solar 
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2.  Technology Trends Among the Project Population 

 
Before diving into project-level data on installed prices, operating costs, capacity factors, and 
PPA prices, this chapter analyses trends in utility-scale solar project technology and 
configurations among the entire population of projects from which later data samples are drawn.  
This population consists of 209 ground-mounted PV, CPV and CSP projects, each larger than 5 
MWAC and with an aggregate capacity of 7,910 MWAC, that had achieved full commercial 
operation within the United States by the end of 2014.7  The intent is to explore underlying 
trends in the characteristics of this fleet of projects that could potentially influence the cost, 
performance, and/or price data presented and discussed in later chapters.  As with the data 
samples explored in later chapters, the total project population is broken out and described here 
by technology type – first PV (including CPV) and then CSP.  For reasons described in the text 
box below, all capacity numbers (as well as other metrics that rely on capacity, like $/W installed 
prices) are expressed in AC terms, unless otherwise noted. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7 With the exception of Chapter 6, which examines PPA prices for both online and planned projects, we do not 
include projects that have not yet achieved full commercial operation, unless multiple years lie between consecutive 
phases (in which case project development is more akin to the development of separate projects).  One implication 
of this approach is that projects are attributed in their entirety to the year in which their last phase comes online, 
even though they may have been under construction (and even partially operating) for several years.  We chose this 
approach because certain important project characteristics (such as project prices) are usually only reported for a 
project as a whole, rather than for its individual phases. 

AC vs. DC:  AC Capacity Ratings Are More Appropriate for Utility-Scale Solar 
 
Because PV modules are rated under standardized testing conditions in direct current (“DC”) terms, PV project capacity is also 
commonly reported in DC terms, particularly in the residential and commercial sectors.  For utility-scale PV projects, however, 
the alternating current (“AC”) capacity rating – measured by the combined AC rating of the project’s inverters – is more 
relevant than DC, for two reasons: 
 
1)  All other conventional and renewable utility-scale generation sources (including concentrating solar power, or “CSP”) to 
which utility-scale PV is compared are described in AC terms – with respect to their capacity ratings, their per-unit installed 
and operating costs, and their capacity factors.   
 
2)  Utility-scale PV project developers have, in recent years, increasingly oversized the DC PV array relative to the AC capacity 
of the inverters (described in more detail in this chapter, and portrayed in Figure 5).  This increase in the “inverter loading 
ratio” boosts revenue and, as a side benefit, increases AC capacity factors.  In these cases, the difference between a project’s 
DC and AC capacity ratings will be significantly larger than one would expect based on conversion losses alone, and since the 
project’s output will ultimately be constrained by the inverters’ AC rating, the project’s AC capacity rating is the more 
appropriate rating to use.   
 
Except where otherwise noted, this report defaults to each project’s AC capacity rating when reporting capacity (MWAC), 
installed costs or prices ($/WAC), operating costs ($/kWAC-year), and AC capacity factor. 
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PV (194 projects, 6,236 MWAC) 
At the end of 2014, 194 PV projects totaling 6,236 MWAC were fully online in the United States 
and met the definition of utility-scale used in this report (ground-mounted and larger than 5 
MWAC).8  These 194 projects, the first of which were installed in 2007, make up the total 
population of PV projects from which data samples are drawn in later chapters of this report.  
More than half of this capacity – i.e., 63 projects totaling 3,218 MWAC – achieved commercial 
operation in 2014. 
 
Figure 2 breaks out this capacity by module type and project configuration – i.e., projects that 
use crystalline silicon (“c-Si”) versus thin-film modules,9 and projects mounted at a fixed tilt 
instead of on a tracking device that follows the position of the sun.10  Though thin-film modules 
powered two-thirds of the new utility-scale PV capacity installed in 2010, c-Si projects 
dominated in 2011, 2012, and 2013, accounting for 70% of all new utility-scale PV capacity 
installed in those three years.  This trend reversed yet again in 2014, however, when the 6 largest 
projects built all used thin-film modules, resulting in a 70% market share. 
 
Among the entire project sample that came online in 2014 (including both c-Si and thin-film 
projects) the number of projects using solar tracking technologies increased slightly from 55% in 
2013 to 58% in 2014.  In capacity terms, however, tracking projects decreased to 41% of new 
2014 capacity (from 56% in 2013) as the three largest 2014 projects (Topaz, Agua Caliente and 
Desert Sunlight) all used fixed-tilt racking.   
 
Notably, 12 of the 16 thin-film projects that came online in 2014 use single-axis tracking – a 
significant departure from just 2 tracking thin-film projects built prior to 2014.  This shift is 
largely attributable to First Solar’s acquisition of RayTracker’s single-axis tracking technology 
back in 2011; First Solar deployed this technology in all but its four largest projects in 2014.11  
Tracking has historically not been as common among thin-film projects, largely because the 
lower efficiency of thin-film relative to c-Si modules requires more land area per nameplate MW 
– an expense that is exacerbated by the use of trackers (that said, the efficiency of First Solar’s 
CdTe modules has been increasing over time).  
 
 

8 Because of differences in how “utility-scale” is defined (e.g., see the text box on page 3), the total amount of 
capacity in the PV project population described in this chapter cannot necessarily be compared to other estimates 
(e.g., from GTM Research and SEIA 2015) of the amount of utility-scale PV capacity online at the end of 2014. 
9 Module manufacturer First Solar, which produces CdTe modules, accounts for all new thin-film capacity added to 
the project population in 2014. 
10 All but two of the PV projects in the population that use tracking systems use single-axis trackers (which track the 
sun from east to west each day).  In contrast, two recently built PV projects in Texas, along with the two CPV 
projects and one CSP power tower project (described later), use dual-axis trackers (i.e., east to west daily and north 
to south over the course of the year).  For PV, where direct focus is not as important as it is for CPV or CSP, dual-
axis tracking is a harder sell than single-axis tracking, as the roughly 10% boost in generation (compared to single-
axis, which itself can increase generation by ~20%) often does not outweigh the incremental costs (and risk of 
malfunction), depending on the PPA price. 
11 The very large Topaz, Agua Caliente, and Desert Sunlight projects had all executed PPAs and were well under 
development (and perhaps even construction) prior to the acquisition of RayTracker.  The large Antelope Valley 
project was in a similar position, but did manage to incorporate tracking in roughly 20% of the project. 
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Figure 2. Capacity Shares of PV Module and Mounting Configurations by Installation 
Year 
 
Figure 2 also breaks down the composition of cumulative installed capacity as of the end of 
2014.  Fixed-tilt thin-film (2,431 MWAC) held a slight lead over tracking c-Si (2,069 MWAC, but 
spread across more than twice as many projects), while fixed-tilt c-Si (865 MWAC) and tracking 
thin-film (609 MWAC) followed more distantly.  Overall, the total project population as of the 
end of 2014 was split fairly evenly (in capacity terms) between fixed-tilt (55%) vs. tracking 
(45%) projects, and thin-film (53%) vs. c-Si projects (47%).  
 
Figure 3 overlays the location of every utility-scale solar project in the LBNL population 
(including CPV and CSP projects) on a map of solar resource strength, as measured by global 
horizontal irradiance (“GHI”).12  Not surprisingly, most of the projects (and capacity) in the 
population are located in the southwestern United States,13 where the solar resource is the 
strongest and where state-level policies (such as renewable portfolio standards, and in some 
cases state-level tax credits) encourage utility-scale solar development.  As shown, however, 
utility-scale solar projects have also been built in various states along the east coast and in the 
Midwest, where the solar resource is not as strong; these installations have largely been driven 
by state renewable portfolio standards.  Though there are obviously some exceptions, Figure 3 
also shows a preponderance of tracking projects (both c-Si and, more recently, thin-film) in the 
high-GHI Southwest, compared to primarily fixed-tilt c-Si in the lower-GHI East. 
 

12 Global Horizontal Irradiance (GHI) is the total solar radiation received by a surface that is held parallel to the 
ground, and includes both direct normal irradiance (DNI) and diffuse horizontal irradiance (DIF).  DNI is the solar 
radiation received directly by a surface that is always held perpendicular to the sun’s position (i.e., the goal of dual-
axis tracking devices), while DIF is the solar radiation that arrives indirectly, after having been scattered by the 
earth’s atmosphere.  The GHI data represent average irradiance from 1998-2009 (Perez 2012).  
13 As of the end of 2014, the Southwest (defined rather liberally here to include CA, NV, AZ, UT, CO, NM, and TX) 
accounted for 90% of the population’s cumulative PV capacity, and 96% of its CSP capacity. 
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Figure 3. Map of Global Horizontal Irradiance (GHI) and Utility-Scale Solar Project 
Locations 
 
While Figure 3 provides a static view of where and in what type of solar resource regime utility-
scale solar projects within the population are located, knowing when each of these projects was 
built – and hence how the average resource quality of the project fleet has evolved over time – is 
also useful, for example, to help explain any observed trend in project-level capacity factors by 
project vintage (explored later in Chapter 5).   
 
Figure 4 addresses this question by showing the capacity-weighted average GHI (in 
kWh/m2/day) among PV projects built in a given year, both for the entire PV project population 
(solid black line) and broken out by fixed-tilt vs. tracking projects.  Across the entire population, 
the average GHI has increased steadily over time, suggesting a relative shift in the population 
towards projects located in the high-GHI Southwest.  Although the capacity-weighted averages 
for fixed-tilt and tracking projects are not too dissimilar, the 20th percentiles are markedly 
different, with fixed-tilt projects stuck around 4 kWh/m2/day, in contrast to much higher (and 
generally increasing by vintage) 20th percentile values for tracking projects.  The wide 
distribution of fixed-tilt projects reflects the fact that – as shown previously in Figure 3 – most 
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projects in the lower-GHI regions of the United States are fixed-tilt, yet very large fixed-tilt 
projects are also present in the high-GHI Southwest (often using CdTe thin-film technology, 
perhaps due to its greater tolerance for high-temperature environments14).  Tracking projects, 
meanwhile, are concentrated primarily in the Southwest. 
 

Figure 4. Trends in Global Horizontal Irradiance by Mounting Type and Installation Year 
 
A second project-level characteristic that influences both installed project prices and capacity 
factors is the inverter loading ratio (“ILR”), which describes a project’s DC capacity rating (i.e., 
the sum of the module ratings under standardized testing conditions) relative to its aggregate AC 
inverter rating.15 With the cost of PV modules having dropped precipitously in recent years (and 
more rapidly than the cost of inverters), and with some utilities (particularly in California) 
offering time-varying PPA prices that favor generation during certain daylight hours, including 
late afternoon, many developers have found it economically advantageous to oversize the DC 
array relative to the AC capacity rating of the inverters.  As this happens, the inverters operate 
closer to (or at) full capacity for a greater percentage of the day, which – like tracking – boosts 
the capacity factor,16 at least in AC terms (this practice will actually decrease the capacity factor 
in DC terms, as some amount of power “clipping” will often occur during peak production 

14 The vast majority of thin-film capacity in the project population uses CdTe modules from First Solar.  On its web 
site (First Solar 2015), First Solar claims that its CdTe technology provides greater energy yield (per nameplate W) 
than c-Si at module temperatures above 25° C (77° F) – i.e., conditions routinely encountered in the high-insolation 
Desert Southwest region. 
15 This ratio is referred to within the industry in a variety of ways, including:  DC/AC ratio, array-to-inverter ratio, 
oversizing ratio, overloading ratio, inverter loading ratio, and DC load ratio (Advanced Energy 2014; Fiorelli and 
Zuercher - Martinson 2013).  This report uses inverter loading ratio, or ILR. 
16 This is analogous to the boost in capacity factor achieved by a wind turbine when the size of the rotor increases 
relative to the turbine’s nameplate capacity rating.  This decline in “specific power” (W/m2 of rotor swept area) 
causes the generator to operate closer to (or at) its peak rating more often, thereby increasing capacity factor. 
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periods17).  Particularly under time-varying PPA prices that extend peak pricing into the morning 
and/or evening hours, the resulting boost in generation (and revenue) during the shoulder periods 
of each day outweighs the occasional loss of revenue from peak-period clipping (which may be 
largely limited to just the high-insolation summer months). 
 
Figure 5 shows the capacity-weighted average ILR among projects built in each year, both for 
the total PV project population (solid black line) and broken out by fixed-tilt versus tracking 
projects. Across all projects, the average ILR has increased significantly over time, from around 
1.2 for projects built in 2010 to 1.31 in 2013.  In 2014, the capacity-weighted average declined 
slightly to 1.28, as a number of very large projects that had been under construction for several 
years finally came online; some of these projects have lower ILRs than their more-recently 
designed counterparts.  But the 2014 median ILR (not shown) remained unchanged from 2013, at 
1.29. 
 

 
Figure 5. Trends in Inverter Loading Ratio by Mounting Type and Installation Year 
 
With the exception of 2014 (again, influenced by these few large fixed-tilt projects with lower 
ILRs), fixed-tilt projects generally feature higher ILRs than tracking projects.  This finding is 
consistent with the notion that fixed-tilt projects have more to gain from boosting the ILR in 
order to achieve a less-peaky, “tracking-like” daily production profile.   
 

17 Power clipping, also known as power limiting, is comparable to spilling excess water over a dam (rather than 
running it through the turbines) or feathering a wind turbine blade.  In the case of solar, however, clipping occurs 
electronically rather than physically:  as the DC input to the inverter approaches maximum capacity, the inverter 
moves away from the maximum power point so that the array operates less efficiently (Advanced Energy 2014, 
Fiorelli and Zuercher‐Martinson 2013).  In this sense, clipping is a bit of a misnomer, in that the inverter never really 
even “sees” the excess DC power – rather, it is simply not generated in the first place.  Only potential generation is 
lost. 
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All else equal, Figure 4 and Figure 5 suggest that project-level capacity factors should increase 
among more recently built PV projects.  This hypothesis is explored further (and confirmed) in 
Chapter 5. 

CSP (15 projects, 1,673 MWAC) 
After the nearly 400 MWAC SEGS I-IX parabolic trough build-out in California in the 1980s and 
early 1990s, no other utility-scale CSP project was built in the United States until the 68.5 
MWAC Nevada Solar One trough project in 2007.  This was followed by the 75 MWAC Martin 
project in 2010 (also a trough project, feeding steam to a co-located combined cycle gas plant in 
Florida), and the 250 MWAC Solana trough project in Arizona in 2013 (which also includes 6 
hours of molten salt storage capacity). 
 
In 2014, three additional CSP projects came online in California:  two more trough projects 
without storage (Genesis and Mojave, each 250 MWAC) and the first large-scale “solar tower” 
project in the United States (Ivanpah at 377 MWAC).  A second 110 MWAC solar tower project 
with 10 hours of built-in thermal storage – Crescent Dunes in Nevada – has finished major 
construction activities but, at the time of writing, was still in the commissioning phase and not 
yet commercially online, and is thus excluded from this report.  In the wake of this 
unprecedented buildout – totaling 1,127 MWAC – of new CSP capacity in the past two years, 
there are currently no other major CSP projects moving towards construction in the United 
States. 
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3.  Installed Prices 

This chapter analyzes installed price data from a large sample of the overall utility-scale solar 
project population described in the previous chapter.18  Specifically, LBNL has gathered 
installed price data for 176 utility-scale (i.e., ground-mounted and larger than 5 MWAC) solar 
projects totaling 7,145 MWAC and built between 2007 and 2014.  The price sample is dominated 
by 170 PV projects (including 2 CPV projects) that total 5,874 MWAC (i.e., PV accounts for 97% 
of all projects and 82% of all capacity in the installed price sample).  It also includes 6 CSP 
projects totaling 1,270 MWAC, consisting of the more recently built projects described in the 
previous chapter (rather than the older SEGS projects). 
 
In general, only fully operational projects for which all individual phases were in operation at the 
end of 2014 are included in the sample19 – i.e., by definition, our sample is backward-looking 
and therefore may not reflect installed price levels for projects that are completed or contracted 
in 2015 and beyond.  Moreover, reported installed prices within our backward-looking sample 
may reflect transactions (e.g., entering into an Engineering, Procurement, and Construction or 
“EPC” contract) that occurred several years prior to project completion.  In some cases, those 
transactions may have been negotiated on a forward-looking basis, reflecting anticipated future 
costs at the time of project construction.  In other cases, they may have been based on 
contemporaneous costs (or a conservative projection of costs), in which case the reported 
installed price data may not fully capture recent reductions in component costs or other changes 
in market conditions.20  For these reasons, the data presented in this chapter may not correspond 
to recent price benchmarks for utility-scale PV (Feldman et al. 2015), and may differ from the 
average installed prices reported elsewhere (Bloomberg New Energy Finance 2015; Fu et al. 
2015; GTM Research and SEIA 2015).  A text box later in this chapter (see Bottom-Up vs. Top-
Down) explores this issue in more detail. 
 
This chapter analyzes installed price trends among the sample of utility-scale projects described 
above.  It begins with an overview of installed prices for PV (and CPV) projects over time, and 
then breaks out those prices by module type (c-Si vs. thin-film vs. CPV), mounting type (fixed-
tilt vs. tracking), and system size.  The chapter then provides an overview of installed prices for 
the six CSP projects in the sample.  Sources of installed price information include the Treasury 
Department’s Section 1603 Grant database, data from applicable state rebate and incentive 
programs, state regulatory filings, FERC Form 1 filings, corporate financial filings, interviews 
with developers and project owners, trade press articles, and data previously gathered by the 
National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL).  All prices are reported in real 2014 dollars. 

18 Installed “price” is reported (as opposed to installed “cost”) because in many cases, the value reported reflects 
either the price at which a newly completed project was sold (e.g., through a financing transaction), or alternatively 
the fair market value of a given project – i.e., the price at which it would be sold through an arm’s-length transaction 
in a competitive market. 
19 In contrast, later chapters of this report do present data for individual phases of projects that are online, or (in the 
case of Chapter 6 on PPA prices) even for phases of projects or entire projects that are still in development and not 
yet operating. 
20 This reasoning may partially explain why the decline in installed prices presented in this chapter has seemingly 
not kept pace with the decline in PPA prices reported later in Chapter 6. 
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PV (170 projects, 5,874 MWAC, including 2 CPV projects totaling 35 MWAC) 
LBNL’s sample of 170 PV (and CPV) projects totaling 5,874 MWAC for which installed price 
estimates are available represents 87% of the total number of PV projects and 94% of the amount 
of capacity in the overall PV project population described in Chapter 2.  Focusing just on those 
PV projects that achieved commercial operation in 2014, LBNL’s sample of 55 projects totaling 
3,052 MWAC represents 87% and 95% of the total number of 2014 projects and capacity in the 
population, respectively. 
 
Figure 6 shows installed price trends for PV (and CPV) projects completed from 2007 through 
2014 in both DC and AC terms.  Because PV project capacity is commonly reported in DC terms 
(particularly in the residential and commercial sectors), the installed cost or price of solar is often 
reported in $/WDC terms as well (Barbose and Darghouth 2015; GTM Research and SEIA 2015).  
As noted in the text box (AC vs. DC) at the beginning of Chapter 2, however, this report analyzes 
utility-scale solar in AC terms.  Figure 6 shows installed prices both ways (in both $/WDC and 
$/WAC terms) in an attempt to provide some continuity between this report and others that 
present prices in DC terms. The remainder of this chapter, however, as well as the rest of this 
document, report data exclusively in AC terms, unless otherwise noted. 
 

Figure 6. Installed Price of Utility-Scale PV and CPV Projects by Installation Year 
 
As shown, the median utility-scale PV prices (solid lines) within our sample have declined fairly 
steadily in each year, to $3.1/WAC (or $2.3/WDC) in 2014.  This represents a price decline of 
more than 50% since the 2007-2009 period (and 37% since 2010).  The lowest-priced projects 
among our 2014 sample of 55 PV projects were ~$2/WAC, with the lowest 20th percentile of 
projects having fallen considerably, from $3.2/WAC in 2013 to $2.3/WAC in 2014.   
 
In contrast, capacity-weighted average prices (dashed lines) have declined more slowly through 
2013, and even increased slightly in 2014 to $3.8/WAC (or $2.9/WDC).  The divergence between 
median and capacity-weighted average prices in 2014 can be explained by a number of very 
large PV projects that have been under construction for several years but that only achieved final 
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commercial operation in 2014 (and so only entered our sample in 2014).  These projects may 
have signed EPC contracts several years ago, perhaps at significantly higher prices than some of 
their smaller and more-nimble counterparts that started construction more recently.21  Although 
in general we prefer capacity-weighted averages over medians,22 the next graph will focus on 
medians rather than capacity-weighted averages in order to avoid the apparent distortion seen in 
Figure 6 for 2014. 
 
While median prices in the sample have generally declined over time, there remains a 
considerable spread in individual project prices within each year.  The overall variation in prices 
may be partially attributable to differences in module and mounting type – i.e., whether PV 
projects use c-Si or thin-film modules, and whether those modules are mounted at a fixed tilt or 
on a tracking system.   
 

Figure 7. Installed Price of Utility-Scale PV and CPV Projects by Project Design and 
Installation Year 
 
Figure 7 breaks out installed prices over time among these four combinations (and also includes 
the two CPV projects in the sample – but excludes several “hybrid” projects that feature a mix of 

21 For example, within our PPA price sample (described later in Chapter 6), the longest span between PPA execution 
date (as a proxy for EPC contract execution date) and commercial operation date for projects that came online in 
2014 is 5 ¾ years, with the average lag for systems larger than 100 MWAC being 3 ¾ years, compared to 2¼ years 
for systems smaller than 100 MWAC.  Because of their size, very large projects dominate the capacity-weighted 
average price in 2014 (eight projects larger than 100 MWAC represent 74% of the capacity additions, but only 12.5% 
of new projects, in 2014). 
22 Whereas medians (and simple means) tell us about the typical project, capacity-weighted averages tell us more 
about the typical unit of capacity (e.g., the typical MW).  Throughout most of this report, we are interested in 
analyzing the U.S. solar market in its entirety – e.g., deriving a representative installed price per unit of capacity 
(rather than per project), or a representative capacity factor or PPA price per MWh for the US fleet as a whole – and 
therefore tend to favor capacity-weighted averages over medians (or simple means).  Given the apparent distortion 
noted above, however, as well as our increasing sample size over time (which lends itself more readily to medians), 
the use of medians seems more appropriate for this chapter – and will also align this report more closely with 
reported median prices for the residential and commercial PV systems in LBNL’s companion Tracking the Sun 
series (e.g., see Barbose and Darghouth 2015). 
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module and/or mounting types, and so do not fit neatly into these four combinations).  In 2014, 
the median price was $2.8/WAC for fixed-tilt c-Si projects, $3.1/WAC for tracking c-Si projects, 
$3.3/WAC for fixed-tilt thin-film projects, and $3.2/WAC for tracking thin-film projects. 
 
Trends of particular note include:  
 

• Although projects using c-Si modules were more expensive than projects using thin-film 
modules (e.g., by ~$1.1/WAC on average in 2010 for fixed-tilt projects), the average 
installed price of fixed-tilt c-Si and thin-film projects has converged over time, and even 
reversed in 2014 when c-Si held a ~$0.6/WAC advantage over thin-film projects 
completed in the same year (although some smaller fixed-tilt thin-film projects are 
offered at prices similar to the cheaper c-Si projects).  This convergence has been led by 
the falling price of c-Si modules over time.  As the price of c-Si projects has converged 
with thin-film, the predominance of c-Si projects has grown in both the installed price 
sample and the broader population (although this is not necessarily true for total 
interconnected capacity, given several very large thin-film projects that came online in 
2014).  
 

• Tracking systems remain slightly more expensive than fixed-tilt systems within the 
sample – a difference of about $0.3/WAC in 2014 among c-Si projects.  As shown later in 
Chapter 5, however, this higher up-front expenditure results in greater energy production.  
In contrast, fixed-tilt thin-film projects do not appear to have a similar cost advantage 
over tracking thin-film projects, though this may be attributable to the previously noted 
price lags associated with several very large fixed-tilt thin-film projects (as well as 
perhaps to the vertical integration of First Solar and RayTracker).   
 

• The two high-concentration CPV projects built in 2011 and 2012 exhibit installed prices 
that are comparable to the average PV pricing in the sample (yet, as shown later in 
Chapter 5, these two CPV projects have not performed as well as the average PV 
project).  One or more low-concentration CPV projects (e.g., SunPower’s new C7 
technology powering an Apple server farm in Nevada) will enter the sample in 2015, 
providing additional data points. 

 
Differences in project size may also explain some of the variation in installed prices, as PV 
projects in the sample range from 5.1 MWAC to 585 MWAC.  Figure 8 investigates price trends 
by project size.  To minimize the potentially confounding influence of price reductions over 
time, Figure 8 focuses on just those PV projects in the sample that became fully operational in 
2014. 
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Figure 8. Installed Price of 2014 PV Projects by Size and Project Design 
 
As shown, no consistent evidence of economies of scale can be found among the PV systems in 
our pricing sample that achieved commercial operation in 2014.23  For example, there are no 
clear trends – either among the various mounting/module combinations (e.g., fixed-tilt c-Si) or 
for all projects in aggregate – among the first three project size bins shown in Figure 8, which 
range from 5 MWAC up to 100 MWAC.  One possible explanation for this lack of trend is that 
economies of scale may be limited primarily to projects smaller than 5 MWAC – which are 
excluded from our sample – given that the standardized and modular “power blocks” of module 
manufacturers like SunPower and First Solar are sized below this 5 MWAC threshold.  Another 
possibility is potential inconsistency in what costs or prices are captured among projects; e.g., 
some of the larger projects may include interconnection and transmission costs that are not 
present (or at least not reported) for smaller projects. 
 
More notable in Figure 8 are the price penalties for projects larger than 100 MWAC; two factors 
may contribute to these apparent diseconomies of scale for very large projects.  As discussed 
earlier, most of these very large projects have been under construction for several years and may 
therefore reflect higher module and EPC costs from several years ago.  Moreover, these mega-
scale projects – some of which involve more than 8 million modules and project sites of nearly 
10 square miles – may face greater administrative, regulatory, and interconnection costs than do 
smaller projects. 
 
  

23 These empirical findings more or less align with recent modeling work from NREL (Fu et al. 2015), which also 
finds only modest scale economies for a 100 MW project compared to a 10 MW project, and no additional scale 
economies for projects larger than 100 MW. 
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Bottom-Up versus Top-Down:  Different Ways to Look at Installed Project Prices 
 

The installed prices analyzed in this chapter generally represent empirical top-down price 
estimates gathered from sources (e.g. corporate financial filings, FERC filings, the Treasury’s 
Section 1603 grant database) that typically do not provide more granular insight into component 
costs.  In contrast, several recent publications (Fu et al. 2015; GTM Research and SEIA 2015; 
Bloomberg New Energy Finance 2015) take a different approach of modeling total installed 
prices via a bottom-up process that aggregates modeled cost estimates for various project 
components to arrive at a total installed price.  Each type of estimate has both strengths and 
weaknesses – e.g., top-down estimates often lack component-level detail but benefit from an 
empirical reality check, while bottom-up estimates provide more detail but rely on modeling. 
 

This text box explores to what extent the two different types of price estimates are in alignment, 
and where any differences lie.  To aid in this comparison, LBNL obtained a detailed project cost 
breakdown for one of the PV projects in its price sample:  a 20 MWAC (25 MWDC) single-axis 
tracking c-Si project that came online in the Southwest in 2014.  The reported total installed 
price of this project – $2.37/WDC or $2.97/WAC – is comparable to other similar 2014 projects in 
the LBNL sample, suggesting that this project’s detailed cost breakdown may be representative 
of other similar projects. 
 

 
Representative Bottom-up Price of 2014 20 MWAC Single-Axis Tracking System 
 

The original cost breakdown for this project reported costs in 67 different categories that, for 
ease of presentation, are grouped into 9 larger cost bins in the figure above.  As shown, the three 
major hardware components account for almost half of total costs, with 28% ($0.66/WDC / 
$0.82/WAC) coming from the modules, 13% ($0.30/WDC / $0.38/WAC) from the tracking/racking 
system, and 7.5% ($0.18/WDC / $0.22/WAC) from the inverters.  Construction equipment and 
labor accounts for another 21% ($0.50/WDC / $0.63/WAC), while 11% ($0.26/WDC / $0.33/WAC) 
is attributable to civil engineering and grading. 
 

The figure on the next page compares the cost breakdown for this seemingly representative 
project with modeled bottom-up estimates from NREL (Fu et al. 2015), BNEF (Bloomberg New 
Energy Finance 2015), and Greentech Media (GTM Research and SEIA 2015).  Because each of 
these publications reports costs slightly differently, we had to create fairly broad (and hence 
rough) cost bins that reflect the “lowest common denominator” in order to compare them.  In 
contrast to the rest of this report, costs in the next graph are shown exclusively in $/WDC to align 
with how they are reported in these other publications. 
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Comparison of Bottom-Up Utility-Scale PV Project Cost Estimates 
 
As shown, the sample LBNL project has the highest installed price – despite reporting among the 
lowest module costs.  That said, the total installed price of $2.37/WDC is not too dissimilar from 
NREL’s modeled bottom-up estimate of $2.25/WDC for a similar project (i.e., a 20 MWDC 
tracking c-Si project located in the Southwest and built with union labor).  The other three 
estimates are all lower, with the NREL national and the BNEF model both arriving at about 
$2/WDC.  The GTM estimate is the lowest as it excludes development costs (captured by the 
LBNL empirical breakdown); meanwhile, GTM’s relatively high inverter costs include the AC 
subsystem, which other estimates include within interconnection costs.  Finally, there are 
probably other differences in costs captured by the various estimates (e.g., financing costs, 
developer profit margins, transaction costs) that impede straightforward comparisons. 
 
Among cost categories, the largest discrepancy between the sample LBNL project and the 
modeled bottom-up prices comes from the category that includes project design, EPC, labor, and 
permitting, interconnection and inspection (“PII”).  One potential explanation for this 
discrepancy is that the bottom-up models may be modeling current EPC (or other) costs for 
projects that will be built in the future, whereas the sample LBNL project achieved commercial 
operation in 2014 and may therefore reflect, for example, EPC costs from some time ago (e.g., 
from before the project entered the construction phase). 
 
Although it’s difficult to pin down the exact reason for the discrepancy in installed prices shown 
in the figure above, this analysis nevertheless highlights the potentially substantial variation 
between empirical top-down and modeled bottom-up installed price estimates (and even among 
the various modeled bottom-up price estimates themselves), as well as the importance of 
understanding what each price estimate represents. 
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CSP (6 projects, 1,270 MWAC) 
 
The CSP installed price sample excludes the nine SEGS projects built several decades ago, but 
includes all other concentrated solar thermal power (CSP) projects, totaling 1,270 MWAC, that 
were commercially operational at the end of 2014 and larger than 5 MWAC.  Five of these six 
projects feature parabolic trough technology, while the sixth uses power tower technology 
(consisting of a total of 3 solar towers).  Another large solar tower project that had finished major 
construction activities in early 2014 but that had not yet entered commercial operation by the end 
of 2014 has been excluded from the sample. 
 
Figure 9 breaks down these various CSP projects by size, technology and commercial operation 
date (from 2007 through 2014),24 and also compares their installed prices to the median installed 
price of PV (from Figure 6) in each year from 2010 through 2014.  The small sample size makes 
it difficult to discern any trends.  In 2014 alone, for example, two equal-sized trough systems 
using similar technology (and both lacking storage) had significantly different installed prices 
($5.10/W vs. $6.16/W).  Meanwhile, the 2013 Solana trough system with six hours of storage 
was (logically) priced above both 2014 trough projects (at $6.76/W), while the 2014 power tower 
project was priced at the higher end of the range of the two trough projects.  In general, CSP 
prices do not seem to have declined over time to any notable extent, in stark contrast to the 
median PV prices included in the figure. 
 

Figure 9. Installed Price of Utility-Scale CSP Projects by Technology and Installation Year 
 

  

24 The installed CSP prices shown in Figure 9 represent the entire project, including any equipment or related costs 
to enable natural gas co-firing. 
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4.  Operation and Maintenance Costs 

In addition to up-front installed project costs or prices, utility-scale solar projects also incur 
ongoing operation and maintenance (“O&M”) costs, which are defined here to include only those 
direct costs incurred to operate and maintain the generating plant itself.  In other words, O&M 
costs – at least as reported here – exclude payments such as property taxes, insurance, land 
royalties, performance bonds, various administrative and other fees, and overhead (all of which 
contribute to total operating expenses).  This section reviews and analyzes the limited data on 
O&M costs that are in the public domain. 
 
Empirical data on the O&M costs of utility-scale solar projects are hard to come by.  Very few of 
the utility-scale solar projects that have been operating for more than a year are owned by 
investor-owned utilities, which FERC requires to report on Form 1 the O&M costs of the power 
plants that they own.25  Even fewer of those investor-owned utilities that do own utility-scale 
solar projects actually report operating cost data in FERC Form 1 in a manner that is useful (if at 
all).  It also appears that most investor-owned utilities (with the exception of Florida Power & 
Light) do not report empirical O&M costs for individual solar projects, but instead report 
average O&M costs across their entire fleet of PV projects, pro-rated to individual projects on a 
capacity basis.  This lack of project-level granularity requires us to analyze solar O&M costs on 
an aggregate utility level rather than an individual project level. Table 1 describes our O&M cost 
sample and highlights the growing cumulative project fleet of each utility. 
 

Year 
PG&E26 PNM APS27 FP&L 

MWAC # projects MWAC # projects MWAC # projects MWAC # projects 

2011 N/A N/A N/A N/A 51 3 110 3 
2012 50 3 20 4 96 4 110 3 
2013 100 6 42 4 136 6 110 3 
2014 N/A N/A 65 6 168 7 110 3 

predominant 
technology fixed-tilt c-Si fixed-tilt thin-film primarily tracking c-Si mix of c-Si and CSP 

Table 1.  Operation and Maintenance Cost Sample 
 
Despite these limitations, Figure 10 shows average utility fleet-wide annual O&M costs for this 
small sample of projects in $/kWAC-year (blue solid line) and $/MWh (red dashed line)28. The 

25 FERC Form 1 uses the “Uniform System of Accounts” to define what should be reported under “operating 
expenses” – namely, those operational costs of supervision and engineering, maintenance, rents, and training (and 
therefore excluding payments for property taxes, insurance, land royalties, performance bonds, various 
administrative and other fees, and overhead). 
26 As PG&E does not report operating costs for its solar projects on FERC Form 1, we turned to O&M costs 
reported in a CPUC compliance report (Middlekauff and Mathai-Jackson 2015) that unfortunately did not include 
usable cost data for 2014. 
27 APS reports O&M costs in FERC Form 1 only in an aggregated manner across customer classes (residential, 
commercial, and utility-scale). For lack of better data, we use their 168 MWAC of total PV capacity (including 
residential and commercial) as a proxy for the 7 utility-scale solar plants with a combined capacity of 158 MWAC. 
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whiskers represent both the lowest and the highest utility fleet-wide cost in each year. The dotted 
line refers to FP&L’s project-specific annual O&M costs of its 75 MW CSP plant. 
 
Average O&M costs for the PV plants within this sample have steadily declined from about 
$30/kWAC-year (or $19/MWh) in 2011 to about $17/kWAC-year ($8/MWh) in 2014.  This 
decline could potentially indicate that utilities are capturing economies of scale as their PV 
project fleets grow over time, although the most recent drop from 2013 to 2014 may simply be a 
result of missing PG&E’s costs for 2014 (PG&E’s reported costs for 2012 and 2013 were above 
average).  In 2014, all but one PV project had O&M costs of less than $20/kWAC-year (or 
$11/MWh), which is lower than recent medium-term projections by bond rating agencies (see the 
O&M cost section of Bolinger and Weaver (2014)). 
 
The only CSP plant in our sample reports higher O&M costs, in the $40-$50/kWAC-year range 
for 2013 and 2014. 
 

Figure 10. Empirical O&M Costs Over Time 
 
As utility ownership of operating solar projects increases in the years ahead (and as those utilities 
that already own substantial solar assets but do not currently report operating cost data hopefully 
begin to do so, as required in FERC Form 1), the sample of projects reporting O&M costs should 
grow, potentially allowing for more interesting analyses in future editions of this report. 
 
 

  

28 O&M costs for the single CSP project (a 75 MW parabolic trough project) are only shown in $/kW-year terms 
because this project provides steam to a co-located combined cycle gas plant.   
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5.  Capacity Factors 

At the close of 2014, more than 140 utility-scale solar projects (again, ground-mounted projects 
larger than 5 MWAC) had been operating for at least one full year (and in some cases for many 
years), thereby enabling the calculation of capacity factors.29  Sourcing net generation data from 
FERC Electronic Quarterly Reports, FERC Form 1, EIA Form 923, and state regulatory filings, 
this chapter presents net capacity factor data for 128 PV projects totaling 3,201 MWAC, two CPV 
projects totaling 35 MWAC, and thirteen CSP projects (a mix of parabolic trough and power 
tower projects, with and without thermal storage) totaling 1,390 MWAC (and for which only the 
solar generation is reported here – no gas or oil augmentation is included).  The PV sample size 
of 128 projects totaling 3.2 GW is double the amount analyzed in last year’s edition of this 
report, and should once again increase significantly in next year’s edition (along with more CSP 
as well), as the record amount of new utility-scale solar capacity that came online in 2014 will 
have its first full operating year in 2015. 

PV (128 projects, 3,201 MWAC) 
Project-level capacity factors for utility-scale PV projects can vary considerably, based on a 
number of factors, including (in approximate decreasing order of importance):  the strength of 
the solar resource at the project site (measured in GHI with units kWh/m2/day); whether the 
array is mounted at a fixed tilt or on a tracking mechanism; the DC capacity of the array relative 
to the AC inverter rating (i.e., the inverter loading ratio, or ILR); and the type of modules used 
(e.g., c-Si versus thin-film).  Other factors such as tilt and azimuth will also play an obvious role, 
though since we focus only on ground-mounted utility-scale projects, our operating assumption 
is that these fundamental parameters will be equally optimized to maximize energy production 
across all projects. 
 
One might also expect project vintage to play a role – i.e., that newer projects will have higher 
capacity factors because the efficiency of PV modules (both c-Si and thin-film) has increased 
over time.  As module efficiency increases, however, developers simply either use fewer 
modules to reach a fixed amount of capacity (thereby saving on balance-of-system and land costs 
as well) or, alternatively, use the same number of modules to boost the amount of capacity 
installed on a fixed amount of land (directly reducing at least $/WDC costs, if not also $/WAC 
costs).  In other words, for PV more than for other technologies like wind power, efficiency 
improvements over time show up primarily as cost savings rather than as higher capacity factors.  
Any increase in capacity factor by project vintage is therefore most likely attributable to a time 
trend in one of the other variables noted above – e.g., towards higher inverter loading ratios or 
greater use of tracking. 
 
  

29 Because solar generation is seasonal (generating more in the summer and less in the winter), capacity factor 
calculations should only be performed in full-year increments. 
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Figure 11 illustrates and supports this hypothesis, by breaking out the average net capacity factor 
(“NCF”) by project vintage across the sample of projects built from 2010 through 2013 (and by 
noting the relevant average project parameters within each vintage).  The capacity factors 
presented in Figure 11 represent cumulative capacity factors – i.e., calculated over as many years 
of data as are available for each individual project (a maximum of four years, from 2011 to 2014, 
in this case), rather than for just a single year (though for projects completed in 2013, only a 
single year of data exists at present) – and are expressed in net, rather than gross, terms (i.e., they 
represent the output of the project net of its own use).  Notably, they are also calculated in AC 
terms (i.e., using the MWAC rather than MWDC nameplate rating),30 yielding higher capacity 
factors than if reported in DC terms,31 but allowing for direct comparison with the capacity 
factors of other generation sources (e.g., wind energy or conventional energy), which are also 
calculated in AC terms. 
 
As shown, the average capacity factor increases only slightly from 2010- to 2011-vintage 
projects, due primarily to a higher proportion (in capacity terms) of projects using tracking 
among 2011-vintage projects, given virtually no change in the average ILR or GHI across these 
two vintages.  Projects built in 2012 and especially 2013, however, have progressively higher 
capacity factors on average, driven by an increase in both average ILR and GHI in each year. 
 

Figure 11. Cumulative PV Capacity Factor by Project Vintage:  2010-2013 Projects Only 
 
Because Figure 11 analyzes cumulative capacity factors, one other possible explanation for the 
upward trend by vintage could be if the solar resource across the United States were significantly 
stronger in 2014 than in 2011-2013.  If this were the case – which seems unlikely based on ex-
post annual solar resource data (3Tier 2013; Vaisala 2014; Vaisala 2015) – then 2013-vintage 
projects might be expected to exhibit higher cumulative capacity factors than 2010-2012 

30 The formula is:  Net Generation (MWhAC) over Single- or Multi-Year Period / [Project Capacity (MWAC) * 
Number of Hours in that Same Single- or Multi-Year Period]. 
31 For example, a project with a 30% capacity factor in AC terms would have a 25% capacity factor in DC terms at 
an inverter loading ratio of 1.20, and a 20% capacity factor in DC terms at an inverter loading ratio of 1.50. 
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projects, given that 2014 is the only applicable performance year for a 2013-vintage project.  To 
check against this possibility, Figure 12 replicates Figure 11, but based on single-year 2014 
capacity factors rather than cumulative capacity factors.  In other words, each vintage is 
measured based on its performance during the same single year – 2014 – rather than over a one- 
to four-year period, depending on vintage.  As shown, the upward trend still holds, suggesting 
that ILR, GHI, and tracking are the true drivers.32 
 

Figure 12. 2014 PV Capacity Factor by Project Vintage:  2010-2013 Projects Only 
 
To the extent that this observable time trend in net capacity factor by project vintage is, in fact, 
attributable to a time trend in one or more of the other variables noted, it is perhaps best to 
measure the effect of those other variables directly. Figure 13 does just that, by categorizing the 
entire data sample in four different ways:  by solar resource strength (in GHI terms), by fixed-tilt 
versus tracking systems, by the inverter loading ratio, and by module type (c-Si versus thin-film).  
The capacity-weighted average net capacity factor across the entire sample is 27.5%, the median 
is 26.5%, and the simple average is 25.6%, but there is a wide range of individual project-level 
capacity factors (from 14.8% to 34.9%) around these central numbers. 
 

32 There is one less project in the sample for Figure 12 than for Figure 11, due to 2014 net generation data not yet 
being available for one project in New Jersey. 
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Figure 13. Cumulative PV Capacity Factor by Resource Strength, Fixed-Tilt vs. Tracking, 
Inverter Loading Ratio, and Module Type 
 
Each of the four variables explored in Figure 13 is discussed in turn below. 
 

• Solar Resource:  Each project in the sample is associated with a global horizontal 
irradiance (GHI) value derived from the map shown earlier in Figure 3.  Solar resource 
bin thresholds (<4.75, 4.75-5.5, and ≥5.5 kWh/m2/day GHI) were chosen to ensure that a 
sufficient number of projects fall within each bin.33  Not surprisingly, projects sited in 
stronger solar resource areas have higher capacity factors, all else equal.  The difference 
can be substantial:  the capacity-weighted average net capacity factors in the highest 
resource bin, for example, average 8% higher (in absolute terms) than their counterparts 
in the lowest resource bin (with the range extending 5-9% depending on fixed-tilt versus 
tracking and the inverter loading ratio). 

 

• Fixed-Tilt vs. Tracking:  Tracking (all single-axis in this sample) boosts average 
capacity factor by 3-4% on average (in absolute terms), depending on the resource bin 
(4% on average across all three resource bins). 
 

• Inverter Loading Ratio (ILR):  Figure 13 breaks the sample down further into three 
different inverter loading ratio bins:  <1.2, 1.2-1.275, and ≥1.275.34  The effect on 
average capacity factor is noticeable:  across all resource bins and fixed/tracking bins, the 
absolute difference in capacity factor between the highest and lowest inverter loading 
ratio bin ranges from 1% to 6% (for an average of 4%). 

33 Thirty-four projects totaling 436 MW fall into the lowest resource category of less than 4.75 kWh/m2/day, 33 
projects totaling 582 MW fall into the middle resource category of between 4.75 and 5.5 kWh/m2/day, and 61 
projects totaling 2,183 MW fall into the highest resource category of at least 5.5 kWh/m2/day. 
34 These ILR bins were chosen to ensure a roughly equal number of projects in each bin.  The lowest ILR bins 
include 45 projects totaling 605 MWAC, the middle bins include 44 projects totaling 1,208 MWAC, and the highest 
bins include 42 projects totaling 1,388 MWAC. 
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• Module Type:  Figure 13 differentiates between projects using c-Si and thin-film 

modules by the shape and color of the markers denoting individual projects (the capacity-
weighted averages include both c-Si and thin-film projects).  Though somewhat difficult 
to tease out, the differences in project-level capacity factors by module type are generally 
small (smaller than for the other variables discussed above), and do not appear to exhibit 
any sort of pattern.  That said, the prevalence of fixed-tilt thin-film projects within the 
highest resource bin is noticeable.  As mentioned in an earlier section of this report, 
however, many of the new thin-film projects completed in 2014 (which will enter our 
capacity factor sample in next year’s report) have deployed single-axis trackers. 

CPV (2 projects, 35 MWAC) 
The two CPV-only projects in the sample (the 5 MWAC Hatch and the 30 MWAC Cogentrix 
Alamosa projects) use virtually the same high-concentration technology (from Amonix), and 
both appear to be underperforming – both relative to publicly stated expectations and to how a 
single-axis tracking PV project would probably have performed in similar conditions.  In 
November 2011, a few months after Hatch came online and a few months before Alamosa went 
online, a conference presentation from Amonix suggested a 31.5% capacity factor for Hatch and 
a 32.5% capacity factor for Alamosa (Pihowich 2011).35  This 31.5-32.5% range is consistent 
with the empirical PV capacity factors seen in the second column from the right in Figure 13, 
which – except for the fact that they feature dual-axis, rather than single-axis, tracking – is where 
these two CPV projects would otherwise fall based on resource strength and inverter loading 
ratio.  Actual experience to date, however, has been below this range:  Hatch’s 20.9% capacity 
factor in 2012 dropped to 18.5% in 2013 and 18.1% in 2014, while Cogentrix Alamosa posted a 
24.9% capacity factor in 2013, followed by 24.2% in 2014.36  The 2013 and 2014 capacity 
factors may have been reduced somewhat by the reportedly below-average insolation levels in 
the southwestern United States during the summers of 2013 and 2014 (3Tier 2013; Vaisala 2014; 
Vaisala 2015).37 

35 The Amonix slide deck (Pihowich 2011) contains conflicting information:  it lists expected generation numbers 
that equate to a 31.5% capacity factor for Hatch, yet also states a slightly lower capacity factor estimate of 29.4% – 
either of which is higher than actual experience.  Meanwhile, documents from El Paso Electric (the offtaker) list 
9,189 MWh, or a 20.8% capacity factor, as the expected output of Hatch (the project met this expectation in 2012, 
but fell short in 2013 and 2014).  For Cogentrix Alamosa, an April 2011 environmental assessment prepared for the 
DOE’s Loan Program Office assumed a 29% capacity factor, although the current Loan Program Office project 
description notes annual generation of 58,000 MWh, equivalent to just 21.9% (well below the >24% achieved to 
date).  The reason for these disparate expectations (for both projects) is not clear, though one potential explanation 
might have to do with timing – i.e., the current El Paso Electric and Loan Program Office numbers might be more 
recent, therefore potentially reflecting some degree of actual experience. 
36 A third project that includes a mix of PV and CPV technologies – the 6.9 MWAC SunE Alamosa project – has 
performed better than the two CPV-only projects, having logged a 28.7% cumulative capacity factor over six full 
years of operation (from 2008-2013).  The CPV portion of the project, however, only accounts for about 12% of the 
project’s total capacity (the rest being PV with diurnal (~80%) or seasonal (~7%) tracking), and unfortunately, the 
project-level net generation data are not granular enough to enable a determination of how the CPV and PV portions 
of this project have performed independently. 
37 The entire year 2014 was an average to slightly above average solar year in the West, and an average to slightly 
below average solar year elsewhere in the continental United States.  These annual averages mask important 
seasonal divergences, however – e.g., the above-average insolation tended to be concentrated in the less-important 
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CSP (13 projects, 1,390 MWAC) 
Three new CSP projects totaling 892 MWAC achieved commercial operation in late 2013, 
providing a significant boost to this year’s CSP capacity factor sample.  Solana is a 250 MWAC 
(net) parabolic trough project with six hours of molten salt storage located in Arizona; Genesis is 
a 250 MWAC (net) parabolic trough project without storage located in California; and Ivanpah is 
a 377 MWAC (net) power tower project without storage located in California.   
 

Figure 14. Capacity Factor of CSP Projects (Solar Portion Only) Over Time 
 
Figure 14 shows the net capacity factors by calendar year from just the solar portion (i.e. no 
augmentation with natural gas or fuel oil is included in Figure 14 38) of our CSP project sample.  
The two new trough projects performed at roughly 28-29% capacity factors in 2014, while the 
Ivanpah power tower project performed at ~12% capacity factor.  For at least Solana (with 6 
hours of storage) and Ivanpah, these first-year numbers are below long-term expectations of 41% 
and 27%, respectively, and are projected to improve in future years as these projects overcome 
typical start-up challenges and are fine-tuned for optimal performance (Danko 2015; Stern 
2015).39  Indeed, the performance of these two projects has already improved somewhat in the 

non-summer months, while the critical months of May through September were generally below average across 
much of the United States, including the Southwest (Vaisala 2014; Vaisala 2015). 
38 Many of these projects also use gas-fired turbines to supplement their output (e.g., during shoulder months, into 
the evening, or during cloudy weather).  In the case of Nevada Solar One, for example, gas-fired generation has 
boosted historical capacity factors by twenty to forty basis points depending on the year (e.g., from 19.4% solar-only 
to 19.8% gas-included in 2014), with gas usage most often peaking in the spring and fall (shoulder months).  The 
SEGS projects use relatively more gas-fired generation, which boosted their aggregate capacity factors by 60-200 
basis points in 2014, depending on the project.  The Ivanpah power tower project also burns gas – and reportedly 
more than originally anticipated (Danko 2015) – though data on its gas-fired generation in 2014 were not available 
at the time of writing. 
39 Ivanpah documentation suggests that this initial ramp-up could last as long as four years (Danko 2015). 
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first half of 2015.40  Even despite these teething issues, however, the two new trough projects 
performed significantly better in 2014 than the existing fleet of ten older trough projects in the 
sample, including the nine SEGS plants (totaling 392 MWAC) that have been operating in 
California for more than twenty years, and the 68.5 MWAC Nevada Solar One trough project that 
has been operating in Nevada since mid-2007.41  
 
These ten older trough projects tend to fall into two groupings, with SEGS I and II set apart from 
the rest by significantly lower capacity factors, perhaps attributable to some combination of 
separate ownership from SEGS III-IX as well as different plant characteristics (such as the size 
of the collector field relative to the capacity and efficiency of the steam turbine).  Nearly all of 
these projects experienced lower solar-only capacity factors in 2013 and 2014 than in other 
recent years.  This decline is potentially attributable in part to inter-year variations in the solar 
resource, which was below average in the southwestern United States (where these projects are 
located) during the summers of 2013 and 2014 (3Tier 2013; Vaisala 2014; Vaisala 2015), with 
summer being particularly important for CSP projects. 
 
Looking ahead, another 250 MWAC (net) parabolic trough project in California without storage 
(Mojave) achieved commercial operation in late 2014, and so will enter our capacity factor 
sample in 2015.  A second power tower project – the 110 MW Crescent Dunes project in 
Nevada, with 10 hours of storage – is expected to be placed in service later in 2015 after a 
prolonged commissioning process.  Along with the three new projects added to the sample this 
year (which should continue to mature over the next few years), these two new additions will 
expand the CSP performance data set in future years. 

40 For example, Ivanpah generated 309,913 MWh in the first six months of 2015 (for an annualized capacity factor 
of 18.2%), compared to 173,138 MWh in the first six months of 2014 (an annualized capacity factor of 10.2%).  For 
Solana, the corresponding numbers are 352,569 MWh (32.5%) vs. 314,906 MWh (29.0%).   
41 One additional parabolic trough project – the 75 MWAC Martin project in Florida – is excluded from the analysis 
due to data complications.  Specifically, since 2011, the Martin project has been feeding steam to a co-located 
combined cycle gas plant, and a breakdown of the amount of generation attributable to solar versus gas is not readily 
available. 
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6.  Power Purchase Agreement (“PPA”) Prices 

 
The cost of installing, operating, and maintaining a utility-scale solar project, along with its 
capacity factor – i.e., all of the factors that have been explored so far in this report – are key 
determinants of the price at which solar power can be profitably sold through a long-term power 
purchase agreement (“PPA”).  Relying on data compiled from FERC Electronic Quarterly 
Reports, FERC Form 1, EIA Form 923, and a variety of regulatory filings, this section presents 
trends in PPA prices among a large sample of utility-scale solar projects in the U.S.  The sample 
includes a total of 109 contracts totaling 8,578 MWAC and broken out as follows:  100 PV PPAs 
totaling 7,234 MWAC, two CPV PPAs totaling 35 MWAC, one 7 MWAC PPA that is a mix of PV 
and CPV, and 6 CSP PPAs (four parabolic trough, two power tower) totaling 1,301 MWAC. 
 
The population from which this sample is drawn includes only those utility-scale projects that 
sell electricity (as well as the associated capacity and renewable energy credits or “RECs”) in the 
wholesale power market through a long-term, bundled PPA.  Utility-owned projects, as well as 
projects that benefit from net metering or customer bill savings, are therefore not included in the 
sample.  We also exclude those projects that unbundle and sell RECs separately from the 
underlying electricity, because in those instances the PPA price alone does not reflect the 
project’s total revenue requirements (at least on a post-incentive basis).  PPAs resulting from 
Feed-in Tariff (“FiT”) programs are excluded for similar reasons – i.e., the information content 
of the pre-established FiT price is low (most of these projects do not exceed the 5 MWAC utility-
scale threshold anyway).  In short, the goal of this chapter is to learn how much post-incentive 
revenue a utility-scale solar project requires to be viable.42  As such, the PPA sample comes 
entirely from utility-scale projects that sell bundled energy, capacity, and RECs to utilities (both 
investor-owned and publicly-owned utilities) or other offtakers through long-term PPAs resulting 
from competitive solicitations or bilateral negotiations.43  As a practical matter, this means that 
we exclude “avoided cost” contracts – discussed in the text box on the next page – from our PPA 
price sample as well. 
 

42 Using PPA prices for this purpose reflects an implicit assumption that PPA prices will always be sufficient to 
cover all costs and provide a normal rate of return.  This may not always be the case, however, if projects 
underperform relative to expectations or have higher-than-anticipated operating costs.  In general, the project 
sponsor and investors bear these risks (to varying degrees, depending on the specifics of their contractual 
arrangements). 
43 Because all of the PPAs in the sample include RECs (i.e., transfer them to the power purchaser), we need not 
worry too much about REC price trends in the unbundled REC market.  It is, however, worth noting that some states 
(e.g., Colorado) have implemented REC “multipliers” for solar projects (whereby each solar REC is counted as 
more than one REC for RPS compliance purposes), while others have implemented solar “set-asides” or “carve-
outs” (requiring a specific portion of the RPS to be met by solar) as a way to encourage specifically solar power 
development.  In these instances, it is possible that utilities might be willing to pay a bit more for solar through a 
bundled PPA than they otherwise would be, either because they need to in order to comply with a solar set-aside, or 
because they know that each bundled solar REC has added value (in the case of a multiplier).  So even though REC 
prices do not directly affect the analysis in this report, policy mechanisms tied to RECs might still influence bundled 
PPA prices in some cases – presumably to the upside. 
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For each of the contracts in the sample,44 we have collected the contractually locked-in PPA 
price data over the full term of the PPA,45 and have accounted for any escalation rates and/or 
time-of-delivery (“TOD”) pricing factors employed.46  The PPA prices presented in this section, 
therefore, reflect the full revenue available to (and presumably in many cases, the minimum 

44 In general, each PPA corresponds to a different project, though in some cases a single project sells power to more 
than one utility under separate PPAs, in which case two or more PPAs may be tied to a single project. 
45 The minimum PPA term in the sample is 10 years (though the two 10-year contracts in the sample are effectively 
4-year “bridge” PPAs with a California municipality, whereby the buyer takes 100% of the output for the first four 
years and then, once a long-term contract with an investor-owned utility begins in 2019, just 1% of the output in the 
last six years).  The maximum is 34 years, the mean is 22.8 years, the median is 25 years, and the capacity-weighted 
average is 23.4 years. 
46 In cases where PPA price escalation rates are tied to inflation, the EIA’s projection of the U.S. GDP deflator from 
Annual Energy Outlook 2015 is used to determine expected escalation rates.  For contracts that use time-of-delivery 
pricing and have at least one year of operating history, each project’s average historical generation profile is 
assumed to be replicated into the future.  For those projects with less than a full year of operating history, the 
generation profiles of similar (and ideally nearby) projects are used as a proxy until sufficient operating experience 
is available. 

Trend to Watch:  The Rise (and Fall?) of “Avoided Cost” Markets 
 
As discussed in the text, virtually all of the PPAs analyzed in this chapter result from competitive solicitations or some other form of 
bilateral negotiation.  Yet as the cost of solar has fallen to more-competitive levels, a “new” market for utility-scale solar (which is 
actually one of the oldest markets for renewables in the United States, in existence ever since the Public Utility Regulatory Policies 
Act, or PURPA, was signed into law in 1978) has emerged over the past year or so.  Specifically, PURPA requires utilities to purchase 
electricity from “qualifying facilities” (including solar and wind projects) at prices that represent their “avoided cost” – i.e., what they 
would pay for the same amount of electricity generated by a non-qualifying facility.  As a matter of policy, we exclude these “avoided 
cost” contracts from our PPA price sample, because they are FiT-like and, in some states, also involve unbundling RECs; yet, as 
discussed below, this growing market is not to be ignored. 
 
Solar developers have been capitalizing on these avoided cost contracts for several years now in North Carolina, though the 5 MW 
capacity limit in that state means that most of the more than 150 projects that are operational in North Carolina fall below our 
threshold of what is considered to be “utility-scale.”  But in the past year, numerous avoided cost contracts for larger projects have 
been announced in other states that had not previously seen any solar development to speak of.  For example: 
 

• In Utah, at least two new 80 MWAC PV projects (in addition to a number of smaller projects) should begin commercial operation 
by the end of 2015, selling electricity to PacifiCorp through 20-year avoided cost contracts.  More than 700 MW of additional 
solar capacity is under development in Utah and could come online in 2016 under these same avoided cost contracts.  
Although the prices for these larger contracts are subject to negotiation, they are based loosely on PacifiCorp’s published 
avoided cost rates, which are in the neighborhood of $50-$60/MWh when averaged over the 20-year contract term. 

 

• Just to the north in Idaho, Idaho Power announced in late 2014 that it had recently entered into avoided cost contracts for 461 
MW of utility-scale PV, and that another 885 MW was actively seeking such contracts.  Idaho Power’s avoided cost contracts 
feature pricing that varies by time of day and season, but averages out to about $60-70/MWh over the 20-year term. 

 
This recent onslaught of applications for avoided cost contracts has prompted the utilities involved and their state utility regulators to 
re-evaluate these contracts and the utilities’ PURPA requirements.  In early 2015, for example, Idaho Power requested that its 
standard avoided cost contract term be reduced from 20 to just 2 years; regulators subsequently reduced the term to 5 years while 
they examined the issue, and in August 2015 agreed to impose a 2-year term.  Around the same time, regulators in North Carolina 
rejected a similar utility request to lower the capacity threshold, shorten the contract term, and reduce contract pricing for solar 
projects.  Meanwhile in Utah, PacifiCorp is also pushing back (as developers with Idaho projects that were stranded by the reduction 
in contract term are now looking south to PacifiCorp as a more-viable market), and would like to reduce solar compensation via a 
reduction in the capacity credit assigned to solar within the avoided cost calculation.  How these various proceedings play out could 
significantly affect the future of utility-scale solar within these states.  In the near term, however, grandfathered contracts will fuel a 
frenzy of new PV project construction in these emerging states through 2016. 
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amount of revenue required by47) these projects over the life of the contract – at least on a post-
incentive basis.  In other words, these PPA prices do reflect the receipt of federal tax incentives 
(e.g., the 30% investment tax credit or cash grant, accelerated tax depreciation) 48 and state 
incentives (e.g., grants, production incentives, various tax credits), and would be higher if not for 
these incentives.49,50  As such, the levelized PPA prices presented in this section should not be 
equated with a project’s unsubsidized levelized cost of energy (“LCOE”). 
 

Figure 15. Levelized PPA Prices by Technology, Contract Size, and PPA Execution Date 
 

47 In a competitive “cost-plus” pricing environment – where the PPA price is just sufficient to recoup initial capital 
costs, cover ongoing operating costs, and provide a normal rate of return – PPA prices will represent the minimum 
amount of revenue required by a project.  In contrast, “value-based” pricing occurs when the project developer or 
owner is able to negotiate a higher-than-necessary PPA price that nevertheless still provides value to the buyer. 
48 In addition to the other federal incentives listed, eleven projects within the sample also received DOE loan 
guarantees through the Section 1705 program.  In all eleven cases, however, the projects had already executed PPAs 
by the date on which the loan guarantee was awarded, suggesting that the guarantee didn’t affect the PPA price. 
49 For example, taking a simplistic view (i.e., not considering financing effects), the average PPA price could be as 
much as 50% higher (i.e., 30%/(1 minus the federal tax rate)) if there were no federal investment tax credit (“ITC”).  
Without the ITC, however, the resulting increase in PPA prices would be limited by the fact that sponsors with tax 
appetite could then leverage up their projects more heavily with cheap debt, while sponsors without tax appetite 
would be able to forego expensive third-party tax equity in favor of cheaper forms of capital, like debt.  Because of 
these financing shifts, the PPA price would not increase by 50%, but rather more like 35-40% in the case of a 
sponsor with tax appetite, and by roughly 20% in the case of a sponsor without tax appetite that currently relies on 
third-party tax equity to monetize the ITC (Bolinger 2014). 
50 Though there is too much variety in state-level incentives to systematically quantify their effect on PPA prices 
here, one example is New Mexico’s refundable Production Tax Credit, which provides a credit of varying amounts 
per MWh (averaging $27/MWh) of solar electricity produced over a project’s first ten years.  One PPA for a utility-
scale PV project in New Mexico allows for two different PPA prices – one that is $43.50/MWh higher than the 
other, and that goes into effect only if the project does not qualify for the New Mexico PTC.  Based on New 
Mexico’s top corporate tax rate of 7.6%, a $43.50/MWh price increase due to loss of New Mexico’s PTC seems 
excessive (a more appropriate 20-year adjustment would seemingly have been roughly half that amount), but 
nevertheless, this is one tangible example of how state incentives can reduce PPA prices. 
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Figure 15 shows trends in the levelized (using a 7% real discount rate) PPA prices from the 
entire sample over time.  Each bubble in Figure 15 represents a single PPA, with the area of the 
bubble corresponding to the size of the contract in MW and the placement of the bubble 
reflecting both the levelized PPA price (along the vertical y-axis) and the date on the which the 
PPA was executed (along the horizontal x-axis).51  Different solar technologies (e.g., PV versus 
CPV versus CSP) are denoted by different colors and patterns.   
 
Figure 15 provides a number of insights: 
 

• PPA pricing has, in general, declined over time, to the point where recent PPAs have been 
priced as aggressively as $40/MWh levelized (in real, 2014 dollars), or even lower.  In the 
Southwest (where these low-priced projects are primarily located), pricing this low is, in 
some cases, competitive with in-region wind power.52  This is particularly the case when 
considering solar’s on-peak generation profile, which can provide ~$25/MWh of TOD 
value relative to wind.53 

 

• Although at first glance there does not seem to be a significant difference in the PPA prices 
required by different solar technologies, it is notable that all of the recent PPAs in the 
sample employ PV technology.  Back in 2002 when the Nevada Solar One (CSP) PPA was 
executed, PV was too expensive to compete at the wholesale level, but by 2009-2011 when 
the other five CSP PPAs in the sample were executed, PV pricing had closed the gap.  
Since then, virtually all new contracts have employed PV technology, while a number of 
previously-executed CSP contracts have been either canceled or converted to PV 
technology.  CPV was seemingly competitive back in 2010 when the two contracts in the 
sample were executed, but lack of any new contracts since then (at least within the sample) 
prevents a more-recent comparison – and is perhaps telling in its own right.54 
 

• Smaller projects (e.g., in the 20-50 MW range) feature PPA prices that are just as 
competitive as larger projects.  Very large projects often face greater development 
challenges than smaller projects, including heightened environmental sensitivities and 
more-stringent permitting requirements, as well as greater interconnection and transmission 
hurdles.  Once a project grows beyond a certain size, the costs of overcoming these 
incremental challenges may outweigh any benefits from economies of scale in terms of the 
effect on the PPA price. 
 

51 Because PPA prices reflect market expectations at the time a PPA is executed – which could be two years or more 
in advance of when the project achieves commercial operation – the PPA execution date is more relevant than the 
commercial operation date when analyzing PPA prices. 
52 See, for example, the text box in Bolinger and Weaver (2013) that compares the economics of the co-located 
Macho Springs wind and solar projects.  
53 For further explanation, see the text box titled Estimating PV’s TOD Value in the 2013 edition of this report 
(Bolinger and Weaver 2014).  Also note that the levelized PPA prices shown in Figure 15 (and throughout this 
chapter) already incorporate all applicable TOD factors.  Not all PPAs, however, use explicit TOD factors, though in 
those instances where they are not used, PV’s on-peak generation profile still presumably provides higher implicit 
value (compared to wind) to the buyer. 
54 That said, SunPower has been quietly rolling out its new low-concentration (7 suns) C7 CPV technology, with a 1 
MWAC pilot project at Arizona State University (online in early 2013); a contract with Apple for the 20 MWAC Fort 
Churchill Solar Project (scheduled to come online in 2015) to power its data center near Reno, NV; and a sale of 
technology to a project in China.  At present, no cost or price information is available for these projects. 
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• Not surprisingly, the highest-priced contract in the sample comes from Long Island, which 
does not enjoy the abundant sunshine of the Southwest (where most of our sample is 
located – 93% of the total capacity within the PPA sample is located in CA, NV, AZ, or 
NM), and where wholesale power prices are high due to transmission constraints. 

 
Not all of the projects behind the contracts shown in Figure 15 are fully (or even partially) 
operational, though all of them are still in play (i.e., the sample does not include PPAs that have 
been terminated).  Figure 16 shows the same data as Figure 15, but broken out according to 
whether or not a project has begun to deliver power.55  Understandably, most of the more-
recently signed PPAs in the sample pertain to projects that are still in development or under 
construction, and have not yet begun to deliver electricity under the terms of the PPA.  Given 
that many of these same PPAs are also the lowest-priced contracts in the sample, it remains to be 
seen whether all of these projects can be profitably built and operated under the aggressive PPA 
price terms shown here.56  That said, a recent and related modeling analysis (Bolinger, Weaver, 
and Zuboy 2015) finds that today’s aggressive PPA prices can indeed pencil out using modeling 
assumptions that are based on best-in-class PV data presented in other sections of this report.  
Moreover, as described in the text box on the next page, a survey of recent solicitation responses 
reveals a deep field of projects bidding into solicitations at these low prices – i.e., the recent low 
prices shown in Figure 15 and Figure 16 do not appear to be one-off anomalies. 
 

Figure 16. Levelized PPA Prices by Operational Status and PPA Execution Date 
 

55 If a project had begun to deliver power by August 2015 – even if not yet fully operational or built out to its 
contractual size – it is characterized as “operating” in Figure 16.  Only those projects that were still in development 
or were under construction but not yet delivering power are characterized as “planned.” 
56 There is a history of solar project and PPA cancellations in California, though in many cases these have involved 
projects using less-mature technologies (e.g., Stirling dish engines, compact linear Fresnel reflectors, and power 
towers).  For PV projects, price revisions are perhaps a more likely risk – e.g., if the solar trade dispute with China 
were to harm existing module supply contracts. 
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More than two-thirds of the PV contracts in the sample feature pricing that does not escalate in 
nominal dollars over the life of the contract – which means that pricing actually declines over 
time in real dollar terms.  Figure 17 illustrates this decline by plotting over time, in real 2014 
dollars, the generation-weighted average price among all PPAs executed within a given year 
(i.e., including both escalating and non-escalating contracts).   
 

Solicitation Responses Reveal Deep Market at Low Prices 
 
Although our sample of low-priced solar PPAs signed in 2014 and so far in 2015 is relatively small (21 contracts totaling 1.33 
GW), a survey of developer responses to several recent utility solicitations suggests that there is considerable depth in the 
market at these low price levels, at least in the Southwest.  For example: 
 

• Southwestern Public Service’s 2014 request for proposals (“RFP”) for 200 MW of solar received 53 transmission-level 
project bids totaling 4,040 MW and 59 distribution-level project bids totaling 1,210 MW (for a total of 5,250 MW – 
more than 26 times the 200 MW target).  Of the transmission-level proposals, 2,718 MW bid levelized prices ranging 
from $40-$50/MWh, while another 1,182 were priced between $50-$60/MWh.  Of the distribution-level proposals 
(typically featuring smaller projects), 240 MW bid levelized prices ranging from $40-$50/MWh while 600 MW were 
priced from $50-60/MWh.  Many of these projects are located in New Mexico, which provides a 10-year state 
production tax credit that helps developers to lower PPA prices (though not all bidders assumed full receipt of the 
state PTC). 

 

• In late 2014 and early 2015, NV Energy issued two 100 MW renewable energy RFPs; bidders in the 2014 RFP were 
allowed to re-bid into the 2015 RFP, and two 100 MW PV projects were ultimately selected.  One of the winning 
projects is priced at $46/MWh flat over 20 years (i.e., $38.6/MWh levelized in real 2014 dollars), while the other 
starts at $38.70/MWh (nominal) and escalates at 3%/year over 20 years (i.e., $40.1/MWh levelized in real 2014 
dollars).  Of the 2,537 MW of renewable resources that bid (or re-bid) into the 2015 RFP, more than 90% were solar, 
while wind and geothermal accounted for just 8% and 2%, respectively.  Though no pricing information is available for 
the non-winning bids, several hundred additional MW of shortlisted capacity were reportedly bid at prices very 
similar to the winning bids.  Moreover, NV Energy noted that the solar bids were priced lower than the wind or 
geothermal bids, and also better matched its load profile. 

 

• Austin Energy’s 2015 RFP for 600 MW of solar received 149 unique proposals totaling 7,976 MW (more than 13 times 
coverage) from 33 different bidders.  Almost 1,300 MW were reportedly bid at levelized prices of $45/MWh or less. 

 
Taken as a whole, these responses suggest that there is a significant amount of utility-scale PV capacity capable (at least 
with the 30% ITC) of selling electricity at very low prices in the Southwest.  Moreover, at these low price levels, solar can 
compete head on with wind power in terms of both price and generation profile (for more on comparisons of solar and 
wind in the Southwest, see the text box titled “Estimating PV’s TOD Value” in the 2013 edition of this report, or the text box 
on the co-located Macho Springs wind and solar projects in the 2012 edition). 
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Figure 17. Generation-Weighted Average PV PPA Prices Over Time by Contract Vintage 
 
By offering flat or even declining prices in real dollar terms over long periods of time, solar (and 
wind) power can provide a long-term hedge against the risk of rising fossil fuel prices (Bolinger 
2013).  Figure 18 illustrates this potential value by plotting the future stream of average PV PPA 
prices from contracts executed in 2014 and 2015 (i.e., the same two lines as the 2014 and 2015 
vintage PPA lines in Figure 17 above) against a range of projections of just the fuel costs of 
natural gas-fired generation.57  Focusing on the 2015 PPA vintage in particular, average PPA 
prices from PV contracts executed in 2015 start out higher than the range of fuel cost projections 
in 2017, but decline (in real 2014 $/MWh terms) over time and eventually fall below the 
reference case gas price projection by 2021 (and below the entire range of gas price projections 
by 2037).  On a levelized basis from 2017 through 2040, the 2015-vintage PV PPA prices come 
to $42.1/MWh (real 2014 dollars) compared to $48.1/MWh for the reference case fuel price 
projection, suggesting that PV may be able to compete with even just the fuel costs of existing 
gas-fired generators (i.e., not even accounting for the recovery of fixed capital costs incurred by 
new gas-fired generators).   
 
Moreover, it is important to recognize that the PV PPA prices have been contractually locked in, 
whereas the fuel cost projections to which they are compared are highly uncertain – actual fuel 
costs could end up being either lower or potentially much higher.  Either way, as evidenced by 
the widening range of fuel cost projections over time, it becomes increasingly difficult to 
forecast fuel costs with any accuracy as the term of the forecast increases. 

57 The national average fuel cost projections come from the Energy Information Administration’s Annual Energy 
Outlook 2015 publication, and increase from around $4.67/MMBtu in 2015 to $8.83/MMBtu (both in 2014 dollars) 
in 2040 in the reference case. The range around the reference case is bounded by the high oil and gas resource case 
on the low end, and the greater of the high oil price or high economic growth cases on the high end (since AEO 
2015 does not include a low oil and gas resource case), and ranges from $4.98/MMBtu to $10.75/MMBtu (again, all 
in 2014 dollars) in 2040. These fuel prices are converted from $/MMBtu into $/MWh using the heat rates implied by 
the modeling output (these start at roughly 8,100 Btu/kWh and gradually decline to around 7,200 Btu/kWh by 
2040). 
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Figure 18. Average PV PPA Prices and Natural Gas Fuel Cost Projections Over Time 
 

In addition to the declining real prices over time within each PPA vintage shown in Figure 17 
and Figure 18, the steady march downward across vintages is also evident in Figure 17, 
demonstrating substantial reductions in pricing by PPA execution date.58  To provide a clearer 
look at the time trend, the blue-shaded columns in Figure 19 simply levelize the price streams 
shown in Figure 17.  Based on this sample, levelized real PPA prices for utility-scale PV projects 
consistently fell by almost $25/MWh per year on average from 2006 through 2013, with a 
smaller price decline of ~$10/MWh evident in the 2014 and 2015 samples.  With levelized real 
PPA prices now below $50/MWh on average (based on the combined 2014/2015 sample), future 
price declines are likely to be much smaller than in the past.   
 

Figure 19 also shows that the overall spread in pricing has narrowed over time – e.g., the 2013-
2015 samples show a tighter range of levelized prices than do the 2009-2011 samples – 
suggestive of an increasingly mature and transparent market.  Moreover, this narrowing has 
occurred despite the fact that the geographic scope of the market (and sample) has broadened 
with time.  Although the PPAs in our sample are still heavily concentrated in the Southwest, the 
market is beginning to expand to new parts of the country – notably the Southeast (see the text 

58 This strong time trend complicates more-refined analysis of other variables examined in earlier chapters, such as 
resource strength (though again, 93% of the capacity in the PPA price sample is in the high-insolation states of CA, 
NV, AZ, and NM), tracking versus fixed-tilt, and c-Si versus thin-film.  To try and control for the influence of time, 
one could potentially analyze these variables within a single PPA vintage, but doing so might divide the sample to 
the point where sample size is too small to reliably discern any differences.  Furthermore, it is not clear that some of 
these variables should even have much of an effect on PPA prices.  For example, several of the PV contracts in the 
sample note uncertainty over whether or not tracking systems will be used, or whether c-Si or thin-film modules will 
be deployed.  Yet the executed PPA price is the same regardless of the ultimate project configuration, suggesting 
that the choice of tracking versus fixed-tilt or c-Si versus thin-film is (at least in these cases) not a critical 
determinant of PPA pricing.  This makes sense when one considers that tracking systems, for example, add up-front 
costs to the project (see Chapter 3) that are recouped over time through greater energy yield (see Chapter 5), thereby 
potentially leaving the net effect on PPA prices largely a wash.  In support of this theory, the Public Service 
Company of New Mexico estimated (based on a review of 216 solar responses to its 2012 Renewable RFP) that the 
average PPA price benefit of single-axis tracking was just $3/MWh, or less than 4% of a levelized PPA price in the 
mid-$70/MWh range (O’Connell 2013). 
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box below) but also states like Utah and Idaho where utilities have had attractive avoided cost 
rates (see earlier text box on “avoided cost” markets).  For example, the 2015 PPA price sample 
includes contracts not only in the usual Southwestern states, but also in Florida, Arkansas, and 
Alabama – and at prices not too far above those seen in the Southwest. 
 

Figure 19. Levelized PV PPA Prices by Contract Vintage 
 

 

Trend to Watch:  The Rise of the South 
 

Although the sample of PPA prices analyzed in this chapter is highly concentrated in the southwestern United States – i.e., 97% of the 
8.7 GW of capacity in the sample is located in CA (68%), NV (11%), AZ (11%), TX (4%), NM (3%), and CO (1%) – there have been a 
number of notable announcements over the past year about new utility-scale solar PPAs being signed at competitive prices in several 
southeastern states that have not previously seen much development.  The following non-exhaustive list of new contracts (only three 
of which are currently included in our PPA price sample, due to lack of sufficient information on the others) illustrates this expansion 
of the market to the Southeast: 
 

• In October 2014, Georgia Power announced long-term PPAs with four “smaller” PV projects totaling 76.5 MW and six “larger” 
projects totaling 439 MW.  Although pricing for individual projects has not been disclosed, the average PPA price among the 
“smaller” projects is reportedly $65/MWh. 

• In February 2015, the Tennessee Valley Authority announced that it had signed a 20-year PPA with an 80 MW PV project in 
Alabama at a price of $61/MWh. 

• In April 2015, NextEra and Entergy Arkansas announced a PPA for the 81 MW Stuttgart Solar Project in Arkansas; the price is 
reportedly just north of $50/MWh. 

• Highlighting yet another notable trend towards direct corporate purchases of renewable power, in June 2015, Community 
Energy and Amazon Web Services announced a PPA for an 80 MW PV project in Virginia (pricing was not disclosed). 

• In July 2015, the Orlando (Florida) Utilities Commission announced a 20-year PPA with a 13 MW PV project priced at 
$70/MWh, which is less than half the $194/MWh it is paying for a similar 5.5 MWAC project that came online in late 2011. 

 

This trend – also evident in regional interconnection queues, as shown later in Figure 20 – is all the more notable because the 
Southeast has historically not seen much renewable energy development at all (other than in North Carolina, which has had an active 
solar market for a number of years, primarily featuring “avoided cost” PURPA contracts for projects of 5 MW or less that fall below 
our utility-scale size threshold), due in part to fewer state-level policies like renewable portfolio standards, as well as wind resource 
constraints.  For example, unlike in much of the rest of the country, wind power has yet to gain much of a foothold in the Southeast – 
and may find it hard to compete with solar at the price levels evident in some of these solar contracts. 
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7.  Conclusions and Future Outlook 

 
Other than the SEGS I-IX parabolic trough CSP projects built in the 1980s, virtually no utility-
scale PV, CPV, or CSP projects existed in the United States prior to 2007.  By 2012 – just five 
years later – utility-scale had become the largest sector of the overall PV market in the United 
States, a distinction that was repeated in 2013 and 2014 and that is expected to continue for at 
least the next few years.  Over this same short period, CSP also experienced a renaissance in the 
United States, with a number of large new parabolic trough and power tower systems – some 
including storage – either achieving commercial operation or entering the commissioning phase.  
Although the operating history of many these newer PV, CPV, and CSP projects is still very 
limited, a critical mass of data nevertheless enables empirical analysis of this rapidly growing 
sector of the market.   
 
This third edition of LBNL’s annual Utility-Scale Solar series paints a picture of an increasingly 
competitive utility-scale PV sector, with installed prices having declined significantly since 
2007-2009 (but perhaps showing signs of slowing), relatively modest O&M costs, solid 
performance with improving capacity factors, and record-low levelized PPA prices of around 
$40/MWh in some cases and under $50/MWh on average (again, with the steady decline over the 
years perhaps showing signs of slowing).  Meanwhile, the other two utility-scale solar 
technologies – CPV and CSP – have also made strides in recent years, but are finding it difficult 
to compete in the United States with increasingly low-cost PV.59 
 
Looking ahead, the amount of utility-scale solar capacity in the development pipeline suggests 
continued momentum and a significant expansion of the industry – both in terms of volume and 
geographic distribution – over the next few years.  Specifically, Figure 20 shows the amount of 
solar power (and, in the inset, other resources) working its way through 35 different 
interconnection queues administered by independent system operators (“ISOs”), regional 
transmission organizations (“RTOs”), and utilities across the country as of the end of 2014.60   
 
These data should be interpreted with caution:  although placing a project in the interconnection 
queue is a necessary step in project development, being in the queue does not guarantee that a 
project will actually be built.61  That said, efforts have been made by the FERC, ISOs, RTOs, 

59 Avian mortality has also emerged as an unexpected potential challenge to power tower technology in particular, 
but also to large PV projects that, from a distance, can reportedly resemble bodies of water and attract migrating 
waterfowl that are injured or killed while attempting to land in the solar field. 
60 The queues surveyed include the California ISO, Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, Electric 
Reliability Council of Texas (ERCOT), Western Area Power Administration, Salt River Project, PJM 
Interconnection, Arizona Public Service, Southern Company, NV Energy, PacifiCorp, Midcontinent Independent 
System Operator (MISO), Southwest Power Pool (SPP), Duke/Progress Energy, Public Service Company of 
Colorado, Public Service Company of New Mexico, and 20 other queues with lesser amounts of solar.  To provide a 
sense of sample size and coverage, the ISOs, RTOs, and utilities whose queues are included here have an aggregated 
non-coincident (balancing authority) peak demand of about 86% of the U.S. total.  Figure 20 only includes projects 
that were active in the queue at the end of 2014 but that had not yet been built; suspended projects are not included. 
61 It is also worth noting that while most of the solar projects in these queues are probably utility-scale in nature, the 
data are not uniformly (or even commonly) consistent with the definition of “utility-scale” adopted in this report.  
For example, some queues are posted only to comply with the Large Generator Interconnection Procedures in FERC 
Order 2003 that apply to projects larger than 20 MW, and so presumably miss smaller projects in the 5-20 MW 

38 
 

                                                 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 431

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



 

and utilities to reduce the number of speculative projects that have, in recent years, clogged these 
queues. 
 
Even with this important caveat, the amount of solar capacity in the nation’s interconnection 
queues still provides at least some indication of the amount of planned development.  At the end 
of 2014, there were 44.6 GW of solar power capacity (of any type – e.g., PV, CPV, or CSP) 
within the interconnection queues reviewed for this report – more than five times the installed 
utility-scale solar power capacity in our entire project population at that time.  These 44.6 GW 
(19.5 GW of which first entered the queues in 2014) represented nearly 14% of all generating 
capacity within these selected queues at the time, in third place behind natural gas at 45% and 
wind at 30% (see Figure 20 inset).  The end-of-2014 solar total is also more than 5 GW higher 
than the 39.5 GW of solar that were in the queues at the end of 2013, suggesting that the solar 
pipeline has been more than replenished over the past year, despite the record amount of new 
solar capacity that came online (and therefore exited these queues) in 2014, as well as the 
impending reversion of the 30% ITC to 10% scheduled for the end of 2016. 
 

Source:  Exeter Associates review of interconnection queue data 

Figure 20. Solar and Other Resource Capacity in 35 Selected Interconnection Queues 
 
The larger graph in Figure 20 breaks out the solar capacity by state or region, to provide a sense 
of where in the United States this pipeline resides.  Perhaps not surprisingly (given the map of 
solar resource and project location shown in Figure 3, earlier), 60% of the total solar capacity in 
the queues at the end of 2014 is within California (42%) and the Southwest region (18%).  This 
combined 60% is down from 80% at the end of 2013, however, and is yet another indication that 
the utility-scale solar market is spreading to new states and regions beyond California and the 
Southwest.  For example, 14% of the solar capacity in the queues at the end of 2014 resides in 
Texas, followed by 10% in the Southeast and 6% in each of the Central and Northeast regions.  

range.  Other queues include solar projects of less than 5 MW (or even less than 1 MW) that may be more 
commercial than utility-scale in nature.  It is difficult to estimate how these two opposing influences net out. 
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Moreover, in terms of new solar capacity entering the queue in 2014, Texas ranked first (22%), 
followed by the Southeast (18%), Southwest (16%), California (15%), and Central (14%) 
regions.  As the competitiveness of solar continues to improve, the market is spreading to still-
untapped parts of the country. 
 
Though not all of the 44.6 GW of planned solar projects represented within Figure 20 will 
ultimately be built, presumably most of what is built will come online prior to 2017, given the 
scheduled reversion of the 30% ITC to 10% at the end of 2016.  To that end, as of the end of 
2014, GTM/SEIA (2015) projected a utility-scale solar pipeline of 26.7 GW in 2015-2016 (9.1 
GW in 2015 and 17.6 GW in 2016), 14.1 GW of which was already contracted (6 GW in 2015 
and 8.1 GW in 2016).  Even if only this 26.7 GW – or, for that matter, even just the contracted 
14.1 GW portion – came online prior to 2017, it would still mean an unprecedented amount of 
new solar construction in 2015 and 2016.  Of course, accompanying all of this new capacity will 
be substantial amounts of new operational data, which we will collect and analyze in future 
editions of this report. 
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Ten-Year Site Plan Comments List 
State Agencies 

• Department of Economic Opportunity 

• Department of Environmental Protection 

• Department of Transportation 

Regional Planning Councils 

• Central Florida Regional Planning Council 

• East Central Florida Regional Planning Council 

• North Central Florida Regional Planning Council 

• Northeast Florida Regional Planning Council 

• Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council 

Water Management Districts 

• South Florida Water Management District 

• Southwest Florida Water Management District 

• St. John’s River Water Management District 

• Suwannee River Water Management District 

Local Governments 

• Citrus County 

Other Organizations 

• Sierra Club and Earthjustice 
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Mr. Phillip O. Ellis  
Strategic Analysis & Government Affairs  
Public Service Commission  
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard  
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850  
pellis@psc.state.fl.us  
 
Cc: Traci Matthews, tmatthews@psc.state.fl.us  
 
Re: Supplemental Information Following 2013 Ten-Year Site Plan Workshop 
 
Dear Mr. Ellis and Ms. Matthews: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to present to the Commission at the September 25, 2013, Ten-Year 
Site Plan Workshop.  At the Workshop the Commissioners raised a number of  questions in response 
to our presentation and we agreed to provide supplemental information to more fully address those 
questions.  This letter transmits and explains that supplemental information.   
 
As discussed at the Workshop, the information supports deferring plan approval until the utilities 
provide a comparative analysis of  the costs and quantified risks of  all relevant energy resources, 
including supply side and demand side.  Substantiating the cost-effectiveness of  planned investments 

in this way is squarely within the utilities’ ten-year site plan data requirements.  See F.A.C. § 25‐
22.072 (incorporating by reference Form PSC/RAD 43-E (11/97), requiring evidence of  “lowest 
cost possible” planned energy).  Yet the utilities’ plans lack the requisite comparative analysis of  the 
costs and risks of  the various energy resources available to Florida.  Without this analysis by the 
utilities, the Commission cannot meaningfully review the plans for enumerated statutory criteria, 
such as “possible alternatives to the proposed plan,” nor can the Commission evaluate and plan for 
risks like “disrupted energy supplies or unexpected prices surges.”  F.S. § 186.801 (citing State 
Comprehensive Plan, F. S. § 187.201).  For these reasons, the information herein supports the 
Commission deferring plan approval, including approval of  planned new gas-burning capacity, until 
the utilities provide the missing comparative cost-risk analysis to substantiate the cost-effectiveness 
of  their proposed investments.   
 
Moreover, the Sierra Club urges the Commission to follow the regulatory best practice of  making 
the comparative cost-risk analysis available for public comment.  Doing so would provide the 
Commission with a fuller critique of  the options for addressing pressing issues, including the need 
to: (1) plan for significant coal and nuclear retirements; (2) appropriately minimize Florida’s exposure 
to natural gas price shocks and supply disruptions; (3) evaluate and seize opportunities to pursue 
cost competitive energy resources; and 4) hedge against the costs and risks of  fossil fuel-burning 
generation capacity. 
 
I.   A Comparative Analysis of  Costs and Quantified Risks of  All Relevant Resources 

(Supply Side and Demand Side) Is Critical for Prudent Resource Planning. 
 
Prudent resource planning minimizes costs and risks.  To minimize not just the present value of  
revenue requirements—alone, a limited focus of  resource planning—but also risk, planners 
generally evaluate a wide range of  scenarios (not just the scenario deemed most likely, the “reference 
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case”).  Planners do this through a number of  different methods.  Many planners use probabilistic 
modeling and sensitivity analyses for inputs including but not limited to: load growth, fuel prices, 
electricity spot prices, market structure, environmental regulations, and other risk factors.  In 
addition, some planners also rely on other analytic aids, including market reports, requests for 
proposals, and stakeholder feedback.  This section addresses the Commissioners’ questions about 
planning for cost and risk with examples and explanations of  emerging best practices. 
 

a. CERES Report—Guidance Primarily for Commissions 
 
Practicing Risk-Aware Electricity Regulation: What Every State Regulator Needs to Know offers guidance that 
is especially relevant to states like Florida that are “facing substantial coal generation retirements and 
evaluating a spectrum of  resource investment options.”  Ron Binz & CERES, Practicing RiskAware 
Electricity Regulation: What Every State Regulator Needs to Know (2012)(“Risk- Aware”) at iii, Ex. 1.  Like 
other reports discussed below, this report reviews existing practices and makes recommendations for 
valuing and selecting plans to minimize risk.  What sets this report apart, and why the Sierra Club 
has highlighted it, is its focus on the role of  state regulatory utility commissions in the planning 
process.  
 
Risk-Aware urges commissions to proactively identify and address risks.  See, e.g., id. at 14.  This 
includes gathering information on all relevant future conditions and investment alternatives, not only 
the conditions and investments identified by the utilities.  Id. at 46.  Further, by fostering 
transparency and stakeholder engagement throughout the planning processes, commissions are able 
to build trust and enhance understanding of  energy options among all interested parties.  Id. at 11. 
 
During the Workshop, Commissioner Graham expressed interest in risk assessment methodology.  
Risk-Aware shows one way that planners can systematically assess risk.  The report draws on decades 
of  relevant energy regulation and finance experience to develop a composite cost-risk analysis 
showing the relative cost and relative risk among a wide range of  investment alternatives (e.g., 
nuclear, natural gas combined cycle, solar, efficiency programs).  See id. at iii, Figures 14 and 15.  
Spurring commissions to develop tailored assessments like this for their respective jurisdictions, see 
id. at 34, Risk-Aware describes its risk assessment methodology in a step-by-step fashion.  First, Risk-
Aware examines twenty-two resources across seven risk categories, wherein the report describes and 
then quantifies the risks associated with each resource.  See id. at 30 – 34; see also id. at Figures 13, 16.  
Next, Risk-Aware establishes composite risk indices for each resource.  Id. at 34 – 36.  Finally, Risk-
Aware compares relative risk and relative cost.  Id. at Figure 17.  
 

b. Nicholas Institute Report—Risk Assessment Made Easier 
 
Least-Risk Planning for Electric Utilities, recently published by the Nicholas Institute for Environmental 
Policy Solutions at Duke University, presents another relatively easy way to address risks in resource 
plans.  See David Hoppock & Patrick Bean, Least-Risk Planning for Electric Utilities (2013) (“Least-Risk 
Planning”), Ex. 2.  Least-Risk Planning emphasizes that “evaluating a wide range of  potential 
scenarios [such as 10 to 15] that fully capture the realistic range of  all relevant sources of  
uncertainty is critical.”  Id. at 11 (emphasis added).  Picking up where traditional scenario analysis 
leaves off, Least-Risk Planning suggests that modeling outputs like production costs and fixed costs 
can be used to compare the costs and quantified risks of  investment alternatives.  Id. at 14.  Least-
Risk Planning illustrates how, with three, then four investment alternatives (deliberately simplified 
examples), it reviews the steps by which a utility would identify trends, risks, and the hedge value of  
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energy efficiency programs and renewable resources like wind and solar.  Id. at 8, 14.  Least-Risk 
Planning maintains that utility planners and state regulators would find this method “attractive” (no 
new tools or modeling required), “sensible” (not too pessimistic or too optimistic about risks), and 
complementary to traditional scenario analysis.  Id. at 5, 6.  Indeed, some utilities like the Tennessee 
Valley Authority have adopted a similar risk assessment method already.  Id. at 6 (citing 2011 TVA 
Integrated Resource Plan).   
 

c. Regulatory Assistance Project & Synapse Report—A Survey of  Several States   
 
Best Practices in Electric Utility Integrate Resource Planning, recently commissioned by the Regulatory 
Assistance Project and prepared by Synapse Energy Economics, reviews emerging best practices in 
several states’ resource planning processes.  See Bruce Biewald & Rachel Wilson, Best Practices in 
Electric Utility Integrate Resource Planning (2013) (“Best Practices”), Ex. 3.  To be sure, many other reports 
examine resource planning best practices, and Best Practices cites some of  these reports.  However, 
the strength of  Best Practices is its breadth and depth of  coverage, as it reviews the practices of  
several states from across the Nation and prepares case studies on three states in particular—
Arizona, Colorado, and Oregon.   
 
Overall, Best Practices recommends active commission oversight, stakeholder engagement, and 
transparency.  See id. at 26, 27.  For example, commissions in Arkansas and Hawaii promote 
transparency and robust stakeholder engagement through their planning rules.  Id. at 26, 27.  The 
Kentucky and Colorado commissions also allow interveners to file, and require utilities to respond 
to, written interrogatories and comments.  Id. at 21, 27.  In turn, the supplemental information from 
the interveners and utilities supports these commissions’ planning oversight.  Id.  
 
Best Practices stresses transparent modeling because “[m]odeling in general is only as good as the input 
assumptions used to generate the portfolios.”  Id. at 25.  Specifically, the report suggests: “A proper 
[resource plan] will include discussion of  the inputs and results, and appendices with full technical 
details.  Only items that are truly sensitive business information should be treated as confidential, 
because such treatment can hinder important stakeholder input processes.”  Id. at 32.  Further, the 
best practice for commissions is to “take an active role in assessing the validity of  inputs used by the 
utilities in their filings, the resulting outcomes, and whether these are consistent with both the 
[relevant state] rules and the state’s energy policies and goals.”  Id. at 27.  Limiting transparency 
hinders a commission’s ability to perform this oversight.  See, e.g., id. at 25. 
 
Best Practices also offers several insights on how to optimize modeling results.  The first insight is to 
avoid “inadvertently exclud[ing] combinations of  options that deserve consideration.”  Id. at 31.  
This could happen when utilities define (potentially biased) future resource portfolios, rather than 
deferring to models to select the portfolios.  See id.  Alternatively, this could happen when “users 
constrain optimization models so that a model may not, given the cost, select the quantity of  a 
specific resource that [the user] may want,” such as where a utility may limit the amount of  a 
resource that a model can consider—for instance, limiting investments in energy efficiency to the 
minimum level that a state policy may require, rather than allowing the model to consider larger 
investments in energy efficiency that the model may otherwise identify as the least-cost, least-risk 
means of  addressing energy needs.  Id. at 27.  Against such defects, the report offers this cure: 
 

The best [resource plans] create levelized cost curves for demand-side 
resources that are comparable to the levelized cost curves for supply-
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side resources. … By developing cost curves for demand-side options, 
planners allow the model to choose an optimum level of  investment. So if  
demand-side resources can meet customer demand for less cost than supply-
side resources, as is frequently the case, this approach may result in more 
than the minimum investment levels required under other policies. 

 
Id. at 29 (emphasis added) (quoting State and Local Energy Efficiency Action Network, Using 
Integrated Resource Planning to Encourage Investment in Cost-Effective Energy Efficiency Measures (2011), at 6, 
Ex. 4).  
 
Best Practices also identifies the risks that are commonly addressed by scenario or sensitivity analyses 
in resource plans.  These include: “fuel prices (coal, oil, and natural gas), load growth, electricity spot 
prices, variability of  hydro resources, market structure, environmental regulations, and regulations on 
carbon dioxide (CO2) and other emissions.”  Best Practices at 5.  The case studies on Arizona, 
Colorado, and Oregon illustrate how resource plans incorporate risk, as discussed below. 
 
◊ Arizona:  During the state’s 2012 planning process, the Arizona utility modeled low and high 

scenarios for what it deemed to be “major cost inputs,” including: natural gas prices, CO2 prices, 
production and investment tax credits for renewable resources, energy efficiency costs, and 
monetization of  SO2, NOx, PM, and water.  See id. at 16.  During the modeling, the utility 
monitored certain metrics to compare and evaluate potential resource investment alternatives.  
Id. at 16-17. In addition to revenue requirements, these metrics included: fuel diversity, capital 
expenditures, natural gas burn, water use, and CO2 emissions.  Id. at 16.  Arizona’s final 2012 
resource plan and materials from five stakeholder meetings are available at 
www.aps.com/en/ourcompany/ratesregulationsresources/resourceplanning/Pages/resource-
planning.aspx.   
 

◊ Colorado:  During the state’s 2011 planning process, the Colorado utility evaluated its baseline 
case and eight alternative cases under several sensitivity scenarios, altering the price of  CO2 
emissions, renewable tax incentives, natural gas prices, and level of  sales.  See Best Practices at 19-
22.  Notably, per an intervener’s recommendation the Colorado Public Utilities Commission 
asked the utility to adopt higher energy efficiency goals.  Id. at 27 (citing Colorado Public 
Utilities Commission, Decision No. C11-0442; Docket No. 10A-554EG (2011)).  The utility 
incorporated the new goals into its calculation of  resource need in subsequent modeling.  See 
Public Service Company of  Colorado, 2011 Electric Resource Plan (2011), available at 
www.xcelenergy.com/About_Us/Rates_&_Regulations/Resource_Plans/PSCo_2011_Electric_
Resource_Plan. 

 

◊ Oregon:  Of  the three case studies, Oregon’s planning process was the most comprehensive. 
Best Practices at 23.  During the state’s 2012 planning process, the Oregon utility defined 67 input 
scenarios including: alternative transmission configurations, CO2 price levels and regulation 
types, natural gas prices, and renewable resource policies.  Id. at 24.  Sensitivity cases examined 
additional incremental costs for coal plants, alternative load forecasts, renewable generation costs 
and incentives, and demand-side management resource availability.  Id.  Top resource portfolios 
were identified through a combination of  lowest average portfolio cost and worst-case portfolio 
cost resulting from 100 simulation runs.  Id.  Final portfolios were selected after considering 
such criteria as risk-adjusted portfolio cost, 10-year customer rate impact, CO2 emissions, supply 
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reliability, resource diversity, and uncertainty and risk surrounding greenhouse gas and renewable 
portfolio standard policies.  Id.; see also PacifiCorp, 2011 Integrated Resource Plan, available at 
www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pacificorp/doc/Energy_Sources/Integrated_Resource_Plan
/2011IRP/2011IRP-MainDocFinal_Vol1-FINAL.pdf. 
 

II. The Commission Should Not Approve the Utilities’ Ten-Year Site Plans:  The 
Commission Cannot Determine What the Reliable, Least-Cost Energy Mix Is 
Because the Utilities’ Plans Are Missing the Requisite Comparative Analysis of  
Costs and Quantified Risks of  All Relevant Energy Resources, Including Supply 
Side and Demand Side. 

 
Commissioner Brown requested clarification of  the Sierra Club’s recommendations for further 
action by the Commission.  In short, we recommended that the Commission defer approval of  the 
plans until the utilities provide the requisite comparative analysis of  the costs and quantified risks of  
all relevant energy resources, including supply side and demand side.  As discussed below, the 
missing analysis is legally required, and it will put the Commission—and the public—in a better 
position to ensure low-cost, low-risk power for Florida, and to understand the reasoning behind the 
investments that are ultimately selected.  Moreover, subjecting such analysis to public notice and 
comment will provide the Commission with a fuller critique of  the strengths and weaknesses of  the 
plans. 
  

a. The Utilities’ Ten-Year Site Plans Must Provide an Analysis of  the Relative Cost 
and Relative Risk of  All Relevant Energy Resources that is Sufficient to Allow the 
Commission to Classify the Plans as Suitable or Unsuitable, Suggest Alternatives 
to the Plans, and Ensure a Reliable, Least Cost Power Supply for Florida. 

 
Ten-year site plans are Florida’s primary vehicle for collecting information about, and preparing for 
future conditions related to, the state’s power supply.  The Commission established the legally 
required data requirements in Form PSC/RAD 43-E (11/97), “Electric Utility Ten-Year Site Plan 

Information and Data Requirements” (“Form”).  See also F.A.C. § 25‐22.072 (incorporating the Form 
by reference).  Notably, the Form requires utilities to describe their planning assumptions, modeling 
methods, and outcomes.  See Form at 4-6 (enumerating these requirements in the section titled 
“Other Planning Assumptions and Information”).  Moreover, each plan must “provide sufficient 
information to assure the Commission that an adequate and reliable supply of  electricity at the 
lowest cost possible is planned for the state’s electric needs.”  Id. at 4.  Here, cost should be 
considered over the life of  the investment, and to ensure at a robust understanding of  potential 
costs, the plans should quantify the risks that could materially affect the costs, including factors 
identified above that are routinely considered by other commissions, such as fuel price surges and 
regulatory risks.   
 
This reading of  cost is supported by the governing Florida statutory provisions, F. S. § 186.601 (Ten-
Year Site Plans) and § 187.201(11)(b)(10) (State Comprehensive Plan), which call for such 
circumspect planning.  Under mandatory statutory criteria, the Commission must reviews each 
utilities’ ten-year site plan for, among other things, “possible alternatives to the proposed plan,” and 
must evaluate and prepare for risks like “disrupted energy supplies or unexpected prices surges.”  See 
F.S. § 186.801 (citing State Comprehensive Plan, F.S. § 187.201).  Without a comparative cost-risk 
analysis, the Commission lacks the prerequisite information to perform this statutorily required 
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planning oversight.  Moreover, as discussed at the Workshop and in our comments, the missing 
analysis hinders the Commission’s ability to fulfill its over-arching statutory duty to maintain 
“sufficient, adequate, and efficient service” and “fair and reasonable rates” for all Floridians.  See, e.g., 
F.S. § 366.03; see also Sierra Club, Comments on 2013 Ten-Year Plan Submittals Comments (2013) 
(“Sierra Club Comments”), Ex. 5.   
 

b. The Utilities’ Ten-Year Site Plans Fail to Provide the Required Analysis of  the 
Relative Cost and Relative Risk Among the Relevant Energy Resources Available 
to Florida. 

 
Our comments and Workshop presentation demonstrated how two utilities in particular have failed 
to include sufficient cost and risk information in their plans.  To recap, Gulf  Power and Duke 
Energy Florida’s plans do not show the following:  
 
◊ Alternative load forecasts, accounting for significant positive errors in historic forecasts; 
◊ Implications, costs, and expected timelines of  upcoming retirement/retrofit decisions;  
◊ Alternative investment scenarios beyond the selected “reference case” or “base expansion case”; 
◊ A sensitivity analysis of  fuel price, carbon price, supply disruptions, and other risks;  
◊ A direct comparison of  levelized cost curves for demand-side and supply-side resources;  
◊ A direct comparison of  the relative risk among all potential energy resource investment; and  
◊ A full accounting of  energy efficiency and renewable resource options, including (but not limited 

to) renewable energy contracts and self-build options for utility scale solar systems.  
 
Without the missing analysis, the Commission cannot meaningfully verify whether the proposed 
investments—such as Duke’s “planned power purchases from 2016 through 2020 and planned 
installation of  combined cycle facilities in 2018 (1,307 MW, winter capacity) and 2020 (another 
1,307 MW) at undesignated sites,” Progress (now Duke) Energy Florida TYSP at 3-2—do in fact 
provide reliable, least-cost power.   

 
c. The Commission Should Require the Utilities to Conduct a Comparative Cost-

Risk Analysis and Subject the Analysis to a Public Comment Period. 
 

As discussed at the Workshop, Florida’s energy system is at a crossroads and planning presents a 
critical opportunity to enhance the understanding of  energy options among all interested parties.  
The Sierra Club urges the Commission to require the utilities to conduct a comparative cost-risk 
analysis and invite interveners’ comments on this analysis.  Doing so now would help the 
Commission address pressing issues, including the need to: (1) plan for significant coal and nuclear 
retirements; (2) appropriately minimize Florida’s exposure to natural gas price shocks and supply 
disruptions; (3) evaluate and seize opportunities to pursue cost competitive energy resources; and 4) 
hedge against the costs and risks of  fossil fuel-burning generation capacity.  
  

i. The Utilities Should Provide a Full Retirement/Retrofit Analysis of  
Existing Generation Capacity to Ensure an Accurate and Meaningful 
Cost-Risk Comparison of  Energy Options Going Forward.  

 
While Gulf  Power and Duke Energy Florida have confirmed the Sierra Club’s retirement predictions 
from last year, we expect (but have not seen plans that address) more coal-burning unit retirements 
within the planning horizon, such as Lansing Smith 1 and 2.  As we have seen, the Federal 
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Government has and may well continue to ratchet down power plant emissions under the Clean Air 
Act to address public health and welfare concerns.  These regulations could impact the economic 
viability of  certain fossil-fuel burning capacity in Florida.  Indeed, the Florida Reliability 
Coordinating Council (FRCC) has acknowledged “potential multiple generation retirements from 
the same site, starting as early as April 2015.”  FRCC, 2013 Load & Resource Reliability Assessment 
Report (2013).  In any event, we continue to urge the Commission to require the utilities to provide 
a straightforward retirement/retrofit analysis, including decommissioning costs and timelines for 
existing generating capacity, as well as their implications for the utilities’ generating needs.  This 
information is critical for developing an accurate cost-risk comparison of  all relevant energy 
resources available to Florida going forward. 
 

ii. The Utilities Should Identify and Analyze Options to Minimize Florida’s 
Exposure to Natural Gas Price Shocks and Supply Disruptions. 
 

One of  the utilities’ plans most troubling defects is their unwarranted reliance on more natural gas 
imports—channeling money out-of-state and worsening Florida’s exposure to natural gas price 
shocks and supply disruptions.  As the Sierra Club has stressed, nowhere do the plans substantiate 
that proceeding this way is cost effective or necessary.  For example, Duke and Gulf  Power 
forecasted load growth near 1% per year over the planning horizon, which is well within the range 
that demand-side management could address at a lower cost.  See Sierra Club Comments. 
 
Moreover, natural gas-burning capacity is risky in ways that alternative (zero fuel cost) energy is not.  
Here, we recap three sources of  risk.  First, the U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA) 
dramatically revised downward its estimates of  the domestic shale gas reserves, by 42% nationally, 
and by 66% in the Marcellus.  See EIA, Advanced Energy Outlook 2012 Early Release Overview (2012) at 
9.  Second, the natural gas industry is moving quickly to export liquefied natural gas.  See, e.g., Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, Proposed/Potential North America LNG Import/Export Terminals, 
available at www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/indus-act/lng/lng-proposed-potential.pdf (last visited 
October 11, 2013).  Both of  these factors—declining supply and increasing demand at international 
market prices—create a risk of  materially higher natural gas prices in the future.  To be sure, 
numerous studies examine the implications of  natural gas exports, and at the Workshop we 
highlighted EIA’s higher risk case predicting that rapid expansion of  gas exports could drive up 
domestic natural gas prices at the wellhead by as much as 54% ($3.23/Mcf) by 2018.  Whether or 
not this particular rate of  price increase comes to pass, it certainly suggests that the Commission 
would benefit from a transparent analysis of  price shock risks before it approves further natural gas 
generation in Florida—an analysis which is lacking in the plans.   
 
Third, Florida’s limited natural gas transport infrastructure raises the specter of  supply disruptions.  
Planning should address such risks and should include the costs of  building additional 
infrastructure, such as additional natural gas pipelines, in evaluating energy investment options.  For 
all these reasons, the Commission should instruct the utilities to identify in their cost-risk 
comparisons all relevant energy resource investment options that minimize Florida’s exposure to 
natural gas prices shocks and supply disruptions.   
 

iii. The Utilities Should Identify and Justify How They Value and Select 
Alternative Energy Resources, Including the Value that Renewable 
Energy And Energy Efficiency Provide For Capacity and Energy Needs, 
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and As A Hedge Against the Risks and Costs of  Further Natural Gas 
Generation. 

 
As we identified at the Workshop, alternative energy investments are low-cost, low-risk, and 
compare favorably to conventional generation.  The Commission would benefit from a full analysis 
of  such resources in the utilities’ ten-year site plans.  Duke Energy Florida’s plan has served as our 
example of  just how little information the utilities have provided on alternative energy investments.  
This dearth of  information prevents the Commission from verifying that cost-effective alternative 
energy investments (demand side and supply side) have been appropriately valued and incorporated 
into the plans.  Duke’s plan states that by March 2013 the utility’s ongoing Request for Renewables 
logged over 310 responses—responses that are not disclosed or described in Duke’s plan.  See Duke 
TYSP at 3-21.  Duke’s plan also omits the option of  self-building renewable energy projects.  The 
plan plainly lacks the requisite comparative cost-risk analysis, and even lacks the statutorily required 
“statement describing how the production and purchase of  renewable energy resources impact the 
utility’s present and future capacity and energy needs.”  See F.S. § 186.801(2)(j).   
 
The Commission should not approve such defective plans, especially since the 2012 legislative study 
determined that Florida has a track record of  cost-effective alternative energy investments that have 
yielded net benefits to Florida’s ratepayers.  See Galligan et al., Evaluation of  Florida’s Energy Efficiency 
and Conservation Act (Dec. 7, 2012) (“FEECA Study”) at 9, 10.  Instead, we continue to strongly 
recommend that the Commission instruct the utilities to provide analyses that identify: (1) how they 
valued and selected alternative energy resources, (2) how these resources impact the utilities’ capacity 
and generation needs, and (3) how the utilities have captured the hedge value of  alternative energy 
resources against the risks associated with further expansion of  fossil fuel-burning generation, 
especially of  natural gas. 
 
III. The Commission Should Demand a Clear and Thorough Analysis of  the 

Comparative Costs and Risks of  Energy Resources, Including Enhanced Energy 
Efficiency and Renewable Energy Investments, Because in Today’s Market, the 
Analysis May Well Show that it is More Prudent to Invest in Energy Efficiency and 
Renewable Energy than Natural Gas. 
 

Although at the Workshop we spent a considerable amount of  time addressing risks of  further 
natural gas development, the other half  of  a cost and risk analysis is cost.  As discussed at the 
Workshop, energy markets—and the costs of  various types of  energy resources, both supply and 
demand—are rapidly changing.  Renewable energy generation continues to plummet in price, while 
coal and nuclear generation continue to increase, and natural gas is showing clear and increasing 
signs of  significant upward pressure.  In this mix, energy efficiency continues to be by far the 
cheapest energy resources in the market today.   
 
As we noted at the Workshop, there are any number of  ways to evaluate such costs.  Below we 
identify some of  the more common means of  evaluating costs, and reiterate information indicating 
what those costs are in today’s market.  

     
a. Levelized Cost of  Electricity Is One Common Comparative Metric of  The 

Costs of  Energy Resources. 
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Levelized cost of  electricity (LCOE) is one key metric for comparing resource costs, and one 
commonly cited source of  LCOE data is the international advisory and asset management firm 
Lazard Ltd, Lazard’s Levelized Cost of  Energy Analysis—Version 7.0 (2013) (“Lazard’s  Analysis”).  At the 
Workshop we emphasized that national LCOE data can reveal cost trends, while resource planning 
best practice is for utilities to create (generally using models) levelized cost curves for demand-side 
resources that are comparable to the levelized cost curves for supply-side resources available within 
the context of  the regional grid.  See, e.g., State and Local Energy Efficiency Action, Using Integrated 
Resource Planning to Encourage Investment in Cost-Effective Energy Efficiency Measures (2011) at 7.   
 
Since we have not seen evidence of  such side-by-side levelized cost comparisons in the ten-year site 
plans, we have cited Lazard’s Analysis:  Energy efficiency programs average $0-$50 MWh, or better, 
since these figures do not fully account for the opportunity cost of  foregone consumption due to 
demand response.  See Lazard’s Analysis at 4.  Renewable resources are becoming increasingly cost 
competitive.  Utility-scale solar photovoltaic systems are approaching “grid parity” without tax 
subsidies and may currently reach “grid parity” under certain conditions.  Id.  As discussed at the 
Workshop, the graph reproduced below plots Lazard’s levelized cost of  electricity data from 2009 to 
2013 to show cost trends of  renewable resources like solar and wind versus conventional fossil fuel-
burning resources like coal and natural gas.      
 

 
 
The trends shown in this graph favor investments in renewable resources like wind and solar 
because they are already cost-competitive with conventional generation resources like coal and gas, 
and their prices keep falling fast—thanks largely to technological advances, such as larger wind 
turbines and cheaper components for solar-power arrays.  As we have noted, the opposite is true for 
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fossil fuel-burning generation; costs are generally increasing due to increasingly stringent pollution 
controls, fuel price volatility, and supply disruption risks.  
 

a. Given Rapidly Changing Electricity Markets, Requests for Proposals are a 
Common, But Not Exclusive, Way of  Identifying Resource Costs. 

 

Commissioner Balbis requested clarification of  the Sierra Club’s suggestion of  using requests for 

proposals (RFPs) to test resource costs for ten-year site planning purposes.  In short, we suggested 

that, as an initial step, the Commission should obtain from the utilities more information about the 

renewable energy bids that they received in response to existing RFPs.  Duke’s plan, for example, 

states that the utility’s ongoing Request for Renewables returned over 310 bids by March 2013.  Bids 

like these are a potential trove of  cost information that would enhance the understanding of  energy 

options among all interested parties.  See Duke TYSP at 3021.  Indeed, the 2012 legislative study 

found that Florida jurisdictional utilities are missing opportunities to share information and best 

practices on saving energy.  See FEECA Study at 13.  Ten-year site planning is where the utilities can 

start to remedy this, and the Commission should instruct the utilities to make the bid information, 

other than the truly sensitive business information, available to the public.   

 

Further, at the Workshop we suggested that a review of  existing RFPs and responsive bids may well 

reveal opportunities for further market testing, perhaps through RFPs, to identify the cost-effective 

resources available to Florida.  For instance, Connecticut recently issued an RFP to identify cost-

effective resources for meeting that state’s energy policy goals.  See Connecticut Department of  

Energy and Environmental Protection, Request for Proposals for Long Term Energy Contracts (2013), 

available at www.ct.gov/deep/cwp/view.asp?a=4405&Q=527812&deepNav_GID=2121.  Notably, Power 

Purchase Agreement Checklist for States and Locals Governments, produced by that National Renewable 

Energy Laboratory, offers guidance on developing RFPs for solar photovoltaic (PV) power purchase 

agreements in particular.  See National Renewable Energy Laboratory, Power Purchase Agreement 

Checklist for States and Locals Governments (2009), Ex. 6. 

 

Alternatively, as we discussed at the Workshop, the Commission could identify resource costs by 

reviewing examples of  recent electricity purchase or production decisions, such as the new solar 

photovoltaic generation in Georgia and Colorado. See Georgia Public Service Commission, PSC 

Approves Agreement to Resolve Georgia Power 2013 Integrated Resource Plan and Expands the Use of  Solar 

Energy (Aug. 2013); Xcel Energy, Xcel Energy Proposes Adding Economic Solar, Wind to Meet Future 

Customer Energy Demands (Sept. 2013).  Additional cost data—especially from local or regional 

electricity markets—is essential for prudent planning, and the Commission should require the 

utilities to include sufficient cost data in their plans to substantiate the cost-effectiveness of  their 

proposed investments. 

 
IV. Conclusion 

 
For all these reasons, the Commission should defer ten-year site plan approval, including approval 
of  planned new gas-burning capacity, until the utilities provide the missing comparative cost-risk 
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analysis.  Moreover, the Sierra Club urges the Commission to follow the best practice of  making the 
comparative cost-risk analysis available for public comment. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
/s/ 
 
Diana Csank 
Associate Attorney  
Sierra Club Environmental Law Program  
50 F St. NW, 8th Floor  
Washington, DC, 20001  
(202)-548-4595  
Diana.Csank@sierraclub.org 
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3FOREWORD

FOREWORD
Today’s electric industry faces a stunning investment cycle.
Across the country, the infrastructure is aging, with very old
parts of the power plant "eet and electric and gas delivery
systems needing to be replaced. The regulatory environment
is shifting dramatically as rules tighten on air pollution from
fossil-burning power plants. Fossil fuel price outlooks have
shifted. New options for energy ef#ciency, renewable energy,
distributed generation, and smart grid and consumer
technologies are pressing everyone to think differently about
energy and the companies that provide it. Customers expect
reliable electricity and count on good decisions of others to
provide it.

The critical nature of this moment and the choices ahead are
the subject of this report. It speaks to key decision-makers,
such as: state regulators who have a critical role in determining
utility capital investment decisions; utility executives managing
their businesses in this era of uncertainty; investors who
provide the key capital for utilities; and others involved in
regulatory proceedings and with a stake in their outcomes.

The report lays out a suite of game-changing recommendations
for handling the tremendous investment challenge facing the
industry. As much as $100 billion will be invested each year
for the next 20 years, roughly double recent levels. A large
portion of those investments will be made by non-utility
companies operating in competitive markets. But another
large share will be made by utilities—with their (and their key
investors’) decisions being greatly affected by state regulatory
policies and practices.

This is no time for backward-looking decision making. It is
vital—for electricity consumers and utilities’ own economic
viability—that their investment decisions re"ect the needs of
tomorrow’s cleaner and smarter 21st century infrastructure
and avoid investing in yesterday’s technologies. The authors
provide useful advice to state regulators on how they can
play a more proactive role in helping frame how electric
utilities face these investment challenges. 

A key report conclusion in this regard: sensible, safe investment
strategies, based on the report’s detailed cost and risk analysis
of a wide range of generation resources, should include:

( Diversifying energy resource portfolios rather than
“betting the farm” on a narrow set of options (e.g., fossil
fuel generation technologies and nuclear);

( More emphasis on renewable energy resources such as
onshore wind and distributed and utility-scale solar; 

( More emphasis on energy ef#ciency, which the report
shows is utilities’ lowest-cost, lowest-risk resource.

At its heart, this report is a call for “risk-aware regulation.”
With an estimated $2 trillion of utility capital investment in
long-lived infrastructure on the line over the next 20 years,
regulators must focus unprecedented attention to risk—not
simply keeping costs down today, but minimizing overall costs
over the long term, especially in the face of possible surprises.
And utilities’ use of robust planning tools needs to be sharpened
to incorporate risk identi#cation, analysis, and management.

This report offers some good news amid pervasive uncertainty:
the authors point out that planning the lowest-cost, lowest
risk investment route aligns with a low-carbon future. From 
a risk management standpoint, diversifying utility portfolios
today by expanding investment in clean energy and energy
ef#ciency makes sense regardless of how and when carbon
controls come into play. Placing too many bets on the
conventional basket of generation technologies is the highest-
risk route, in the authors’ analysis.

We’re in a new world now, with many opportunities as well as
risks. More than ever, the true risks and costs of utility
investments should be made explicit and carefully considered
as decisions on multi-billion-dollar commitments are made.

As the industry evolves, so too must its regulatory frameworks.
The authors point out why and offer guidance about how.
This is news regulators and the industry can use.

Susan F. Tierney
Managing Principal
Analysis Group
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1      Forrest Small and Lisa Frantzis, The 21st Century Electric Utility: Positioning for a Low-Carbon Future, Navigant Consulting (Boston, MA: Ceres, 2010), 28, http://www.ceres.org/resources/reports/the-
21st-century-electric-utility-positioning-for-a-low-carbon-future-1.

2       Estimates of U.S. coal-#red generating capacity that could be retired in the 2015-2020 timeframe as a result of forthcoming U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) air quality regulations range from 10 to
70 gigawatts, or between three and 22 percent of U.S. coal-#red generation capacity. Forthcoming EPA water quality regulations could require the installation of costly cooling towers on more than 400 power
plants that provide more than a quarter of all U.S. electricity generation. See Susan Tierney, “Electric Reliability under New EPA Power Plant Regulations: A Field Guide,” World Resources Institute, January 18,
2011, http://www.wri.org/stories/2011/01/electric-reliability-under-new-epa-power-plant-regulations-#eld-guide.

3      Companies in the sector include investor-owned utilities (IOUs), utility holding companies and non-regulated af#liates.

4      Marc Chupka et al., Transforming America’s Power Industry: The Investment Challenge 2010-2030, The Brattle Group (Washington DC: The Edison Foundation, 2008), vi,
http://www.brattle.com/_documents/UploadLibrary/Upload725.pdf. Brattle’s investment estimates apply to the entire U.S. electric utility industry, including IOUs, electric cooperatives and
government-owned utilities. From 2000-05, overall annual capital expenditures by U.S. IOUs averaged roughly $48 billion; from 2006-10 that number climbed to $74 billion; see Edison Electric
Institute, 2010 Financial Review: Annual Report of the U.S. Shareholder-Owned Electric Utility Industry (Washington DC: Edison Electric Institute, 2011), 18,
http://www.eei.org/whatwedo/DataAnalysis/IndusFinanAnalysis/#nreview/Documents/FR2010_FullReport_web.pdf.

5EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The U.S. electric utility industry, which has remained largely
stable and predictable during its #rst century of existence,
now faces tremendous challenges. Navigant Consulting
recently observed that “the changes underway in the 21st

century electric power sector create a level and complexity 
of risks that is perhaps unprecedented in the industry’s
history.”1 These challenges include:

( an aging generation "eet and distribution system, and 
a need to expand transmission;

( increasingly stringent environmental regulation limiting
pollutants and greenhouse gases;2

( disruptive changes in the economics of coal and natural gas;

( rapidly evolving smart grid technologies enabling greater
customer control and choice;

( increased policy maker emphasis on demand-side
resources requiring new regulatory approaches and utility
business models;

( competition from growth in distributed generation;

( slow demand growth due to protracted economic
recovery and high unemployment;

( substantially weakened industry #nancial metrics and credit
ratings, with over three-quarters of companies in the sector
rated three notches or less above “junk bond” status.3

Many of these same factors are driving historic levels of utility
investment. It is estimated that the U.S. electricity industry
could invest as much as $100 billion each year for 20
years4—roughly twice recent investment levels. This level of
investment will double the net invested capital in the U.S.
electricity system by 2030. Moreover, these infrastructure
investments are long lived: generation, transmission and
distribution assets can have expected useful lives of 30 or 
40 years or longer. This means that many of these assets 
will likely still be operating in 2050, when electric power
producers may be required to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions by 80 percent or more to avoid potentially
catastrophic impacts from climate change.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
CONTEXT: INCREASING CAPITAL INVESTMENT BY 
U.S. ELECTRIC UTILITIES AMID HISTORIC UNCERTAINTY AND RISK
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6

5      Moody’s Investors Service, Special Comment: The 21st Century Electric Utility (New York: Moody’s Investors Service, 2010). Importantly, customers who currently enjoy the lowest electricity rates can
expect the largest rate increases, in relative terms, as providers of cheap, coal-generated electricity install costly pollution controls or replace old coal-#red units with more expensive new resources.
This dynamic could prove especially challenging for regulators, utilities and consumers in the heavily coal-dependent Midwest.

6       Richard Cortright, “Testimony before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission,” Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, November 19, 2009, http://www.puc.state.pa.us/general/RegulatoryInfo/pdf/ARRA_Testimony-SPRS.pdf.

PRACTICING RISK-AWARE ELECTRICITY REGULATION

Greatly increased utility investment combined with minimal,
zero or even declining electricity demand growth means that
retail electricity prices for consumers will rise sharply,
claiming a greater share of household disposable income
and likely leading to ratepayer resistance.5 Because the U.S.
economy was built on relatively cheap electricity—the only
thing many U.S. consumers and businesses have ever
known—credit rating agencies are concerned about what
this dynamic could mean for utilities in the long term. Rating
analysts also point out that the overall credit pro#le for
investor-owned utilities (IOUs) could decline even further
since utilities’ operating cash "ows won’t be suf#cient to
satisfy their ongoing investment needs.6

It falls to state electricity regulators to ensure that the large
amount of capital invested by utilities over the next two
decades is deployed wisely. Poor decisions could harm the
U.S. economy and its global competitiveness; cost
ratepayers, investors and taxpayers hundreds of billions of
dollars; and have costly impacts on the environment and
public health.

To navigate these dif#cult times, it is essential that regulators
understand the risks involved in resource selection, correct
for biases inherent in utility regulation, and keep in mind the
long-term impact that their decisions will have on consumers
and society. To do this, regulators must look outside the
boundaries established by regulatory tradition. 

CHALLENGES TO 
EFFECTIVE REGULATION
To be effective in the 21st century, regulators will need to be
especially attentive to two areas: identifying and addressing
risk; and overcoming regulatory biases. 

Risk arises when there is potential harm from an adverse
event that can occur with some degree of probability. Put
another way, risk is “the expected value of a potential loss.”
Higher risk for a resource or portfolio means that more value
is at stake or that the likelihood of a #nancial loss is greater, 
or both.

Risks for electric system resources have both time-related
and cost-related aspects. Cost risks re"ect the possibility 
that an investment will not cost what one expects, or that
cost recovery for the investment will differ from expectations.
Time risks re"ect the possibility that circumstances will
change over the life of the investment and materially affect
both the cost of the investment and the degree to which it
bene#ts consumers. Figure ES-1 summarizes the many
varieties of risk for utility resource investment.

VARIETIES OF RISK FOR UTILITY RESOURCE INVESTMENT
Cost-related Time-related
 Construction costs higher than anticipated  Construction delays occur
 Availability and cost of capital underestimated  Competitive pressures; market changes
 Operation costs higher than anticipated  Environmental rules change
 Fuel costs exceed original estimates, or alternative fuel costs drop  Load grows less than expected; excess capacity
 Investment so large that it threatens a "rm  Better supply options materialize
 Imprudent management practices occur  Catastrophic loss of plant occurs
 Resource constraints (e.g., water)  Auxiliary resources (e.g., transmission) delayed
 Rate shock: regulators won’t put costs into rates  Other government policy and "scal changes

I Figure ES-1

I
Risk is the expected value of a potential loss. 
Higher risk for a resource or portfolio means that
more value is at stake or that the likelihood of 
a !nancial loss is greater, or both.
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7      These biases, which are discussed further in the report, are information asymmetry; the Averch-Johnson effect; the throughput incentive; “rent-seeking”; and the “bigger-is-better” bias.

8       Frank Huntowski, Neil Fisher, and Aaron Patterson, Embrace Electric Competition or It’s Déjà Vu All Over Again (Concord, MA: The NorthBridge Group, 2008), 18, http://www.nbgroup.com/publications/Embrace_
Electric_Competition_Or_Its_Deja_Vu_All_Over_Again.pdf. The NorthBridge Group estimates that ratepayers, taxpayers and investors were saddled with $200 billion (in 2007 dollars) in “above-market” costs
associated with the build cycle of the 1970s and 80s. Between 1981-91, shareholders lost roughly $19 billion as a result of regulatory disallowances of power plant investments by some regulated utilities; see
Thomas P. Lyon and John W. Mayo, “Regulatory opportunism and investment behavior: evidence from the U.S. electric utility industry,” Rand Journal of Economics, Vol. 36, No. 3 (Autumn 2005): 628–44,
http://webuser.bus.umich.edu/tplyon/PDF/Published%20Papers/Lyon%20Mayo%20RAND%202005.pdf. The potential for negative consequences is probably higher today; since the 1980s, electric demand
has grown signi#cantly while the environmental risks associated with utility operations, the costs of developing new generation resources, and the pace of technology development have all increased substantially.

9       While our analysis of risks and costs of new generation resources may be of most interest to regulators in “vertically-integrated” states (where utilities own or control their own generation), it also has implications for
regulators in restructured states. Regulators in all states can direct electric utilities to invest in cost-effective demand-side resources, which, as this report makes clear, are utilities’ lowest-cost and lowest-risk resources.

10    LCOE indicates the cost per megawatt-hour for electricity over the life of the plant, encompassing all expected costs (e.g., capital, operations and maintenance, and fuel). We primarily reference
LCOE data compiled by the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS), which aggregates three common sources of largely consensus LCOE data: the U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA), the
California Energy Commission (CEC) and the investment #rm Lazard; see Barbara Freese et al., A Risky Proposition (Cambridge, MA: Union of Concerned Scientists, 2011),
http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/clean_energy/a-risky-proposition_report.pdf. LCOE costs for technologies not included in UCS’s analysis (viz., biomass co-#ring, combined cycle natural gas
generation with CCS, and distributed solar) were estimated by the authors based on comparable resources referenced by UCS.

7EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Traditional utility regulation also contains several built-in biases
that effective regulators must overcome.7 These biases, which
result in part from the incentives that traditional regulation
provides to utilities, encourage utilities to invest more than is
optimal for their customers—which is to say, more than is
optimal for the provision of safe, reliable, affordable and
environmentally sustainable electricity—and discourage them
from investing in the lowest-cost, lowest-risk resources (namely,
demand-side resources such as energy ef#ciency) that provide
substantial bene#ts to ratepayers and local economies. Bias
can also lead utilities to seek to exploit regulatory and legislative
processes as a means of increasing pro#ts (rather than, 
for example, improving their own operational ef#ciencies).
Finally, regulators face an inherent information de#cit when
dealing with utility managements. This can hamper effective
collaboration around utility planning, which is arguably the
most important function of electricity regulation today.

Three observations about risk should be stressed:

1. Risk cannot be eliminated, but it can be managed and
minimized. Since risks are de"ned as probabilities, it is 
by de"nition probable that some risks will be realized—
that, sooner or later, risk will translate into dollars for
consumers, investors or both. This report concludes with
recommendations for how regulators can minimize risk by
practicing “risk-aware regulation.”

2. It is unlikely that consumers will bear the full cost of poor
utility resource investment decisions. The very large amount
of capital investment that’s being contemplated and the
resulting upward pressure on electricity rates will make it very
unappealing (or simply untenable) for regulators to burden
ratepayers with the full cost of utility mistakes. As a result, 
it is likely that utility investors (speci"cally shareholders) will
be more exposed to losses resulting from poor utility investment
decisions than in years past. 

3. Ignoring risk is not a viable strategy. Regulators (and utilities)
cannot avoid risk by failing to make decisions or by relying on
fate. Following a practice just because “it’s always been done
that way,” instead of making a fresh assessment of risk and
attempting to limit that risk, is asking for trouble.

RISK

COSTS AND RISKS OF 
NEW GENERATION RESOURCES
We closely examine costs and risks of new generation resources
for several reasons. First, as the largest share of utility spending
in the current build cycle, generation investment is where the
largest amount of consumer and investor dollars is at risk.
Also, today’s decisions about generation investment can
trigger substantial future investments in transmission and
distribution infrastructure. Proposed power plants can be a
lightning rod for controversy, heightening public scrutiny of
regulatory and corporate decision-makers. Finally, poor
investment decisions about generation resources in IOUs’
last major build cycle resulted in tens of billions of dollars of
losses for consumers and shareholders.8 For these and other
reasons, it is especially important that regulators address,
manage and minimize the risks associated with utility
investments in new generation resources.9

I
Ignoring risk is not a viable strategy. Regulators 
(and utilities) cannot avoid risk by failing to make
decisions or by relying on fate.  

Acquiring new electric system resources involves dimensions
of both cost and risk. Of these two dimensions, the tools for
estimating the cost elements of new generation, while
imperfect, are more fully developed than the risk-related
tools. As a starting point for our examination of the relative
cost and risk of new generation resources, we rank a wide
range of supply-side resources and one demand-side
resource (energy ef#ciency) according to their levelized cost
of electricity, or “LCOE” (Figure ES-2, p. 8).10 This ranking 
is based on 2010 data and does not include recent cost
increases for nuclear or cost decreases for solar PV and
wind. Because carbon controls could add signi#cant costs to
certain technologies but the exact timing and extent of these
costs is unknown, we include a moderate estimate for carbon
cost for fossil-fueled resources. And because incentives such
as tax credits and loan guarantees can signi#cantly affect
LCOE, we examine the LCOE range for each technology with
and without incentives where applicable.
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11    Risk exposure in each risk category ranges from “None” to “Very High.” We assigned scores (None = 0, Very High = 4) to each risk category for each resource and then summed them to establish
an indicative quantitative ranking of composite risk. We also tested the robustness of the risk ranking by calculating two additional rankings of the risk scores: one that overweighted the cost-related
risk categories and one that overweighted the environmental-related risk categories.

PRACTICING RISK-AWARE ELECTRICITY REGULATION

But the LCOE ranking tells only part of the story. The price for
any resource in this list does not take into account the relative
risk of acquiring it. To establish relative risk of new generation
resources, we return to the many risks identi#ed in Figure 
ES-1 and compress those risks into seven main categories:

( Construction Cost Risk: includes unplanned cost
increases, delays and imprudent utility actions

( Fuel and Operating Cost Risk: includes fuel cost and
availability, as well as O&M cost risks

( New Regulation Risk: includes air and water quality
rules, waste disposal, land use, and zoning

( Carbon Price Risk: includes state or federal limits on
greenhouse gas emissions

( Water Constraint Risk: includes the availability and cost
of cooling and process water

( Capital Shock Risk: includes availability and cost of
capital, and risk to #rm due to project size 

( Planning Risk: includes risk of inaccurate load forecasts,
competitive pressure

We then evaluate each resource pro#led in the LCOE ranking
and apply our informed judgment to quantify each resource’s
relative exposure to each type of risk.11 This allows us to
establish a composite risk score for each resource (with the
highest score indicating the highest risk) and rank them
according to their relative composite risk pro#le (Figure ES-3).

HIGHEST COMPOSITE RISK 

LOWEST COMPOSITE RISK 

Nuclear

Pulverized Coal

Coal IGCC-CCS

Nuclear w/ incentives

Coal IGCC

Coal IGCC-CCS w/ incentives

Natural Gas CC-CCS

Biomass

Coal IGCC w/ incentives

Natural Gas CC

Biomass w/ incentives

Geothermal

Biomass Co-!ring

Geothermal w/ incentives

Solar Thermal

Solar Thermal w/ incentives

Large Solar PV

Large Solar PV w/ incentives

Onshore Wind

Solar—Distributed

Onshore Wind w/ incentives

Ef!ciency

HIGHEST LEVELIZED COST 
OF ELECTRICITY (2010)

LOWEST LEVELIZED COST 
OF ELECTRICITY (2010)

Solar Thermal

Solar—Distributed*

Large Solar PV*

Coal IGCC-CCS

Solar Thermal w/ incentives

Coal IGCC

Nuclear*

Coal IGCC-CCS w/ incentives

Coal IGCC w/ incentives

Large Solar PV w/ incentives*

Pulverized Coal

Nuclear w/ incentives*

Biomass

Geothermal

Biomass w/ incentives

Natural Gas CC-CCS

Geothermal w/ incentives

Onshore Wind*

Natural Gas CC

Onshore Wind w/ incentives*

Biomass Co-!ring

Ef!ciency

I Figure ES-2 I Figure ES-3

* Cost ranking based on 2010 data. Does not re!ect recent cost increases for nuclear or cost decreases for solar PV and wind.

RELATIVE COST RANKING OF
NEW GENERATION RESOURCES

RELATIVE RISK RANKING OF 
NEW GENERATION RESOURCES
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12    Resources are assumed to come online in 2015.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

I Figure ES-4

The risk ranking differs from the cost ranking in several
important ways. First, the risk ranking shows a clear division
between renewable resources and non-renewable resources.
Second, nuclear generation moves from the middle of the
cost ranking to the top of the risk ranking. Notably, energy
ef#ciency ranks lowest in both cost and risk.

With largely consensus quantitative LCOE data, and having
developed indicative composite risk scores for each resource,
we can summarize relative risks and costs of utility
generation resources in a single graph (Figure ES-4).12

I
While this report focuses on new generation
resources, the approach to “risk-aware regulation”
described herein works equally well for the “retire 
or retro!t” decisions concerning existing coal plants
facing regulators and utilities in many states.

While this report focuses on new generation resources, the
approach to “risk-aware regulation” described herein works
equally well for the “retire or retro#t” decisions concerning
existing coal plants facing regulators and utilities in many
states. The question for regulators is whether to approve coal
plant closures in the face of new and future EPA regulations,
or to approve utility investments in costly pollution controls to
keep the plants running. Regulators should treat this much
like an IRP proceeding: utilities should be required to present
multiple scenarios differing in their disposition of the coal
plants. The cost and risk of each scenario should be tested
using sensitivities for fuel costs, environmental requirements,
cost of capital, and so forth. In the end, regulators should
enter a decision that addresses all of the relevant risks.

PROJECTED UTILITY GENERATION RESOURCES IN 2015
Relative Cost and Relative Risk

INCREASING RISK !!!!"
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13    For example, the use of CWIP #nancing in Florida could result in Progress Energy customers paying the utility more than $1 billion for a new nuclear plant (the Levy County Nuclear Power Plant) that
may never be built. Florida state law prohibits ratepayers from recouping their investment in Levy or other CWIP-#nanced projects.

PRACTICING RISK-AWARE ELECTRICITY REGULATION

DIVERSIFYING UTILITY SUPPLY PORTFOLIOS with an emphasis on low-carbon resources and
energy ef"ciency. Diversi"cation—investing in different asset classes with different risk pro"les—
is what allows investors to reduce risk (or “volatility”) in their investment portfolios. Similarly,
diversifying a utility portfolio by including various supply and demand-side resources that behave
independently from each other in different future scenarios reduces the portfolio’s overall risk. 

UTILIZING ROBUST PLANNING PROCESSES for all utility investment. In many vertically
integrated markets and in some organized markets, regulators use “integrated resource planning”
(IRP) to oversee utilities’ capital investments. IRP is an important tool to ensure that the utilities,
regulators and other stakeholders have a common understanding of a full spectrum of utility
resource options; that the options are examined in a structured, disciplined way; that demand-side
resources get equal consideration alongside supply-side resources; and that the "nal resource plan
is understood by all.

EMPLOYING TRANSPARENT RATEMAKING PRACTICES that reveal risk. For example,
allowing a current return on construction work in progress (CWIP) to enable utilities to "nance large
projects doesn’t actually reduce risk but rather transfers it from the utility to consumers.13 While
analysts and some regulators favor this approach, its use can obscure a project’s risk and create 
a “moral hazard” for utilities to undertake more risky investments. Utility investment in the lowest-
cost and lowest-risk resource, energy ef"ciency, requires regulatory adjustments that may include
decoupling utility revenues from sales and performance-based "nancial incentives.

USING FINANCIAL AND PHYSICAL HEDGES, including long-term contracts. These allow utilities to
lock in a price (e.g., for fuel), thereby avoiding the risk of higher market prices later. But these options
must be used carefully since using them can foreclose an opportunity to enjoy lower market prices.

HOLDING UTILITIES ACCOUNTABLE for their obligations and commitments. This helps to
create a consistent, stable regulatory environment, which is highly valued in the marketplace and
ensures that agreed-upon resource plans become reality.

OPERATING IN ACTIVE, “LEGISLATIVE” MODE, continually seeking out and addressing risk.
In “judicial mode,” a regulator takes in evidence in formal settings and resolves disputes; in
contrast, a regulator operating in “legislative mode” proactively seeks to gather all relevant
information and to "nd solutions to future challenges.

REFORMING AND RE-INVENTING RATEMAKING POLICIES as appropriate. Today’s energy
industry faces disruptions similar to those experienced by the telecommunications industry over the
past two decades, which led regulators to modernize their tools and experiment with various types
of incentive regulation. One area where electricity regulators might pro"tably question existing
practices is rate design; existing pricing structures should be reviewed for the incentives they
provide for customers and the outcomes they create for utilities.

PRACTICING RISK-AWARE REGULATION: 
SEVEN ESSENTIAL STRATEGIES FOR STATE REGULATORS
MANAGING RISK INTELLIGENTLY IS ARGUABLY THE MAIN DUTY OF REGULATORS
WHO OVERSEE UTILITY INVESTMENT. EFFECTIVELY MANAGING RISK IS NOT SIMPLY
ACHIEVING THE LEAST COST TODAY, BUT RATHER IS PART OF A STRATEGY TO
MINIMIZE OVERALL COSTS OVER THE LONG TERM. WE IDENTIFY SEVEN ESSENTIAL
STRATEGIES THAT REGULATORS SHOULD EMPLOY TO MANAGE AND MINIMIZE RISK:

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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14    Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), TVA’s Environmental and Energy Future (Knoxville, TN: Tennessee Valley Authority, 2011), 161,
http://www.tva.com/environment/reports/irp/pdf/Final_IRP_complete.pdf.

15    As of spring 2010, TVA’s generation mix consisted mainly of coal (40 percent), natural gas (25 percent) and nuclear (18 percent) (TVA, 73). 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Careful planning is the regulator’s primary risk management
tool. A recently completed IRP by the Tennessee Valley
Authority (TVA) illustrates how robust planning enables risk-
aware resource choices and avoids higher-cost, higher-risk
supply portfolios. TVA considered #ve resource strategies and
subjected each to extensive scenario analysis. Figure ES-5
shows how these strategies mapped out along an “ef#cient
frontier” according to TVA’s analysis of cost and risk.14 The
highest-cost, highest-risk strategies were those that
maintained TVA’s current resource portfolio15 or emphasized
new nuclear plant construction. The lowest-cost, lowest-risk
strategies were the ones that diversi#ed TVA’s resource
portfolio by increasing TVA’s investment in energy ef#ciency
and renewable energy. The TVA analysis is careful and
deliberate; analyses by other utilities that reach signi#cantly
different thematic conclusions must be scrutinized carefully
to examine whether the costs and risks of all resources have
been properly evaluated.

Strategy A: Limited Change in Current Resource Portfolio

Updating traditional practices will require effort and
commitment from regulators and regulatory staff. Is it worth
it? This report identi#es numerous bene#ts from practicing
“risk-aware regulation”:

( Consumer bene!ts from improved regulatory decision-
making and risk management, leading to greater utility
investment in lower-cost, lower-risk resources; 

( Utility bene!ts in the form of a more stable, predictable
business environment that enhances long-term planning
capabilities;

( Investor bene!ts resulting from lowered threats to utility
cost recovery, which simultaneously preserves utility
credit quality and capital markets access and keeps
#nancing costs low, bene#tting all stakeholders;

( Systemic regulatory bene!ts resulting from expanded
transparency, inclusion and sophistication in the
regulatory process, thereby strengthening stakeholder
relationships, building trust and improving policy maker
understanding of energy options—all of which enhances
regulators’ ability to do their jobs;

( Broad societal bene!ts "owing from a cleaner, smarter,
more resilient electricity system.

With two trillion dollars on the line, both the stakes and the
potential bene#ts are high. If history is a guide, fewer than
700 state regulators will serve in of#ce during the next 20
years. Practicing risk-aware regulation will enable them to
avoid expensive mistakes and identify the most important
utility investments for realizing the promise of an advanced
21st century electricity system.

TVA ANALYSIS OF RESOURCE PLAN COSTS & FINANCIAL RISK
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I
Effectively managing risk is not simply achieving 
the least cost today, but rather is part of a strategy 
to minimize overall costs over the long term.
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12 PRACTICING RISK-AWARE ELECTRICITY REGULATION

CONCLUSIONS &
RECOMMENDATIONS

( The U.S. electric utility industry has entered what may
be the most uncertain, complex and risky period in its
history. Several forces will conspire to make the next two
decades especially challenging for electric utilities: large
investment requirements, stricter environmental controls,
decarbonization, changing energy economics, rapidly
evolving technologies and reduced load growth. Succeeding
with this investment challenge—building a smarter,
cleaner, more resilient electric system for the 21st century
at the lowest overall risk and cost—will require
commitment, collaboration, shared understanding,
transparency and accountability among regulators, policy
makers, utilities and a wide range of stakeholders. 

( These challenges call for new utility business models
and new regulatory paradigms. Both regulators and
utilities need to evolve beyond historical practice. Today’s
electricity industry presents challenges that traditional
electricity regulation did not anticipate and cannot fully
address. Similarly, the constraints and opportunities for
electric utilities going forward are very different than they
were a century ago, when the traditional (and still
predominant) utility business model emerged. 

Regulators must recognize the incentives and biases that
attend traditional regulation, and should review and reform
their approaches to resource planning, ratemaking and
utility cost recovery accordingly. Utilities must endorse
regulatory efforts to minimize investment risks on behalf
of consumers and utility shareholders. This means
promoting an inclusive and transparent planning process,
diversifying resource portfolios, supporting forward-looking
regulatory policies, continually reevaluating their strategies
and shaking off “we’ve always done it that way” thinking. 

( Avoiding expensive utility investment mistakes will
require improved approaches to risk management 
in the regulatory process. One of the most important
duties of a 21st century electricity regulator is to
understand, examine and manage the risk inherent in
utility resource selection. Existing regulatory tools often
lack the sophistication to do this effectively.

Higher risk for a resource or portfolio means that more
value is at stake or that the likelihood of a #nancial loss is
greater, or both. Our analysis across seven major risk
categories reveals that, almost without exception, the
riskiest resources—the ones that could cause the most
#nancial harm—are large base load fossil and nuclear
plants. It is therefore especially important that regulators
and utilities explicitly address and manage risk when
considering the development of these resources.

Regulators practicing “risk-aware regulation” must exhaust
lower-risk investment options like energy ef#ciency before
allowing utilities to commit huge sums to higher-risk
projects. Regulators should immediately notify regulated
utilities of their intention to address risks more directly,
and then begin explicitly to include risk assessment in all
decisions about utility resource acquisition.

( More than ever, ratepayer funding is a precious resource.
Large investment requirements coupled with "at or
decreasing load growth will mean higher utility rates for
consumers. Increased consumer and political resistance
to rising electricity bills, and especially to paying for
expensive mistakes, leaves much less room for error in
resource investment decisions and could pose a threat 
to utility earnings.
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13
CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

( Risk shifting is not risk minimization. Some regulatory
practices that are commonly perceived to reduce risk
(e.g., construction work in progress #nancing, or “CWIP”)
merely transfer risk from the utility to consumers. This
risk shifting can inhibit the deployment of attractive lower-
cost, lower-risk resources. Regulatory practices that shift
risk must be closely scrutinized to see if they actually
increase risk—for consumers in the short term, and for
utilities and shareholders in the longer term.

( Investors are more vulnerable than in the past. During
the 1980s, power plant construction cost overruns and
#ndings of utility mismanagement led regulators to disallow
more than six percent of utilities’ overall capital investment,
costing shareholders roughly $19 billion. There will be
even less tolerance for errors in the upcoming build cycle
and more pressure on regulators to protect consumers.
Investors should closely monitor utilities’ large capex
decisions and consider how the regulatory practice
addresses the risk of these investments. Investors should
also observe how the business models and resource
portfolios of speci#c utilities are changing, and consider
engaging with utility managements on their business
strategies going forward.

( Cost recovery mechanisms currently viewed positively
by the investment community including the rating
agencies could pose longer-term threats to utilities 
and investors. Mechanisms like CWIP provide utilities
with the assurance of cost recovery before the outlay is
made. This could incentivize utilities to take on higher-
risk projects, possibly threatening ultimate cost recovery
and deteriorating the utility’s regulatory and business
environment in the long run.

( Some successful strategies for managing risk are
already evident. Regulators and utilities should pursue
diversi#cation of utility portfolios, adding energy ef#ciency,
demand response, and renewable energy resources to the
portfolio mix. Including a mix of supply and demand-side
resources, distributed and centralized resources, and
fossil and non-fossil generation provides important risk
management bene#ts to resource portfolios because each
type of resource behaves independently from the others
in different future scenarios. In the other direction, failing
to diversify resources, “betting the farm” on a narrow set
of large resources, and ignoring potentially disruptive
future scenarios is asking for trouble.

I
Including a mix of supply and demand-side resources,
distributed and centralized resources, and fossil 
and non-fossil generation provides important risk
management bene!ts to resource portfolios because
each type of resource behaves independently from
the others in different future scenarios.

( Regulators have important tools at their disposal.
Careful planning is the regulator’s primary tool for risk
mitigation. This is true for regulators in both vertically-
integrated and restructured electricity markets. Effective
resource planning considers a wide variety of resources,
examines possible future scenarios and considers the risk
of various portfolios. Regulators should employ transparent
ratemaking practices that reveal and do not obscure the
level of risk inherent in a resource choice; they should
selectively apply #nancial and physical hedges, including
long-term contracts. Importantly, they must hold utilities
accountable for their obligations and commitments.
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16    See footnote 2.

17    Peter Fox-Penner, Smart Power (Washington DC: Island Press, 2010). The “#rst revolution” was triggered by George Westinghouse, Thomas Edison, Nicola Tesla, Samuel Insull and others more than
a century ago.  

18    Small and Frantzis, The 21st Century Electric Utility, 28.

19    See U.S. Energy Information Administration, “Electric Power Industry Overview 2007,” http://www.eia.gov/cneaf/electricity/page/prim2/toc2.html; National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, 
“Co-op Facts and Figures,” http://www.nreca.coop/members/Co-opFacts/Pages/default.aspx; Edison Electric Institute, “Industry Data,”
http://www.eei.org/whatwedo/DataAnalysis/IndustryData/Pages/default.aspx. Note that these numbers do not include investment by non-utility generators.

20    Edison Electric Institute, 2010 Financial Review, 18.
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INCREASING CAPITAL INVESTMENT BY U.S. ELECTRIC UTILITIES
AMID HISTORIC UNCERTAINTY & RISK
U.S. ELECTRIC UTILITIES ARE FACING A SET OF CHALLENGES UNPARALLELED IN THE INDUSTRY’S
HISTORY, PROVIDING MANY REASONS TO CONCLUDE THAT THE TRADITIONAL PRACTICES OF
UTILITIES AND THEIR REGULATORS MUST BE UPDATED TO ADD A SHARPER FOCUS ON RISK
MANAGEMENT IN THE REGULATORY PROCESS. 

Consider the forces acting on the electricity sector in 2012:

( an aging generation "eet;

( infrastructure upgrades to the distribution system;

( increasingly stringent environmental regulation limiting
pollutants and greenhouse gases;16

( disruptive changes in the economics of coal and natural gas;

( new transmission investments;

( rapidly evolving smart grid technologies enabling greater
customer control and choice;

( increased policy maker emphasis on demand-side
resources requiring new regulatory approaches and utility
business models;

( competition from growth in distributed generation;

( slow demand growth due to protracted economic
recovery and high unemployment;

( tight credit in a dif#cult economy and substantially
weakened industry #nancial metrics and credit ratings.

In a recent book, Peter Fox-Penner, principal and chairman
emeritus of the Brattle Group, concluded that the sum of
these forces is leading to a “second revolution” in the electric
power industry.17 Navigant Consulting has observed that “the
changes underway in the 21st century electric power sector
create a level and complexity of risks that is perhaps
unprecedented in the industry’s history.”18

THE INVESTMENT CHALLENGE
The United States electric utility industry is a network of
approximately 3,300 investor-owned utilities (IOUs), cooperative
associations and government entities. In addition, about 1,100

independent power producers sell power to utilities, either
under contract or through auction markets. The net asset value
of the plant in service for all U.S. electric utilities in 2010 was
about $1.1!trillion, broken down as $765 billion for IOUs, about
$200 billion for municipal (publicly-owned) utilities (or “munis”),
and $112 billion for rural electric cooperatives (or “co-ops”).19

IOUs therefore constitute the largest segment of the U.S.
electric power industry, serving roughly 70 percent of the
U.S. population. Figure 1 illustrates IOUs’ capital
expenditures from 2000-2010 and captures the start of the
current “build cycle,” beginning in 2006.20 Between 2006
and 2010, capital spending by IOUs—for generation,
transmission and distribution systems—was about 10 percent
of the #rms’ net plant in service.

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES BY U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED UTILITIES, 
2000-2010
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15I. CONTEXT: INCREASING CAPITAL INVESTMENT BY U.S. ELECTRIC UTILITIES AMID HISTORIC UNCERTAINTY AND RISK

21    Chupka et al., Transforming America’s Power Industry, vi. Brattle’s investment estimates apply to the entire U.S. electric utility industry, including IOUs, electric cooperatives and government-owned
utilities. The range in Brattle’s investment estimate is due to its varying assumptions about U.S. climate policy enactment.

22    U.S. Energy Information Administration, “Today in Energy: Age of electric power generators varies widely,” June 16, 2011, http://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.cfm?id=1830.

23    U.S. Supreme Court, Massachusetts v. Environmental Protection Agency, 549 U.S. 497 (2007), http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/06pdf/05-1120.pdf.  
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In 2008, the Brattle Group projected that the collected U.S.
electric utility industry—IOUs, munis, and co-ops—would
need to invest capital at historic levels between 2010 and
2030 to replace aging infrastructure, deploy new
technologies, and meet future consumer needs and
government policy requirements. In all, Brattle predicted that
total industry-wide capital expenditures from 2010 to 2030
would amount to between $1.5 trillion and $2.0 trillion.21

Assuming that the U.S. implements a policy limiting
greenhouse gas emissions, the collected utility industry may
be expected to invest at roughly the same elevated annual
rate as in the 2006-2010 period each year for 20 years.

I
If the U.S. utility industry adds $100 billion each year
between 2010 and 2030, the net value of utility plant
in service will grow from today’s $1.1 trillion to more
than $2.0 trillion—a doubling of net invested capital.

If the U.S. utility industry adds $100 billion each year between
2010 and 2030, the net value of utility plant in service will
grow from today’s $1.1 trillion to more than $2.0 trillion—
a doubling of net invested capital. This growth is considerably
faster than the country has seen in many decades. 

To understand the seriousness of the investment challenge
facing the industry, consider the age of the existing generation
"eet. About 70 percent of U.S. electric generating capacity is
at least 30 years old (Figure 2).22 Much of this older capacity
is coal-based generation subject to signi#cant pressure from
the Clean Air Act (CAA) because of its emissions of traditional
pollutants such as nitrous oxides, sulfur dioxides, mercury
and particulates. Moreover, following a landmark Supreme
Court ruling, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
is beginning to regulate as pollutants carbon dioxide and
other greenhouse gas emissions from power plants.23 These
regulations will put even more pressure on coal plants, which
produce the most greenhouse gas emissions of any electric
generating technology. The nuclear capacity of the U.S.,
approximately 100,000 megawatts, was built mainly in the
1970s and 80s, with original licenses of 40 years. While the
lives of many nuclear plants are being extended with
additional investment, some of these plants will face
retirement within the next two decades.
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Figure 3 shows the Brattle Group’s investment projections for
new generating capacity for different U.S. regions,24 while
Figure 4 predicts capacity additions for selected U.S. states.
Importantly, the Brattle Group noted that some of this
investment in new power plants could be avoided if regulators
and utilities pursued maximum levels of energy ef#ciency.

DRIVERS OF UTILITY INVESTMENT
Technological change, market pressures and policy imperatives
are driving these historic levels of utility investment. As we will
see, these same forces are interacting to create unprecedented
uncertainty, risk and complexity for utilities and regulators. 

I Figure 3

16 PRACTICING RISK-AWARE ELECTRICITY REGULATION

24    Chupka et al., Transforming America’s Power Industry, x. Brattle’s Prism RAP Scenario “assumes there is a new federal policy to constrain carbon emissions, and captures the cost of EPRI’s [Electric
Power Research Institute] Prism Analysis projections for generation investments (nuclear, advanced coal, renewables, etc.) that will reduce the growth in carbon emissions. This scenario further
assumes the implementation of RAP [realistically achievable potential] EE/DR programs” (ibid., vi). Brattle used EPRI’s original Prism analysis, published in September 2007; that document and
subsequent updates are available online at http://my.epri.com/portal/server.pt?open=512&objID=216&&PageID=229721&mode=2.

25    State capacity addition predictions are based on Brattle’s regional projections and assume that new capital expenditures will be made in proportion to existing investment levels.

26    State generating capacity data: U.S. Energy Information Administration, “State Electricity Pro#les,” January 30, 2012, http://www.eia.gov/electricity/state/. Percentage is rounded to the nearest whole number.

I Figure 4

PROJECTED GENERATION CAPEX BY REGION

Regional Capacity Additions & Generation Capital Costs 
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Texas 23,400 22%

Florida 12,200 21%
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New York 5,400 14%
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PROJECTED CAPACITY ADDITIONS BY STATE & 
AS A PERCENTAGE OF 2010 GENERATING CAPACITY

Here are eight factors driving the large investment
requirements: 

THE NEED TO REPLACE AGING GENERATING UNITS. As
mentioned earlier, the average U.S. generating plant 
is more than 30!years old. Many plants, including base
load coal and nuclear plants, are reaching the end of
their lives, necessitating either life-extending investments
or replacement.

ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS. Today’s Clean Air Act
(CAA) traces its lineage to a series of federal laws dating
back to 1955. Until recent years, the CAA has enjoyed
broad bipartisan support as it steadily tightened controls
on emissions from U.S. electric power plants. These
actions were taken to achieve science-based health
improvements for people and the human habitat. While
the current set of EPA rules enforcing the CAA has
elicited political resistance, it is unlikely that the #ve-
decade long movement in the United States to reduce
acid rain, smog, ground ozone, particulates and mercury,
among other toxic pollutants, will be derailed. Owners of
many fossil-fueled plants will be forced to decide whether
to make signi#cant capital investments to clean up
emissions and manage available water, or shutter the
plants. Since the capacity is needed to serve consumers’
demand for power (or “load”), these clean air and clean
water policies will stimulate the need for new construction.

1
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27    Edison Electric Institute, EEI Survey of Transmission Investment (Washington DC: Edison Electric Institute, 2005), 3, http://www.eei.org/ourissues/ElectricityTransmission/Documents/Trans_Survey_Web.pdf.

28    U.S. Energy Information Administration, AEO2012 Early Release Overview (Washington DC: U.S. Energy Information Administration, 2012), 9, http://www.eia.gov/forecasts/aeo/er/pdf/0383er(2012).pdf.

29    Source: Standard & Poor’s Ratings Service.

30    The difference in the interest rate on an “A” rated utility and BBB is on average over time rarely more than 100 basis points. By contrast, equity #nancing typically costs a utility at least 200 basis
points more than debt #nancing.

31    Companies in the sector include IOUs, utility holding companies and non-regulated af#liates.

I. CONTEXT: INCREASING CAPITAL INVESTMENT BY U.S. ELECTRIC UTILITIES AMID HISTORIC UNCERTAINTY AND RISK

NEW TRANSMISSION LINES AND UPGRADES. Utility
investment in transmission facilities slowed signi#cantly
from 1975 to 1998.27 In recent years, especially after the
creation of deregulated generation markets in about half
of the U.S., it has become clear that the transmission
de#cit will have to be #lled. Adding to the need for more
transmission investment is the construction of wind, solar
and geothermal generation resources, far from customers
in areas with little or no existing generation or transmission.
Regional transmission planning groups have formed
across the country to coordinate the expected push for
new transmission capacity.

NETWORK MODERNIZATION/SMART GRID. The internet is
coming to the electric power industry. From synchrophasors
on the transmission system (which enable system-wide
data measurement in real time), to automated substations;
from smart meters, smart appliances, to new customer
web-based energy management, investments to
“smarten” the grid are fundamentally changing the way
electricity is delivered and used. While much of today’s
activity results from “push” by utilities and regulators,
many observers think a “pull” will evolve as consumers
engage more fully in managing their own energy use.
Additionally, “hardening” the grid against disasters and to
enhance national security will drive further investment in
distribution infrastructure.

HIGHER PRICES FOR CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS. Concrete
and steel are now priced in a world market. The demand
from developing nations is pushing up the cost of materials
needed to build power plants and transmission and
distribution facilities. 

DEMAND GROWTH. Overall U.S. demand for electric power
has slowed with the recent economic recession and is
projected to grow minimally in the intermediate term
(though some areas, like the U.S. Southwest and
Southeast, still project moderate growth). Further, the
expected shift toward electric vehicles has the potential 
to reshape utility load curves, expanding the amount of
energy needed in off-peak hours. 

DEPLOYING NEW TECHNOLOGIES AND SUPPORTING R&D.
To meet future environmental requirements, especially
steep reductions of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050,
utilities will need to develop and deploy new technologies
at many points in the grid. Either directly or indirectly,
utilities will be involved in funding for R&D on carbon
capture and storage, new renewable and ef#ciency
technologies, and electric storage.

NATURAL GAS PRICE OUTLOOK. Natural gas prices have
fallen sharply as estimates of U.S. natural gas reserves
jumped with the development of drilling technologies that
can economically recover gas from shale formations.
Longer-term price estimates have also dropped, inducing
many utilities to consider replacing aging coal units with
new gas-#red units. But in January 2012, the U.S. Energy
Information Administration (EIA) sharply revised downward
its estimates of U.S. shale gas reserves by more than 40
percent and its estimates of shale gas from the Marcellus
region by two-thirds.28 Reduced long-term supplies and 
a signi#cant commitment to natural gas for new electric
generation could obviously lead to upward pressure on
natural gas prices.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
The credit quality and #nancial "exibility of U.S. investor-
owned electric utilities has declined over the past 40 years,
and especially over the last decade (Figure 5, p. 18).29 The
industry’s #nancial position today is materially weaker than 
it was during the last major “build cycle” that was led by
vertically-integrated utilities, in the 1970s and 80s. Then the
vast majority of IOUs had credit ratings of “A” or higher;
today the average credit rating has fallen to “BBB.”

I
While it is rare for utilities to experience multiple
notch downgrades in a short period of time, the
heightened event risk inherent in the approaching
sizable capital spending cycle could cause the rating
agencies to pursue more aggressive rating actions.

This erosion of credit quality is mainly the result of intentional
decisions by regulators and utility managements, who
determined that maintaining an “A” or “AA” balance sheet
wasn’t worth the additional cost.30 And while there isn’t reason
to believe that most utilities’ capital markets access will
become signi#cantly constrained in the near future, the fact
remains that more than a quarter of companies in the sector
are now one notch above non-investment grade status (also
called “Non-IG,” “high yield” or “junk”), and nearly half of the
companies in the sector are rated only two or three notches
above this threshold.31 While it is rare for utilities to experience
multiple notch downgrades in a short period of time, the
heightened event risk inherent in the approaching sizable
capital spending cycle could cause the rating agencies to
pursue more aggressive rating actions. Dropping below
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32    Cortright, “Testimony.”

33    Standard & Poor’s, The Top 10 Investor Questions for U.S. Regulated Electric Utilities in 2012 (New York: Standard & Poor’s, 2012).

34    Moody’s Investors Service, Industry Outlook: Annual Outlook (New York: Moody’s Investors Service, 2011). 

35    Moody’s Investors Service, Industry Outlook: Annual Outlook (New York: Moody’s Investors Service, 2010).

36    Moody’s, Special Comment: The 21st Century Electric Utility, 12.

PRACTICING RISK-AWARE ELECTRICITY REGULATION

investment grade (or “IG”) triggers a marked rise in interest
rates for debt issuers and a marked drop in demand from
institutional investors, who are largely prohibited from investing
in junk bonds under the investment criteria set by their boards.

According to a Standard & Poor’s analyst, utilities’ capital
expenditure programs will invariably cause them to become
increasingly cash "ow negative, pressuring company balance
sheets, #nancial metrics and credit ratings: “In other words,
utilities will be entering the capital markets for substantial
amounts of both debt and equity to support their infrastructure
investments as operating cash "ows will not come close to
satisfying these infrastructure needs.”32 Speci#c utilities that
S&P has identi#ed as particularly challenged are companies—
such as Ameren, Dominion, FirstEnergy, and PPL—that have
both regulated and merchant generation businesses and must
rely on market pricing to recover environmental capital
expenditures for their merchant "eets.33

Appendix 1 of this report presents an overview of utility #nance.

I
While the growth of rate base presents an earnings
opportunity for regulated utilities and their investors,
the corresponding increase in customer bills could
greatly exacerbate the political and regulatory risks
that threaten utilities’ cost recovery. 

CUSTOMER IMPACTS
The surge in IOU capital investment will translate directly into
higher electric rates paid by consumers. Increased capital
investment means higher annual depreciation expenses as
#rms seek to recover their investment. Greater levels of
investment mean higher revenue requirements calculated to
yield a return on the investment. And since electric sales may
not grow much or at all during the coming two decades, it is
likely that unit prices for electricity will rise sharply.

While the growth of rate base presents an earnings opportunity
for regulated utilities and their investors, the corresponding
increase in customer bills could greatly exacerbate the political
and regulatory risks that threaten utilities’ cost recovery. The
rating agency Moody’s Investors Service has noted that
“consumer tolerance to rising rates is a primary concern”34

and has identi#ed political and regulatory risks as key longer-
term challenges facing the sector.35 

Further, Moody’s anticipates an “in"ection point” where
consumers revolt as electricity bills consume a greater share
of disposable income (Figure 6, p. 19),36 pressuring
legislators and regulators to withhold from utilities the
recovery of even prudently incurred expenses.

S&P Credit Ratings Distribution, U.S. Shareholder-Owned Electric Utilities

U.S. ELECTRIC IOUs CREDIT RATINGS HISTORY, 1970 – 2010
I Figure 5
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37    In 2012, the median number of years served by a state regulator was 3.7 years; see Janice A. Beecher, Ph.D., IPU Research Note: Commissioner Demographics 2012 (East Lansing, MI: Michigan
State University, 2012), http://ipu.msu.edu/research/pdfs/IPU-Commissioner-Demographics-2012.pdf.

I. CONTEXT: INCREASING CAPITAL INVESTMENT BY U.S. ELECTRIC UTILITIES AMID HISTORIC UNCERTAINTY AND RISK

THE IMPORTANCE OF REGULATORS
With this background, the challenge becomes clear: how to
ensure that the large level of capital invested by utilities over
the next two decades is deployed wisely? How to give U.S.
ratepayers, taxpayers and investors the assurance that 
$2 trillion will be spent in the best manner possible? There
are two parts to the answer: effective regulators and the right
incentives for utilities.

If history is a guide, fewer than 700 state regulators will 
serve in of#ce during the next 20 years. Each regulator will,
on average, vote to approve more than $6.5!billion of utility
capital investment during his or her term.37 It is essential that
regulators understand the risks involved in resource
selection, correct for the biases facing utility regulation and
keep in mind the impact their decisions will have on
consumers and society.

Are U.S. regulatory institutions prepared? Consumers,
lawmakers and the #nancial markets are counting on it. 
The authors are con#dent that well-informed, focused state
regulators are up to the task. But energy regulation in the
coming decades will be quite different from much of its
history. The 21st century regulator must be willing to look
outside the boundaries established by regulatory tradition.
Effective regulators must be informed, active, consistent,
curious and often courageous.

This report focuses on techniques to address the risk
associated with utility resource selection. It provides
regulators with some tools needed to understand, identify
and minimize the risks inherent in the industry’s investment
challenge. In short, we hope to help regulators become more
“risk-aware.”

I
If history is a guide, fewer than 700 state 
regulators will serve in of!ce during the next 
20 years. Each regulator will, on average, vote 
to approve more than $6.5 billion of utility capital
investment during his or her term.

MOODY’S PROJECTED “INFLECTION POINT” OF CONSUMER INTOLERANCE FOR RISING ELECTRICITY BILLS

I Figure 6
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20 PRACTICING RISK-AWARE ELECTRICITY REGULATION

RISK INHERENT IN 
UTILITY RESOURCE SELECTION
Risk arises when there is potential harm from an adverse
event that can occur with some degree of probability. Risk
accumulates from multiple sources. In mathematical terms:

Risk = "i Eventi x (Probability of Eventi)

for a situation in which a set of independent events will
cause a loss with some probability. In English, this means
that risk is the sum of each possible loss times the probability
of that loss, assuming the events are independent of each
other. If a #nancial instrument valued at $100 million would
be worth $60!million in bankruptcy, and the probability of
bankruptcy is 2 percent, then the bankruptcy risk associated
with that instrument is said to be ($100!million - $60!million)
x 2%, or $800,000. Thus, risk is the expected value of a
potential loss. There is an obvious tie to insurance premiums;
leaving aside transaction costs and the time value of money,
an investor would be willing to pay up to $800,000 to insure
against the potential bankruptcy loss just described.

Higher risk for a resource or portfolio means a larger expected
value of a potential loss. In other words, higher risk means
that more value is at stake or that the likelihood of a #nancial
loss is greater, or both.

Uncertainty is similar to risk in that it describes a situation
where a deviation from the expected can occur, but it differs
in two respects. First, the probability of the unexpected event
cannot feasibly be determined with any precision. Consider
the potential of much higher costs for natural gas used as 
a generation resource for an electric utility. Such an outcome
is certainly possible (and perhaps even likely, given the
potential for an increased rate of construction of new natural
gas generation). But the likelihood and scope of such a
change would be dif#cult to assess in terms of mathematical
probabilities. Second, unlike risk, uncertainty can result in

2. CHALLENGES 
TO EFFECTIVE REGULATION
THE CHALLENGE FOR U.S. ELECTRIC UTILITIES IS TO RAISE, SPEND AND RECOVER A HISTORIC
AMOUNT OF CAPITAL DURING A PERIOD OF UNPRECEDENTED UNCERTAINTY. THE CHALLENGE FOR
STATE REGULATORS IS TO DO EVERYTHING POSSIBLE TO ENSURE THAT UTILITIES’ INVESTMENTS
ARE MADE WISELY. TO DO THIS EFFECTIVELY, REGULATORS WILL NEED TO BE ESPECIALLY
ATTENTIVE TO TWO AREAS: IDENTIFYING AND ADDRESSING RISK, AND OVERCOMING REGULATORY
BIASES. THIS SECTION DISCUSSES RISK AND BIAS IN MORE DETAIL.

The Historical Basis for Utility Regulation

Utilities aren’t like other private sector businesses. Their
services are essential in today’s world, and society expects
utilities to set up costly infrastructure networks supported
by revenue from electric rates and to serve everyone
without discrimination. Because of their special attributes,
we say that investor-owned utilities are private companies
that are “affected with the public interest.” Indeed, this is
often the statutory de#nition of utilities in state law.

Utility infrastructure networks include very long-lived
assets. Power plants and transmission lines are designed
to last decades; some U.S. transmission facilities are
approaching 100 years old. The high cost of market entry
makes competition impractical, uneconomic or impossible
in many sectors of these markets. And because society
requires universal service, it made economic sense to
grant monopoly status to the owners of these essential
facilities and then to regulate them. 

State regulatory utility commissioners began administering 
a system of oversight for utilities at about the turn of the 20th
century, #lling a role that had previously been accorded to
state legislatures. Regulatory commissions were tasked with
creating a stable business environment for investment while
assuring that customers would be treated “justly and
reasonably” by monopoly utilities. Then as now, consumers
wanted good utility services and didn’t want to pay too
much for them. Rules for accounting were supplemented
by regulatory expectations, which were then followed by a
body of precedents associated with cost recovery. 

Because the sector’s complexity and risks have evolved
considerably since many regulatory precedents were
established, today’s regulators are well-advised to “think
outside the box” and consider reforming past precedent
where appropriate. The last section of this report,
“Practicing Risk-Aware Regulation,” contains speci#c
ideas and recommendations in this regard.
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21II. CHALLENGES TO EFFECTIVE REGULATION

either upside or downside changes. As we will see later,
uncertainty should be identi#ed, modeled and treated much
like risk when considering utility resource selection. In this
report we will focus on risk and the negative aspect of
uncertainty, and we will simplify by using the term “risk” to
apply to both concepts.

The risks associated with utility resource selection are many
and varied and arise from many possible events, as shown in
Figure 7. There are several ways to classify these risks. One
helpful distinction is made between cost-related risks and
time-related risks. 

Cost risks re"ect the possibility that an investment will not
cost what one expects, or that cost recovery for the
investment will differ from expectations. Construction costs
for a project can increase between regulatory approval and
project completion. Transmission projects are notorious for
this phenomenon due to unexpected obstacles in siting, 
or to unexpected changes in raw material costs. 

Costs can change unexpectedly at any time. For example, 
a catastrophic equipment failure or the adoption of a new
standard for pollution control could present unforeseen costs
that a utility may not be willing to pay to keep an asset
operating. Planned-for cost recovery can be disrupted by
changes in costs for which regulators are unwilling to burden
customers, or for other reasons. If an asset becomes
obsolete, useless or uneconomic before the end of its
predicted economic life, a regulator could #nd that it is no
longer “used and useful” to consumers and remove it from
the utility rate base. In these ways, decisions made by
utilities and their regulators may turn out to be much more
costly than initially expected. For this reason, it is especially
important that regulators and utilities consider a full range of
options and resources at the time a major investment
decision is made. 

Time risks re"ect the possibility that circumstances will
change over the life of the investment and materially affect
both the cost of the investment and the degree to which it

bene#ts consumers. Sometimes this risk can manifest itself
even between the time a utility makes a decision and the
time approval is sought. For example, anticipated load
growth may not materialize, so that a planned generation
resource is not needed, at least not now. 

Time risks also re"ect the fact that, for some investments,
some essential condition may not occur on a schedule
necessary for the investment to be approved and
constructed. Consider the dilemma of the developer who
wishes to build a low cost wind farm in an area with weak
electric transmission. The wind project might require three 
to four years to build, but the transmission capacity needed
to move the power to market may take #ve to seven years to
build—if the development goes relatively smoothly. Investors
may forego the wind farm due to uncertainty that the
transmission will be built, while at the same time the
transmission might not be built because, without the wind
farm, it is simply too speculative.

I
Decisions made by utilities and their regulators
may turn out to be much more costly than initially
expected. For this reason, it is especially important
that regulators and utilities consider a full range 
of options and resources at the time a major
investment decision is made.

In the power sector, investments are so long-lived that time
can be measured in generations. Generally speaking,
regulators consider it most fair if the generation of consumers
that uses an asset is the same one that pays for the asset.
Burdening customers before or after an asset is useful is
often seen as violating the “just and reasonable” standard.
The challenge to the utility, therefore, is to #t cost recovery
for an asset into the timeframe in which it is used. Otherwise,
the utility may bear the risk that regulators or consumers
push back on assuming responsibility for the cost. 

I Figure 7

VARIETIES OF RISK FOR UTILITY RESOURCE INVESTMENT
Cost-related Time-related
 Construction costs higher than anticipated  Construction delays occur
 Availability and cost of capital underestimated  Competitive pressures; market changes
 Operation costs higher than anticipated  Environmental rules change
 Fuel costs exceed original estimates, or alternative fuel costs drop  Load grows less than expected; excess capacity
 Investment so large that it threatens a "rm  Better supply options materialize
 Imprudent management practices occur  Catastrophic loss of plant occurs
 Resource constraints (e.g., water)  Auxiliary resources (e.g., transmission) delayed
 Rate shock: regulators won’t put costs into rates  Other government policy and "scal changes
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22 PRACTICING RISK-AWARE ELECTRICITY REGULATION

ELECTRICITY MARKET 
STRUCTURE AND RISK
Much has changed since non-utility power producers led the
most recent industry build cycle in the 1990s and early
2000s. To begin with, #nancial reforms from Sarbanes-Oxley
legislation, other “Enron #xes,” and now the Dodd-Frank Act
have substantially changed some accounting and corporate
disclosure rules. Investors now receive more detailed and
transparent information about asset value (which is “marked
to market”) and possible risks in contracts with counter-parties. 

These changes, which protect investors, may have the
associated effect of discouraging investments if cumulative
risks are judged to be outsized for the circumstances. This is
especially relevant for markets served by the competitive
generation system that now supplies power to about half of
U.S. consumers. It is unclear whether independent generators
have the tolerance to take on large, risky investments;
experience indicates that there is a frontier beyond which
these companies and their backers may not go. 

This dynamic could raise important questions for regulators
in restructured markets, who need to be aware of the degree
to which investment options might be limited by these
concerns. In vertically-integrated markets, regulators’
concern should be not to expose utilities, customers and
investors to undue risk by approving large projects that
informed market players would not pursue in the absence 
of regulatory approval.

One potentially risky but necessary area of investment is in
low carbon generation technologies. The U.S. power sector,
which has embraced generation competition, is required to
develop these technologies. Some promising technologies—
including coal-#red generation with carbon capture and
storage or sequestration (CCS), advanced nuclear power
technologies and offshore wind—have not reached a
commercial stage or become available at a commercial price. 

Risks requiring special attention are those associated with
investments that “bet the company” on their success.
Gigawatt-sized investments in any generation technology 
may trigger this concern, as can a thousand-mile extra high
voltage transmission line. Any investment measured in
billions of dollars can be proportionately out of scale with
what a utility can endure if things go awry. Regulators should
avoid a situation where the only choices left are a utility
bankruptcy or a waiving of regulatory principles on prudence
and cost recovery in order to save the utility, placing a
necessary but unreasonable cost burden on consumers.

REGULATORS, RATING 
AGENCIES AND RISK
Investor-owned utilities sometimes attempt to get out in front of
the event risk inherent in large investment projects by seeking
pre-approval or automatic rate increase mechanisms. As
discussed later, these approaches don’t actually reduce risk,
but instead shift it to consumers. This may give companies and
investors a false sense of security and induce them to take on
excessive risk. In the long run this could prove problematic for
investors; large projects can trigger correspondingly large rate
increases years later, when regulators may not be as invested
in the initial deal or as willing to burden consumers with the
full rate increase.

Given the in"uence of regulators on the operations and #nances
of IOUs, ratings agencies and investors closely monitor the
interactions between utility executives and regulators.
Constructive relationships between management and regulators
are viewed as credit positive; less-than-constructive
relationships, which can result from regulators’ concerns about
the competence or integrity of utility management, are seen
as a credit negative and harmful to a utility’s business prospects. 

Analysts de#ne a constructive regulatory climate as one that
is likely to produce stable, predictable regulatory outcomes
over time. “Constructive,” then, refers as much to the quality

Perspectives on Risk

Risk means different things to different stakeholders. 
For example:

• For utility management, risks are a threat to the company’s
#nancial health, its growth, even its existence; a threat to the
#rm’s competitiveness, to the #rm’s image, and to its legacy.

• For customers, risk threatens household disposable
income, the pro#tability of businesses, the quality of
energy service, and even comfort and entertainment.

• Investors focus on the safety of the income, value of the
investment (stock or bond holders), or performance of the 

contract (counterparties). In addition, investors value utility
investments based on their expectations of performance.

• Employees are uniquely connected to the utility. Their
employment, safety and welfare is directly related to their
company’s ability to succeed and to avoid #nancial
catastrophes. 

• Society generally has expectations for utilities ranging from
providing reliable, universal service, to aiding in economic
development, to achieving satisfactory environmental and
safety performance. Risk threatens these goals. 
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23II. CHALLENGES TO EFFECTIVE REGULATION

of regulatory decision-making as it does to the #nancial
reward for the utility. Regulatory decisions that seem overly
generous to utilities could raise red "ags for analysts, since
these decisions could draw #re and destabilize the regulatory
climate. Analysts may also become concerned about the
credit quality of a company if the state regulatory process
appears to become unduly politicized. 

While they intend only to observe and report, ratings agencies
can exert a discipline on utility managements not unlike that
imposed more formally by regulators. For example, ratings
agencies can reveal to utility managements the range of
factors they should consider when formulating an investment

strategy, thereby in"uencing utility decision-making. Both
regulators and ratings agencies set long-term standards and
expectations that utilities are wise to mind; both can provide
utilities with feedback that would discourage one investment
strategy or another.

Since ratings re"ect the issuer’s perceived ability to repay
investors over time, the ratings agencies look negatively on
anything that increases event risk. The larger an undertaking
(e.g., large conventional generation investments), the larger
the fallout if an unforeseen event undermines the project.
The pressure to maintain healthy #nancial metrics may, in
practice, serve to limit utilities’ capital expenditure programs
and thus the size of rate increase requests to regulators. 

NATURAL BIASES AFFECTING 
UTILITY REGULATION
Notwithstanding economic theory, we must admit that utilities
are not perfectly rational actors and that their regulation is not
textbook-perfect, either. Utility regulation faces several built-in
biases, which one can think of as headwinds against which
regulation must sail. For example, under traditional cost-of-
service regulation, a considerable portion of #xed costs (i.e.,
investment in rate base) is often recovered through variable
charges to consumers. In this circumstance, one would expect
utilities to have a bias toward promoting sales of the product
once rates are established—even if increasing sales might
result in increased #nancial, reliability, or environmental risks
and mean the inef#cient use of consumer dollars. 

Here are !ve natural biases that effective utility regulation
must acknowledge and correct for:

( Information asymmetry. Regulators are typically
handicapped by not having the same information that 
is available to the regulated companies. This becomes
especially signi#cant for the utility planning process,
where regulators need to know the full range of potential
options for meeting electric demand in future periods. In
the same vein, regulators do not normally have adequate
information to assess market risks. These are the
considerations of CFOs and boardrooms, and not
routinely available to regulators. Finally, operating utilities
often exist in a holding company with af#liated interests.
The regulator does not have insight into the interplay of
the parent and subsidiary company—the role played by
the utility in the context of the holding company. 

( The Averch-Johnson effect. A second bias is recognized
in the economic literature as the tendency of utilities to
over-invest in capital compared to labor. This effect is
known by the name of the economists who #rst identi#ed
the bias: the Averch-Johnson effect (or simply the “A-J
effect”). The short form of the A-J effect is that permitting

TAKEAWAYS ABOUT RISK
Here are three observations about risk that should 
be stressed:

1. RISK CANNOT BE ELIMINATED—BUT IT CAN BE
MANAGED AND MINIMIZED. Because risks are de"ned in
terms of probabilities, it is (by de"nition) probable that some risk
materializes. In utility resource selection, this means that risk will
eventually "nd its way into costs and then into prices for electricity.
Thus, taking on risk is inevitable, and risk will translate into
consumer or investor costs—into dollars—sooner or later. Later
in this report, we present recommendations to enable regulators
to practice their trade in a “risk-aware” manner—incorporating
the notion of risk into every decision.

2. IT IS UNLIKELY THAT CONSUMERS WILL BEAR THE
FULL COST OF POOR UTILITY RESOURCE INVESTMENT
DECISIONS. Put another way, it is likely that utility investors
(speci"cally shareholders) will be more exposed to losses resulting
from poor utility investments than in years past. In utility regulation,
risk is shared between investors and customers in a complex
manner. To begin, the existence of regulation and a group of
customers who depend on utility service is what makes investors
willing to lend utilities massive amounts of money (since most
customers have few if any choices and must pay for utility service).
But the actualization of a risk, a loss, may be apportioned by
regulators to utility investors, utility consumers, or a combination 
of both. The very large amount of capital investment that’s being
contemplated and the resulting upward pressure on electricity rates
will make it very unappealing (or simply untenable) for regulators
to make ratepayers pay for the full cost of utility mistakes.

3. IGNORING RISK IS NOT A VIABLE STRATEGY.
Regulators (and utilities) cannot avoid risk by failing to make
decisions or by relying on fate. In utility regulation, perhaps
more so than anywhere else, making no choice is itself making
a choice. Following a practice just because “it’s always been
done that way,” instead of making a fresh assessment of risk
and attempting to limit that risk, is asking for trouble.
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38    To be fair, smaller scale resources can add transaction and labor expenses for which the utility would not earn a return under traditional cost of service regulation, which helps to explain limited utility
interest in these options.

PRACTICING RISK-AWARE ELECTRICITY REGULATION

a rate of return on investment will have the predictable
effect of encouraging more investment than is optimal.
This can manifest itself in the “build versus buy”
decisions of integrated utilities and is often cited as a
reason utilities might “gold plate” their assets. This effect
can also be observed in the “invest versus conserve”
decisions that utilities face. Under traditional regulatory
rules, most utilities do not naturally turn toward energy
ef#ciency investment, even though such investments are
usually least cost for customers.

( The throughput incentive. A third bias that can be
observed with utilities is the bias for throughput—selling
more electricity. This is undoubtedly grounded in the vision
that most utilities have traditionally had for themselves:
providers of electricity. Importantly, the regulatory
apparatus in most states reinforces the motivation to sell
more electricity: a utility’s short-run pro#tability and its
ability to cover #xed costs is directly related to the utility’s
level of sales. The price of the marginal unit of electricity
often recovers more than marginal costs, so utilities make
more if they sell more. Only in recent years has the
concept of an energy services provider developed in which
the utility provides or enables energy ef#ciency, in addition
to providing energy.

( Rent-seeking. A fourth bias often cited in the literature is
“rent seeking,” where the regulated company attempts to
use the regulatory or legislative processes as a means of
increasing pro#tability (rather than improving its own
operational ef#ciency or competitive position). This can
occur when #rms use law or regulation to protect markets
that should be open to competition, or to impose costs 
on competitors. 

( “Bigger-is-better” syndrome. Another bias, related to the
Averch-Johnson effect, might be called the “bigger is
better” syndrome. Utilities tend to be conservative
organizations that rely on past strategies and practices.
Making large investments in relatively few resources had
been the rule through the 1980s and into the 1990s.
Because of this history, utilities may not naturally support
smaller scale resources, distributed resources or
programmatic solutions to energy ef#ciency.38

Regulation can compensate for these biases by conducting
clear-headed analysis, using processes that bring forth 
a maximum of relevant information and, very importantly,
identifying the risk that these biases might introduce into
utility resource acquisition. In the next section, we will take 
a close look at the many risks facing generation resource
investments, which involve some of the most important and
complex decisions that regulators and utilities make.
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39    For a discussion of energy portfolio management, see William Steinhurst et al., Energy Portfolio Management: Tools & Resources for State Public Utility Commissions (Cambridge, MA: Synapse
Energy Economics, 2006), http://www.naruc.org/Grants/Documents/NARUC%20PM%20FULL%20DOC%20FINAL1.pdf.

40    The natural gas build-out of the 1990s and early 2000s was led by independent power producers, not regulated utilities.

41    Peter Bradford, Subsidy Without Borders: The Case of Nuclear Power (Cambridge, MA: Harvard Electricity Policy Group, 2008).

42    U.S. Energy Information Administration, An Analysis of Nuclear Power Plant Construction Costs (Washington, DC: U.S. Energy Information Administration, 1986).

43    Huntowski, Fisher and Patterson, Embrace Electric Competition, 18. Estimate is expressed in 2007 dollars.

III. COSTS AND RISKS OF NEW GENERATION RESOURCES

3. COSTS AND RISKS 

In this section we’ll take an in-depth look at costs and risks 
of new generation resources, for several reasons: 

( Generation investment will be the largest share of utility
spending in the current build cycle; this is where the
largest amount of consumer and investor dollars will 
be at stake. 

( Today’s decisions about generation investment can shape
tomorrow’s decisions about transmission and distribution
investment (by reducing or increasing the need for such
investment). 

( Technology breakthroughs—in energy storage, grid
management, solar PV, and elsewhere—could radically
transform our need for base load power within the useful
lives of power plants being built today. 

( Generation resources are among utilities’ most visible and
controversial investments and can be a lightning rod for
protest and media attention, intensifying scrutiny on
regulatory and corporate decision-makers. 

( The industry’s familiarity with traditional generating
resources (e.g., large centralized fossil and nuclear
plants) and relative lack of familiarity with newer
alternatives (e.g., demand-side resources such as energy
ef#ciency and demand response, or smaller, modular
generating resources like combined heat and power)
could lead regulators and utilities to underestimate risks
associated with traditional resources and overestimate
risks of newer resources. 

( Finally, investment decisions about generation resources
(especially nuclear power) during the last major build
cycle that was led by vertically-integrated utilities, in the
1970s and 80s, destroyed tens of billions of dollars of
consumer and shareholder wealth. 

For these and other reasons, a comprehensive look at risks
and costs of today’s generation resources is in order.

While this discussion is most directly applicable to regulators
(and other parties) in vertically-integrated states where electric
utilities build and own generation, it also has implications for
regulators (and other parties) in restructured states. For
example, regulators in some restructured states (e.g.,
Massachusetts) are beginning to allow transmission and
distribution (T&D) utilities to own generation again, speci#cally
small-scale renewable generation to comprise a certain
percentage of a larger renewable portfolio standard. Further,
enhanced appreciation of the risks embedded in T&D utilities’
supply portfolios could induce regulators to require utilities to
employ best practices with regard to portfolio management,
thereby reducing the risks and costs of providing electricity
service.39 Finally, regulators in all states can direct electric
utilities to invest in cost-effective demand-side resources,
which, as the following discussion makes clear, are utilities’
lowest-cost and lowest-risk resources.

PAST AS PROLOGUE: FINANCIAL
DISASTERS FROM THE 1980s
The last time regulated U.S. utilities played a central role in
building signi#cant new generating capacity additions as part 
of a major industry-wide build cycle was during the 1970s and
80s.40 At the time the industry’s overwhelming focus was on
nuclear power, with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
licensing construction of more than 200 nuclear power plants. 

The dif#culties the industry experienced were numerous 
and well-known: more than 100 nuclear plants abandoned 
in various stages of development;41 cost overruns so high 
that the average plant cost three times initial estimates;42 and
total “above-market” costs to society—ratepayers, taxpayers
and shareholders—estimated at more than $200 billion.43

OF NEW GENERATION RESOURCES
THE CAPITAL INVESTED BY U.S. ELECTRIC UTILITIES TO BUILD A SMARTER, CLEANER, MORE
RESILIENT ELECTRICITY SYSTEM OVER THE NEXT TWO DECADES WILL GO TOWARDS UTILITIES’
GENERATION, TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS. 
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44    Lyon and Mayo, Regulatory opportunism, 632.

45    Assumes 70 percent of investment is by regulated entities. Illustrative estimates do not include potential losses for utility customers or taxpayers.

46    Fred I. Denny and David E. Dismukes, Power System Operations and Electricity Markets (Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press, 2002), 17.

47    The California Public Utilities Commission Decision is available on the Lexis database at: 1988 Cal. PUC LEXIS 886; 30 CPUC2d 189; 99 P.U.R.4th 141, December 19, 1988; As Amended June 16, 1989.

PRACTICING RISK-AWARE ELECTRICITY REGULATION

While the vast majority of these losses were borne by
ratepayers and taxpayers, utility shareholders were not
immune. Between 1981 and 1991, U.S. regulators
disallowed about $19 billion of investment in power plants by
regulated utilities (Figure 8).44 During this time, the industry
invested approximately $288 billion, so that the
disallowances equated to about 6.6 percent of total
investment. The majority of the disallowances were related to
nuclear plant construction, and most could be traced to a
#nding by regulators that utility management was to blame. 

To put this in perspective for the current build cycle,
consider Figure 9. For illustrative purposes, it shows what
disallowances of 6.6!percent of IOU investment would look
like for shareholders in the current build cycle, using
Brattle’s investment projections for the 2010-2030 timeframe
referenced earlier. The table also shows what shareholder
losses would be if regulators were to disallow investment a) at
half the rate of disallowances of the 1981-91 period; and b)
at twice the rate of that period.45

Obviously, the average disallowance ratio from the 1980s
doesn’t tell the full story. A few companies bore the brunt of
the regulatory action. One of the largest disallowances was for
New York’s Nine Mile Point 2 nuclear plant, where the
$2!billion-plus disallowance was estimated to be 34 percent of
the project’s original capital cost.46 When Niagara Mohawk, the
lead utility partner in the project, wrote down its investment in
the project by $890 million, Standard & Poor’s lowered the
company’s credit rating by two notches, from A- to BBB. Thus
the risk inherent in building the Nine Mile Point 2 plant was
visited on investors, who experienced a loss of value of at least
$890 million, and consumers, who faced potentially higher
interest rates going forward. A major theme of this paper is
how consumer and investor interests are intertwined, and how
both are served by strategies that limit risk.

Another large disallowance was levied on Paci#c Gas and
Electric for the Diablo Canyon nuclear station in California. The
disallowance took the form of a “performance plan” that set
consumers’ price for power at a level that was independent of
the plant’s actual cost. In its 1988 decision, the California
Public Utilities Commission approved a settlement whereby
PG&E would collect $2 billion less, calculated on a net present
value basis, than it had spent to build the plant. The CPUC’s
decision to approve the disallowance was controversial, and
some felt it didn’t go far enough. The California Division of
Ratepayer Advocate (DRA) calculated PG&E’s actual
“imprudence” to be $4.4 billion (about 75 percent of the
plant’s #nal cost), and concluded that customers ultimately
paid $2.4 billion more than was prudent for the plant—even
after the $2!billion disallowance.47

I
A major theme of this paper is how consumer 
and investor interests are intertwined, and how both
are served by strategies that limit risk.

These two large disallowances could be joined by many other
examples where unrecognized risk “came home to roost.”
Consider the destruction of shareholder equity that occurred
when Public Service of New Hampshire (PSNH) declared
bankruptcy in 1988 because of the burden of its investment
in the Seabrook Nuclear Unit, or the enormous debt burden
placed on ratepayers by the failure of New York’s largest utility,
Long Island Lighting Company (LILCO), or the 1983 multi-
billion dollar municipal bond default by the Washington Public
Power Supply System (WPPSS) when it abandoned attempts
to construct #ve nuclear units in southeast Washington.

U.S. UTILITY GENERATION INVESTMENT DISALLOWED 
BY REGULATORS, 1981-1991

ILLUSTRATIVE PROSPECTIVE SHAREHOLDER LOSSES 
DUE TO REGULATORY DISALLOWANCES, 2010-2030
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Disallowance 
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Investment

$1.5 T $2.0 T

3.3% $34.6 B $46.2 B

6.6% $69.3 B $92.4 B

13.2% $138.6 B $184.8 B
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48    Mark Jaffe, “Xcel Sets World Record for Wind Power Generation,” The Denver Post, November 15, 2011, http://www.denverpost.com/breakingnews/ci_19342896.

III. COSTS AND RISKS OF NEW GENERATION RESOURCES

All of these #nancial disasters share four important traits: 

• a weak planning process;

• the attempted development of large, capital-intensive
central generation resources;

• utility management’s rigid commitment to a preferred
investment course; and

• regulators’ unwillingness to burden consumers with costs
judged retrospectively to be imprudent.

We do not propose to assess blame twenty-#ve years later,
but we do question whether the regulatory process correctly
interpreted the risk involved in the construction of these
plants—whether, with all risks accounted for, these plants
should actually have been part of a “least cost” portfolio for
these utilities. The lesson is clear: both investors and
customers would have been much better served if the
regulators had practiced “risk-aware” regulation.

Finally, while the #nancial calamities mentioned here rank
among the industry’s worst, the potential for negative
consequences is probably higher today. Since the 1980s,
electric demand has grown signi#cantly while the
environmental risks associated with utility operations, the costs
of developing new generation resources, and the pace of
technology development have all increased substantially. And,
as noted earlier, electric utilities have entered the current build
cycle with lower #nancial ratings than they had in the 1980s.

CHARACTERISTICS OF 
GENERATION RESOURCES
A utility’s generation portfolio typically consists of a variety of
resources that vary in their costs and operating characteristics.
Some plants have high capital costs but lower fuel costs (e.g.,
coal and nuclear) or no fuel costs (e.g., hydro, wind, solar PV).
Other plants have lower capital costs but relatively high fuel
and operating costs (e.g., natural gas combined cycle). Some
plants are designed to operate continuously in “base load”
mode, while others are designed to run relatively few hours
each year, ramping up and down quickly. 

Some resources (including demand response) offer #rm
capacity in the sense that they are able to be called upon, 
or “dispatchable,” in real time, while other resources are 
not dispatchable or under the control of the utility or system
operator (e.g., some hydro, wind, solar PV). 

Generation resources also vary widely in their design lives and
exposure to climate regulations, among other differences. 

None of these characteristics per se makes a resource more or
less useful in a utility’s resource “stack.” Some utility systems
operate with a large percentage of generation provided by
base load plants. Other systems employ a large amount of
non-dispatchable generation like wind energy, combined with
"exible gas or hydro generation to supply capacity. What’s
important is how the resources combine in a portfolio.

For example, in 2008 the Colorado Public Utilities Commission
determined that an optimum portfolio for Xcel Energy would
include a large amount of wind production, mixed in with
natural gas generation and older base load coal plants. Xcel
has learned how to manage its system to accommodate large
amounts of wind production even though wind is not a “#rm”
resource. In October 2011, Xcel Energy set a world record for
wind energy deployment by an integrated utility: in a one-hour
period, wind power provided 55.6 percent of the energy
delivered on the Xcel Colorado system.48
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49    Freese et al., A Risky Proposition, 41.

50    The UCS report estimated incentives by including tax credits for a wide range of technologies and both tax credits and loan guarantees for new nuclear plants. Tax credits currently available for wind
and biomass were assumed to be extended to 2015 for illustrative purposes.

PRACTICING RISK-AWARE ELECTRICITY REGULATION

DECIPHERING THE LEVELIZED 
COST OF ELECTRICITY
Despite the differences between generation resources, it’s
possible to summarize and compare their respective costs 
in a single numerical measure. This quantity, called the
“levelized cost of electricity,” or “LCOE,” indicates the cost
per megawatt-hour for electricity over the life of the plant.
LCOE encompasses all expected costs over the life of the
plant, including costs for capital, operations and
maintenance (O&M) and fuel.

Three of the most commonly cited sources of LCOE data for
new U.S. generation resources are the Energy Information
Administration (EIA); the California Energy Commission
(CEC); and the international advisory and asset management
#rm Lazard. In a recent publication, the Union of Concerned
Scientists (UCS) combined the largely consensus LCOE

estimates from these three sources to produce a graphic
illustrating LCOE for a range of resources (Figure 10).49 The
data is expressed in dollars per megawatt-hour, in 2010
dollars, for resources assumed to be online in 2015. 

The UCS chart allows a visual comparison of the relative LCOEs
among the selected group of resources. The width of the bars in
the chart re"ects the uncertainty in the cost of each resource,
including the variation in LCOE that can result in different
regions of the U.S. The UCS report also shows the resources’
relative exposure to future carbon costs—not surprisingly,
coal-based generation would be most heavily affected—as
well as their dependence on federal investment incentives.50

LEVELIZED COST OF ELECTRICITY FOR VARIOUS GENERATION TECHNOLOGIES IN 2015 (2010$)

Source: Union of Concerned Scientists

I Figure 10
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51    For example, in November 2011, the Colorado Public Utilities Commission approved a 25-year power purchase agreement between Xcel Energy and NextEra for wind generation in Colorado. 
The contract price is $27.50 per MWh in the #rst year and escalates at 2 percent per year. The levelized cost of the contract over 25 years is $34.75, less than the assumed lowest price for onshore
wind with incentives in 2015 in Figure 10. For details, see Colorado PUC Decision No. C11-1291, available at http://www.colorado.gov/dora/cse-google-static/?q=C11-1291&cof=FORIDA10&ie=UTF-
8&sa=Search. For more on wind power cost reductions, see Ryan Wiser et al., “Recent Developments in the Levelized Cost of Energy from U.S. Wind Power Projects” (presentation materials funded
by the Wind and Water Power Program of the U.S. Department of Energy, February 2012), http://eetd.lbl.gov/ea/ems/reports/wind-energy-costs-2-2012.pdf. For information on recent PV cost
reductions, see Solar Energy Industries Association (SEIA), U.S. Solar Market Insight Report: 2011 Year in Review: Executive Summary (Washington, DC: Solar Energy Industries Association, 2012),
10-11, http://www.seia.org/cs/research/solarinsight.

III. COSTS AND RISKS OF NEW GENERATION RESOURCES

We’ll use these LCOE estimates to illustrate the combined
attributes of cost and risk for new generation resources. To do
this, we’ll take the midpoint of the cost ranges (including a
medium estimate for costs associated with carbon controls)
for each technology and create an indicative ranking of these
resources by highest to lowest LCOE (Figure 11).

For consistency, we use UCS’s data compilation, which is based
on 2010 cost estimates, without modi#cation. But the actual
cost of nuclear power in 2015 is likely to be sharply higher than
this estimate following the Fukushima nuclear accident and
recent experience with new nuclear projects. For wind and
photovoltaic power, the actual costs in 2015 are likely to be
lower than the estimate due to recent sharp cost declines and
the 2011 market prices for these resources.51

Several observations are in order about this ranking. First, some
of the technologies show a very wide range of costs, notably
geothermal, large solar PV and solar thermal. The breadth of the
range represents, in part, the variation in performance of the
technology in various regions of the country. In other words, the
underlying cost estimates incorporate geographically varying
geothermal and solar energy levels.

Second, the estimates used in this ranking are sensitive to
many assumptions; the use of the midpoint to represent a
technology in this ranking may suggest greater precision than
is warranted. For this reason, the ranking shown in Figure 11
should be considered an indicative ranking. Two resources
that are adjacent in the ranking might switch places under
modest changes in the assumptions. That said, the ranking
is useful for visualizing the relative magnitude of costs
associated with various technologies and how those are
projected to compare in the next few years.

Finally, the LCOE ranking tells only part of the story. The
main point of this paper is that the price for any resource
does not take into account the relative risk of acquiring it. In
the next section we will examine these same technologies
and estimate the composite risk to consumers, the utility and
its investors for each technology.

I
The main point of this paper is that the price for 
any resource does not take into account the relative
risk of acquiring it.

I Figure 11

RELATIVE COST RANKING OF 
NEW GENERATION RESOURCES

HIGHEST LEVELIZED COST 
OF ELECTRICITY (2010)

LOWEST LEVELIZED COST 
OF ELECTRICITY (2010)

Solar Thermal

Solar—Distributed*

Large Solar PV*

Coal IGCC-CCS

Solar Thermal w/ incentives

Coal IGCC

Nuclear*

Coal IGCC-CCS w/ incentives

Coal IGCC w/ incentives

Large Solar PV w/ incentives*

Pulverized Coal

Nuclear w/ incentives*

Biomass

Geothermal

Biomass w/ incentives

Natural Gas CC-CCS

Geothermal w/ incentives

Onshore Wind*

Natural Gas CC

Onshore Wind w/ incentives*

Biomass Co-!ring

Ef!ciency

* Cost ranking based on 2010 data. 
Does not re!ect recent cost increases
for nuclear or cost decreases for solar
PV and wind.
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52    John Russell, “Duke CEO about plant: ‘Yes, it’s expensive,’” The Indianapolis Star, October 27, 2011, http://www.indystar.com/article/20111027/NEWS14/110270360/star-watch-duke-energy-
Edwardsport-iurc.

53    Research conducted by the late economist Shimon Awerbuch demonstrated that adding renewable resources to traditional fossil portfolios lowers portfolio risk by hedging fuel cost variability; see
Awerbuch, “How Wind and Other Renewables Really Affect Generating Costs: A Portfolio Risk Approach” (presentation at the European Forum for Renewable Energy Resources, Edinburgh, UK,
October 7, 2005), http://www.eufores.org/uploads/media/Awerbuch-edinburgh_risk-porto"ios-security-distver-Oct-20051.pdf. For a discussion of using renewable energy to reduce fuel price risk and
environmental compliance in utility portfolios, see Mark Bolinger and Ryan Wiser, Balancing Cost and Risk: The Treatment of Renewable Energy in Western Utility Resource Plans (Berkeley, CA:
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, 2005), http://eetd.lbl.gov/ea/ems/reports/58450.pdf.

PRACTICING RISK-AWARE ELECTRICITY REGULATION

RELATIVE RISK OF 
NEW GENERATION RESOURCES
In Figure 7 on p. 21, we identi#ed many of the time-related
and cost-related risks that attach to a decision to choose a
utility resource. We will now examine various generation
resource choices in light of these risks, grouping those
examples of risk into seven categories:

( Construction Cost Risk: includes unplanned cost
increases, delays and imprudent utility actions

( Fuel and Operating Cost Risk: includes fuel cost and
availability, as well as O&M cost risks

( New Regulation Risk: includes air and water quality
rules, waste disposal, land use, and zoning

( Carbon Price Risk: includes state or federal limits on
greenhouse gas emissions

( Water Constraint Risk: includes the availability and cost
of cooling and process water

( Capital Shock Risk: includes availability and cost of
capital, and risk to #rm due to project size 

( Planning Risk: includes risk of inaccurate load forecasts,
competitive pressure

These risks are discussed in detail below.

CONSTRUCTION COST RISK
Construction cost risk is the risk that the cost to develop,
#nance and construct a generation resource will exceed
initial estimates. This risk depends on several factors,
including the size of the project, the complexity of the
technology, and the experience with developing and building
such projects. The riskiest generation resources in this
regard are technologies still in development, such as
advanced nuclear and fossil-#red plants with carbon capture
and storage. Construction cost risk is especially relevant for
nuclear plants due to their very large size and long lead
times. (Recall that a large percentage of the disallowed
investment during the 1980s was for nuclear plants.)
Transmission line projects are also subject to cost overruns,
as are other large generation facilities. For example, Duke
Energy’s Edwardsport coal gasi#cation power plant in Indiana
has experienced billion-dollar cost overruns that have raised
the installed cost to $5,593 per kilowatt, up from an original
estimate of $3,364 per kilowatt.52

The lowest construction cost risk attaches to energy ef#ciency
and to renewable technologies with known cost histories. In
the middle will be technologies that are variations on known

technologies (e.g., biomass) and resources with familiar
construction regimes (e.g., gas and coal thermal plants).

FUEL AND OPERATING COST RISK
Fossil-fueled and nuclear generation is assigned “medium
risk” for the potential upward trend of costs and the volatility
familiar to natural gas supply.53 Ef#ciency and renewable
generation have no “fuel” risk. Biomass is assigned “medium”
in this risk category because of a degree of uncertainty about
the cost and environmental assessment of that fuel. Plants
with higher labor components (e.g., nuclear, coal) have
higher exposure to in"ationary impacts on labor costs.

Analysts are split on the question of the future price of
natural gas. The large reserves in shale formations and the
ability to tap those resources economically through new
applications of technology suggest that the price of natural
gas may remain relatively low for the future and that the
traditional volatility of natural gas prices will dampen. On the
other hand, there remains substantial uncertainty about the
quantity of economically recoverable shale gas reserves and
controversy about the industrial processes used to develop
these unconventional resources.

Intermittency vs. Risk

Certain resources, like wind, solar, and some hydropower
facilities, are termed “intermittent” or “variable” resources.
This means that while the power produced by them can
be well characterized over the long run and successfully
predicted in the short run, it cannot be precisely scheduled
or dispatched. For that reason, variable resources are
assigned a relatively low “capacity value” compared to base
load power plants. The operating characteristics of any
resource affect how it is integrated into a generation
portfolio, and how its output is balanced by other resources.  

This characteristic, intermittency, should not be confused
with the concept of risk. Recall that risk is the expected
value of a loss. In this case, the “loss” would be that the
plant does not perform as expected—that it does not ful#ll
its role in a generation portfolio. For wind or solar resources,
intermittency is expected and is accommodated in the
portfolio design. Thus, while individual wind towers might be
highly intermittent, and a collection of towers in a wind farm
less so, a wind farm can also be termed highly reliable and
present low risk because it will likely operate as predicted. 
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54    U.S. Energy Information Administration, AEO2012 Early Release Overview, 12-13. 

55    This discussion refers to the availability factor of a resource; the capacity factor of a resource is a different issue, with implications for generation system design and operation.  

56    For a discussion of how larger amounts of energy ef#ciency in a utility portfolio can reduce risk associated with carbon regulation, see Ryan Wiser, Amol Phadke and Charles Goldman, Pursuing
Energy Ef!ciency as a Hedge against Carbon Regulatory Risks: Current Resource Planning Practices in the West, Paper 20 (Washington DC: U.S. Department of Energy Publications, 2008),
http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/usdoepub/20.

III. COSTS AND RISKS OF NEW GENERATION RESOURCES

There is also signi#cant debate at the moment about the
future price of coal. Some sources of low-sulfur coal are
being depleted, raising the specter of higher production costs.
Further, U.S. exports to China and other countries suggest
upward pressure on this traditionally stable-priced fuel. 

In this report we have steered a middle course on natural gas
and coal prices, assuming that the risk of future surprises in
natural gas and coal availability and price to be “medium.” This
is consistent with the price projection for these two generation
fuels used by the Energy Information Administration in its
current long-term energy forecast. In its most recent estimate,
EIA assumes a real annual price escalation between 2010 
and 2035 of about 1.3 percent for coal at the mine mouth and
1.8 percent for natural gas at the wellhead.54

Finally, operating cost risk includes the potential for
catastrophic failure of a resource. This is especially signi#cant
for systems that could be taken down by a single point of
failure. Contrast the impact of the failure of a turbine at a large
steam plant as compared to the failure of a single turbine 
at a 100-turbine wind farm. The #rst failure causes the
unavailability of 100 percent of capacity; the second failure
causes a 1 percent reduction in capacity availability. Even if
the probabilities of the failures are widely different, the size of
the loss (risk) has cost implications for the reserve capacity
(insurance) that must be carried on the large plant. Small
outages are much easier to accommodate than large ones.55

I
Intermittency should not be confused with the
concept of risk… For wind or solar resources,
intermittency is expected and is accommodated 
in the portfolio design.

Modularity and unit size are also relevant to demand-side
resources that are, by their nature, diverse. Designing good
energy ef#ciency programs involves scrutinizing individual
measures for the potential that they may not deliver the
expected level of energy savings over time. This estimate can
be factored into expectations for overall program performance
so that the resource performs as expected. Since it would be
extremely unlikely for individual measure failures to produce
a catastrophic loss of the resource, diverse demand-side
resources are, on this measure, less risky than large
generation-side resources.

NEW REGULATION RISK
Nuclear generation is famously affected by accidents and the
resulting changes in regulations. The recent accident at
Fukushima in Japan illustrates how even a seemingly settled
technology—in this case, GE boiling water reactors—can
receive increased regulatory scrutiny. Further, the future of
nuclear waste disposal remains unclear, even though the
current "eet of reactors is buffered by reserves that are
designed to cover this contingency. For these reasons, we
consider nuclear power to face a high risk of future regulations.

Carbon sequestration and storage (CCS) appears to be
subject to similar elevated risks regarding liability. The
ownership and responsibility for long-term maintenance and
monitoring for carbon storage sites will remain an unknown
risk factor in coal and gas generation proposed with CCS. 

Other thermal generation (e.g., biomass and geothermal) are
also given a “medium” probability due to potential air regulations
and land use regulations. Finally, as noted above, the price of
natural gas, especially shale gas produced using “fracking”
techniques, is at risk of future environmental regulation.

CARBON PRICE RISK
Fossil generation without CCS has a high risk of being
affected by future carbon emission limits. Although there is
no political agreement on the policy mechanism to place a
cost on carbon (i.e., tax or cap), the authors expect that the
scienti#c evidence of climate change will eventually compel
concerted federal action and that greenhouse gas emissions
will be costly for fossil-fueled generation. Energy ef#ciency,
renewable and nuclear resources have no exposure to
carbon risk, at least with respect to emissions at the plant.56

A more complex story appears when we consider the
emissions related to the full life-cycle of generation
technologies and their fuel cycles. For example, nuclear 
fuel production is an energy-intensive and carbon-intensive
process on its own. As the cost of emitting carbon rises, 
we should expect the cost of nuclear fuel to rise.

Similar comments could apply to renewable facilities that
require raw materials and fabrication that will, at least in the
near-term, involve carbon-emitting production processes.
However, these effects are second-order and much smaller
than the carbon impact of primary generation fuels or motive
power (e.g., coal, gas, wind, sun, nuclear reactions). The
exposure of biomass to carbon constraints will depend on 
the eventual interpretation of carbon offsets and life-cycle
analyses. For that reason, biomass and co-#ring with
biomass is assigned a non-zero risk of “low.”
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57    J.F. Kenny et al., “Estimated use of water in the United States in 2005,” U.S. Geological Survey Circular 1344 (Reston, VA: U.S. Geological Survey, 2009), http://pubs.usgs.gov/circ/1344/pdf/c1344.pdf.

58    For a discussion of freshwater use by U.S. power plants, see Kristen Averyt et al., Freshwater Use by U.S. Power Plants (Cambridge, MA: Union of Concerned Scientists, 2011),
http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/clean_energy/ew3/ew3-freshwater-use-by-us-power-plants.pdf.

59    Bernstein Research, U.S. Utilities: Coal-Fired Generation is Squeezed in the Vice of EPA Regulation; Who Wins and Who Loses? (New York: Bernstein Research, 2010), 69.

60    “U.S. Utility Survey Respondents Believe Energy Prices Will Rise Signi#cantly, Place Emphasis on Growing Nexus of Water and Energy Challenge,” Black & Veatch press release, June 13, 2011,
http://www.bv.com/wcm/press_release/06132011_9417.aspx.

61    National Drought Mitigation Center, “U.S. Drought Monitor: Texas,” August 2, 2011, http://droughtmonitor.unl.edu/archive/20110802/pdfs/TX_dm_110802.pdf.

62    Samantha Bryant, “ERCOT examines grid management during high heat, drought conditions,” Community Impact Newspaper, October 14, 2011, http://impactnews.com/articles/ercot-examines-
grid-management-during-high-heat,-drought-conditions.

PRACTICING RISK-AWARE ELECTRICITY REGULATION

WATER CONSTRAINT RISK
Electric power generation—speci#cally the cooling of power
plants—consumes about 40 percent of all U.S. freshwater
withdrawals.57 The availability and cost of water required for
electricity generation will vary with geography but attaches to
all of the thermal resources.58 The recent promulgation by
the EPA of the “once-through” cooling rule illustrates the
impact that federal regulation can have on thermal facilities;
one estimate predicts that more than 400 generating plants
providing 27 percent of the nation’s generating capacity may
need to install costly cooling towers to minimize impacts on
water resources.59 One potential approach, especially for
solar thermal, is the use of air-cooling, which signi#cantly
lowers water use at a moderate cost to ef#ciency. Non-
thermal generation and energy ef#ciency have no exposure
to this category of risk.

Water emerged as a signi#cant issue for the U.S. electric
power sector in 2011. A survey of more than 700 U.S. utility
leaders by Black & Veatch indicated “water management was
rated as the business issue that could have the greatest
impact on the utility industry.”60 Texas suffered from record
drought in 2011 at the same time that it experienced all-time
highs in electricity demand. Figure 12 depicts widespread
“exceptional drought” conditions in Texas on August 2, 2011,61

the day before the Electric Reliability Council of Texas (ERCOT)
experienced record-breaking peak demand. ERCOT managed
to avoid rolling blackouts but warned that continued drought
and lack of suf#cient cooling water could lead to generation
outages totaling “several thousand megawatts.”62

I Figure 12

DROUGHT CONDITIONS IN TEXAS, AUGUST 2, 2011

# D0 Abnormally Dry
# D1 Drought - Moderate
# D2 Drought - Severe
# D3 Drought - Extreme
# D4 Drought - Exceptional

http://drought.unl.edu/dm

“Retire or Retro!t” Decisions for Coal-Fired Plants

In this report, we’ve stressed how risk-aware regulation
can improve the outcomes of utility selection of new
resources. But many regulators will be focusing on
existing power plants during the next few years. A key
question facing the industry is whether to close coal plants
in the face of new and future EPA regulations, or spend
money on control systems to clean up some of the plant
emissions and keep them running.

States and utilities are just coming to grips with these sorts
of decisions. In 2010, Colorado implemented the new
Clean Air Clean Jobs Act, under which the Colorado PUC
examined Xcel Energy’s entire coal "eet. The Colorado
Commission entered a single decision addressing the fate
of ten coal units.  Some were closed, some were retro#tted
with pollution controls, and others were converted to burn
natural gas. Elsewhere, Progress Energy Carolinas moved
decisively to address the same issue with eleven coal units
in North Carolina.

We expect that three types of coal plants will emerge in
these analyses: plants that should obviously be closed;
newer coal plants that should be retro#tted and continue
to run; and “plants in the middle.” Decisions about these
plants in the middle will require regulators to assess the
risk of future fuel prices, customer growth, environmental
regulations, capital and variable costs for replacement
capacity, etc.  In short, state commissions will be asked to
assess the risks of various paths forward for the plants for
which the economics are subject to debate.

The tools we describe in this report for new resources
apply equally well to these situations. Regulators should
treat this much like an IRP proceeding (see “Utilizing
Robust Planning Processes” on p. 40). Utilities should be
required to present multiple different scenarios for their
disposition of coal plants. The cost and risk of each
scenario should be tested using sensitivities for fuel costs,
environmental requirements, cost of capital, and so forth.
At the end, regulators should enter a decision that
addresses all of the relevant risks.
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63    For a discussion of how water scarcity could impact municipal water and electric utilities and their bondholders, see Sharlene Leurig, The Ripple Effect: Water Risk in the Municipal Bond Market
(Boston, MA: Ceres, 2010), http://www.ceres.org/resources/reports/water-bonds/at_download/#le. For a framework for managing corporate water risk, see Brooke Barton et al., The Ceres Aqua
Gauge: A Framework for 21st Century Water Risk Management (Boston, MA: Ceres, 2011), http://www.ceres.org/resources/reports/aqua-gauge/at_download/#le.

64    North American Electric Reliability Corporation, Winter Reliability Assessment 2011/2012 (Atlanta, GA: North American Electric Reliability Corporation, 2011), 29,
http://www.nerc.com/#les/2011WA_Report_FINAL.pdf.

65    David Shaffer, “Brand new power plant is idled by economy,” Minneapolis StarTribune, January 9, 2012, http://www.startribune.com/business/134647533.html.

III. COSTS AND RISKS OF NEW GENERATION RESOURCES

In addition to drought, water rights could be an issue for
electricity generators in Texas (and elsewhere).63 The North
American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) points out
that in an extreme scenario, up to 9,000 MW of Texas’
generation capacity—over 10 percent of ERCOT’s total
installed capacity—could be at risk of curtailment if
generators’ water rights were recalled.64

CAPITAL SHOCK RISK
This risk is generally proportional to the size of the capital
outlay and the time required for construction of a generating
unit. Simply put, the larger the capital outlay and the longer
that cost recovery is uncertain, the higher the risk to
investors. In this regard, nuclear installations and large new
coal facilities with CCS face the highest risk. Smaller, more
modular additions to capacity and especially resources that
are typically acquired through purchase power agreements
record less risk. Finally, distributed solar generation,
modi#cations to enable biomass co-#ring and ef#ciency 
are accorded low exposure to the risk of capital shock.

PLANNING RISK
This risk relates to the possibility that the underlying
assumptions justifying the choice of a resource may change,
sometimes even before the resource is deployed. This can
occur, for example, when electric demand growth is weaker
than forecast, which can result in a portion of the capacity of
the new resource being excess. In January 2012, lower-than-
anticipated electricity demand, combined with unexpectedly
low natural gas prices, led Minnesota-based wholesale
cooperative Great River Energy to mothball its brand-new,
$437 million Spiritwood coal-#red power plant immediately
upon the plant’s completion. The utility will pay an estimated
$30 million next year in maintenance and debt service for
the idled plant.65

Generation projects with a high ratio of #xed costs and long
construction lead times are most susceptible to planning risk.
This means that the exposure of base load plants is higher
than peaking units, and larger capacity units have more
exposure than smaller plants.

In addition to macroeconomic factors like recessions, the
electric industry of the early 21st century poses four
important unknown factors affecting energy planning. These
are 1) the rate of adoption of electric vehicles; 2) the pace of
energy ef#ciency and demand response deployment; 3) the
rate of growth of customer-owned distributed generation; and
4) progress toward energy storage. These four unknowns
affect various resources in different ways. 

Electric vehicles could increase peak demand if customers
routinely charge their cars after work, during the remaining
hours of the afternoon electrical peak. On the other hand, if
electric vehicle use is coupled with time-of-use pricing, this
new load has the opportunity to provide relatively desirable
nighttime energy loads, making wind generation and nuclear
generation and underutilized fossil generation more valuable
in many parts of the country. 

Energy ef#ciency (EE) and demand response (DR) affect
both electricity (kilowatt-hours) and demand (kilowatts). 
EE and DR programs differ in relatively how much electricity
or demand they conserve. Depending on portfolio design, 
EE and DR may improve or worsen utility load factors, shifting
toward more peaking resources and away from base load
plants. Changing customer habits and new “behavioral” EE
efforts add to the dif#culty in forecasting demand over time.

Distributed generation, especially small solar installation, 
is expanding rapidly, spurred by new #nancing models that
have lowered the capital outlay from consumers. In addition,
we may expect commercial and industrial customers to
continue to pursue combined heat and power applications,
especially if retail electricity rates continue to rise. Both of
these trends will have hard-to-predict impacts on aggregate
utility demand and the relative value of different generation
resources, but also impacts on primary and secondary
distribution investment.

Finally, electric storage at reasonable prices would be 
a proverbial game-changer, increasing the relative value 
of intermittent resources such as wind and solar. Microgrids
with local generation would also be boosted by low-cost
battery storage.
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ESTABLISHING COMPOSITE RISK
In line with the foregoing discussion, the table in Figure 13
summarizes the degree of exposure of various generation
technologies to these seven categories of risk. The
technologies listed are taken from UCS’s LCOE ranking in
Figure 10 on p. 28, plus three more: natural gas combined
cycle with CCS, biomass co-#ring and distributed solar PV
generation. The chart estimates the degree of risk for each
resource across seven major categories of risk, with
estimates ranging from “None” to “Very High.”

Three comments are in order. First, these assignments of
relative risk were made by the authors, and while they are
informed they are also subjective. As we discuss later,
regulators should conduct their own robust examination of
the relative costs and risks including those that are unique to
their jurisdiction. Second, the assessment of risk for each
resource is intended to be relative to each other, and not
absolute in a quantitative sense. Third, while there are likely
some correlations between these risk categories—resources
with low fuel risk will have low carbon price exposure, for
example—other variables exhibit substantial independence. 

I Figure 13

RELATIVE RISK EXPOSURE OF NEW GENERATION RESOURCES

Resource Initial Cost Risk Fuel, O&M 
Cost Risk

New Regulation
Risk

Carbon 
Price Risk

Water 
Constraint Risk

Capital Shock 
Risk Planning Risk

Biomass Medium Medium Medium Medium High Medium Medium
Biomass w/ incentives Medium Medium Medium Medium High Low Medium
Biomass Co-!ring Low Low Medium Low High Low Low
Coal IGCC High Medium Medium Medium High Medium Medium
Coal IGCC w/ incentives High Medium Medium Medium High Low Medium
Coal IGCC-CCS High Medium Medium Low High High High
Coal IGCC-CCS w/ incentives High Medium Medium Low High Medium High
Ef!ciency Low None Low None None Low None
Geothermal Medium None Medium None High Medium Medium
Geothermal w/ incentives Medium None Medium None High Low Medium
Large Solar PV Low None Low None None Medium Low
Large Solar PV w/ incentives Low None Low None None Low Low
Natural Gas CC Medium High Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium
Natural Gas CC-CCS High Medium Medium Low High High Medium
Nuclear Very High Medium High None High Very High High
Nuclear w/ incentives Very High Medium High None High High Medium
Onshore Wind Low None Low None None Low Low
Onshore Wind w/ incentives Low None Low None None None Low
Pulverized Coal Medium Medium High Very High High Medium Medium
Solar - Distributed Low None Low None None Low Low
Solar Thermal Medium None Low None High Medium Medium
Solar Thermal w/ incentives Medium None Low None High Low Medium
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I Figure 15I Figure 14

RELATIVE COST AND RISK RANKINGS OF 
NEW GENERATION RESOURCES WITHOUT INCENTIVES

HIGHEST LEVELIZED COST 
OF ELECTRICITY (2010)

LOWEST LEVELIZED COST 
OF ELECTRICITY (2010)

HIGHEST COMPOSITE RISK

LOWEST COMPOSITE RISK

Solar Thermal

Solar–Distributed*

Large Solar PV*

Coal IGCC-CCS

Coal IGCC

Nuclear*

Pulverized Coal

Biomass

Geothermal

Natural Gas CC-CCS

Onshore Wind*

Natural Gas CC

Biomass Co-!ring

Ef!ciency

Nuclear

Pulverized Coal

Coal IGCC-CCS

Coal IGCC

Natural Gas CC-CCS

Biomass

Natural Gas CC

Geothermal

Biomass Co-!ring

Solar Thermal

Large Solar PV

Onshore Wind

Solar–Distributed

Ef!ciency

To derive a ranking of these resources with respect to risk, 
we assigned numeric values to the estimated degrees of risk
(None=0, Very High=4) and totaled the rating for each
resource. The scores were then renormalized so that the score
of the highest-risk resource is 100 and the others are adjusted
accordingly. The composite relative risk ranking that emerges
is shown in Figure 14, which, for ease of comparison, we
present alongside the relative cost ranking from Figure 11.

The risk ranking differs from the cost ranking in several
important ways. First, the risk ranking shows a clear
difference between renewable resources and non-renewable
resources. Second, nuclear generation moves from the
middle of the cost ranking to the top of the risk ranking.
Notably, energy ef#ciency ranks lowest in both cost and risk.

To illustrate how resources stack up against each other in more
general terms, and for simplicity of viewing, Figure 15 presents
those same rankings without information about incentives.

* Cost ranking based on 2010 data. Does not re!ect recent cost increases for nuclear or
cost decreases for solar PV and wind.

* Cost ranking based on 2010 data. Does not re!ect recent cost increases for nuclear or
cost decreases for solar PV and wind.

RELATIVE COST RANKING AND RELATIVE RISK RANKING 
OF NEW GENERATION RESOURCES

HIGHEST COMPOSITE RISK 

LOWEST COMPOSITE RISK 

Nuclear

Pulverized Coal

Coal IGCC-CCS

Nuclear w/ incentives

Coal IGCC

Coal IGCC-CCS w/ incentives

Natural Gas CC-CCS

Biomass

Coal IGCC w/ incentives

Natural Gas CC

Biomass w/ incentives

Geothermal

Biomass Co-!ring

Geothermal w/ incentives

Solar Thermal

Solar Thermal w/ incentives

Large Solar PV

Large Solar PV w/ incentives

Onshore Wind

Solar—Distributed

Onshore Wind w/ incentives

Ef!ciency

HIGHEST LEVELIZED COST 
OF ELECTRICITY (2010)

LOWEST LEVELIZED COST 
OF ELECTRICITY (2010)

Solar Thermal

Solar—Distributed*

Large Solar PV*

Coal IGCC-CCS

Solar Thermal w/ incentives

Coal IGCC

Nuclear*

Coal IGCC-CCS w/ incentives

Coal IGCC w/ incentives

Large Solar PV w/ incentives*

Pulverized Coal

Nuclear w/ incentives*

Biomass

Geothermal

Biomass w/ incentives

Natural Gas CC-CCS

Geothermal w/ incentives

Onshore Wind*

Natural Gas CC

Onshore Wind w/ incentives*

Biomass Co-!ring

Ef!ciency

I
The risk ranking shows a clear difference between
renewable resources and non-renewable resources.
Nuclear generation moves from the middle of the
cost ranking to the top of the risk ranking. Notably,
energy ef!ciency ranks lowest in both cost and risk.
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36 PRACTICING RISK-AWARE ELECTRICITY REGULATION

To test the robustness of the composite risk ranking, we 
also examined two rankings where the scores were weighted.
In one case, the environmental factors were given double
weight; in the other, the cost factors were given double
weight. As before, the scores were renormalized so that the
highest-scoring resource is set to 100. The results of the
unweighted ranking, together with the two weighted rankings,
are shown in Figure 16. By inspection, one can see that the
rank order changes very little across the three methods, so
that the risk ranking in Figure 14 appears to be relatively
robust. Once again, we emphasize that these #gures are
intended to show the relative risk among the resources, 
not to be absolute measures of risk.66

I Figure 16

SUMMARY OF RISK SCORES FOR NEW GENERATION RESOURCES

Resource Composite 
Score

Environmental
Weighted 

Score

Cost 
Weighted 

Score

Biomass 79 79 72

Biomass w/ incentives 74 76 66

Biomass Co-!ring 53 57 44

Coal IGCC 84 83 79

Coal IGCC w/ incentives 79 79 72

Coal IGCC-CCS 89 84 87

Coal IGCC-CCS w/ incentives 84 81 80

Ef!ciency 16 14 16

Geothermal 58 59 52

Geothermal w/ incentives 53 55 46

Large Solar PV 26 22 28

Large Solar PV w/ incentives 21 19 21

Natural Gas CC 79 76 75

Natural Gas CC-CCS 84 79 82

Nuclear 100 91 100

Nuclear w/ incentives 89 83 89

Onshore Wind 21 19 21

Onshore Wind w/ incentives 16 16 15

Pulverized Coal 95 100 82

Solar - Distributed 21 19 21

Solar Thermal 53 52 49

Solar Thermal w/ incentives 47 48 43

66    Dr. Mark Cooper, a longtime utility sector analyst and supporter of consumer interests, recently arrived at similar conclusions about composite risk; see Cooper, Least-Cost Planning For 21st Century
Electricity Supply (So. Royalton, VT: Vermont Law School, 2011), http://www.vermontlaw.edu/Documents/21st%20Century%20Least%20Cost%20Planning.pdf. Cooper’s analysis incorporated not
only variations in “risk” and “uncertainty,” but also the degrees of “ignorance” and “ambiguity” associated with various resources and the universe of possible future energy scenarios.
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37III. COSTS AND RISKS OF NEW GENERATION RESOURCES

Finally, we can combine the information in the cost ranking
and the risk ranking into a single chart. Figure 17 shows
how resources compare with each other in the two
dimensions of cost and risk. The position of a resource along
the horizontal axis denotes the relative risk of each resource,
while the position on the vertical axis shows the relative cost
of the resource.

I Figure 17

PROJECTED UTILITY GENERATION RESOURCES IN 2015
Relative Cost and Relative Risk
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38 PRACTICING RISK-AWARE ELECTRICITY REGULATION

SEVEN ESSENTIAL STRATEGIES FOR STATE REGULATORS
UTILITY REGULATORS ARE FAMILIAR WITH A SCENE THAT PLAYS OUT IN THE HEARING ROOM:
DIFFERENT INTERESTS—UTILITIES, INVESTORS, CUSTOMER GROUPS, ENVIRONMENTAL
ADVOCATES AND OTHERS—COMPETE TO REDUCE COST AND RISK FOR THEIR SECTOR AT THE
EXPENSE OF THE OTHERS. WHILE THE ADVERSARIAL PROCESS MAY MAKE THIS COMPETITION
SEEM INEVITABLE, AN OVERLOOKED STRATEGY (THAT USUALLY LACKS AN ADVOCATE) IS TO
REDUCE OVERALL RISK TO EVERYONE. MINIMIZING RISK IN THE WAYS DISCUSSED IN THIS
SECTION WILL HELP ENSURE THAT ONLY THE UNAVOIDABLE BATTLES COME BEFORE
REGULATORS AND THAT THE PUBLIC INTEREST IS SERVED FIRST.

Managing risk intelligently is arguably the main duty of
regulators who oversee utility investment. But minimizing risk
isn’t simply achieving the least cost today. It is part of a
strategy to minimize overall long term costs. And, as noted
earlier, while minimizing risk is a worthy goal, eliminating risk
is not an achievable goal. The regulatory process must
provide balance for the interests of utilities, consumers and
investors in the presence of risk.

One of the goals of “risk-aware” regulation is avoiding the kind
of big, costly mistakes in utility resource acquisition that we’ve
seen in the past. But there is another, more af#rmative goal:
ensuring that society’s limited resources (and consumers’
limited dollars) are spent wisely. By routinely examining and
addressing risk in every major decision, regulators will produce
lower cost outcomes in the long run, serving consumers and
the public interest in a very fundamental way.

WE IDENTIFY SEVEN ESSENTIAL
STRATEGIES THAT REGULATORS
CAN EMPLOY TO MINIMIZE RISK:
DIVERSIFYING UTILITY SUPPLY PORTFOLIOS
with an emphasis on low-carbon resources;

UTILIZING ROBUST PLANNING PROCESSES for all
utility investment (i.e., generation, transmission, distribution,
and demand-side resources like energy ef"ciency);

EMPLOYING TRANSPARENT RATEMAKING
PRACTICES that reveal risk; 

USING FINANCIAL AND PHYSICAL HEDGES, 
including long-term contracts;

HOLDING UTILITIES ACCOUNTABLE for their
obligations and commitments;

OPERATING IN ACTIVE, “LEGISLATIVE” MODE,
continually seeking out and addressing risk;

REFORMING AND RE-INVENTING RATEMAKING
POLICIES as appropriate.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

4. PRACTICING RISK-
AWARE REGULATION:

I
An overlooked strategy (that usually lacks an
advocate) is to reduce overall risk to everyone.
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RISK/RETURN RELATIONSHIPS AMONG DIFFERENT FINANCIAL PORTFOLIOS 
(Illustrative)
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B: 0% stocks, 100% bonds

D: 50% stocks, 50% bonds

E: 60% stocks, 40% bonds

C: 70% stocks, 30% bonds

A: 80% stocks, 20% bonds

75% stocks, 25% bonds

100% stocks, 0% bonds

I Figure 18

67    TVA, a corporation owned by the federal government, provides electricity to nine million people in seven southeastern U.S. states; see http://www.tva.com/abouttva/index.htm.

68    As of spring 2010, TVA’s generation mix consisted mainly of coal (40 percent), natural gas (25 percent) and nuclear (18 percent); see TVA, 73.

We now discuss each of these strategies in more detail.

1. DIVERSIFYING UTILITY SUPPLY PORTFOLIOS
The concept of diversi#cation plays an important role in
#nance theory. Diversi#cation—investing in different asset
classes with different risk pro#les—is what allows a pension
fund, for example, to reduce portfolio volatility and shield it
from outsized swings in value. 

Properly chosen elements in a diversi#ed portfolio can increase
return for the same level of risk, or, conversely, can reduce risk
for a desired level of return. The simple illustration in Figure 18
allows us to consider the relative risk and return for several
portfolios consisting of stocks and bonds. Portfolio A (80%
stocks, 20% bonds) provides a higher predicted return than
Portfolio B (0% stocks, 100% bonds) even though both
portfolios have the same degree of risk. Similarly, Portfolios C
and D produce different returns at an identical level of risk that
is lower than A and B. Portfolio E (60%!stocks, 40% bonds) has
the lowest risk, but at the cost of a lower return than Portfolios A
and C. The curve in Figure 18 (and the corresponding surface
in higher dimensions) is called an ef!cient frontier.

We could complicate the example—by looking at investments
in cash, real estate, physical assets, commodities or credit
default swaps, say, or by distinguishing between domestic and
international stocks, or between bonds of various maturities—
but the general lesson would be the same: diversi#cation helps
to lower the risk in a portfolio. 

Portfolios of utility investments and resource mixes can be
analyzed similarly. Instead of return and risk, the analysis
would examine cost and risk. And instead of stocks, bonds,
real estate and gold, the elements of a utility portfolio are
different types of power plants, energy ef#ciency, purchased
power agreements, and distributed generation, among many
other potential elements. Each of these elements can be
further distinguished by type of fuel, size of plant, length of
contract, operating characteristics, degree of utility dispatch
control, and so forth. Diversi#cation in a utility portfolio means
including various supply and demand-side resources that
behave independently from each other in different future
scenarios. Later we will consider these attributes in greater
detail and discuss what constitutes a diversi#ed utility portfolio. 

For a real-world illustration of how diversifying resources
lowers cost and risk in utility portfolios, consider the #ndings
of the integrated resource plan recently completed by the
Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA).67 TVA evaluated #ve
resource strategies that were ultimately re#ned into a single
“recommended planning direction” that will guide TVA’s resource
investments. The resource strategies that TVA considered were:

( Strategy A: Limited Change in Current Resource Portfolio68

( Strategy B: Baseline Plan Resource Portfolio

( Strategy C: Diversity Focused Resource Portfolio

( Strategy D: Nuclear Focused Resource Portfolio

( Strategy E: EEDR (Energy Ef#ciency/Demand Response)
and Renewables Focused Resource Portfolio
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40 PRACTICING RISK-AWARE ELECTRICITY REGULATION

69    TVA, 161.

70    In the end, TVA settled on a “recommended planning direction” that calls for demand reductions of 3,600 to 5,100 MW, energy ef#ciency savings of 11,400 to 14,400 GWh, and renewable
generating capacity additions of 1,500 to 2,500 MW by 2020. At the same time, TVA plans to retire 2,400 to 4,700 MW of coal-#red capacity by 2017. See TVA, 156.

71    For an example of an IRP that uses sophisticated risk modeling tools, see Paci#Corp, 2011 Integrated Resource Plan (Portland, OR: Paci#Corp, 2011),
http://www.paci#corp.com/content/dam/paci#corp/doc/Energy_Sources/Integrated_Resource_Plan/2011IRP/2011IRP-MainDocFinal_Vol1-FINAL.pdf.

Figure 19 illustrates how these strategies mapped out along an
“ef#cient frontier” according to TVA’s analysis of cost and risk.69

The lowest-cost, lowest-risk strategies were the ones that
diversi#ed TVA’s resource portfolio by increasing TVA’s
investment in energy ef#ciency and renewable energy.70 The
highest-cost, highest-risk strategies were those that maintained
TVA’s current resource portfolio (mostly coal, natural gas and
nuclear) or emphasized new nuclear plant construction. 

The TVA analysis is very careful and deliberate. To the extent
that other analyses reached conclusions thematically different
from TVA’s, we would question whether the costs and risks of
all resources had been properly evaluated. We would also posit
that resource investment strategies that differ directionally from
TVA’s “recommended planning direction” would likely expose
customers (and, to some extent, investors) to undue risk.
Finally, given the industry’s familiarity with traditional
resources—and the possibility that regulators and utilities
may therefore underestimate the costs and risks of those
resources—the TVA example illustrates how careful planning
reveals the costs and risks of maintaining resource portfolios
that rely heavily on large base load fossil and nuclear plants. 

Robust planning processes like TVA’s are therefore essential
to making risk-aware resource choices. It is to these planning
processes that we now turn.

2. UTILIZING ROBUST PLANNING PROCESSES
In the U.S., there are two basic utility market structures:
areas where utilities own or control their own generating
resources (the “vertically integrated” model), and areas
where competitive processes establish wholesale prices (the
“organized market” model). 

In many vertically integrated markets and in some organized
markets, regulators oversee the capital investments of utilities
with a process called “integrated resource planning,” or IRP.
Begun in the 1980s, integrated resource planning is a tool to
ensure that the utilities, regulators and other stakeholders
have a common understanding of a full spectrum of possible
utility resources; that the options are examined in a
structured, disciplined way in administrative proceedings;
that demand-side resources get equal consideration
alongside supply-side resources; and that the #nal resource
plan is understood (if not necessarily accepted) by all.

Elements of a Robust IRP Process

IRP oversight varies in sophistication, importance and
outcomes across the states. Because a robust IRP process is
critical to managing risk in a utility, we describe a model IRP
process that is designed to produce utility portfolios that are
lower risk and lower cost.71

These elements characterize a robust IRP process:

• The terms and signi#cance of the IRP approval (including
implications for cost recovery) are clearly stated at the
outset, often in statute or in a regulatory commission’s rules.

• The regulator reviews and approves the modeling inputs
used by the utility (e.g., demand and energy forecasts,
fuel cost projections, #nancial assumptions, discount rate,
plant costs, fuel costs, energy policy changes, etc.).

• The regulator provides guidance to utility as to the 
policy goals of the IRP, perhaps shaping the set of
portfolios examined.

• Utility analysis produces a set of resource portfolios and
analysis of parameters such as future revenue
requirement, risk, emissions pro#le, and sensitivities
around input assumptions.

• In a transparent public process, the regulator examines
competing portfolios, considering the utility’s analysis as
well as input from other interested parties. 

• Demand resources such as energy ef#ciency and demand
response are accorded equal status with supply resources.

• The regulator approves a plan and the utility is awarded a
“presumption of prudence” for actions that are consistent
with the approved IRP.

• The utility acquires (i.e., builds or buys) the resources
approved in the IRP, possibly through a competitive
bidding regime.

• Future challenges to prudence of utility actions are limited
to the execution of the IRP, not to the selection of resources
approved by the regulator.

TVA ANALYSIS OF RESOURCE PLAN COSTS & FINANCIAL RISK
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A few of these elements deserve more elaboration.

( Signi!cance. The IRP must be meaningful and
enforceable; there must be something valuable at stake for
the utility and for other parties. From the regulator’s point of
view, the resource planning process must review a wide
variety of portfolio choices whose robustness is tested and
compared under different assumptions about the future.
From the utilities’ perspective, acceptance or approval of an
IRP should convey that regulators support the plan’s
direction, even though speci#c elements may evolve as
circumstances change. If a utility ignores the approved IRP
or takes actions that are inconsistent with an IRP without
adequate justi#cation, such actions may receive extra
scrutiny at the point where the utility seeks cost recovery.

( Multiple scenarios. Many different scenarios will allow a
utility to meet its future load obligations to customers. These
scenarios will differ in cost, risk, generation characteristics,
fuel mix, levels of energy ef#ciency, types of resources,
sensitivity to changes in fuel cost, and so forth. While one
scenario might apparently be lowest cost under baseline
assumptions, it may not be very resilient under different
input assumptions. Further, scenarios will differ in levels of

risk and how that risk may be apportioned to different parties
(e.g., consumers or shareholders). Regulators, with input
from interested parties, should specify the types of scenarios
that utilities should model and require utilities to perform
sensitivity analyses, manipulating key variables. 

( Consistent, active regulation. An IRP proceeding can be
a large, complex undertaking that occurs every two or three
years, or even less frequently. It is critical that regulators
become active early in the process and stay active throughout.
The regulator’s involvement should be consistent, even-
handed and focused on the big-ticket items. Of course, details
matter, but the process is most valuable when it ensures that
the utility is headed in the right direction and that its planning
avoids major errors. The regulator should then monitor a
utility’s performance and the utility should be able to trust the
regulator’s commitment to the path forward laid out in the IRP.

( Stakeholder involvement. There are at least two good
reasons to encourage broad stakeholder involvement in an IRP
process. First, parties besides the utility will bring new ideas,
close scrutiny and contrasting analysis to the IRP case, all of
which helps the regulator to make an informed, independent
decision. Second, effective stakeholder involvement can build
support for the IRP that is ultimately approved, heading off
collateral attacks and judicial appeals. An approved IRP will
affect the fortunes of many and will signal the direction that
the regulator wishes the utility to take with its supply-side and
demand-side resources. Because an IRP decision is something
of a political document in addition to being a working plan,
regulators will be well-served to include as broad a group of
stakeholders as possible when developing the IRP. 

I
An approved IRP will affect the fortunes of many 
and will signal the direction that the regulator wishes
the utility to take with its supply-side and demand-
side resources… [R]egulators will be well-served 
to include as broad a group of stakeholders as
possible when developing the IRP.

( Transparency. Regulators must ensure that, to the greatest
extent possible, all parties participating in the IRP process
have timely access to utility data. Certain data may be
competitively sensitive and there is often pressure on the
regulator to restrict unduly the access to such data. One
possible solution to this challenge is to use an “independent
evaluator” who works for the commission, is trusted by all
parties and has access to all the data, including proprietary
data. The independent evaluator can verify the modeling of
the utility and assist the regulator in making an informed
decision. The cost of an independent evaluator will be small
in comparison to the bene#ts (or avoided mistakes) that the
evaluator will enable. An independent evaluator will also add
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IRP: “Accepted” vs. “Approved” Plans

There are two varieties of IRP plans: “accepted plans” 
and “approved plans.” Accepted plans are those where
regulators examine the utility’s process for developing its
proposed plan. This can be a thorough review in which 
the Commission solicits the opinion of other parties as 
to whether the utility undertook a transparent, inclusive,
and interactive process. If the regulator is convinced, the
regulator “accepts” the utility’s plan. This allows the utility
to proceed but does not include any presumption about
the Commission’s future judgment concerning the
prudence of actions taken under the plan.

With an “approved plan” the regulator undertakes a
thorough review of the utility’s preferred plan, possibly
along with competing IRP plans submitted by other
parties. Typically the scrutiny is more detailed and time-
consuming in this version of IRP and the regulatory
agency is immersed in the details of competing plans. At
the end of the process, the regulator “approves” an IRP
plan. This approval typically carries with it a presumption
that actions taken by the utility consistent with the plan
(including its approved amendments) are prudent. Over
time, a Commission that approves an IRP plan will
typically also examine proposed changes to the plan
necessitated by changing circumstances.

In this report, we will focus on the “approved plan”
process, although many of our #ndings apply equally to
regulators that employ the “accepted plan” process. 
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PORTFOLIO ANALYSIS ON ONE PAGE
How Energy Ef!ciency Can Substitute for Generation Resources

Generic coal, gas and nuclear units are
shown at typical project sizes—more
units could be built at comparable cost. 

credibility to the regulators’ decision. In any event, the integrity
of the IRP process will depend on regulators’ ability to craft
processes that are trusted to produce unbiased results.

( Competitive bidding. A successful IRP will lower risk in the
design of a utility resource portfolio. After the planning process,
utilities begin acquiring approved resources. Some states have
found it bene#cial to require the utility to undertake
competitive bidding for all resources acquired by a utility
pursuant to an IRP. If the utility will build the resource itself,
the regulator may require the utility to join the bidding process
or commit to a cap on the construction cost of the asset.72

( Role of Energy Ef!ciency. A robust IRP process will fully
consider the appropriate levels of energy ef#ciency, including
demand response and load management, that a utility should
undertake. Properly viewed and planned for, energy ef#ciency
can be considered as equivalent to a generation resource.
Regulators in some states list projected energy ef#ciency
savings on the “loads and resources table” of the utility,
adjacent to base load and peaking power plants. In Colorado,
energy ef#ciency is accorded a “reserve margin” in the
integrated resource plan, as is done with generation resources.73

Since its inception in 1980, the Northwest Power and
Conservation Council, which develops and maintains a
regional power plan for the Paci#c Northwest, has stressed the
role of energy ef#ciency in meeting customers’ energy needs.
Figure 20 shows the Council’s analysis, demonstrating the
elements of a diversi#ed energy portfolio and the role that
energy ef#ciency (or “conservation”) can play in substituting
for generation resources at various levels of cost.74

Appendix 2 contains additional discussion of some of the
modeling tools available to regulators.

3. EMPLOYING TRANSPARENT RATEMAKING PRACTICES
Economist Alfred Kahn famously observed that “all regulation
is incentive regulation,” meaning that any type of economic
regulation provides a #rm with incentives to make certain
choices. Indeed, utility rate regulation’s greatest effect may
not be its ability to limit prices for consumers in the short run,
but rather the incentives it creates for utilities in the longer run.

I Figure 20

Coal . . . . . . . . $
Conservation. . %
Gas . . . . . . . . . "
Renewables. . . #
Nuclear . . . . . . 

72    For a discussion of the use of competitive bidding in resource acquisition, see Susan F. Tierney and Todd Schatzki, Competitive Procurement of Retail Electricity Supply: Recent Trends in State
Policies and Utility Practices (Boston, MA: Analysis Group, 2008), http://www.analysisgroup.com/uploadedFiles/Publishing/Articles/Competitive_Procurement.pdf.

73    For Xcel Energy in Colorado, energy ef#ciency is listed on the “loads and resources” table as a resource.  As such, it is logical that some fraction of the planned-for load reduction might not
materialize.  That portion is then assigned the standard resource reserve margin of approximately 15 percent.  The planning reserve margin is added to the projected peak load, which must be
covered by the combined supply-side and demand-side resources in the table.

74    Tom Eckman, “The 6th Power Plan… and You” (presentation at the Bonneville Power Administration Utility Energy Ef#ciency Summit, Portland, Ore., March 17, 2010),
http://www.bpa.gov/Energy/N/utilities_sharing_ee/Energy_Smart_Awareness/pdf/0A_EESummit_Gen-Session_Public_Power.pdf.
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There have been many debates through the years about the
incentives that utility cost of service regulation provides. These
range from the academic and formal (e.g., the aforementioned
Averch-Johnson effect, which says that rate-regulated
companies will have an inef#ciently high ratio of capital to
labor) to the common sense (e.g., price cap regulation can
induce companies to reduce quality of service; the throughput
incentive discourages electric utilities from pursuing energy
ef#ciency, etc.).

While regulators may want to limit their role to being a
substitute for the competition that is missing in certain parts
of the electric industry, it is rarely possible to limit regulation’s
effects that way. The question is usually not how to eliminate
stray incentives in decisions, but rather which ones to accept
and address.

To contain risk and meet the daunting investment challenges
facing the electric industry, regulators should take care to
examine exactly what incentives are being conveyed by 
the details of the regulation they practice. We examine 
four components of cost of service regulation that affect 
a utility’s perception of risk, and likely affect its preference 
for different resources.

Current Return on Construction Work in Progress. There is
a long-standing debate about whether a utility commission
should allow a utility to include in its rates investment in 
a plant during the years of its construction. Construction
Work in Progress, or “CWIP,” is universally favored by utility
companies and by some regulators, but almost universally
opposed by advocates for small and large consumers and 
by other regulators. CWIP is against the law in some states,
mandated by law in others.

The main argument against CWIP is that it requires
consumers to pay for a plant often years before it is “used
and useful,” so that there isn’t a careful match between the
customers who pay for a plant and those who bene#t from 
it. Proponents of CWIP point out that permitting a current
return on CWIP lessens the need for the utility to issue debt
and equity, arguably saving customers money, and that 
CWIP eases in the rate increase, compared to the case
where customers feel the full costs of an expensive plant
when the plant enters service. Opponents counter by noting
that customers typically have a higher discount rate than the
utilities’ return on rate base, so that delaying a rate hike is
preferred by consumers, even if the utility borrows more
money to #nance the plant until it enters service.

Setting aside the near-religious debate about the equity 
of permitting CWIP in rate base, there is another relevant
consideration. Because CWIP can help utilities secure
#nancing and phase in rate increases, CWIP is often
misunderstood as a tool for reducing risk. This is not true.

CWIP does nothing to actually reduce the risks associated
with the projects it helps to #nance. Construction cost
overruns can and do still occur (see the text box about
Progress Energy’s Levy County nuclear power plant); O&M
costs for the plant can still be unexpectedly high; anticipated
customer load may not actually materialize; and so forth.
What CWIP does is to reallocate part of the risk from utilities
(and would-be bondholders) to customers. CWIP therefore
provides utilities with both the incentive and the means to
undertake a riskier investment than if CWIP were unavailable.

CWIP, Risk Shifting and Progress Energy’s Levy Nuclear Plant

In late 2006, Progress Energy announced plans to build a
new nuclear facility in Levy County, Florida, a few months
after the state legislature approved construction work in
progress (CWIP) customer #nancing. The site is about 90
miles north of Tampa, near the Gulf of Mexico. In 2009,
Progress customers began paying for the Levy plant,
which was expected to begin service in 2016 and be built
at a cost of $4-6 billion. By the end of 2011, Progress
customers had paid $545 million toward Levy’s
construction expenses.

The Levy plant is now projected to cost up to $22 billion,
roughly four times initial estimates, and that number could
keep climbing. (In March 2012, Progress Energy’s market
value as a company was almost $16 billion; the combined
market value of Duke Energy and Progress Energy, which
are seeking to merge and are pursuing construction of #ve
nuclear facilities between them, is about $44 billion.) Levy’s
expected in-service date has pushed beyond 2021 and
possibly as late as 2027—eighteen years after Progress
customers began paying for the plant. Progress has
estimated that by 2020, Levy-related expenses could add
roughly $50 to the average residential customer’s monthly bill.

The Levy plant’s development appeared to take a step
forward in December 2011 when the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission approved its reactor design. But in February
2012, the Florida Public Service Commission approved 
a settlement agreement allowing Progress to suspend or
cancel Levy’s construction and recover $350 million from
customers through 2017. 

It is unclear whether Levy will ever be built. If the plant is
canceled, Progress customers will have paid more than 
$1 billion in rates for no electricity generation, and Florida
state law prohibits their recouping any portion of that
investment. Such an outcome could help to deteriorate
the political and regulatory climate in which Progress
operates, which could ultimately impact credit ratings and
shareholder value.  
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75    Moody’s Investors Service, Decoupling and 21st Century Rate Making (New York: Moody’s Investors Service, 2011), 4.

76    For a discussion of regulatory approaches to align utility incentives with energy ef#ciency investment, see Val Jensen, Aligning Utility Incentives with Investment in Energy Ef!ciency, ICF International
(Washington, DC: National Action Plan for Energy Ef#ciency, 2007), http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/documents/suca/incentives.pdf.

Regulators must be mindful of the implications of allowing 
a current return on CWIP, and should consider limiting its
use to narrow circumstances and carefully drawn conditions
of oversight. Regulators should also pay close attention to
how thoroughly utility management has evaluated the risks
associated with the projects for which it requests CWIP.
Regardless of CWIP’s other merits or faults, an important and
too-often unacknowledged downside is that it can obscure 
a project’s risk by shifting, not reducing, that risk.

Use of Rider Recovery Mechanisms. Another regulatory
issue is the use by utilities of rate “riders” to collect
investment or expenses. This practice speeds up cash "ow
for utilities, providing repayment of capital or expense outlays
more rapidly than would traditional cost of service regulation.
This allows utilities to begin collecting expenses and
recovering capital without needing to capitalize carrying costs
or #le a rate case. Once again, regulators must consider
whether these mechanisms could encourage a utility to
undertake a project with higher risk, for the simple reason
that cost recovery is assured even before the outlay is made. 

Allowing a current return on CWIP, combined with revenue
riders, is favored by many debt and equity analysts, who
perceive these practices as generally bene#cial to investors. And
indeed, these mechanisms allow bondholders and stock owners
to feel more assured of a return of their investment. And they
might marginally reduce the utility’s cost of debt and equity. 
But these mechanisms (which, again, transfer risk rather than
actually reducing it) could create a “moral hazard” for utilities to
undertake more risky investments. A utility might, for example,
proceed with a costly construction project, enabled by CWIP
#nancing, instead of pursuing market purchases of power or
energy ef#ciency projects that would reduce or at least delay
the need for the project. If negative #nancial consequences
of such risky decisions extended beyond customers and
reached investors, the resulting losses would be partially
attributable the same risk-shifting mechanisms that analysts
and investors originally perceived as bene#cial.

Construction Cost Caps. Some regulatory agencies approve
a utility’s proposed infrastructure investments only after a
cap is established for the amount of investment or expense
that will be allowed in rates. Assuming the regulator sticks to
the deal, this action will apportion the risk between consumers
and investors. We wouldn’t conclude that this actually reduces
risk except in the sense that working under a cap might
ensure that utility management stays focused on the project,
avoiding lapses into mismanagement that would raise costs
and likely strain relationships with regulators and stakeholders.

Rewarding Energy Ef!ciency. Another relevant regulatory
practice concerns the treatment of demand-side resources
like energy ef#ciency and demand response. It is well

understood that the “throughput incentive” can work to keep 
a utility from giving proper consideration to energy ef#ciency;
to the extent that a utility collects more than marginal costs in
its unit price for electricity, selling more electricity builds the
bottom line while selling less electricity hurts pro#tability. There
are several adjustments regulation can make, from decoupling
revenues from sales, to giving utilities expedited cost recovery
and incentives for energy ef#ciency performance. Decoupling,
which guarantees that a utility will recover its authorized #xed
costs regardless of its sales volumes, is generally viewed by
ef#ciency experts and advocates as a superior approach
because it neutralizes the “throughput incentive” and enables
utilities to dramatically scale up energy ef#ciency investment
without threatening pro#tability. Ratings agencies view
decoupling mechanisms as credit positive because they provide
assurance of cost recovery, and Moody’s recently observed 
“a marked reduction in a company’s gross pro#t volatility in the
years after implementing a decoupling type mechanism.”75

Whatever the chosen approach, the takeaway here is that
without regulatory intervention, energy ef#ciency will not likely
be accorded its correct role as a low cost and low risk strategy.76

I
Without regulatory intervention, energy ef!ciency 
will not likely be accorded its correct role as 
a low cost and low risk strategy.

4. USING FINANCIAL AND PHYSICAL HEDGES
Another method for limiting risk is the use of #nancial and
physical hedges. These provide the utility an opportunity to
lock in a price, thereby avoiding the risk of higher market
prices later. Of course, this means the utility also foregoes the
opportunity for a lower market price, while paying some
premium to obtain this certainty.

Financial hedges are instruments such as puts, calls, and
other options that a utility can purchase to limit its price
exposure (e.g., for commodity fuels) to a certain pro#le. 
If the price of a commodity goes up, the call option pays off;
if the price goes down, the put option pays off. Putting such
a collar around risk is, of course, not free: the price of an
option includes transaction costs plus a premium re"ecting
the instrument’s value to the purchaser. Collectively these
costs can be viewed as a type of insurance payment. 

Another example of a #nancial hedge is a “temperature”
hedge that can limit a utility’s exposure to the natural gas
price spikes that can accompany extreme weather
conditions. A utility may contract with a counter-party so that,
for an agreed price, the counter-party agrees to pay a utility if
the number of heating-degree-days exceeds a certain level
during a certain winter period. If the event never happens,
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the utility forfeits the payment made for the hedge. If the
event does happen, the utility might still need to purchase
natural gas at an in"ated price; even so, the hedge would
pay off because it has reduced the company’s total outlay.
Simply stated, #nancial hedges can be used by a utility to
preserve an expected value.

An illustration of a physical hedge would be when a utility
purchases natural gas at a certain price and places it into
storage. The cost of that commodity is now immune to future
"uctuations in the market price. Of course, there is a cost to
the utility for the storage, and the utility forgoes the possible
advantage of a future lower price. But in this case the payment
(storage cost) is justi#able because of the protection it affords
against the risk of a price increase.

Long-term contracts can also serve to reduce risk. These
instruments have been used for many years to hedge against
price increases or supply interruptions for coal. Similarly,
long-term contracts are used by utilities to lock in prices paid
to independent power producers. Many power purchase
agreements (PPAs) between distribution utilities and third
party generators lock in the price of capacity, possibly with 
a mutually-agreed price escalator. But due to possible fuel
price "uctuations (especially with natural gas), the fuel-based
portion of the energy charge is not #xed in these contracts.
So PPAs can shield utilities from some of the risks of owning
the plants, but they do not hedge the most volatile portion 
of natural gas generation: the cost of fuel.

Regulated utilities and their regulators must come to an
understanding about whether and how utilities will utilize
these options to manage risk, since using them can foreclose
an opportunity to enjoy lower prices. 

5. HOLDING UTILITIES ACCOUNTABLE
From the market’s perspective, one of the most important
characteristics of a public utilities commission is its
consistency. Consumers don’t like surprises, and neither do
investors. Financial analysts who rate regulatory climates
across the states typically rank stability as one of the highest
virtues for regulators. Indeed, this quality is often viewed to
be as important as the absolute level of return on equity
approved by a commission.

I
Consumers don’t like surprises, and neither do
investors. Financial analysts who rate regulatory
climates across the states typically rank stability 
as one of the highest virtues for regulators.

Effective regulation—regulation that is consistent, predictable,
forward-thinking and “risk-aware”—requires that regulators
hold utilities accountable for their actions. Earlier, we stressed
the value of regulators being actively involved in the utility
resource planning process. But this tool works well only if
regulators follow through—by requiring utilities to comply with
the resource plan, to amend the resource plan if circumstances
change, to live within an investment cap, to adhere to a
construction schedule, and so forth. If the utility doesn’t satisfy
performance standards, regulatory action will be necessary.

This level of activity requires a signi#cant commitment of
resources by the regulatory agency. Utility resource acquisition
plans typically span ten years or more, and a regulator must
establish an oversight administrative structure that spans the
terms of sitting commissioners in addition to clear expectations
for the regulated companies and well-de#ned responsibilities
for the regulatory staff. 

6. OPERATING IN ACTIVE, “LEGISLATIVE” MODE
As every commissioner knows, public utility regulation requires
regulators to exercise a combination of judicial and legislative
duties. In “judicial mode,” a regulator takes in evidence in
formal settings, applies rules of evidence, and decides
questions like the interpretation of a contract or the level of
damages in a complaint case. In contrast, a regulator
operating in “legislative mode” seeks to gather all information
relevant to the inquiry at hand and to #nd solutions to future
challenges. Judicial mode looks to the past, legislative mode 

Long-term Contracts for Natural Gas

In recent decades, utilities have mostly used #nancial
instruments to hedge against volatile natural gas prices,
and natural gas supply used for power generation has not
been sold under long-term contracts. An exception is a
recent long-term contract for natural gas purchased by
Xcel Energy in Colorado. The gas will be used to fuel new
combined cycle units that will replace coal generating
units. The contract between Xcel Energy and Anadarko
contained a formula for pricing that was independent of
the market price of natural gas and runs for 10 years.

The long-term natural gas contract between Xcel Energy 
and Anadarko was made possible by a change in Colorado’s
regulatory law. For years, utilities and gas suppliers had
expressed concern that a long-term contract, even if
approved initially as prudent, might be subject to a reopened
regulatory review if the price paid for gas under the contract
was, at some future date, above the prevailing market price.
Colorado regulators supported legislation making it clear in
law that a #nding of prudence at the outset of a contract
would not be subject to future review if the contract price
was later “out of the money.” An exception to this protection
would be misrepresentation by the contracting parties.
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to the future. In his 1990 essay, former Ohio utilities regulator
Ashley Brown put it this way:

Gathering and processing information is vastly
different in judicial and legislative models. Legislating,
when properly conducted, seeks the broadest data
base possible. Information and opinions are received
and/or sought, heard, and carefully analyzed. The
process occurs at both formal (e.g., hearings) and
informal (e.g., private conversation) levels. The goal is
to provide the decision maker with as much
information from as many perspectives as possible so
that an informed decision can be made. Outside
entities can enhance, but never be in a position to
limit or preclude, the !ow of information. The decision
maker is free to be both a passive recipient of
information and an active solicitor thereof. The latter
is of particular importance in light of the fact that
many of the interests affected by a decision are not
likely to be present in the decision making forum.77

Being a risk-aware regulator requires operating in legislative
mode in regulatory proceedings, and especially in policy-
making proceedings such as rulemakings. But the courts have
also found that ratemaking is a proper legislative function of
the states.78 And since this state legislative authority is typically
delegated by legislatures to state regulators, this means that,
to some extent, regulators may exercise “legislative” initiative
even in rate-setting cases.

In a recent set of essays, Scott Hempling, the former executive
director of the National Regulatory Research Institute, contrasts
regulatory and judicial functions and calls for active regulation
to serve the public interest:

Courts and commissions do have commonalities. Both
make decisions that bind parties. Both base decisions
on evidentiary records created through adversarial
truth-testing. Both exercise powers bounded by
legislative line-drawing. But courts do not seek

problems to solve; they wait for parties’ complaints.
In contrast, a commission’s public interest mandate
means it literally looks for trouble. Courts are
con"ned to violations of law, but commissions are
compelled to advance the public welfare.79

Utility resource planning is one of the best examples of the need
for a regulator to operate in legislative mode. When examining
utilities’ plans for acquiring new resources, regulators must seek
to become as educated as possible. Up to a point, the more
choices the better. The regulator should insist that the utility
present and analyze multiple alternatives. These alternatives
should be characterized fully, fairly, and without bias. The
planning process should seek to discover as much as possible
about future conditions, and the door should be opened to
interveners of all stripes. Knowing all of the options—not
simply the ones that the utility brings forward—is essential 
to making informed, risk-aware regulatory decisions.

I
The planning process should seek to discover as
much as possible about future conditions, and the
door should be opened to interveners of all stripes.
Knowing all of the options—not simply the ones that
the utility brings forward—is essential to making
informed, risk-aware regulatory decisions.

7. REFORM AND RE-INVENT RATEMAKING PRACTICES 
It is increasingly clear that a set of forces is reshaping the
electric utility business model. In addition to the substantial
investment challenge discussed in this report, utilities are
facing challenges from stricter environmental standards,
growth in distributed generation, opportunities and
challenges with the creation of a smarter grid, new load from
electric vehicles, pressure to ramp up energy ef#ciency
efforts—just to mention a few. As electric utilities change,
regulators must be open to new ways of doing things, too. 
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Today’s energy industry faces disruptions similar to those
experienced by the telecommunications industry over the
past two decades. To deal with the digital revolution in
telecommunications and the liberalization of those markets,
regulators modernized their tools to include various types of
incentive regulation, pricing "exibility, lessened regulation in
some markets and a renewed emphasis on quality of service
and customer education.  

One area where electric utility regulators might pro#tably
question existing practices is rate design. Costing and pricing
decisions, especially for residential and small business
customers, have remained virtually unchanged for decades.
The experience in other industries (e.g., telecommunications,
entertainment, music) shows that innovations in pricing are
possible and acceptable to consumers. Existing pricing
structures should be reviewed for the incentives they provide
for customers and the outcomes they create for utilities.

The risk-aware regulator must be willing to think “way
outside the box” when it comes to the techniques and
strategies of effective regulation. Earlier we observed that
effective regulators must be informed, active, consistent,
curious and often courageous. These qualities will be
essential for a regulator to constructively question status quo
regulatory practice in the 21st century.

THE BENEFITS OF 
“RISK-AWARE REGULATION”
We have stressed throughout this report that effective utility
regulators must undertake a lot of hard work and evolve
beyond traditional practice to succeed in a world of changing
energy services, evolving utility companies and consumer
and environmental needs. What can regulators and utilities
reasonably expect from all this effort? What’s the payback if
regulators actively practice “risk-aware regulation”?

( FIRST, there will be bene#ts to consumers. A risk-aware
regulator is much less likely to enter major regulatory
decisions that turn out wrong and hurt consumers. The
most costly regulatory lapses over the decades have been
approval of large investments that cost too much, failed to
operate properly, or weren’t needed once they were built.
It’s too late for any regulator to #x the problem once the
resulting cost jolts consumers.

( SECOND, there will be bene#ts to regulated utilities. Risk
aware regulation will create a more stable, predictable
business environment for utilities and eliminate most
regulatory surprises. It will be easier for these companies
to plan for the longer-term. If regulators use a well-
designed planning process, examining all options and
assessing risks, utilities and their stakeholders will have
greater reliance on the long-term effect of a decision. 

( THIRD, investors will gain as well. Steering utilities away
from costly mistakes, holding the companies responsible
for their commitments and, most importantly, maintaining
a consistent approach across the decades will be “credit-
positive,” reducing threats to cost-recovery. Ratings
agencies will take notice, lowering the cost of debt,
bene#tting all stakeholders.

( FOURTH, governmental regulation itself will bene#t.
Active, risk-aware regulators will involve a wide range of
stakeholders in the regulatory process, building support
for the regulators’ decision. Consistent, transparent,
active regulation will help other state of#cials—governors
and legislators—develop a clearer vision of the options 
for the state’s energy economy.

( FINALLY, our entire society will bene#t as utilities and
their regulators develop a cleaner, smarter, more resilient
electricity system. Regulation that faithfully considers all
risks, including the future environmental risks of various
utility investments, will help society spend its limited
resources most productively. In other words, risk-aware
regulation can improve the economic outcome of these
large investments. 

With two trillion dollars on the line, both the stakes and the
potential bene#ts are high. If history is a guide, fewer than
700 state regulators will serve in of#ce during the next 20
years. Practicing risk-aware regulation will enable them to
avoid expensive mistakes and identify the most important
utility investments for realizing the promise of an advanced
21st century electricity system.
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APPENDIX 1: 
UNDERSTANDING UTILITY FINANCE
MOST INVESTOR-OWNED UTILITIES (IOUS) IN THE UNITED STATES ARE IN A CONSTRUCTION
CYCLE OWING TO THE NEED TO COMPLY WITH MORE STRINGENT AND EVOLVING
ENVIRONMENTAL POLICIES AND TO IMPROVE AGING INFRASTRUCTURE. NEW INFRASTRUCTURE
PROJECTS INCLUDE SMART GRID, NEW GENERATION AND TRANSMISSION. THE IOUS,
THEREFORE, WILL BE LOOKING TO THE CAPITAL MARKETS TO HELP FINANCE THEIR RATHER
LARGE CAPITAL EXPENDITURE PROGRAMS.

DEBT FINANCING 
While the IOUs will be issuing some additional equity, a
higher percentage of the new investment will be #nanced
with debt. In general, utilities tend to be more leveraged than
comparably-rated companies in other sectors (see the Rating
Agencies section below). The electric utility sector’s debt is
primarily publicly issued bonds, including both #rst mortgage
bonds (FMB) and senior unsecured bonds. While the utilities
also issue preferred stock and hybrid debt securities, these
instruments tend to represent a small portion of a company’s
capital structure. Non-recourse project #nance is rare for
utilities, but it is commonly used by unregulated af#liates. 

Most regulated IOUs in the U.S. are owned by holding
companies whose assets are primarily their equity interests 
in their respective subsidiaries. These operating company
subsidiaries are typically wholly owned by the parent, so that
all publicly-held stock is issued by the parent. Because most
of these holding companies are quite large, the market for 
a holding company’s stock is usually highly liquid. 

In contrast to equity, bonds are issued by both the utility
holding company and individual operating subsidiaries.
Typically, holding and operating company bonds are non-
recourse to af#liates. This means that each bond issuer within
the corporate family will have its own credit pro#le that affects
the price of the respective bonds. To illustrate this point,
compare two American Electric Power subsidiaries, Ohio
Power and Indiana Michigan. The companies have different
regulators, generation mix, customer bases and, consequently,
different senior unsecured Moody’s bond ratings of Baa1 and
Baa2, respectively. For this reason, each bond issuance of the
corporate family trades somewhat independently.

Utility bonds trade in secondary markets and are traded over-
the-counter rather than in exchanges like equities. For bond
issuance of less than $300 million, the secondary market is
illiquid and not very robust. Smaller utilities are frequently
forced into the private placement market with their small

issuances and accordingly pay higher interest rates compared
to similarly-rated larger companies. Even if these smaller
issues are placed in the public market, there is a premium
for the expected lack of liquidity. 

Secured debt in the form of FMBs is common in the electric
utility sector. Such bonds are usually secured by an undivided
lien on almost all of the assets of an operating utility. Bond
documentation (called an “indenture”) prohibits the issuance
of such bonds in an amount that exceeds a speci#ed
percentage (usually in the range of 60 percent) of the asset
value of the collateral. The maturities of these bonds are
frequently as long as 30 years, and in rare occasions longer).
While the lien on assets may limit a company’s #nancing
"exibility, the interest rate paid to investors is lower than for
unsecured debt. The proceeds from FMBs are usually used
to #nance or re#nance long-lived assets. 

Senior unsecured bonds can be issued at any maturity, 
but terms of #ve and ten years are most common. These
instruments are “junior” to FMBs, so that, in an event of
default, these debt holders would be repaid only after the
secured debt. But these bonds are “senior” to hybrids and
preferred stock. In a bankruptcy, senior unsecured bonds
are usually deemed equal in standing with trade obligations,
such as unpaid fuel and material bills. 

Utilities typically have “negative trade cycles,” meaning that
cash receipts tend to lag outlays. IOUs’ short-term payables
such as fuel purchases, salaries and employee bene#ts are
due in a matter of days after the obligation is incurred. In
contrast, the utility’s largest short-term assets are usually
customer receivables which are not due for 45—60 days
after the gas or electricity is delivered. Therefore, utilities
have short term cash needs referred to as “working capital”
needs. To #nance these short term needs utilities have bank
credit lines and sometimes trade receivable facilities. 

For larger utility corporate families, these bank lines can
amount to billions of dollars. For example, American Electric
Power has two large bank lines of $1.5 and $1.7 billion that
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mature in 2015 and 2016, respectively. AEP’s lines and most
of those of other utilities are revolving in nature. While
termination dates typically range from one to #ve years for
these lines, the utility usually pays down borrowings in a few
months and accesses the line again when needed. 

Interest on bank lines of credit is paid only when the lines are
used, with a much lower fee paid on the unused portion of
the lines. For #nancially weak utility companies, banks often
require security for bank lines . But because utility operating
companies are rarely rated below BBB-/Baa3, bank lines are,
for the most part, unsecured. 

Some larger utilities have receivable facilities in addition to
revolving bank lines. The lender in a receivables facility usually
purchases the customer receivables. There is an assumed
interest expense in these transactions which is usually lower
than the rate charged by banks for unsecured revolving lines. 

Although preferred stock is a form of equity, it is usually
purchased by a bond investor who is comfortable with the
credit quality of the issuer and willing to take a junior position
in order to get a higher return on its investment. There are also
hybrid securities. Although they are technically debt
instruments, they are so deeply subordinate and with such
long repayment periods that investors and the rating agencies
view these instruments much like equities. Frequently, hybrids
allow the issuer to defer interest payments for a number of
years. Some hybrids can be converted to equity at either the
issuer’s or investor’s option. 

S&P is the most rigorous of the rating agencies in treating the
#xed component of power purchase agreements (PPA) as
debt-like in nature. Also, some Wall Street analysts look at
PPAs as liabilities with debt-like attributes. That being said,
those analysts who do not consider PPAs as debt-like still
incorporate in their analysis the credit implications of these
frequently large obligations. 

EQUITY FINANCING
In order to maintain debt ratings and the goodwill of #xed
income investors, utility managers must #nance some portion
of their projects with equity. Managements are usually reluctant
to go to market with large new stock issuances. Equity investors
often see new stock as being dilutive to their interests, resulting
in a decrease in the market price of the stock. But if a utility has
a large capital expenditure program it may have no choice but
to issue equity in order maintain its credit pro#le. 

For more modest capital expenditure programs, a company
may be able to rely on incremental increases to equity to
maintain a desired debt to equity ratio. While the dividend
payout ratios are high in this sector, they are rarely 100
percent, so that for most companies, equity increases, at
least modestly, through retained earnings. Many companies

issue equity in small incremental amounts every year to ful#ll
commitments to employee pension or rewards programs.
Also, many utility holding companies offer their existing
equity holders the opportunity to reinvest dividends in stock.
For larger companies these programs can add $300 - $500
million annually in additional equity. Since these programs
are incremental, stock prices are usually unaffected.

OTHER FINANCING
Project #nance (PF) can also be used to fund capital
expenditures. These instruments are usually asset-speci#c and
non-recourse to the utility, so that the pricing is higher than
traditional investment-grade utility debt. Project #nance is usually
used by #nancially weaker non-regulated power developers. 

Some companies are looking to PF as a means of #nancing
large projects so that risk to the utility is reduced. However, the
potential of cost overruns, the long construction/development
periods and use of new technology will make it hard to #nd PF
#nancing for projects like new nuclear plants. This also applies
to carbon capture/sequestration projects, as the technology is
not seasoned enough for most PF investors. This means that,
utilities may need to #nance new nuclear and carbon capture/
sequestration projects using their existing balance sheets. 

In order to reduce risk, a utility can pursue projects in
partnership with other companies. Currently proposed large
gas transport and electric transmission projects are being
pursued by utility consortiums. Individual participants in gas
transport projects in particular have used Master Limited
Partnerships (MLPs) as a way to #nance their interests.
MLPs are owned by general and limited partners. Usually 
the general partner is the pipeline utility or a utility holding
company. Limited partner units are sold to passive investors
and are frequently traded on the same stock exchanges that
list the parent company’s common stock. One big difference
between the MLP and an operating company is that earnings
are not subject to corporate income tax. The unit holders pay
personal income tax on the pro#ts. 

Companies have used both capital and operating lease
structures to #nance discrete projects, including power
plants. The primary difference between an operating and
capital lease is that the capital lease is re"ected on the
company’s balance sheet. The commitment of the utility to
the holder of the operating lease is deemed weaker. Most
#xed income analysts, as well as the rating agencies, do not
view these instruments as being materially different and treat
operating leases for power plants as debt.
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80    Standard & Poor’s and Fitch use the same ratings nomenclature. It was designed by Fitch and sold to S&P. For entities rated between AA and CCC the agencies break down each rating category
further with a plus sign or a minus sign. For example, bonds in the BBB category can be rated BBB+, BBB and BBB-. Moody’s ratings nomenclature is slightly different. The corresponding ratings in
BBB category for Moody’s are Baa1, Baa2 and Baa3. The agencies will also provide each rating with an outlook that is stable, positive or negative.

PRACTICING RISK-AWARE ELECTRICITY REGULATION

TYPICAL UTILITY INVESTORS
The largest buyers of utility equities and #xed income
securities are large institutional investors such as insurance
companies, mutual funds and pension plans. As of September
2011, 65 percent of utility equities were owned by institutions.
While insurance companies and pension plans own utility
equities, both trail mutual funds in the level of utility stock
holdings. For example, the #ve largest holders of Exelon
stock are mutual fund complexes. 

Most retail investors own utility stock and bonds indirectly
through mutual funds and 401k plans. But many individual
investors also own utility equities directly, including utility
employees. Small investors tend not to buy utility bonds
because the secondary market in these instruments is rather
illiquid, especially if the transaction size is small.

Common stock mutual funds with more conservative
investment criteria are most interested in utility equities.
While the market price of these stocks can vary, there is a
very low probability of a catastrophic loss. Also, utility stocks
usually have high levels of current income through dividend
distributions. Another attractive attribute of these equities is
that they are highly liquid. Essentially all utilities in the U.S.
are owned by utility holding companies that issue common
stock. Due to extensive consolidation in the sector over the
past 20 years, these holding companies are large and have
signi#cant market capitalization. For these reasons, utility
stocks are highly liquid and can be traded with limited
transaction costs. 

Utility #xed-income investments are far less liquid than equities.
Thus, the typical bond investor holds onto the instruments
much longer than the typical equity investor. Bonds are issued
both by the utility holding company and individual operating
subsidiaries. Because bonds are less liquid in the secondary
market, investors in these instruments, such as pension plans
and insurance companies, tend to have longer time horizons.
Four of the top #ve investors in Exelon Corp bonds due 2035
are pension plans and insurance companies. Mutual bond
funds tend to buy shorter-dated bonds. 

The buyers of #rst mortgage bonds (FMBs) are frequently
buy-and-hold investors. As FMBs are over-collateralized,
bondholders are comfortable that they will be less affected 
by unforeseen negative credit events. It is not unusual for 
a large insurance company to buy a large piece of an FMB
deal at issuance and hold it to maturity. Retail investors in
utility bonds also tend to be buy-and-hold investors, as it is
hard for them to divest their positions which are typically
small compared to the large institutions. The relative illiquidity
of utility bonds means that transaction costs can be high and
greatly reduce the net proceeds from a sale. 

Utility employees frequently own the stock of the companies
for which they work. Employees with de#ned bene#t
pensions, however, are not large holders of utility stocks
because pension plans hold little if any of an employer’s
stock owing to ERISA rules and prudent asset management
practices. Mid-level non-unionized employees frequently
have 401ks that are typically invested in mutual funds or
similar instruments. However, it is not unusual for company
matching of the employees’ 401k contributions to be in
company stock. Finally, senior management’s incentive
compensation is frequently paid in the company’s common
equity, in part to ensure that management’s interests are
aligned with those of the shareholders.

RATING AGENCIES
Most utilities have ratings from three rating agencies:
Moody’s Investors Services, Standard & Poor’s Ratings
Services, and Fitch Ratings. Having three ratings is unlike
other sectors, which frequently use two ratings—Moody’s 
or Standard & Poor’s. Most utility bonds are held by large
institutional investors who demand that issuers have at least
Moody’s and Standard & Poor’s ratings. 

Failing to have two ratings would cause investors to demand
a very high premium on their investments, far more than the
cost to utilities of paying the agencies to rate them. Having a
third rating from Fitch usually slightly lowers the interest rate
further. While investors have become less comfortable with
the rating agencies’ evaluations of structured #nance
transactions, this dissatisfaction has not carried over greatly
into the corporate bond market, and especially not the utility
bond market. 

The agencies usually assign a rating for each company
referred to as an issuer rating. They also rate speci#c debt
issues, which may be higher or lower than the issuer rating.
Typically a secured bond will have a higher rating than its
issuer; preferred stock is assigned a lower rating than the
issuer. Ratings range from AAA to D.80 The “AAA” rating is
reserved for entities that have virtually no probability of
default. A “D” rating indicates that the company is in default. 

The three agencies each take into account both the
probability of default, as well as the prospects of recovery for
the bond investor if there is a default. Utilities traditionally are
considered to have high recovery prospects because they are
asset-heavy companies. In other words, if liquidation were
necessary, bond holders would be protected because their
loans are backed by hard assets that could be sold to cover
the debt. Further, the probability of default is low because
utility rates are regulated, and regulators have frequently
increased rates when utilities have encountered #nancial

APPENDIX A

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 509

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



53APPENDIX 1: UNDERSTANDING UTILITY FINANCE

problems owing to events outside of companies’ control.
However, there are a few notable instances where commissions
could not or would not raise rates to avoid defaults including
the bankruptcies of Public Service of New Hampshire and
Paci#c Gas and Electric. 

It is unusual for a utility operating company to have a non-
investment grade rating (Non-IG, also referred to as high
yield, speculative grade, or junk). Typically Non-IG ratings
are the result of companies incurring sizable expenses for
which regulators are not willing or able to give timely or
adequate rate relief. Dropping below IG can be problematic
for utilities because interest rates increase markedly. Large
institutional investors have limited ability to purchase such
bonds under the investment criteria set by their boards.
Another problem with having an Non-IG rating is that the
cost of hedging rises owing to increased collateral
requirements as counterparties demand greater security
from the weakened credit. 

In developing their ratings, the agencies consider both
quantitative and more subjective factors. The quantitative
analysis tends to look at cash "ow “coverage” of total debt and
of annual #xed income payment obligations, as well as overall
debt levels. In contrast, the typical equity analyst focuses on
earnings. The rating agencies are less interested in the allowed
returns granted by regulators than they are in the size of any
rate decrease or increase and its effect on cash "ow. 

That said, the rating agency may look at allowed returns to
evaluate the “quality” of regulation in a given state. All things
being equal, they may give a higher rating to a company in a
state with “constructive” regulation than to a company in a state
with a less favorable regulatory climate. Constructive regulation
to most rating agencies is where regulatory process is
transparent and consistent across issuers in the state. Also, the
agencies favor regulatory constructs that use forward-looking
test years and timely recovery of prudently-incurred expenses.
The agencies consider tracking mechanisms for fuel and
purchased power costs as credit supportive because they help
smooth out cash "uctuations. The agencies believe that while
trackers result in periodic changes in rates for the customer,
these mechanisms are preferable for consumers than the
dramatic change in rates caused by fuel factors being lumped
in with other expenses in a rate case. 

Analysts also will look to see how utility managers interact
with regulators. The agencies deem it a credit positive if
management endeavors to develop construct relationships
with regulators. The agencies may become concerned about
the credit quality of a company if the state regulatory process
becomes overly politicized. This may occur if a commission
renders decisions with more of an eye toward making good
press than applying appropriate utility regulatory standards.
Politicized regulatory environments can also occur when 
a commission is professional and fair, but outside political
forces, such as governors, attorneys general or legislators
challenge a prudently decided case. 

The rating agencies themselves can at times act as de facto
regulators. Because utilities are more highly levered than
most any other sector, interest expenses can be a signi#cant
part of a company’s cost structure. Ratings affect interest
rates. The agencies will look negatively at anything that
increases event risk. The larger an undertaking, the greater
the fallout if an unforeseen event undermines the project. 
A utility embarking on the development of a large facility like
a large generation or transmission project, especially if is not
preapproved by the regulators, might result in a heightened
focus on the company by the agencies. The rating action
could merely be change in outlook from stable to negative,
which could in turn have a negative impact on the market
price of outstanding bonds, interest rates on new issuances
and even on equity prices. Many utility stock investors are
conservative and pay more attention to rating agency
comments and actions than investors with holdings in more
speculative industries.
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APPENDIX 2: 

Three examples of these models are Prosym, licensed by
Henwood Energy Services; Strategist, licensed by Ventyx;
and GE MAPS, licensed by General Electric.

A model typically creates a 20- or 40-year future utility
scenario, based on load projections provided by the user.
The utility’s energy and peak demand is projected for each
hour of the time period, using known relationships about
loads during different hours, days of the week and seasons of
the year. The model then “dispatches” the most economic
combination of existing or hypothetical new resources to
meet the load in every hour of that time period. 

The operating characteristics of each generating resource is
speci#ed as to its availability, fuel ef#ciency, fuel cost,
maintenance schedule, and, in some models, its emissions
pro#le. The resources available to the model will be a mixture
of existing plants, taking note of their future retirement dates,
plus any hypothetical new resources required by load growth.
The model incorporates estimates of regional power purchases
and their price, transmission paths and their constraints, fuel
contracts, the retirement of existing facilities, etc.

In this way, the user of the model can test various
combinations (scenarios) of proposed new generating plants,
including base load plants, intermediate and peaking plants,
intermittent renewable resources, etc. The model will
calculate the utility’s revenue requirement, fuel costs, and
purchased power expenses in each scenario. The model
might be used to estimate the cost of operating the system
with a speci#c hypothetical portfolio, predict the level of
emissions for a portfolio, measure the value of energy
ef#ciency programs, test the relative value of different
resources, measure the reliability of the system, etc. 

The reader might analogize this modeling to “fantasy” baseball,
where hypothetical teams play hypothetical games, yielding
win-loss records, batting averages and pennant races.

As powerful as these modeling tools are, they are production
models, #rst and foremost. As such, they are not particularly
good at dealing with assumptions about energy ef#ciency
and demand response. In using such models, the regulator
must insist that the utility gives appropriate treatment to
demand-side resources. It may be possible to re-work
models to do this, or it may be necessary to conduct extra
sensitivity analyses at varying levels of energy ef#ciency and
demand response. 

IRP SENSITIVITY ANALYSES
A redispatch modeling tool allows a utility and the regulator
to test the resilience of portfolios against different possible
futures. For example, a regulator might want to know how
#ve different generation portfolios behave under situations of
high natural gas prices, or tougher environmental regulations.
By varying the input assumptions while monitoring the
relevant output (e.g., net present value of future revenue
requirements) the regulator can assess the risk that
contending portfolios pose to future rates if, for example, fuel
prices vary from their predicted levels. 

To illustrate this idea, consider the following material from a
case in Colorado. Figure Appendix - 1 is a page excerpted
from Xcel Energy’s 2009 analysis in support of a resource
plan #led before the Colorado Public Utilities Commission.
The page shows the results of sensitivity analyses for the
price of natural gas (high and low) and the cost of carbon
emissions (high and low) for twelve different portfolios being
considered by the Colorado PUC. 

In all, the Colorado PUC studied 48 different generation
portfolios in this IRP case. The portfolios differed based on
how much natural gas generation was added, how much
wind and solar generation was added, the schedule for
closing some existing coal-#red power plants, the level of
energy ef#ciency assumed, etc. (The actual generation units
in each portfolio are not identi#ed in this public document.

TOOLS IN THE IRP PROCESS
REGULATORS HAVE SEVERAL TOOLS AT THEIR DISPOSAL IN THE IRP PROCESS. ONE OF THE MOST
IMPORTANT IS THE UTILITY REDISPATCH MODEL. THIS IS A COMPLEX COMPUTER PROGRAM THAT
SIMULATES THE OPERATION OF A UTILITY’S SYSTEM UNDER INPUT ASSUMPTIONS PROVIDED BY THE
USER. THE TERM “REDISPATCH” REFERS TO THE FACT THAT THE SOFTWARE MIMICS THE OPERATION
OF AN ACTUAL UTILITY SYSTEM, “DISPATCHING” THE HYPOTHETICAL GENERATION RESOURCES
AGAINST A MODEL LOAD SHAPE, OFTEN HOUR-BY-HOUR FOR MOST COMMONLY USED MODELS. 
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55APPENDIX 2: TOOLS IN THE IRP PROCESS

Otherwise, it would have created problems for the competitive
bidding process used to award contracts to supply the power
to the utility.)

Each column in the table represents a different portfolio,
numbered 1 to 12. Portfolio 2 is the Xcel’s preferred plan. The
rows show the modeling results for each portfolio. For example,
the Present Value of Revenue Requirements (PVRR) is
calculated for each portfolio and is shown the line indicated
by the #rst PVRR arrow, along with the ranking of that portfolio.
The lower half of the chart shows the cost of each portfolio
under different assumptions about the cost of carbon emissions
(higher or lower than base case predictions) and for natural gas
prices (higher or lower than base case predictions).

CAVEATS
Models are a terri#c way to keep track of all the moving parts
in the operation of a utility portfolio. But it is one thing to
know that each resource has certain operating characteristics;
it is quite another to see these qualities interact with each
other in dynamic fashion. And while utility modeling tools,

such as production cost models can be helpful, care must 
be taken with their use. 

Obviously the models are helpful only to the extent that the
inputs are reasonable and cover the range of possibilities the
regulator wishes to examine. Load forecast must be developed
with care; assumptions about future fuel costs are really
educated guesses, and should be bracketed with ranges 
of sensitivity. 

Because there are so many possible combinations, variations
and sensitivities, the regulator in an IRP case must make a
decision early in the process about the scope of the portfolios
to be examined. The utility should be directed to analyze and
present all scenarios requested by the regulator, together
with any portfolios preferred by the utility. 

Finally, the model’s best use is to inform judgment, not
substitute for it. The amount of data produced by models can
be overwhelming and may give a false sense of accuracy. The
risk-aware regulator will always understand the fundamental
uncertainties that accompany projections of customer demand,
future fuel costs and future environmental requirements. 

EXAMPLE OF IRP SENSITIVITY ANALYSES

I Figure Appendix - 1

Portfolios
1-12

PVRR 
& Rank

PVRR 
& Rank

Base Scenario
Assumption: High Ef!ciency,

Medium Solar

Representative 
of Preferred Plan
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INTRODUCTION	  
Electric utility capital investments often entail significant risk.1 They are typically large, irreversible 
investments, with long lifetimes and many alternatives.2 They often lead to uncertain cost outcomes 
relative to investment alternatives.3 In addition to this inherent risk, electric utilities and utility regulators 
face uncertainty regarding near-term and long-term fuel prices, demand growth, environmental 
regulations, climate policy, and technology development.4 Given the $1.5 to $2 trillion dollars in capital 
investments that electric utilities are projected to make over the next 20 years, these conditions imply that 
electric utilities and utility regulators must make difficult decisions in an environment of significant 
uncertainty.5 Poor investment decisions could cause ratepayers to face significant rate increases and 
potentially burden utilities with unrecoverable costs.   

Most electric utility planning methods in traditionally regulated, vertically integrated markets strive to 
determine the least-cost investment—or series of investments—to reliably meet load. To accomplish this 
goal, electricity generation planners typically use scenario analysis to account for a range of potential 
futures. However, determining optimal investments is difficult if least-cost investments vary widely 
across scenarios, as is often the case during a time of unprecedented uncertainty in the industry and given 
a wide range of potential market futures. An investment that is least cost in one scenario (or future) may 
be high cost and high risk in another. As a result, utilities and regulators may regret investments, and 
customers could be saddled with higher costs. The wrong investment can reverberate through the local 
economy and ultimately lead to shuttering of incumbent industries and failure to attract new customers.  

Perhaps the most prominent example of a regrettable electricity generation decision is the Shoreham 
nuclear power plant in New York. Long Island Lighting Company (LILCO) conceived the project during 
the 1960s due to growing concerns with fossil fuel supplies. The plant took 20 years to construct and cost 
approximately $6 billion.6 Nearly 100 times over budget, the plant was mothballed before entering 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  Risk	  is	  defined	  here	  as	  the	  potential	  for	  a	  loss	  or	  negative	  outcome	  from	  an	  uncertain	  event.	  
2	  Electricity	  sector	  capital	  investments	  tend	  to	  have	  low	  salvage	  values,	  meaning	  most	  costs	  are	  sunk	  and	  
unrecoverable	  if	  the	  investment	  does	  not	  operate	  as	  planned.	  See	  Elizabeth	  Olmsted	  Teisberg,	  “Capital	  Investment	  
Strategies	  under	  Uncertain	  Regulation,”	  The	  RAND	  Journal	  of	  Economics	  24,	  no.	  4	  (Winter	  1993):	  591-‐604,	  
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2555747.	  Also	  see	  Table	  8-‐1,	  EPA's	  IPM	  Base	  Case	  v.4.10	  Financial	  Assumptions,	  U.S	  
Environmental	  Protection	  Agency,	  http://www.epa.gov/airmarkets/progsregs/epa-‐ipm/docs/v410/Chapter8.pdf.	  
3	  Dalia	  Patino	  Echeverri	  and	  David	  Hoppock,	  Southeastern	  Association	  of	  Regulatory	  Utility	  Commissioners	  2013	  
Annual	  Conference,	  Asheville,	  North	  Carolina,	  June	  9,	  2013,	  
http://www.naruc.org/Grants/Documents/SEARUC%202013%20Risk%20Workshop.pdf.	  
4	  Fuel	  prices:	  Mark	  Bolinger,	  Revisiting	  the	  Long-‐Term	  Hedge	  Value	  of	  Wind	  Power	  in	  an	  Era	  of	  Low	  Natural	  Gas	  
Prices,	  Lawrence	  Berkeley	  National	  Laboratory	  (March	  2013).	  Demand	  growth:	  Peter	  Fox-‐Penner,	  Smart	  Power:	  
Climate	  Change,	  the	  Smart	  Grid,	  and	  the	  Future	  of	  Electric	  Utilities	  (Washington	  D.C.:	  Island	  Press,	  2011);	  Gregory	  
Aliff,	  The	  Math	  Does	  Not	  Lie:	  Factoring	  the	  Future	  of	  the	  U.S.	  Electric	  Power	  Industry,	  Deloitte	  Center	  for	  Energy	  
Solutions	  (2012).	  Environmental	  regulations	  and	  climate	  policy:	  Ron	  Binz,	  Richard	  Sedano,	  Denise	  Furey,	  and	  Dan	  
Mullen,	  Practicing	  Risk-‐Aware	  Electricity	  Regulation:	  What	  Every	  State	  Regulator	  Needs	  to	  Know	  (Boston:	  CERES,	  
2012).	  Technology	  development:	  Gregory	  Aliff,	  The	  Math	  Does	  Not	  Lie.	  	  
5	  NARUC	  President	  Philip	  Jones,	  2012	  NARUC	  Annual	  Conference,	  
http://www.narucmeetings.org/Presentations/2012jonesspeech.pdf.	  Ron	  Binz	  et	  al.,	  Practicing	  Risk-‐Aware	  
Electricity	  Regulation.	  
6	  Massoud	  Simnad,	  “Has	  the	  Nuclear	  Power	  Industry	  Risen	  and	  Fallen	  or	  Will	  It	  Rise	  Again?”	  Energy	  21	  (1996):	  
1095–1111.	  
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commercial operation.7 By the time it was decommissioned in 1995, electricity rates for LILCO 
customers had increased to among the highest in the country. As a result, LILCO was dissolved into 
several entities, including the Long Island Power Authority.8 Customers are still paying off an estimated 
$3.5 billion worth of debt related to the project.9  

Given current risks and uncertainties, the potential for today’s generation decisions to have similarly 
long-lasting negative impacts is high. For example, the decision to invest in an existing coal plant to 
comply with environmental regulations may be least cost in the near term but high cost over a longer 
horizon, depending on how the federal government regulates greenhouse gas emissions. Similarly, an 
investment in a natural gas plant may be least cost, assuming low natural gas price projections are 
realized, but the investment can significantly increase electricity rates if natural gas prices spike or return 
to the price volatility seen 5 to 10 years ago (Figure 1). Utilities can make investments in renewable 
generation, for example, to hedge against fuel price and other risks, but these investments are often 
relatively high cost in the near term. Moreover, estimating their hedging value with traditional utility 
planning methods is challenging.10  

	  

Figure	  1.	  Levelized	  annual	  revenue	  requirements	  for	  natural	  gas	  combined	  cycles	  given	  high	  and	  low	  natural	  gas	  
fuel	  price	  forecasts.	  A	  500	  MW	  combined	  cycle	  operating	  at	  60%	  capacity	  factor	  would	  cost	  $216	  million	  
annually	  if	  fuel	  prices	  from	  the	  Energy	  Information	  Administration’s	  (EIA)	  AEO2013	  Reference	  Case	  are	  realized.	  
In	  comparison,	  annual	  costs	  are	  almost	  $100	  million	  higher	  given	  natural	  gas	  prices	  from	  the	  EIA’s	  AEO2010	  “No	  
New	  Tight	  Gas	  and	  Shale	  Drilling	  after	  2009”	  scenario.	  

To deal with a range of least-cost investments across scenarios, decision makers sometimes assign greater 
weight to certain scenarios, ignore results from scenarios they view as less likely, or choose the 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7	  Malcolm	  Grimston.	  The	  Importance	  of	  Politics	  to	  Nuclear	  New	  Build	  (London:	  Chatham	  House,	  2005).	  	  
8	  H.	  Carl	  McCall,	  Staff	  Study:	  Disposition	  of	  the	  Shoreham	  Nuclear	  Power	  Plant,	  State	  of	  New	  York	  Office	  of	  the	  
State	  Comptroller	  Division	  of	  Management	  Audit,	  Report	  95-‐D-‐38,	  1995.	  
9	  Abby	  Gruen,	  “Rating	  agencies	  to	  NY	  governor	  on	  LIPA	  privatization:	  Do	  the	  math,”	  SNL	  Energy,	  January	  9,	  2013.	  
10	  	  Mark	  Bolinger,	  Revisiting	  the	  Long-‐Term	  Hedge	  Value	  of	  Wind	  Power	  in	  an	  Era	  of	  Low	  Natural	  Gas	  Prices,	  
Lawrence	  Berkeley	  National	  Laboratory,	  March	  2013. 
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investment option that is least cost (or low cost) over the greatest range of scenarios. However, an 
investment option that is least cost over a range of scenarios can create considerable risk in one or more 
of the remaining scenarios.   

One option for overcoming the uncertainty associated with identifying optimal investments is to change 
the planning objective from least cost to a metric that accounts for the wide range of potential outcomes. 
A least-risk metric that also assures low relative costs by “minimizing the maximum regret” of generation 
plans is a potentially attractive alternative approach. Identifying investments for generation plans that are 
low cost and low risk across all scenarios is a strategy utility planners—including those at the Tennessee 
Valley Authority— have begun to use to avoid making decisions that could cause significant regret in the 
future.11 Given the current environment of economic and regulatory uncertainty, utility planners and state 
utility regulators may want to supplement their existing planning methods with a least-risk approach to 
determine optimal generation plans.  

ALTERNATIVES	  TO	  TRADITIONAL	  SCENARIO	  ANALYSIS	  PLANNING	  
To overcome the difficulties associated with traditional scenario analysis and decision making under 
uncertainty, utility planning experts, academics, and others have developed methodologies and other tools 
to optimize decision making under uncertainty while quantifying and minimizing risks. These tools 
include robust decision making, real options analysis, utility scenario planning for least-risk outcomes, 
expected value analysis using probabilities, and other stochastic optimization methods.12 Some of these 
methods require utility planners and regulators to learn new processes and models.13 The least-risk metric 
introduced here can complement current planning methods and is compatible with existing models and 
traditional scenario analysis. 

Utility planners and regulators can create a simple metric to estimate the risk of a decision by calculating 
the “regret” of a decision for each scenario using the outputs of traditional scenario analysis. Minimizing 
the maximum regret is a decision analysis methodology that minimizes forecast regret for the range of 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11	  In	  its	  2011	  Integrated	  Resource	  Plan,	  TVA	  states,	  “When	  faced	  with	  a	  challenge	  like	  planning	  the	  power	  system	  
for	  the	  next	  20	  years,	  a	  ‘no-‐regrets’	  decision-‐making	  framework	  is	  generally	  the	  best	  approach.	  A	  ‘no-‐regrets’	  
framework	  is	  one	  in	  which	  decision	  makers…	  weigh	  the	  likelihood	  and	  consequence	  of	  the	  risks	  and	  challenges	  
that	  could	  surface	  so	  that	  decisions	  have	  a	  high	  likelihood	  of	  being	  sound	  in	  many	  possible	  states	  of	  the	  world.”	  
TVA,	  Integrated	  Resource	  Plan:	  TVA’s	  Environmental	  &	  Energy	  Future	  (2011),	  
http://www.tva.com/environment/reports/irp/pdf/Final_IRP_complete.pdf.	  	  
12	  Robust	  decision-‐making:	  Robert	  J.	  Lembert,	  Steven	  W.	  Popper,	  and	  Steven	  C.	  Banks,	  Shaping	  the	  Next	  100	  Years	  
New	  Methods	  for	  Long-‐Term,	  Quantitative	  Policy	  Analysis	  (Santa	  Monica,	  CA:	  RAND,	  2003).	  Real	  options	  analysis:	  
Avinosh	  K.	  Dixit	  and	  Robert	  S.	  Pindyck,	  Investment	  under	  Uncertainty	  (Princeton,	  NJ:	  Princeton	  University	  Press,	  
1994).	  Utility	  scenario	  planning:	  David	  M.	  Boonin,	  Utility	  Scenario	  Planning:	  Always	  Acceptable	  vs.	  the	  Optimal	  
Solution,	  National	  Regulatory	  Research	  Institute	  (March	  2011),	  
http://www.nrri.org/pubs/multiutility/NRRI_utility_scenario_planning_mar11-‐07.pdf.	  Expected	  value	  analysis	  
using	  probabilities:	  David	  Hoppock,	  Dalia	  Patino	  Echeverri,	  and	  Etan	  Gumerman,	  Determining	  the	  Least-‐Cost	  
Investment	  for	  an	  Existing	  Coal	  Plant	  to	  Comply	  with	  EPA	  Regulations	  under	  Uncertainty,	  Nicholas	  Institute	  for	  
Environmental	  Policy	  Solutions	  at	  Duke	  University	  (February	  2012),	  
http://nicholasinstitute.duke.edu/climate/lowcarbontech/determining-‐the-‐least-‐cost-‐investment-‐for-‐an-‐existing-‐
coal-‐plant-‐to-‐comply-‐with-‐epa-‐regulations-‐under-‐uncertainty#.UdTWY9LvtJQ.	  
13	  Given	  significant	  uncertainty	  in	  the	  utility	  sector	  and	  the	  scale	  of	  the	  investment	  decisions,	  use	  of	  new	  
methodologies	  and	  models	  is	  worth	  exploring.	  
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investment options and scenarios analyzed.14 In other words, minimizing the maximum (minimax) regret 
identifies a generation plan that is relatively low cost for the utility—and ultimately, ratepayers—no 
matter how the future unfolds.   

Decision theory states that investment decisions should reflect the risk preferences of the decision 
maker.15 Therefore, minimizing potential regrets is a particularly attractive approach for regulated utilities 
and is compatible with their objectives and those of utility regulators. In traditionally regulated states, 
utility rates of return on capital investments are 
authorized by state regulators and assessed on prudently 
incurred investments.16 Because the utility’s return on 
investment is set by the state and based on costs and 
performance, the objective of the utility is to minimize 
the total cost of service while maintaining a high level of 
reliability, rather than attempting to maximize profit. 
Moreover, electric utilities provide an essential service to 
society and the economy. The expected and required 
reliability of the bulk power system in the United States 
makes end-use customers and utility regulators wary of 
high-risk investments and is important in attracting low-
cost capital for investments. Thus, traditionally regulated 
utilities are typically risk averse, because their 
investments are capital intensive, long lived, and subject 
to scrutiny by regulators and ratepayers, including post-
investment prudency review.  

Minimax regret analysis is considered a sound decision-
making method under uncertainty, because it is neither 
too optimistic nor too pessimistic about future 
outcomes.17 Some utilities have begun moving toward 
this method of planning. For example, the 2011 
Integrated Resource Plan of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority (TVA) used a similar “no regrets” analysis 
that “balances competing objectives while reducing costs 
and risk and retaining the flexibility to respond to future 
risks and opportunities.”18 The approach overcomes the 
decision-making dilemma many utilities and regulators 
face when evaluating numerous scenarios and 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
14	  David	  R.	  Anderson,	  Dennis	  J.	  Sweeney,	  Thomas	  A.	  Williams,	  and	  Kipp	  Martin,	  An	  Introduction	  to	  Management	  
Science:	  Quantitative	  Approaches	  to	  Decision	  Making,	  12th	  ed.	  (Mason,	  Ohio:	  Thomson	  South-‐western,	  2008).	  
15	  Robert	  T.	  Clemen	  and	  Terence	  Reilly,	  Making	  Hard	  Decisions	  (Pacific	  Grove,	  CA:	  Duxbury,	  2001).	  
16	  Utility	  regulators	  do	  not	  set	  a	  guaranteed	  profit;	  they	  set	  a	  rate	  of	  return	  based	  on	  a	  test	  year.	  Actual	  returns	  
vary	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  sales	  and	  cumulative	  costs.	  
17	  A.	  Colman,	  Game	  Theory	  and	  Its	  Applications	  (New	  York:	  Routledge	  Press,	  1995).	  	  
18	  TVA.	  Integrated	  Resource	  Plan:	  TVA’s	  Environmental	  and	  Energy	  Future	  (2011),	  
http://www.tva.com/environment/reports/irp/pdf/Final_IRP_complete.pdf.	  

Minimizing the Maximum Regret 

Step 1: Calculate the net present value 
of total system cost (net present value 
revenue requirement) for each 
investment option or investment 
portfolio across all scenarios. 

Step 2: Create a matrix of total costs 
for each investment option in every 
scenario. Determine the least-cost 
investment option in each scenario. 

Step 3: Calculate a regret score for 
each investment option across all 
scenarios by subtracting the least-cost 
option from each investment option 
within each scenario. Create a matrix 
of regret scores. 

Step 4: Determine the maximum 
regret of each investment option by 
selecting the maximum regret score 
for each investment option across all 
scenarios. Determine the investment 
option with the lowest maximum 
regret. This option minimizes the 
maximum forecast regret. 
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investment alternatives: is this significant investment in the best interest of our ratepayers, or will we 
come to regret the decision?  

MINIMIZING	  MAXIMUM	  REGRET	  
Although utilities and state regulators typically evaluate large electric system investment decisions using 
scenario analysis, they do not use the scenario analysis outputs to forecast potential regrets, even though 
the calculation is relatively easy. A simplified example illustrates the methodology. In this example, a 
utility evaluates three investment alternatives across four scenarios of future market conditions.19 It 
simulates system operations resulting from Investment A in scenarios 1-4, and then those for investments 
B and C. Utility planners then typically create a matrix populated with the net present value (NPV) total 
system costs over 20 years for each investment and scenario combination (Table 1).   

Table	  1.	  An	  example	  of	  a	  typical	  utility	  generation	  planning	  scenario	  analysis	  output,	  depicting	  NPV	  total	  system	  
costs	  over	  20	  years	  for	  each	  investment	  scenario	  combination.	  	  

	  

In Table 1, Investment A appears to be the best choice, because it is the least-cost option in three of the 
four scenarios. Investment B is never the least-cost alternative, and Investment C is only least cost in one 
scenario.   

The utility in this simplified example has several investment options—but in reality, utilities choose from 
dozens if not hundreds of generation plan alternatives. Although they can choose their investments, they 
cannot control future market conditions, and therein lies the uncertainty and decision maker’s dilemma. 
Although Investment A is the least-cost alternative in three of the four scenarios, is it really the utility’s 
best choice?  

Manipulating the matrix with a minimax regret analysis to determine the lower-risk, least regrettable 
decision yields a different answer. To calculate the regrets of each investment, utility planners would 
identify the least-cost outcome in each scenario (Table 2).  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
19	  The	  four	  scenarios	  represent	  a	  set	  of	  assumptions	  about	  and	  forecasts	  for	  key	  variables,	  such	  as	  fuel	  prices,	  
environmental	  regulations,	  and	  electricity	  demand.	  	  

Scenario	  1 Scenario	  2 Scenario	  3 Scenario	  4

Investment	  A $	  100	  B $120	  B $125	  B $140	  B

Investment	  B $103	  B $123	  B $127	  B $131	  B

Investment	  C $110	  B $125	  B $128	  B $130	  B
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Table	  2.	  The	  least-‐cost	  investment	  for	  each	  future	  scenario	  is	  highlighted	  in	  red.	  	  

	  

The regret of each investment in a scenario is calculated as the difference between an investment’s cost 
and the lowest-cost option in the same scenario. For example, Investment A has a regret of $0 in Scenario 
1, because it resulted in the best possible outcome for that particular future ($100 B – $100 B). 
Investment B yields a $3 billion regret ($103 B – $100 B), and Investment C results in a $10 billion regret 
($110 B – $100 B). In other words, if the utility made Investment B or C, and the future ends up as 
forecast in Scenario 1, it would regret the decision, because a cheaper alternative existed, and ratepayers 
ultimately paid higher prices than they could have.   

Populating a regret matrix makes identifying potential risks relatively easy. Although Investment A is the 
least-cost option in three scenarios, Table 3 shows that it can also result in a maximum regret of $10 
billion. Investment C is the least-cost option in the remaining scenario, but it can also result in a regret of 
up to $10 billion. Costs for Investment B, on the other hand, never deviate significantly from the least-
cost option and do not exceed a regret of $3 billion. Therefore, according to a minimax regret analysis, 
Investment B is the optimal investment, because it minimizes the maximum regret of the decision. It may 
not be the least-cost option, but its additional cost acts as a hedge and results in stable, relatively 
predictable costs for customers. 

Table	  3.	  A	  regrets	  (additional	  cost	  above	  the	  optimal	  investment	  in	  each	  scenario)	  table	  derived	  from	  tables	  1	  
and	  2	  quantifies	  the	  potential	  risk	  for	  each	  investment	  and	  identifies	  the	  alternative	  that	  minimizes	  the	  
maximum	  regret.	  	  

	  

Applying	  minimax	  regret	  analysis	  to	  utility	  planning	  
Minimizing the maximum regret is not only a simple approach compatible with existing tools and data, 
but also a useful method for identifying trends, risks, and opportunities related to various generation plans 
(such as building new units and retiring others) and future market conditions. The value of this planning 
method can be illustrated with a more detailed set of generation plan options and scenarios for a 
hypothetical electric utility.  

Scenario	  1 Scenario	  2 Scenario	  3 Scenario	  4

Investment	  A $	  100	  B $120	  B $125	  B $140	  B

Investment	  B $103	  B $123	  B $127	  B $131	  B

Investment	  C $110	  B $125	  B $128	  B $130	  B

Scenario	  1 Scenario	  2 Scenario	  3 Scenario	  4
Maximum	  Regret	  of	  
Each	  Investment

Investment	  A $	  0	  B $0	  B $0	  B $10	  B $10	  B

Investment	  B $3	  B $3	  B $2	  B $1	  B $3	  B

Investment	  C $10	  B $5	  B $3	  B $0	  B $10	  B
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Model	  Background	  and	  Assumptions	  
For this example, the 20-year NPV total system costs of four generation plans is calculated for four 
scenarios for a total of 16 assessments. The total costs are the discounted revenue requirements for the 
utility, which include system production costs (fuel, variable operations and maintenance, emissions) and 
fixed costs (costs of new power plants or retrofits, including financing charges to cover debt payments 
and returns for equity investors). Utilities simulate their systems and quantify their costs in this manner. 
After a total cost matrix is created, a regret matrix is developed to compare generation plans and 
understand risks and opportunities associated with different assets.  

For this analysis, a simplified production cost model was developed using Microsoft Excel’s Solver 
tool.20 The resulting linear program optimizes the economic dispatch of a generation portfolio to minimize 
annual production costs over a 20-year period given a set of unit characteristics and 8,760 hours/year load 
data. Unit characteristics include heat rate, variable operations and maintenance (O&M) costs, emissions 
rate, and availability (to account for annual maintenance and outage rates, or in the case of solar and 
wind, the availability of the resource). Fuel and emissions costs assumptions were included to develop 
different scenarios and to calculate each unit’s production cost rate in dollars per megawatt-hour 
($/MWh). The optimization was subject to constraints of unit availability and needed to meet load 
obligations while maintaining a 15% reserve margin.    

Following each model run, the annual production cost output was added to the annual fixed costs for the 
electricity generating system. Fixed costs include fixed O&M for existing and new units and the annual 
stream of revenue required for building and financing new power plants or environmental controls. 
Assumptions for unit characteristics, new unit capital costs and O&M, and environmental control costs 
were based on Energy Information Administration (EIA) and Edison Electric Institute estimates.21 The 
annual sum of fixed and variable revenue requirements was discounted by a weighted after-tax cost of 
capital of 8.36% to determine the 20-year NPV of total system costs for the utility and its ratepayers.22  

The hypothetical electric utility included 29 units with a total installed capacity of about 6,800 megawatts 
(MW) in 2013. Unit types included coal, nuclear, diesel combustion turbines (CTs), natural gas CTs, 
natural gas combined cycle turbines (CCs), wind, solar, hydro, and demand-side resources. Wind capacity 
and solar capacity were discounted for reserve margin purposes to account for their intermittency and 
probable availability during peak demand periods.23  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
20	  The	  authors	  did	  not	  have	  access	  to	  proprietary	  production	  cost	  models	  typically	  used	  by	  electric	  utilities.	  
21	  EIA	  unit	  assumptions	  are	  from	  Updated	  Capital	  Cost	  Estimates	  for	  Utility	  Scale	  Electricity	  Generating	  Plants	  
(2013),	  http://www.eia.gov/forecasts/capitalcost/pdf/updated_capcost.pdf.	  EEI	  environmental	  control	  cost	  
assumptions	  are	  from	  EEI/ICF,	  Potential	  Impacts	  of	  Environmental	  Regulation	  on	  the	  U.S.	  Generation	  Fleet	  (2011),	  
http://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pacificorp/doc/Energy_Sources/Integrated_Resource_Plan/2011IRP/EEI
ModelingReportFinal-‐28January2011.pdf.	  	  
22	  The	  after-‐tax	  weighted	  cost	  of	  capital	  assumes	  a	  50:50	  ratio	  of	  debt	  and	  equity	  financing,	  with	  a	  6%	  debt	  interest	  
rate,	  13%	  return	  on	  equity,	  and	  a	  38%	  corporate	  tax	  rate.	  	  
23	  Installed	  wind	  capacity	  received	  15%	  credit	  toward	  the	  reserve	  margin,	  and	  solar	  capacity	  received	  35%	  credit.	  
See	  http://www.wind-‐energy-‐the-‐facts.org/en/part-‐2-‐grid-‐integration/chapter-‐6-‐wind-‐power-‐contribution-‐to-‐
system-‐adequacy/capacity-‐credit-‐of-‐wind-‐power/capacity-‐credit-‐values-‐of-‐wind-‐power.html	  for	  example	  wind	  
capacity	  credits	  in	  Germany.	  An	  Evaluation	  of	  Solar	  Valuation	  Methods	  Used	  in	  Utility	  Planning	  and	  
Procurement	  Processes	  (LBNL	  2012)	  presents	  a	  range	  of	  solar	  capacity	  credits	  used	  by	  U.S.	  utilities	  in	  recent	  
planning	  documents.	  	  
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Using several years of publicly available load data from the PJM interconnection, an indicative 8,760 
hourly load shape was developed for the hypothetical system.24 For all scenarios, peak demand was 
assumed to be 5,500 MW in 2013 and to grow 0.5% annually.    

Generation	  Plans	  Evaluated	  
Four generation plans were developed to simulate the wide variety of choices available to utilities and to 
identify a low-risk plan. Because peak demand in each scenario remains static, each generation plan adds 
the same amount of reserve margin capacity during the same periods. For risk-based assessments like this, 
utilities typically analyze only their near- to medium-term generation decisions, for example, a decision in 
2013 to build a combined cycle unit that comes online in 2018 or a nuclear unit that begins commercial 
operation in 2020. Decisions about what to build to satisfy expected demand far in the future are deferred 
to allow the utility to adapt to changing market conditions. However, to simplify the present analysis and 
to illustrate the impacts of shifting to distinct generation portfolios over time, expansion plan decisions 
are exogenously determined for later years. 

The four generation plans vary in terms of coal retirements and types and quantities of resources added in 
the future (Table 4). Generation plans 1 and 3 rely solely on natural gas units to satisfy future needs. 
Generation plans 2 and 4 have more diversified expansion plans that augment new natural gas capacity 
with other resources. Generation Plan 2 adds new wind, nuclear, energy efficiency, and demand response 
as well as natural gas CCs and CTs. Generation Plan 4 does not build new nuclear capacity, and instead 
supplements the portfolio with greater wind, solar, energy efficiency, and demand response, along with 
new natural gas capacity.  

Table	  4.	  Generation	  plan	  assumptions.	  FGD	  =	  flue	  gas	  desulfurization;	  SCR	  =	  selective	  catalytic	  reduction;	  CCR	  =	  
coal	  combustion	  residuals.	  	  

	  

The capacity mix of each generation plan changes significantly over the 20-year study period (Figure 2) 
even though natural gas-fired capacity dominates the mix from the beginning to the end of each plan. The 
resource diversity differences among plans are evident when comparing plans 1 and 3 with plans 2 and 4. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
24	  Hourly	  historical	  load	  data	  for	  the	  PJM	  Interconnection	  and	  associated	  electric	  distribution	  companies	  are	  
available	  from	  http://www.pjm.com/markets-‐and-‐operations/ops-‐analysis/historical-‐load-‐data.aspx.	  	  

Generation	  Plan	  1 Generation	  Plan	  2 Generation	  Plan	  3 Generation	  Plan	  4
850	  MW	  Retire	  in	  2015 850	  MW	  Retire	  in	  2015 1275	  MW	  Retire	  in	  2015 1275	  MW	  Retire	  in	  2015
425	  MW	  Install	  SCR/FGD	  in	  2016 425	  MW	  Install	  SCR/FGD	  in	  2016 500	  MW	  CCR	  Upgrades	  in	  2018 500	  MW	  CCR	  Upgrades	  in	  2018
925	  MW	  CCR	  Upgrades	  in	  2018 925	  MW	  CCR	  Upgrades	  in	  2018

300	  MW	  Natural	  Gas	  CT 275	  MW	  Natural	  Gas	  CT 400	  MW	  Natural	  Gas	  CT 600	  MW	  Natural	  Gas	  CT
700	  MW	  Natural	  Gas	  CC 600	  MW	  Natural	  Gas	  CC 1000	  MW	  Natural	  Gas	  CC 475	  MW	  Natural	  Gas	  CC

250	  MW	  Wind 50	  MW	  Solar
50	  MW	  Energy	  Efficiency 200	  MW	  Wind
50	  MW	  Demand	  Response 125	  MW	  Energy	  Efficiency

150	  MW	  Demand	  Response
300	  MW	  Natural	  Gas	  CC 300	  MW	  Nuclear 300	  MW	  Natural	  Gas	  CC 100	  MW	  Demand	  Response

150	  MW	  Energy	  Efficiency
100	  MW	  Solar
300	  MW	  Wind

150	  MW	  Natural	  Gas	  CT 150	  MW	  Natural	  Gas	  CT 150	  MW	  Natural	  Gas	  CT 50	  MW	  Energy	  Efficiency
100	  MW	  Natural	  Gas	  CT

Coal	  fleet	  
assumptions

New	  Unit	  Assumptions

2016

2020

2029
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Figure	  2.	  Installed	  capacity	  mix	  in	  2013	  and	  2030	  for	  each	  generation	  plan.	  	  	  

Scenarios	  
Scenario selection is important in minimax regret analysis, because if the selected scenarios do not 
capture the plausible range of futures for all investment options, the inclusion or exclusion of certain 
scenarios can predetermine the regret calculations. For example, a minimax regret analysis with a high 
natural gas price scenario but without a scenario with nuclear cost escalation or other implementation 
difficulties would lead to high regret scores for natural gas generation investments and likely to low regret 
scores for a nuclear investment. Therefore, evaluating a wide range of potential scenarios that fully 
capture the realistic range of all relevant sources of uncertainty is critical. 

To simplify the present analysis, each generation plan was simulated through four scenarios of future 
market conditions. The scenarios and their associated fuel and emissions price data are from the EIA’s 
Annual Energy Outlook 2013 (AEO).25 The first scenario is the AEO “Reference Case,” which portrays a 
business-as-usual future. Because natural gas prices are having a profound impact on the electric industry 
and will play a growing role in the sector, the analysis includes two scenarios with natural gas prices 
above and below the Reference Case prices. These scenarios are based on the AEO “High Oil & Gas 
Potential” case and “Low Oil & Gas Potential” case. Also included is the AEO “Greenhouse Gas $25” 
case. This scenario shows the indicative impacts of carbon prices. 

Results	  
To simulate how each generation plan performs in each potential future, scenario fuel and emissions price 
assumptions were embedded into the production cost model, along with each generation plan, resulting in 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
25	  EIA,	  Annual	  Energy	  Outlook	  2013,	  http://www.eia.gov/forecasts/aeo/pdf/0383(2013).pdf.	  	  
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16-generation plan-scenario combination model runs. For example, the analysis “hard codes” Generation 
Plan 1 into the production cost model and then optimizes its economic dispatch in a Reference Case 
world, in high and low natural gas price environments, and with a GHG policy. The process is repeated 
with each generation plan, and the subsequent production cost outputs are added to each generation plan’s 
fixed costs to calculate a 20-year NPV of total cost—or revenue requirements (Table 5).  

Table	  5.	  Twenty-‐year	  NPV	  of	  total	  cost	  for	  each	  generation	  plan	  and	  scenario	  combination.	  

	  

Determining the least-cost option among the four plan options would be difficult if cost were the only 
consideration. Generation Plan 3 is the least-cost option in the Reference Case and in the low natural gas 
price environment, whereas Generation Plan 4 is the least cost option in the remaining two scenarios. 
Utility planners and regulators may approve Generation Plan 3, because they view the Reference Case 
and low gas price scenarios as most plausible. However, low-probability events—“black swans”—
typically have greater impacts. By failing to account for the less plausible high gas price and greenhouse 
gas price scenarios, the utility and its regulators may leave customers at risk for higher costs in the 
future.26   

To quantify the risks of regret for each generation plan, a regrets matrix is created by subtracting the 
lowest-cost plan in every scenario from the cost of each generation plan in that same scenario (Table 6).  
Generation Plan 1, for example, can result in a regret of $180 million given the Reference Case future. 
The regret is the additional cost borne by ratepayers as a result of the utility not choosing the optimal plan 
for that particular future. This method reveals that the maximum regret for generation plans 1, 2, 3, and 4 
are $850 million, $1.44 billion, $560 million, and $470 million, respectively, for the given scenarios.   

 

 

	  

	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
26	  Nassim	  Nicholas	  Taleb,	  The	  Black	  Swan	  (New	  York:	  Random	  House,	  2007).	  	  

AEO	  2013	  
Reference	  Case

AEO	  2013	  High	  Oil	  
&	  Gas	  Resources	  
(Low	  Prices)

AEO	  2013	  Low	  Oil	  &	  
Gas	  Resources	  
(High	  Prices)

AEO	  2013	  
Greenhouse	  Gas	  

$25

Generation	  Plan	  1 14,130,000,000$	  	  	   12,050,000,000$	  	  	   15,590,000,000$	  	  	   20,570,000,000$	  	  	  

Generation	  Plan	  2 15,000,000,000$	  	  	   13,230,000,000$	  	  	   16,220,000,000$	  	  	   20,860,000,000$	  	  	  

Generation	  Plan	  3 13,950,000,000$	  	  	   11,790,000,000$	  	  	   15,610,000,000$	  	  	   20,280,000,000$	  	  	  

Generation	  Plan	  4 14,050,000,000$	  	  	   12,260,000,000$	  	  	   15,430,000,000$	  	  	   19,720,000,000$	  	  	  

Least-‐Cost	  
Generation	  Plan	  in	  

Each	  Scenario
13,950,000,000$	  	  	   11,790,000,000$	  	  	   15,430,000,000$	  	  	   19,720,000,000$	  	  	  

APPENDIX A
Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 525

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



	   13	  

Table	  6.	  Regrets	  matrix	  showing	  the	  risks	  of	  incremental	  costs	  (regrets)	  of	  each	  generation	  plan.	  

	  

Therefore, Generation Plan 4 is the optimal investment, because it has the lowest possible regret across 
the scenarios. Moving forward with this plan may not yield the lowest cost in a reference case or low gas 
price environment, but its costs do not deviate widely from the lowest-cost option, and it will not yield the 
highest costs.   

Why does Generation Plan 4 perform well across all scenarios? The diversity and flexibility of its 
resources. A minimax regret analysis essentially optimizes the system to create a portfolio that hedges 
against a range of risks and avoids the perils that can arise from overreliance on a particular resource.27 
Generation Plan 4 allows the utility to respond to changing market conditions by switching generation 
from one fuel resource to another. Thus, the utility can mitigate risks associated with rising fuel prices or 
take advantage of falling fuel prices. Generation Plan 4 does not build enough natural gas capacity to take 
full advantage of a low gas price environment, but it does offer protection against rising fuel prices and 
potential GHG rules. The portfolio in essence becomes a hedge. The additional costs of Generation Plan 4 
in certain scenarios can be viewed as an insurance premium for cost certainty and reduced cost volatility. 

Using this methodology also ensures a balance between capital cost and operating cost risks. The majority 
of risks with fossil fuel plants like coal and natural gas are on the operating side of the equation.  If 
natural gas prices increase, customers will pay higher prices. With renewables like wind and solar, 
however, the risk is on the capital cost, because production costs are predictable and close to $0/MWh. 
Because the analysis takes into account the total costs of building and operating an electric system, it 
ensures that utilities and their regulators do not overbuild wind and solar resources. Doing so would 
increase the capital cost requirements of their plan and potentially lead to regrets, as evidenced by 
Generation Plan 2, which called for an expansion plan similar to that of Generation Plan 4. However, 
Generation Plan 2 included a nuclear investment, which increased the capital costs and total cost of the 
plan, leading to greater possible regrets than Generation Plan 4. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
27	  In	  a	  minimizing	  the	  maximum	  regret	  analysis,	  failing	  to	  include	  scenarios	  that	  cover	  the	  full	  range	  of	  
uncertainties	  for	  all	  investment	  options	  and	  generation	  portfolios	  will	  likely	  result	  in	  undervaluation	  of	  the	  risk	  of	  
select	  investment	  options	  and	  generation	  portfolios.	  

AEO	  2013	  
Reference	  Case

AEO	  2013	  High	  Oil	  
&	  Gas	  Resources	  
(Low	  Prices)

AEO	  2013	  Low	  Oil	  &	  
Gas	  Resources	  
(High	  Prices)

AEO	  2013	  
Greenhouse	  Gas	  

$25

Maximum	  Regret	  of	  
Each	  Generation	  

Plan

Generation	  Plan	  1 180,000,000$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   260,000,000$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   160,000,000$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   850,000,000$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   850,000,000$	  	  	  	  	  

Generation	  Plan	  2 1,050,000,000$	  	  	  	  	  	   1,440,000,000$	  	  	  	  	  	   790,000,000$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1,140,000,000$	  	  	  	  	  	   1,440,000,000$	  

Generation	  Plan	  3 -‐$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   -‐$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   180,000,000$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   560,000,000$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   560,000,000$	  	  	  	  	  

Generation	  Plan	  4 100,000,000$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   470,000,000$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   -‐$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   -‐$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   470,000,000$	  	  	  	  	  
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Generation Plan 4 reflects the optimal mix of renewables, energy efficiency, and traditional resources as 
well as the optimal mix of capital and operating costs. It highlights the innate hedging capabilities of 
wind, solar, and energy efficiency resources—capabilities that regret scores can quantify, unlike 
traditional scenario analysis. By capturing the hedging value of wind, solar, and energy efficiency, a 
minimax regret analysis can increase adoption of these resources.    

CONCLUSIONS	  	  
Current lowest-cost planning techniques adopted by utilities and utility regulators may inadequately 
account for potential future cost risks. Identifying a single least-cost plan using traditional planning 
methods is often impossible given uncertain and quickly evolving conditions in the electric power sector. 
The least-cost plan in one scenario can lead to high costs in another scenario. Utilities and their regulators 
may come to regret some of the investments they make today and ultimately saddle ratepayers with higher 
costs than they otherwise would have. 

Shifting the planning approach from a lowest-cost metric to a lowest-risk metric can reduce risks of 
regrets and incremental ratepayer costs. Some uncertainty planning methods, such as stochastic 
optimization and robust decision-making, require new tools and methodologies. By contrast, a minimax 
regret analysis is compatible with existing planning techniques. It takes outputs, such as production costs 
and fixed costs, from existing scenario analyses and evaluates them in light of a balance of low-cost and 
low-risk considerations, rather than from the perspective of a least-cost objective.   

The example above shows how utilities and regulators can adopt this method and indicates the benefits of 
doing so. By analyzing several potential generation plan options across a wide range (such as 10 to 15) 
scenarios, utilities and regulators can avoid making investments that reduce the flexibility of the electric 
system to respond to changing market conditions. Utilities and regulators may find minimax regret 
analysis is an attractive approach to supplement their current planning efforts.  

Minimax regret analysis can identify the optimal blend of resources to create a diverse, resilient portfolio 
that ensures utilities do not rely too heavily on one resource over another. Even if the optimal plan in a 
minimax regret analysis does not result in the lowest-cost option, it will give utilities, regulators, and 
ratepayers increased price certainty, because it will reduce cost volatility. Moreover, that cost certainty 
can help attract new businesses and industries by allowing them to efficiently plan their own investments. 

Minimizing the maximum regret is also a useful tool for assessing the risk-reduction benefits of energy 
efficiency programs, renewable resources like wind and solar, and generation diversity in general. In 
some regions, these investments have difficulty overcoming the least-cost barrier due to their upfront 
capital costs, which are higher than those of traditional electricity generating facilities. The minimax 
regret analysis accounts for these higher capital costs but also highlights the value that the investments 
add by hedging fuel price risks and creating a resilient system.  
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Best Practices in Electric Utility Integrated Resource Planning

An integrated resource plan is a utility plan for 
meeting forecasted annual peak and energy 
demand, plus some established reserve margin, 
through a combination of supply-side and 

demand-side resources over a specified future period. 
For utilities, integrated resource planning is often quite 
time- and resource-intensive. Its benefits are so great, 
however, particularly to consumers, that utilities are 
frequently required by state legislation or regulation to 
undertake planning efforts that are then reviewed by state 
public utilities commissions (PUCs). (In this document, 
the acronym IRP is used, depending on the context, to 
denote either an integrated resource plan or the process of 
integrated resource planning.)

IRP rules governing utilities have been created in a 
number of ways. Bills that mandate integrated resource 
planning have been passed into law by state legislatures; 
rules have been codified under state administrative code; 
and state utility commissions have adopted IRP regulations 
as part of their administrative rules, or have ordered it to be 
done as a result of docketed proceedings. Although some 
state IRP rules have remained unchanged since they were 
first implemented, other states have amended, repealed, 
and in some cases reinstated their IRP rules. Examples can 
be found in the rules of Arizona, Colorado, and Oregon. 
Rules that have been amended recently often reflect current 
concerns in the electric industry—e.g., fuel costs and 

Executive Summary

volatility, the effects of power generation on air and water, 
issues of national security, electricity market conditions, 
and climate change, as well as individual state concerns. 

There are, however, certain subject-matter areas 
that are essential to resource planning on which state 
regulations are silent. Utilities must use their discretion 
in determining how best to address these areas in their 
resource plans. This paper provides utilities, commissions, 
and legislatures  with guidance on these subject-matter 
areas. Section III summarizes three recent utility IRPs 
from the states mentioned above, in an effort to determine 
both best practices in integrated resource planning 
and ways in which utilities can improve their planning 
processes and outcomes. Section IV then presents a series 
of recommendations, developed from these examples, for 
integrated resource planning and its resulting plans.

For an IRP process to be deemed successful, it should 
include both a meaningful stakeholder process and 
oversight from an engaged public utilities commission. 
A successful utility’s resource plan should include 
consideration in detail of the following elements: a load 
forecast, reserves and reliability, demand-side management, 
supply options, fuel prices, environmental costs and 
constraints, evaluation of existing resources, integrated 
analysis, time frame, uncertainty, valuing and selecting 
plans, action plan, and documentation. Section IV describes 
in detail the elements of both the process and the plan.
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As energy demand across the United States rises 
and falls and the generation fleet ages, utilities 
must plan to add and retire resources in the most 
cost-effective manner while meeting regional 

reliability standards. Integrated resource planning began 
in the late 1980s, as states looked for a way to respond to 
the oil embargos and nuclear cost overruns of the previous 
decade—and ever since, it has been an accepted way in 
which utilities can create long-term resource plans. State 
requirements for resource plans vary in terms, among 
other things, of planning horizon, the frequency with 
which plans must be updated, the resources required to be 
considered, stakeholder involvement, and the actions that 
public utilities commissions should take in reference to the 
plan (review, acknowledge, and accept or reject the plan). 

As the electric industry began to restructure in the mid-
1990s, integrated resource planning rules in many states 
were repealed or ignored. Some states have since made 
an effort to update IRP rules to make them applicable 
to current industry conditions, while other states have 
continued to use rules that are now out of date. This 
report describes IRP requirements in three states that have 
recently updated their regulations governing the planning 
process, and it reviews the most recent resource plan 

Introduction

from the largest utility in each of those states. Rules from 
Arizona, Colorado and Oregon are described in detail, 
in order to demonstrate ways in which states can require 
comprehensive planning processes and resource plan 
outcomes from the utilities under their jurisdictions. 

These particular states were chosen not only because 
their rules have recently been updated, but also because the 
guidance they provide to electric utilities offers examples 
of best practices in integrated resource planning. The 
updated rules have been designed to give thoughtful 
consideration to specific resources that have traditionally 
been ignored, and to produce outcomes that are in the 
best interests of both ratepayers and society as a whole. 
Utility resource plans from Arizona Public Service, Public 
Service Company of Colorado, and PacifiCorp utilize 
progressive methodologies and contain modern elements 
that contribute to the production of high-quality plans that 
are useful examples of superior resource planning efforts. 

This report is intended to be helpful to policymakers, 
public utility commissions and their staff, ratepayer 
advocates, and the general public as they each consider the 
ways in which utility resource planning can best serve the 
public interest.
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Best Practices in Electric Utility Integrated Resource Planning

An integrated resource plan, or IRP, is a utility 
plan for meeting forecasted annual peak and 
energy demand, plus some established reserve 
margin, through a combination of supply-side 

and demand-side resources over a specified future period. 
Steps taken in the creation of an IRP include: 

• forecasting future loads, 
• identifying potential resource options to meet those 

future loads, 
• determining the optimal mix of resources based on 

the goal of minimizing future electric system costs, 
• receiving and responding to public participation 

(where applicable), and 
• creating and implementing the resource plan. 
Figure 1 shows these steps in a flow chart.

I.  The Purpose and Use of 
Integrated Resource Planning

 Integrated resource planning has many benefits 
to consumers, and other positive impacts on the 
environment. This is a planning process that, if correctly 
implemented, locates the lowest practical costs at which a 
utility can deliver reliable energy services to its customers. 
IRP differs from traditional planning in that it requires 
utilities to use analytical tools that are capable of fairly 
evaluating and comparing the costs and benefits of both 
demand- and supply-side resources.2 The result is an 
opportunity to achieve lower overall costs than might 
result from considering only supply-side options. In 
particular, the inclusion of demand-side options presents 
more possibilities for saving fuel and reducing negative 
environmental impacts than might be possible if only 
supply-side options were considered.3  

Figure 1

Flow Chart for Integrated Resource Planning1

1 Hirst, E. A Good Integrated Resource 
Plan: Guidelines for Electric Utilities 
and Regulators. Oak Ridge National 
Laboratory. December 1992. Page 
5. As it appears in Harrington, C., 
Moskovitz, D., Austin, T., Weinberg, 
C., & Holt, E.  Integrated Resource 
Planning for State Utility Regulators. 
The Regulatory Assistance Project. 
June 1994.

2 Integrated Resource Planning for 
State Utility Regulators. Available at: 
http://www.raponline.org/document/
download/id/817

3 Kushler, M. & York, D. Utility Initia-
tives: Integrated Resource Planning. 
July 2010. American Council for an 
Energy-Efficient Economy. Available 
at: http://aceee.org/policy-brief/util-
ity-initiatives-integrated-resource-
planning

Load Forecast

Identify Goals

Action Plans

Existing Resources

Need for New Resources

Acquire Resources

Define Suitable Resource Mixes

Supply T & DDemand Rates

Monitor

Uncertainty 
Analysis

Public Review/
PUC Approval

Social 
Environmental 

Factors

APPENDIX A
Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 533

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.

http://www.raponline.org/document/download/id/817
http://www.raponline.org/document/download/id/817
http://www.raponline.org/document/download/id/817
http://www.raponline.org/document/download/id/817
http://aceee.org/policy-brief/utility-initiatives-integrated-resource-planning
http://aceee.org/policy-brief/utility-initiatives-integrated-resource-planning
http://aceee.org/policy-brief/utility-initiatives-integrated-resource-planning
http://aceee.org/policy-brief/utility-initiatives-integrated-resource-planning
http://aceee.org/policy-brief/utility-initiatives-integrated-resource-planning
http://aceee.org/policy-brief/utility-initiatives-integrated-resource-planning


5

Best Practices in Electric Utility Integrated Resource Planning

4 Id footnote 2. 

5 Hopper, C. & Goldman, N. Review of Utility Resource 
Plans in the West. Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory. 
Presentation at the New Mexico PRC IRP Workshop, Santa 
Fe. June 8, 2006. Slide 17.

In general, IRP focuses on minimizing customers’ bills 
rather than on rates—but an overall reduction in total 
resource cost achieved through the efficient use of energy 
will lower average energy bills. As a result, all customers 
benefit from the lower system costs that IRP achieves.4 

Alternatives examined by system planners in an IRP set-
ting include adding generating capacity (thermal, renewable, 
customer-owned, or combined heat and power), adding 
transmission and distribution lines, and implementing ener-
gy efficiency (EE) and demand response programs. Common 
risks that are addressed by scenario or sensitivity analyses 

Figure 2

States with Integrated Resource Planning or Similar Processes

Alabama

Arizona
Arkansas

Colorado

Delaware

Georgia

Idaho

Illinois Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

Maryland

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

NebraskaNevada

NH

MA

New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina

North
Dakota

Oklahoma

Oregon

Rhode Island

South
Carolina

South
Dakota

Tennessee

Utah

VT

CT

Virginia

Washington

West
Virginia

Wyoming

Alaska

Hawaii

California

Florida

Michigan

Ohio

Pennsylvania

Texas

Wisconsin

State has an IRP rule and filing requirement

State is developing or revising an IRP rule and filing 
requirement

State has a filing requirement for long-term plans

State does not have filing requirements for long-term plans

in IRPs include fuel prices (coal, oil, and natural gas), load 
growth, electricity spot prices, variability of hydro resources, 
market structure, environmental regulations, and regulations 
on carbon dioxide (CO2) and other emissions.5

Resource planning requirements exist in many states, 
but may differ significantly from state to state. Utilities that 
create more than one resource plan in the same state may 
have different processes for creating those plans and may 
arrive at significantly different conclusions, despite being 
governed by the same regulations. Figure 2 shows the states 
that have IRP or long-term planning requirements.6

6 For a complete list of the rules and regulations associated with 
integrated resource planning in the states, see Appendix 1.
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State IRP rules have been established in a number 
of ways. In certain states, legislatures have passed 
bills into law mandating that utilities engage in 
resource planning; in others, IRP rules have been 

codified under state administrative code. Some state utility 
commissions have adopted integrated resource planning 
regulations as part of their administrative rules, or have 
ordered it through docketed proceedings. Rules can also 
be developed through a combination of these processes. 
Various state IRP rules and their individual requirements 
are discussed in the sections below.

A.  IRP Planning Horizons
Integrated resource plans are long-term in nature, but 

these planning periods vary according to state regulations. 
Table 1 lists the length of planning horizons typically found 
in IRP rules, as well as the states that have implemented 

II. Examples of State Integrated Resource 
Planning Statutes and Regulations

Table 1

Planning Horizons Found in IRP Rules

Planning Horizon

10 years

15 years

20 years

Multiple periods

Utility determined

Not specified

Planning Horizon

Every two years

Every three years

Every four years

Every five years

Not specified

States with Specified Planning Horizon

Arkansas, Delaware, Oklahoma, South 
Dakota, Wyoming

Arizona, Kentucky, Minnesota, North 
Carolina, South Carolina, Virginia

Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Indiana, 
Louisiana, Missouri, Nebraska, Nevada, 
New Mexico, North Dakota, Oregon, 

Utah, Vermont, Washington

Montana

Colorado

New Hampshire

States with Specified Planning Horizon

Arizona, Delaware, Idaho, Indiana, 
Minnesota, Montana, New Hampshire, 

North Carolina, North Dakota, 
Oregon, South Dakota, Utah, Virginia, 

Washington

Arkansas, Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Montana, Missouri, Nevada, 

New Mexico, Oklahoma, South 
Carolina, Vermont

Colorado

Nebraska

Wyoming

these various planning horizons as a part of their rules.
The most common planning horizon spans a 20 year 

period, with half of the IRP states mandating this planning 
period. 

B.  Frequency of Updates
Utility integrated resource plans must be updated 

periodically to reflect changing conditions with respect to 
load forecasts, fuel prices, capital costs, conditions in the 
electricity markets, environmental regulations, and other 
factors. IRP updates are typically required every two to 
three years, as shown in Table 2, below.

Montana appears twice in Table 2, as traditional utilities 
are required to file IRPs every two years, while restructured 
utilities are required to file updates every three years. There 
are some exceptions to the typical update requirements of 

Table 2

Frequency of IRP Updates, as 
Determined by State Rules

APPENDIX A
Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 535

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



7

Best Practices in Electric Utility Integrated Resource Planning

two to three years. Nebraska, for example, has a five year 
requirement for updates and is the only state to be made up 
entirely of public power utilities, many of which are custom-
ers of the Western Area Power Administration (WAPA).  
Pursuant to the Energy Policy Act of 1992, municipally-
owned utilities are required to prepare resource plans every 
five years, but do not have to make those plans publicly 
available. Most Nebraska utilities must comply with both 
WAPA IRP requirements as well as state IRP requirements. 

C.  Resources Evaluated in Integrated 
Resource Planning

Generally, state rules mandate that utilities consider 
all feasible supply-side, demand-side, and transmission 
resources that are expected to be available within the 
specified planning period. Many state IRP requirements 
make no specifications for resources that must be evaluated 
beyond this. Other states have gone into further detail 
about the resources that should be investigated, including:

• Delaware – utilities shall identify and evaluate 
all resource options, including: generation and 
transmission service; supply contracts; short and long-
term procurement from demand-side management 
(DSM), demand response (DR) and customer sited 
generation; resources that utilize new or innovative 
baseload technologies; resources that provide short 
or long-term environmental benefits; facilities that 
have existing fuel and transmission infrastructure; 
facilities that utilize existing brownfield or industrial 
sites; resources that promote fuel diversity; resources 
or facilities that support or improve reliability; and 
resources that encourage price stability.7

• Indiana – utilities shall examine: all existing supply 
and demand-side resources and existing transmission; 
all potential new utility electric plant options and trans-
mission facilities; all technologies and designs expected 
to be available within the twenty-year planning period, 
either on a commercial scale or demonstration scale; 
and a comprehensive array of demand side measures, 
including innovative rate design.8

• Kentucky – utilities shall evaluate improvements in 
operating efficiency of existing facilities, demand-
side programs, nonutility sources of generation, new 
power plants, transmission improvements, bulk 
power purchases and sales, and interconnections with 
other utilities.9

There are state IRP rules that specify not only the resourc-
es that must be evaluated, but also the amount of weight 
given to a particular resource by either the utilities or the 
Public Service/Utilities Commissions. Colorado is one such 
state, and is described in more detail in later sections.

In almost all cases, state integrated resource planning 
rules have specific requirements for the planning horizons 
that should be covered, the frequency with which utility 
plans must be updated, and the generating resources that 
should be considered. Some states require nothing more, 
while others might also require, for example: 1) a certain  
number or a certain type of scenario analysis; 2) that 
certain types of resource cost tests be used to evaluate 
demand-side management policies; or  3) that externalities 
be considered by utilities when creating resource plans. 
Requirements for generating unit retirements and 
associated decommissioning costs are another example of 
something that some states might include in integrated 
resource planning rules, while others might not. The next 
section describes the discussion of this type of requirement 
in state IRP regulations.

D.  Retirements and Decommissioning
Integrated resource planning is generally understood to 

be primarily concerned with the addition of resources in 
order to meet growing demand for electricity, and very few 
IRP rules mandate that utilities address end-of-life issues 
for generating units in their resource plans. In a summary 
document on integrated resource planning, the Regulatory 
Assistance Project states that “as utilities compare the cost 
of each supply- and demand-side option, they need to 
capture the entire life-cycle cost. This life-cycle cost means 
the fixed and variable costs incurred over the life of the 
investments: construction, operation, maintenance, and 
fuel costs.”10 This description does not represent the full 

7 HB 6, the Delaware Electric Utility Retail Customer Supply 
Act of 2006.

8 170 Indiana Administrative Code 4-7-1: Guidelines for 
Integrated Resource Planning by an Electric Utility.

9 Kentucky Administrative Regulation 807 KAR 5:058: 
Integrated resource planning by electric utilities. 

10 Harrington, et al. Integrated Resource Planning for State 
Utility Regulators.  The Regulatory Assistance Project. June 
1994. Page 14.
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life of the investment, however, as it does not specifically 
include the costs associated with the retirement and 
decommissioning of a resource.

State IRP rules and utility filings reflect this incomplete 
assessment of life-cycle costs. Twenty-seven states have 
IRP rules and 20 of them are silent with respect to unit 
retirements. Utah and Colorado require that utility filings 
include information about the life expectancies of the 
generating units in the resource plans. Three states – New 
Mexico, North Carolina, and South Dakota – are slightly 
more specific, and mandate that utilities provide expected 
retirement dates for generating facilities. Specifically, the 
utilities in each of the states are required to do the following:

• Utah – include the life expectancy of generating 
resources

• Colorado – provide the estimated remaining 
useful lives of existing generation facilities without 
significant new investment or maintenance expense

• New Mexico – give the expected retirement dates for 
existing generating units

• North Carolina – provide a list of units to be retired 
from service (applies to both existing and planned 
generating facilities), with the location, capacity and 
expected date of retirement

• South Dakota – include those facilities to be 
removed from service during the planning period, 
along with the projected date of removal from service 
and the reason for removal

There are only two state rules that make any mention of 
decommissioning costs:

• Arizona rules state that if the discontinuation, 
decommissioning, or mothballing of any power source 
or the permanent derating of any generating facility is 
expected, the utility must provide: 
“i. Identification of each power source or generating 

unit involved, 
ii. The costs and spending schedule for each 

discontinuation, decommissioning, mothballing, 
or derating, and 

iii. The reasons for each discontinuation, 
decommissioning, mothballing, or derating.”11

• Georgia laws and rules state that “Total cost estimates 
for proposed projects must include construction 
and non-construction related costs incurred through 
commercial operation, including decommissioning/
dismantlement costs.”12

Rather than being addressed in utility integrated 
resource plans, generating unit retirements and associated 
decommissioning costs are largely left to be dealt with in 
other cases and proceedings that are brought before Public 
Utilities/Service Commissions.

E.  Long-term Procurement Planning 
Requirements

As the electric industry began to restructure in the mid-
1990s, many states that had integrated resource planning 
requirements either repealed them with restructuring laws, 
or simply began to ignore them. Some states eventually 
replaced integrated resource planning laws with rules for 
resource procurement plans. A document designed to 
inform California’s 2010 Long-Term Procurement Plan 
(LTPP) requirement surveys the ways in which utilities 
in other states create their resource plans. The document 
states that “[w]hile California utilities have not undertaken 
a full integrated resource planning effort in many years, 
the 2010 LTPP proceeding is considering the appropriate 
role of utility resource planning in procuring the resources 
needed to meet state policy goals.”13 

Requirements for procurement plan filings differ from 
requirements for integrated resource plans. Planning 
periods are typically ten years, with some states requiring 
only a five year planning period. Procurement plans are 
usually required to be updated every year. Because utilities 

11 Arizona Corporation Commission Decision No. 71722, in 
Docket No. RE-00000A-09-0249. June 3, 2010. Page 13. 
Amends Arizona Administrative Code Title 14, Chapter 2, 
Article 7, “Resource Planning.” Available at: http://images.
edocket.azcc.gov/docketpdf/0000112475.pdf

12 Integrated Resource Planning Act of 1991 (O.C.G.A. § 
46-3A-1), Amended. See also: Georgia Public Service 
Commission, General Rules, Integrated Resource 
Planning 515-3-4. Available at: http://rules.sos.state.
ga.us/cgi-bin/page.cgi?g=GEORGIA_PUBLIC_SERVICE_
COMMISSION%2FGENERAL_RULES%2FINTEGRATED_
RESOURCE_PLANNING%2Findex.html&d=1

13 Aspen Environmental Group and Energy and Environmental 
Economics, Inc. Survey of Utility Resource Planning and 
Procurement Practices for Application to Long-Term 
Procurement Planning in California -  DRAFT. Prepared for 
the California Public Utilities Commission. September 2008. 
Page 1.
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in these states operate in a deregulated market and do not 
own generation, procurement plans evaluate purchases for 
capacity and energy, as well as energy efficiency and other 
demand-side management programs.

Connecticut is one such state that used to have an 
integrated resource planning requirement, and now has 
a requirement for procurement plans. The state had IRP 
regulations in place by the late 1980s, but this requirement 
was repealed when the restructuring law (Public Act 98-28) 
was passed in 1998. A long-term procurement planning 
law then became effective in 2007 (Public Act 07-242). 
Plans submitted to the Connecticut Energy Advisory Board 
in compliance with the 2007 law have much in common 
with utility IRPs and have even been called “Integrated 
Resource Plans,” though they are technically long-term 
procurement plans.

The following section describes the ways in which IRP 
rules have been made in Arizona, Colorado, and Oregon, 
and presents some of the specifics of each of those rules.

1.  Arizona
The Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC) has 

been given both constitutional and statutory authority to 
oversee the operations of electric utilities, and to engage 
in rulemaking that includes the establishment of IRP 
regulations. Article 15 of the Arizona Constitution created 
the ACC, which oversees the operations of all public service 
corporations in the state, including investor-owned electric 
utilities. The Commission is given exclusive authority to 
establish rates, enact rules that are reasonably necessary 
in ratemaking, and determine what sort of regulation 
is reasonably necessary for effective ratemaking,14 as 
established in Article 15, §3:

The Corporation Commission shall have full power to, 
and shall, prescribe just and reasonable classifications to 
be used and just and reasonable rates and charges to be 
made and collected, by public service corporations within 
the State for service rendered therein, and make reasonable 
rules, regulations, and orders, by which such corporations 
shall be governed in the transaction of business within the 
State…and make and enforce reasonable rules, regulations, 
and orders for the convenience, comfort, and safety, and the 
preservation of the health, of the employees and patrons of 
such corporations…
Utility practices in Arizona are not governed by 

legislation or by statute, but rather through administrative 

code created by rulemaking proceedings of the Arizona 
Corporation Commission. Renewable energy requirements, 
distributed energy resource requirements, and integrated 
resource planning reporting requirements have all been 
established in this way.

The ACC has the authority to require that electric 
utilities provide reports concerning both past business 
activities and future plans. Integrated resource plans 
fall into this category. Article 15, §13 of the Arizona 
Constitution states that “[a]ll public service corporations…
shall make such reports to the Corporation Commission, 
under oath, and provide such information concerning their 
acts and operations as may be required by law, or by the 
Corporation Commission.” Arizona Revised Statute §40-
204(A) expands on this requirement, stating that:

Every public service corporation shall furnish to the 
Commission, in the form and detail the Commission 
prescribes, tabulations, computations, annual reports, 
monthly or periodical reports of earnings and expenses, and 
all other information required by it to carry into effect the 
provisions of this title and shall make specific answers to all 
questions submitted by the Commission.
Regulating and requesting information regarding the 

resource portfolios of electric utilities is one way in which 
the ACC meets its constitutional and statutory obligations 
to ensure that just and reasonable rates are being charged to 
consumers of electricity. In this pursuit, the ACC adopted 
the state’s first Resource Planning and Procurement Rules 
in February 1989, requiring that utilities owning electric 
generation facilities file historical data every year, and 
10-year resource plans every three years. The rules also 
provide for a Commission hearing to review these filings. 
In accordance with the rules, the first round of utility 
IRPs were filed in 1992 and hearings were held. In 1995, 
however, the Commission suspended the obligation of the 
electric utilities to file future resource plans until IRP rules 
could be modified to be consistent with impending electric 
industry competition and the passage of the retail electric 
competition rules.15 

14 Arizona Corporation Comm’n v. Woods, 171 Ariz. 286, 294 
(“Woods”).

15 The Commission adopted retail electric competition rules in 
Decision No. 59943, dated December 26, 1996.
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In revising the IRP rules, Commission staff were 
required to hold workshops, open to all stakeholders and 
to the public, on specific resource planning topics. These 
workshops:

Were to focus on developing needed infrastructure and a 
flexible, timely, and fair competitive procurement process; 
and were to consider whether and to what extent competitive 
procurement should include consideration of a diverse 
portfolio of purchased power, utility-owned generation, 
renewables, demand-side management, and distributed 
generation.16

Following the workshops, a docket was opened for 
proposed rulemaking regarding resource planning, and 
on June 3, 2010 in Decision No. 71722, the Commission 
amended the Arizona Administrative Code Title 14, 
Chapter 2, Article 7, Resource Planning. In the most 
significant changes, compared to the original rules, the 
revised IRP rules:

• Extend the forecasting and planning horizon from 10 
years to 15 years;

• Require submissions of utility IRPs every even-
numbered year rather than every third year;

• Require load-serving entities to include, in their IRP, 
data regarding air emissions, water consumption, and 
tons of coal ash produced;

• Require that environmental impacts related to air 
emissions, solid waste, and other environmental 
factors and reduction of water consumption be 
analyzed and addressed in utility plans;

• Require that plans address costs for compliance with 
current and projected environmental regulations;

• Require that the resource plans include energy 
efficiency, to meet Commission-specified percentages;

• Require that the resource plans include renewable 
resources, to meet the specified percentages in 
Arizona Administrative Code R14-2-1804;

• Require that the resource plans include distributed 
energy resources, to meet the specified percentages in 
Arizona Administrative Code R14-2-1805;

• Require that utilities submit a work plan in every 
odd year that outlines the upcoming 15-year 
resource plan, and lays out: 1) the utility’s method 
for assessing potential resources; 2) the sources of 
its current assumptions; and 3) a general outline of 
the procedures it will follow for public input, which 
includes an outline of the timing and extent of public 

participation and advisory group meetings that will 
be held before the resource plan is completed and 
filed.17 Before they file the resource plan, utilities are 
required to provide an opportunity for public input. 
ACC practice also allows for public comment on the 
completed resource plan after it has been filed by the 
utility.

In the revised rulemaking proceedings emphasis was 
placed on diversifying the resource base in utilities’ 
generation portfolios; on lowering costs through decreased 
reliance on volatile fossil-fuel based generation; and on 
considering and addressing environmental impacts, such 
as air emissions, coal ash, and water consumption.18 
Utilities must also submit a set of analyses to identify 
and assess the errors, risks, and uncertainties in: demand 
forecasts; the costs of DSM measures and power supply; 
the availability of sources of power; the costs of compliance 
with current and future environmental regulations; fuel 
prices and availability; construction costs, capital costs and 
operating costs; and any other factors the utility wishes to 
consider. This assessment should be done using sensitivity 
analysis and probabilistic modeling analysis.19 The utility 
should provide a description of the ways in which these 
errors, risks, and uncertainties can be managed (e.g., by 
obtaining additional information, liming risk exposure, 
using incentives, creating additional options, incorporating 
flexibility, and participating in regional generation and 
transmission projects), along with a plan to do so.20

Following the review of the utility IRP, the Commission 
is required to file an order that either acknowledges the 
resource plan (with or without amendment) or states the 
reasons for not acknowledging it.

The first electric utility IRPs filed under the revised 
rules were submitted to the ACC in 2012. The filing from 
Arizona Public Service (APS) is discussed in later sections.

16 Arizona Corporation Commission. Decision No. 71722. 
Docket No. RE-00000A-09-0249. June 3, 2010.

17 Id.

18 Id. Page 12.

19 Arizona Corporation Commission. Decision No. 71722. 
Docket No. RE-00000A-09-0249. June 3, 2010. Exhibit A: 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking. Page 42.

20 Id. Page 43.
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2.  Colorado
Title 40 of the Colorado Revised Statutes establishes the 

state Public Utilities Commission and gives it authority 
to regulate the public utilities located within the state, 
specifically with regard to “the adequacy, installation, and 
extension of the power services and the facilities necessary 
to supply, extend, and connect the same.”21 Title 40 also 
contains all of the legislative requirements with which 
Colorado’s public utilities must comply, and prescribes 
the general methods by which the PUC should evaluate 
compliance.

The evaluation process is described in more detail 
in 4 Code of Colorado Regulations (CCR) 723-3: Rules 
Regulating Electric Utilities. This section of the code 
describes the rules promulgated by the Public Utilities 
Commission to establish the process for determining the 
need for additional electric resources by those electric 
utilities subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction, and 
for developing cost-effective resource portfolios to meet 
such need reliably.22 The rules, in their current form, were 
adopted in 2003 and were referred to as least-cost planning 
rules. Beginning in 2003, utilities were required to file 
resource plans every four years, and may file an interim 
plan if changed circumstances justify the filing. 

Utilities may choose their own planning period, but 
that period must be at least 20 and no more than 40 years. 
Utilities may also specify the resource acquisition period 
they will follow, which will be between the first six and ten 
years of the planning period. The planning period is both 
the time frame for which the resource plan is developed, 
and the long-term period over which the net present 
value of revenue requirements is calculated. The resource 
acquisition period represents the near-term period in which 
the utility must actually acquire resources to meet system 
energy and demand requirements. For any resources they 
propose to acquire, utilities file needs assessments and 
draft requests for proposals (RFPs). The PUC may approve, 
deny, or order modifications to utility plans. Following 
PUC approval, utilities then begin the competitive bidding 
process to acquire the new resources needed to meet load 
and reserve requirements.

Over the past decade, the PUC has opened several 
docketed proceedings and issued emergency rules 
revising the least-cost planning rules to provide specific 
guidelines for utilities, and to ensure compliance with 
new legislation adopted by Colorado state government. 

In Decision No. C07-0829 of September 19, 2007, the 
PUC adopted emergency rules modifying LCP rules as 
required by bills enacted in the 2006 and 2007 sessions of 
the Colorado Legislature. In general, these bills required 
the PUC to consider not only the costs of new generation 
resources as prescribed in least-cost planning rules, but 
also various benefits, requiring more technical expertise 
and involvement from the PUC in the resource selection 
process.23 

Specifically, the following bills required the associated 
changes:

• HB07-1037 establishes requirements for energy 
efficiency and demand-side management resources, 
and requires the PUC to shift from a least-cost 
planning standard to a more subjective consideration 
of multiple criteria “which will require substantially 
more Commission involvement in the resource 
selection process.”24 The criteria shift applies to the 
evaluation of all resources, not only demand-side 
management (DSM)25 measures.

• HB07-1281 increases the renewable energy resources 
that electric utilities must acquire, necessitating 
greater integration between the resource planning 
rules and the new Renewable Energy Standards.

• SB07-100 is intended to improve the economic 
viability of rural renewable resources. The bill 
provides for the designation of energy resource zones, 
and for the construction of transmission infrastructure 
to bring energy from these zones to load centers.

• HB06-1281 requires the Commission “to give the 
fullest possible consideration to new clean and 
energy efficient technologies…(and) provides an 

21 Colorado Revised Statutes 40-1-103.

22 4 Code of Colorado Regulations 723-3. Part 3: Rules 
Regulating Electric Utilities. Electric Resource Planning: 
3601.

23 Colorado Public Utilities Commission. Decision No. C07-
0829. Docket No. 07R-0368E. September 19, 2007.

24 Id. Page 7.

25 Demand-side management , or DSM, measures involve 
reducing electricity use through activities or programs that 
promote electric energy efficiency or conservation, or more 
efficient management of electric energy loads. 
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example of how the Commission can give such 
consideration to resources that may be in the public 
interest when accounting for the benefits of advancing 
the development of a particular resource, or when 
accounting for other benefits outside of a strict cost 
perspective.”26

The statutory language describes some of those benefits: 
The Commission shall give the fullest possible 

consideration to the cost-effective implementation of 
new clean energy and energy-efficient technologies in its 
consideration of generation acquisitions for electric utilities, 
bearing in mind the beneficial contributions such technologies 
make to Colorado’s energy security, economic prosperity, 
environmental protection, and insulation from fuel price 
increases. The Commission shall consider utility investments 
in energy efficiency to be an acceptable use of ratepayer 
moneys.27

As a result of the various bills described above, the PUC 
chose to strike the term “least-cost” from the rules in all 
instances, changing their title to Resource Planning Rules. 
It also introduced the term cost-effective into the rules, 
defining it as “the reasonableness of costs and rate impacts 
in consideration of the benefits offered by new clean energy 
and energy-efficient technologies.”28 These and other 
emergency rules were adopted on a permanent basis in 
Decision No. C07-1101 in Docket No. 07R-419E.

Other significant changes to the Resource Planning 
Rules were adopted by the PUC in 2010 in response to the 
passage of HB10-1365, known as the Clean Air-Clean Jobs 
Act (CACJA). The legislative declaration of the Act states 
that:

The general assembly hereby finds, determines, and 
declares that the federal “Clean Air Act,” 42 U.S.C. sec. 
7401 et seq., will likely require reductions in emissions from 
coal-fired power plants operated by rate-regulated utilities 
in Colorado. A coordinated plan of emission reductions from 
these coal-fired power plants will enable Colorado rate-
regulated utilities to meet the requirements of the federal act 
and protect public health and the environment at a lower cost 
than a piecemeal approach. A coordinated plan of reduction 
of emissions for Colorado’s rate-regulated utilities will also 
result in reductions in many air pollutants and promote the 
use of natural gas and other low-emitting resources to meet 
Colorado’s electricity needs, which will in turn promote 
development of Colorado’s economy and industry.29

The Act required that all utilities owning or operating 

coal-fired generating units in Colorado file an emissions 
reductions plan, which may include the following elements: 
emission control equipment, retirement of coal-fired units, 
conversion of coal units to natural gas, long-term fuel 
agreements, new natural gas pipelines, increased utilization 
of existing natural gas resources, and new transmission 
infrastructure. The CO Department of Public Health and 
the Environment and the PUC were tasked with reviewing 
the utility filings. 

Approval of the plans is contingent on several factors, 
including whether required emissions reductions would 
be achieved; whether the plan promotes economic 
development in the state; whether reliable electric service 
is preserved; and the degree to which the plan increases 
the utilization of natural gas or relies on energy efficiency 
or other low-emitting resources. Plans were to be filed by 
August 15, 2010, and full implementation is to occur by 
December 31, 2017.30

While required emissions reduction plans were separate 
from Electric Resource Plans, the PUC opted to revise and 
clarify Electric Resource Planning (ERP) rules to make them 
more consistent with the CACJA. The PUC adopted revised 
rules on July 29, 2010 in Decision No. C10-0958 as part 
of Docket No. 10R-214E. Significant changes to the rules 
include:

• Adoption as the policy of the state of Colorado that 
the PUC give the fullest possible consideration to the 
cost-effective implementation of new clean energy and 
energy-efficient technologies.

• Inclusion in the resource plan of the annual water 
withdrawals and consumption for each new resource, 
and the water intensity of the generating system as a 
whole.

• Inclusion of the projected emissions of sulfur dioxide, 
nitrogen oxides, particulate matter, mercury, and 

26 Id. Page 9.

27 Colorado Revised Statutes 40-2-123(1)(a).

28 Colorado Public Utilities Commission. Decision No. C07-
0829. Docket No. 07R-0368E. September 19, 2007. Page 20.

29 Colorado Revised Statutes 40-3.2-203(1).

30 General Assembly of the State of Colorado. House Bill 10-
1365.
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31 Colorado Public Utilities Commission. Decision No. C10-
0958. Docket No. 10R-214E. July 29, 2010.

32 4 Code of Colorado Regulations 723-3. Part 3: Rules Regu-
lating Electric Utilities. Electric Resource Planning: 3613(b).

33 4 Code of Colorado Regulations 723-3. Part 3: Rules Regu-
lating Electric Utilities. Electric Resource Planning: 3613(e).

34 Public Utility Commission of Oregon. Order No. 89-507. 
Docket No. UM 180. April 20, 1989.

35 Id. Page 3.

36 Id. Page 7.

carbon dioxide for new and existing generating 
resources.

• The Commission must consider the likelihood of new 
environmental regulations, and the risk of higher 
future costs associated with greenhouse gases, when it 
considers utility proposals.

• Descriptions of at least three alternate resources plans 
that meet the same resource need as the base plan 
but include proportionally more renewable energy 
or demand-side resources. For the purpose of risk 
analysis, a range of possible future scenarios and 
input sensitivities should be proposed for testing the 
robustness of the alternative plans.

• Permission for the utilities to implement cost-effective 
demand-side resources to reduce the need for 
additional resources that would otherwise need to be 
obtained through a competitive acquisition process.31

Colorado’s IRP rules do not mandate public participation 
prior to the filing of the IRP. The rules are, however, unique 
in requiring that the utility, Commission staff, and the 
Office of Consumer Counsel agree upon an entity to act 
as an independent evaluator (paid for by the utility) and 
advisor to the Commission. The independent evaluator 
reviews all documents and data used by the utility in 
developing its resource plan, and submits a report to the 
Commission that contains its analysis of “whether the 
utility conducted a fair bid solicitation and bid evaluation 
process, with any deficiencies specifically reported.”32 

Following the filing of the utility’s resource plan, the IRP 
rules state that parties in the proceeding have 45 days to file 
comments on the plan and on the independent evaluator’s 
report. The utility has a chance to respond to comments, 
after which the Commission is required to issue a written 
decision approving, conditioning, modifying, or rejecting 
the utility’s preferred cost-effective resource plan, “which 
decision shall establish the final cost-effective resource 
plan.”33 In 2011 the Colorado electric utilities filed the first 
electric resource plans that were consistent with these revised 
rules. The plan from Public Service Company of Colorado 
(“Public Service”) is discussed in section III of this report.

3.  Oregon
Oregon’s IRP rules are the most straightforward of the 

three states examined here. The state first established 
resource planning rules in 1989, in Public Utility 
Commission Order 89-507. The order directs all energy 

utilities in Oregon to undertake least-cost planning, which 
the Commission defines in a somewhat unique way, stating 
that: 

Least-cost planning differs from traditional planning in 
three major respects. It requires integration of supply and 
demand side options. It requires consideration of other than 
internal costs to the utility in determining what is least-cost. 
And it involves the Commission, the customers, and the public 
prior to the making of resource decisions rather than after the 
fact. …Least-cost planning as mandated by this order will 
allow the public as well as the Commission to participate in 
the planning process at its earliest stages.34

The PUC thus identifies one of the key procedural 
elements of least-cost planning as allowance for significant 
involvement from the public and other utilities in 
the preparation of the resource plan, which includes 
opportunities for the public to contribute information and 
ideas as well as to receive information. The Commission’s 
order states that “the open and collaborative character of 
least-cost planning may foster elevated confidence among 
those affected by the decisions and may make the process 
more responsive to demonstrated needs.”35 Substantive 
elements of least-cost planning are similar to those found 
in other states, with the PUC emphasizing the evaluation of 
conservation in a manner that is consistent and comparable 
to that of supply-side resources,36 and with the analysis of 
economic, environmental, and social uncertainties.

The order also includes a concurring opinion from 
Commissioner Myron B. Katz, in which he discusses 
whether commissions, in the context of least-cost planning, 
should be interested in costs to utilities and ratepayers 
alone, or in overall costs to society. Katz suggests that 
utilities should seek to determine the costs for resources 
that include any externalities associated with those 
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resources, stating that “[a] resource should be deemed cost-
effective and thus eligible for selection if its costs are lower 
than the costs of alternative resources assuming a market in 
which all costs, including environmental costs, are reflected 
in resource price tags.”37

Subsequent PUC Orders 07-002, 08-339, and 09-041 
(which became O.A.R. 860-027-0400) updated planning 
guidelines and requirements, and changed least-cost 
planning terminology to integrated resource planning, 
in recognition of the fact that there are many risks and 
uncertainties associated with any portfolio that must be 
weighed, and that least-cost is not the only criterion for 
selecting the best resource portfolio. This emphasis on the 
importance of risk in integrated resource planning is one 
way in which Oregon differs from some other states. The 
emphasis is placed in the forefront of the revised rules, 
with Guideline 1(b) stating that “(r)isk and uncertainty 
must be considered.”38 Risk is defined as a measure of 
the bad outcomes associated with a resource plan, while 
uncertainty is a measure of the quality of information about 
an event or outcome. Recognizing risks that are general to 
the electric industry and those that are specific to Oregon, 
the rules specify that, at a minimum, the following sources 
of risk must be considered in utility resource plans: load 
requirements, hydroelectric generation, plant forced 
outages, fuel prices, electricity prices, and costs to comply 
with any regulation of greenhouse gases, as well as any 
additional sources of risk and uncertainty.39 

In order to quantify these risks, utilities should calculate 
two different measures of the present value of revenue 
requirement risk (PVRR). The first should measure the 
variability of resulting PVRR costs under the different 
scenarios, and the second should measure the severity of 
any bad outcomes.40 The primary goal of Oregon’s IRP 
planning process is thus “the selection of a portfolio of 
resources with the best combination of expected costs 
and associated risks and uncertainties for the utility and 
its customers.”41 A portfolio of resources with the lowest 
expected cost before the inclusion of various risks may in 
fact have higher costs than other resource portfolios once 
those risks are considered. 

The goal of the Oregon PUC in amending its rules was 
for utilities to identify the lowest-cost resource plan over 
the specified planning horizon by balancing both cost 
and risk. The Commission declines to mandate how the 
measures of PVRR risk be defined, instead leaving it up to 

37 Id. Page 12.

38 Public Utility Commission of Oregon. Order No. 07-002. 
Docket No. UM 1056. January 8, 2007. Appendix A. Page 1.

39 Id.

40 Id. Appendix A. Page 2.

41 Id. Appendix A. Pages 1-2.

42 Id. Page 7.

43 From zero to $40 (1990$), as established in Order No. 93-695.

44 Public Utility Commission of Oregon. Order No. 07-002. 
Docket No. UM 1056. January 8, 2007.

45 Id. Page 8.

the utilities and to “the interactive process of developing 
an IRP to make the best assessment of appropriate risk 
measures.”42 Unlike in Arizona, which requires that utilities 
create a plan to manage specific risks, Oregon requires that 
utilities take risks, their probabilities of occurrence, and the 
likelihood of bad outcomes into their choice of preferred 
resource plan.

These subsequent orders make few other substantive 
changes to the rules established in order 89-507, but 
instead add detail on the information and analysis that 
the PUC wanted in order to acknowledge utility resource 
plans. Notable changes include:

• The requirement that each utility ensure that a 
conservation potential study is done periodically for 
its entire service territory.

• The requirement that demand response and 
distributed generation be evaluated similarly to more 
traditional supply-side resources.

• The requirement that utilities include the expected 
regulatory compliance costs for various pollutants, 
that a range of potential CO2 costs be analyzed,43 and 
that sensitivity analyses be performed on a range of 
costs for nitrogen oxides, sulfur oxides, and mercury, 
if applicable.44

Order 07-002 also details the nature of public 
involvement in the IRP process, stating that the public and 
other utilities should be allowed significant involvement 
in the preparation of an IRP—that they should be allowed 
to contribute information and ideas, and to make relevant 
inquiries of the utility formulating the plan. The utility 
should also make a draft IRP available for public review 
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46 Id. Page 9.

47 Id. Page 2.

and comment before filing a final version with the PUC.45

Following submission of the integrated resource plan, 
intervening parties and Commission staff have six months 
to complete and file written comments on it. In advance 
of the deadline for written comments, the utility must also 
present the results of its resource plan to the Commission 
at a public meeting. The Commission then acknowledges 
the plan or returns it to the utility with comments. It may 
allow the utility to revise its resource plan before issuing an 
acknowledgement order.46 

The IRP rules are careful to point out that 
acknowledgement of the IRP does not guarantee 

favorable ratemaking treatment later on, but that 
the acknowledgement simply means the plan 
seemed reasonable at the time it was reviewed by the 
Commission.47 PacifiCorp, operating in Oregon as Pacific 
Power, is expected to file its 2013 IRP this year, but that 
plan was not available in time for inclusion in this paper. 
PacifiCorp’s 2011 IRP is discussed in later sections.
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48 Arizona Public Service. 2012 Integrated Resource Plan. 
March 2012. Page 2.

49 Id. Page 25.

50 Id.

III.  Examples of Best Practices in 
Utility Integrated Resource Plans

A. Arizona Public Service

Arizona Public Service (APS) is the state’s largest 
electric utility, and has been serving retail and 
wholesale consumers since 1886. In March 
2012, APS filed the first formal resource plan in 

17 years with the Arizona Corporation Commission. This 
IRP was also the first to be filed under the ACC’s revised 
rules, as described in section II.A. 

From the time when the Corporation Commission issued 
the final IRP rules to the date that APS filed its resource 
plan, the utility was “engaging key stakeholders to gain an 
understanding and appreciate of their areas of concern.”48  
A series of workshops held during 2010 and 2011 
sought to both inform and gather input from interested 
stakeholders on future resource decisions. The workshop 
topics included the resource fleet and transmission system; 
load forecasts; energy efficiency; smart grid; demand 
response; utility water consumption; fuel supplies and 
markets; technology options and costs; externalities; 
resource procurement; portfolios and sensitivities; and 
metrics and monetization costs for water, sulfur oxides, 
particulate matter, and nitrogen oxides. Approximately 35 
to 50 stakeholders participated in each meeting, and several 
stakeholders were also invited to give presentations in some 
of the topic areas mentioned above.49 

APS also contracted with the Morrison Institute at 
Arizona State University to conduct a series of four 
“Informed Perception Project” surveys on customer 
preferences and concerns regarding the energy resource 
options available to APS. Results showed that APS 
customers “favored an increase in the use of renewable 
energy resources, such as solar and wind, and were 
interested in both the environmental impacts and reliability 
of energy choices.”50

Over the course of the 15-year planning period, with 
the assumption that migration to the state and individual 
electricity consumption will return to historic highs, 

APS has forecast 3% average annual growth in nominal 
electricity requirements through 2027. Energy efficiency 
and distributed generation, in the form of rooftop solar 
installations, will help offset some of this growth, but APS 
expects that it will need to add additional conventional 
supply-side resources, in the form of natural gas-fired 
generation, in 2019. APS created four resource portfolios 
to evaluate: a base case, a “four corners contingency,” an 
“enhanced renewable” case, and a “coal retirement” case. 
Figure 3 shows the details of those plans.

Each of the resource plans created by APS were analyzed 
using a production simulation model, PROMOD IV, which 
dispatches the energy resources in each of the portfolios 
and generates system costs, or the likely future revenue 
requirements, associated with each. Calculation of system 
revenue requirements demonstrated that the APS base case 
portfolio was the most cost-effective of the resource plans 
evaluated. APS also monitors specific metrics to provide 
a context for comparing and evaluating the portfolios. In 
addition to revenue requirements, those metrics include 
fuel diversity, capital expenditures, natural gas burn, water 
use, and CO2 emissions.

APS selected major cost inputs and evaluated several 
sensitivity scenarios, setting the assumptions for these 
variables higher and/or lower to test the impacts on the 
specific metrics being evaluated. These major cost inputs 
include natural gas prices, CO2 prices, production and 
investment tax credits for renewable resources, energy 
efficiency costs, and monetization of SO2, NOx, PM, and 
water. APS also created low-cost and high-cost scenarios, 
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51 Id. Page 44. Arizona Public Service Company hired Black 
and Veatch Corporation to conduct a Solar Photovoltaic (PV) 
Integration Cost Study report that provides the company 
with an estimate for the incremental operating reserves 
necessary to integrate geographically diverse PV development 
in the APS service territory, and quantifies the anticipated 
incremental cost to provide the reserve capacity and energy 
services. “Solar Photovoltaic Integration Cost Study,” B&V 
Project No. 174880 (November 2012).

Description

Nuclear

Coal

Natural Gas and 
Demand Response

Renewable Energy 
(RE) & Distributed 
Energy (DE)

Energy Efficiency 
(EE)

Base Case  
(2012 Resource Plan)

Plan includes APS closing 
Four Corners units 1-3 and 
purchasing SCE’s share of 
units 4-5; continues the 
current trajectory of EE 

and RE compliance

1,146 MW
18.7%MWh

1,932 MW
26% MWh

7,424 MW
26.3% MWh

1,141 MW
13.7% MWh

1,525 MW
15.4% MWh

Four Corners 
Contingency

Contingency plan depicting 
the retirement of the 

Four Corners coal-fired 
plant; energy replaced 

by additional natural gas 
resources

1,146 MW
18.7% MWh

962 MW
12.7% MWh

8,394 MW
39.6% MWh

1,141 MW
13.7% MWh

1,525 MW
15.4% MWh

Enhanced 
Renewable

Assumes 30%  
(after EE/DE) of energy 
needs met by renewable 
resources; include the 
consummation of the 

Four Corners transaction

1,146 MW
18.7% MWh

1,932 MW
26% MWh

7,138 MW
20.7%MWh

1,427 MW
22.8% MWh

1,525 MW
15.4% MWh

Coal 
Retirement

Assumes APS retires all 
coal-fired generation; 
energy replaced with a 
combination of natural 

gas and renewable 
resources

1,146 MW
18.7% MWh

0MW
0MWh

9,188 MW
46.3% MWh

1,308 MW
19.7% MWh

1,525 MW
15.4% MWh

Resource Contributions (2027 Peak Capacity Contribution/ % Energy Mix)

which incorporate the low and high values for all of the 
variables mentioned above rather than testing them on 
an individual basis. The results of the sensitivity analysis 
showed that the four corners contingency and coal 
retirement portfolios have the most variability in terms of 
net present value of revenue requirements, which fluctuate 
11-12% as compared to 6-7% for the base case and 
enhanced renewable portfolios. Natural gas price changes 
caused the largest impact on sensitivity results.

Under the base case plan, APS achieves compliance 
with energy efficiency requirements and slightly exceeds 
compliance levels for renewable energy. Consistent with 
the intent of the revised rules, APS’s reliance on coal-fired 
generating resources drops by 12% between 2012 and 
2027. Use of natural gas increases slightly over the course 
of the planning period under this scenario, but by 2027, no 
single fuel source makes up more than approximately 26% 
of the APS resource mix. Figure 4 shows the energy mix in 
2027 compared to 2012 under the base case portfolio.

Figure 3: 

Portfolios Considered in the APS 2012 IRP51

APS had approximately 600 MW of excess capacity 
in 2012, heading into the summer peak. In the short 
term—over the next three years—the company planned to 
continue to pursue energy efficiency and renewable energy 
resources. During the intermediate term, years four to 15 
of the planning period, APS plans to add 3,700 MW of 
natural gas capacity and 749 MW of renewable capacity. 
However, “[i]n the event that solar, wind, geothermal, or 
other renewable resources change in value and become a 
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more viable and cost-effect option than natural gas, future 
resource plans may reflect a balance more commensurate to 
the enhanced renewable portfolio.”53

APS should be commended for several elements of 
its 2012 IRP. The first of those is the comprehensive 
stakeholder process, which included workshops covering 
most, if not all, of the topic areas that are vital to 
comprehensive integrated resource plans. Not only were 
stakeholders invited to listen and offer feedback, they were 
also invited to present their points of view on a subset of 
these important issues. In the IRP itself, APS provides all 
non-confidential input and output data for stakeholder 
review. 

Second, APS continues to pursue energy efficiency, 
renewable energy, and distributed generation resources 
in each of the resource portfolios it analyzed, meeting or 
exceeding ACC-specified goals and consistent with the 
Commission finding that: 

Continued reliance on fossil generation resources without 
the addition of renewable generation resources is inadequate 
and insufficient to promote and safeguard the security, 
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Figure 4

Energy Mix Under The APS Base Case Portfolio52

EE

RE & DE

Nuclear

Gas

Coal

4.7%
4.9%

28.8%

23.7%

38.0%

15.4%

13.7%

18.7%

26.3%

26.0%

2012 2027

52 Id. Page 45.

53 Id. Page 64.

54 Arizona Public Service. 2012 Integrated Resource Plan.  
Page 13.

55 Id. Page 18.

convenience, health, and safety of electric utilities’ customers 
and the Arizona public and is thus unjust, unreasonable, 
unsafe, and improper.54

APS has also analyzed portfolios that meet the 
Commission goals of promoting fuel and technology 
diversity as the utility lowers its reliance on coal-fired 
generation and increases its use of energy efficiency and 
renewable energy resources. 

Third, APS takes environmental costs into account 
when evaluating its resource plans. The company uses a 
CO2 adder consistent with the assumption that federal 
regulation of CO2 will occur within the 15-year planning 
period. In sensitivity scenarios, APS analyzes alternative 
prices for CO2 emissions, and also includes adders for 
SO2, NOx, PM, and water. Emissions cost and water 
consumption are also two metrics by which APS evaluates 
its resource portfolios. Water in particular is a resource that 
has not been given much consideration in utility integrated 
resource planning in past decades, in this and in other 
jurisdictions—but it is especially important for Arizona 
and other states in the arid parts of the country, as it may 
at times act as a constraining resource on electric power 
generation.

While APS has indeed done an admirable job in its 2012 
Integrated Resource Plan, there are several areas in which 
the utility can still improve. The first is with respect to its 
load forecast. APS assumes a return to very high levels of 
load growth, at 3% per year for a total of 55% growth in 
energy consumption over the planning period. Load growth 
is one variable that can be highly uncertain. APS even 
states that “weather, population growth, economic trends, 
and energy consumptions behaviors are among the key 
variables that impact the Company’s view of future resource 
needs. Accurately forecasting any one of these variables 
over a 15-year period is a challenge. Accurately forecasting 
them all is impossible.”55 
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56 Id. Page 20.

57 Id. Page 18.

Changes in the forecast can lead to significant changes 
in the quantity and type of resources needed in a utility’s 
portfolio. For this reason, utilities engaged in resource 
planning typically analyze sensitivity cases that use at 
least two (low and high) alternative load forecasts. APS 
admitted that “a challenge more specific to the APS service 
territory is load-growth uncertainty,”56 and yet the company 
analyzed only a single load forecast—one that the company 
admits is more than triple the average growth of electricity 
demand in the United States.57

The second improvement that APS could make to its 
IRP process relates to the creation of the utility’s resource 
portfolios. Often, in integrated resource planning, utilities 
will use resource optimization models—e.g., EGEAS, 
Strategist, or System Optimizer—to create resource 
portfolios. The user inputs data on peak and energy 
demand, reserve margins, fuel prices, emissions prices, 
capital and operating cost of both supply and demand 
resources, etc., and the optimization model will select 
the number and type of resources to be added over time 
to make up the least-cost plan. These models will also 
perform a simplified system dispatch in order to generate 
system revenue requirements over the planning period. 
Rather than using an optimization model to select the 
ideal resource portfolios, APS hand-selected the resource 
mix for each portfolio. Under this method, it is possible 
that a lower-cost resource plan exists that APS has not 
identified. 

This is particularly true in the sensitivity analyses 
that the company conducted. As described above, 
natural gas prices led to the greatest variance in system 
revenue requirements in the sensitivity analyses. Had an 
optimization model been used to evaluate scenarios with 
high natural gas prices, one might see the model select 
fewer natural gas-fired resources in favor of increased 
renewable or energy efficiency. Similarly, in sensitivity 
scenarios that look at decreased costs for energy efficiency, 
an optimization model might select additional quantities 
of energy efficiency to be added to the resource mix. Some 
of the supply-side resources selected using base EE costs 
might then not be required, as additional EE would lower 
both peak and energy demand. 

On page 104 of its IRP, APS presents a table of residential 
and non-residential EE programs that were rejected because 
program costs were higher than benefits. In sensitivity 
scenarios where lower EE costs were evaluated, some of 

these measures that were rejected may have met cost-
effectiveness tests and been selected for inclusion in utility 
resource portfolios.

B. Public Service Company of Colorado
The October 2011 IRP filing from Public Service 

Company of Colorado (“Public Service”) was filed shortly 
after the company’s filing that addressed the Clean Air-
Clean Jobs Act. In the CACJA plan ultimately approved 
by the Colorado PUC, Public Service will retire 600 MW 
of base-load coal generation, fuel switch from coal to 
natural gas at another 450 MW of coal generation, and 
install emission controls at three other coal units by the 
year 2017. Additionally, as part of two separate filings, 
the company planned for the installation of 900 MW of 
additional wind and 30 MW of new solar by the end of 
2012. These additions, repowerings, and retirements, along 
with the current weak growth in Colorado’s economy, led 
Public Service to project a resource need of only 292 MW 
of additional generation capacity by 2018.

Public Service developed a “least-cost baseline case” 
resource portfolio, designed to meet resource needs during 
the Resource Acquisition Period from 2012 to 2018 at 
the lowest measurement of present value of revenue 
requirements. The utility also developed eight alternative 
plans that evaluate increasing amounts of renewable and 
distributed generation resources. These resource portfolios 
were evaluated using the Strategist model from the period 
of 2011-2050, and are shown in Figure 5.

Public Service evaluated the baseline case and the eight 
alternative cases under several sensitivity scenarios, altering 
the price of CO2 emissions, renewable tax incentives, 
natural gas prices, and level of sales. Figure 6 shows the 
results of the analysis for the first three variables.

Public Service concludes from its analysis that existing 
and planned resources would be sufficient to meet the 
forecasted energy requirements of its system, but that 
natural gas-fired combustion turbines (CTs) would be 
required to provide the capacity necessary to maintain 
reserve margins. The company also concludes that adding 
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Figure 5

Least-Cost Baseline Case and Alternative Plans During the Resource Acquisition Period (RAP) 
From Public Service Company of Colorado’s 2011 IRP58

Figure 6

Sensitivity Results for Co2, Tax Incentives, and Gas Prices From 
Public Service Company of Colorado’s 2011 IRP59
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58 Public Service Company of Colorado. 2011 Electric 
Resource Plan: Volume 1. October 31, 2011. Pp. 1-38.

59 Id. Pp. 1-41.

APPENDIX A
Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 549

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



21

Best Practices in Electric Utility Integrated Resource Planning

renewable generating resources would increase system 
costs under both baseline and sensitivity assumptions.60 
The results of the sensitivity analysis shown in Figure 6 
seem to indicate, however, that if the production tax credit 
(PTC)61 for wind were to be extended, there would be some 
benefit to adding additional wind generation, as shown by 
the decline in present value of revenue requirements in this 
scenario relative to the base case.

Given the results of the resource analysis, Public Service 
proposes to utilize a competitive All-Source Solicitation 
to acquire the resources needed to meet planning reserve 
margin targets. The solicitation would seek both short-
term and long-term power supply proposals, with a 
preference for short-term contracts. Public Service lists 
several uncertainties that it will face over the coming years: 
future environmental regulations, changing technology 
costs, tax credits that impact the relative costs of generation 
alternatives, fuel prices, and economic growth in its service 
territory.62 Given these uncertainties and the relatively 
small resource need, the shorter-term power urchase 
agreements would allow the utility to wait and see if and 
how uncertainties can be resolved before adding new 
generation facilities to its resource mix. The company will 
also offer enough self-build power supply proposals into 
the solicitation process to meet the needs over the resource 
acquisition period. 

These proposals would ensure that at least one portfolio 
could be developed with company-owned facilities, and 
that generating capacity will be expanded at existing sites. 
Public Service requests that the PUC allow it to conduct 
periodic solicitations for additional renewable energy, if 
and when markets become most favorable to customers; 
but it reports no plans to add additional renewables over 
the acquisition period. The company states that, “[t]o the 
extent the Commission desires to see portfolios from the 
Phase 2 process that contain increasing levels of renewable 
or Section 123 Resources the Commission should direct the 
Company to do so in its Phase 1 order.”63

Public Service’s 2011 IRP is comprehensive, thorough, 
and a good example of effective resource planning. 
Resource planning in Colorado is driven by: 1) the state 
Legislature, as statutes dictate the content of state IRP rules; 
2) by interveners, whose comments and suggestions during 
IRP processes can lead to changes in both rules and content 
of utility resource plans; and 3) by the PUC, which oversees 
the process and may require that utilities revise resource 

60 Id. Pp. 1-43.

61 The federal renewable energy production tax credit (PTC) 
provides a per-kilowatt-hour tax credit for electricity 
generating by various types of renewable energy resources 
and sold by the taxpayer to an unrelated person during the 
taxable year. The PTC was originally enacted in 1992 and has 
been extended several times, most recently in January 2013 
as part of the American Taxpayer Relief Act of 2012 (H.R. 6, 
Sec 407). Currently, the PTC for wind resources for which 
construction began prior to December 31, 2013 is 2.3 cents/
kWh.

62 Id. Pp. 1-5.

63 Id. Pp. 1-49.

64 Id. Pp. 1-59.

plans in specific ways prior to receiving Commission 
approval. The input and oversight from these three entities, 
combined with the utilities’ expertise, leads to the inclusion 
of several notable elements in the resource plan that 
demonstrate additional issues of concern in Colorado. 

First, recognizing that acquiring necessary resources 
does not always go according to plan, the utility creates 
and describes a series of the more common contingency 
events—e.g., bidders withdrawing proposals, transmission 
development delays, higher than anticipated electric 
demand, etc.—and develops plans to address them if they 
occur.64 

Second, Public Service acknowledges that its planned 
volume of wind installations (2,100 MW by 2012) creates 
specific challenges and requirements that much lower 
volumes of renewables would not. Because wind output 
can be variable and uncertain, there may be additional 
flexibility requirements on an electric system—i.e., there 
must be a certain amount of generation that can be brought 
on-line within a 30-minute period in order to respond to 
changes in renewable output. Public Service conducts an 
assessment of the need for flexible resources in its IRP’s 
general assessment of need. 

Flexibility studies are not a part of traditional integrated 
resource planning, but Public Service is responding 
to unique circumstances in its service territory by 
incorporating this type of study in its resource planning. 
Utilities sometimes cite the variability and uncertainty of 
wind and other renewables as reasons not to pursue these 
types of resources in their portfolios; Public Service shows, 
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65 Chupka, M,, Murphy, D. & Newell, S. Reviving Integrated 
Resource Planning for Electric Utilities: New Challenges and 
Innovative Approaches. Brattle Group. 2008. Page 2.

66 Public Service Company of Colorado. 2011 Electric Resource 
Plan: Volume 1. October 31, 2011. Pp. 1-5.

67 Wyoming does not have its own IRP obligation, but instead 
mandates that any utility serving in the state that is required 
to submit an IRP in another jurisdiction also file that IRP 
with the Wyoming PSC.

68 Id. Page 8.

however, that these challenges can be planned for in a 
reasonable way and are not a reason to avoid renewable 
additions. 

Finally, traditional integrated resource planning does not 
pursue short-term strategies, such as market purchases that 
may buy time in the hope that some uncertainties will be 
resolved.”65 The Public Service IRP does just that, however, 
by making shorter-term resource acquisition decisions and 
preserving “decisions involving new generation facilities to 
a point in the future when we see how these uncertainties 
are resolved.”66

While Public Service should be applauded for its 
integration of renewables to date, it is unclear from the 
company’s IRP whether it truly views renewable generating 
technologies as a system resource as opposed to an 
obligation established by the state legislature and the 
PUC. As mentioned above, Public Service has no plans 
to pursue additional renewable acquisitions during the 
next seven years, even though sensitivity analyses show 
that additional wind generation may be beneficial to 
ratepayers if the production tax credit were to be extended. 
The company does ask that it be granted permission to 
conduct solicitations for renewables outside of the resource 
planning process if it determines that market conditions are 
“favorable,” but it gives no indication as to what favorable 
market conditions might look like. An evaluation of the 
market conditions favorable to renewables would be very 
helpful in the context of resource planning, and could be 

included in future IRPs or updates from Public Service.

C. PacifiCorp
Of the three utilities examined here, PacifiCorp is unique 

in that it operates across six states—Oregon, Washington, 
California, Idaho, Utah, and Wyoming, five of which have 
IRP or other long-term planning requirements.67 This 
gives PacifiCorp the additional challenge of planning on 
a system-wide basis while meeting each of the resource-
acquisition mandates and policies in the states where it 
operates. The company evaluates a 20-year study period, 
but focuses on the first ten years (2011-2020) in its 
assessment of resource need. 

In that ten-year planning period, PacifiCorp forecasts 
that system peak load will grow at 2.1% per year (2.4% for 

 Capacity (MW)

Resource 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Total

CCCT F Class - - - 625 - 597 - - - - 1,222

CCCT H Class - - - - - - - - 475 - 475

Coal Plan Turbine Upgrades 12 19 6 - - 18 - 8 - - 63

Wind, Wyoming - - - - - - - 300 300 200 800

CHP-Biomass 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 50

DSM, Class 1 6 70 57 20 97 - - - - - 250

DSM, Class 2 108 114 110 118 122 124 126 120 122 125 1,189

Oregon Solar Programs 4 4 4 3 3 - - - - - 18

Micro Solar – Water Heating - 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 - - 28

Firm Market Purchases 350 1,240 1,429 1,190 1,149 775 822 967 695 995 N/A

Figure 7

Resource Additions in the Preferred Portfolio—PacifiCorp’s 2011 IRP68
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69 PacifiCorp. 2011 Integrated Resource Plan: Volume 1.  
March 31, 2011. Page 83.

70 Id. Page 10.

71 Id. Page 13.

the eastern system peak and 1.4% for the western system 
peak), and that energy requirements will grow by 1.8% 
per year. Resource deficits will begin in the first year, with 
PacifiCorp being short 326 MW in 2011. This deficit grows 
to 3,852 MW by 2020. In the near-term, shortages will 
be met with DSM, renewables, and market purchases, but 
new baseload and intermediate generating units begin to 
be added to the resource mix in 2014.69 Figure 7 shows the 
proposed resource additions.

If PacifiCorp were to proceed with these proposed 
resource additions, by 2020 its capacity mix would be as 
shown in Figure 8. In this scenario, traditional thermal 
resources still make up two-thirds of PacifiCorp’s capacity 
mix; DSM makes up just over 13%, and renewables make 
up 2.6%.

As Figure 9 shows, PacifiCorp’s energy mix looks slightly 
different under its preferred portfolio. The percentage of 
total energy generated from coal-fired resources drops 
by 26% between 2011 and 2020, while the amount of 
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Capacity Mix Under the PacifiCorp 
Preferred  Portfolio70

Figure 9

Energy Mix Under the PacifiCorp 
Preferred  Portfolio71

Class 1 DSM

CHP & Other 

Front Office Transactions

Hydroelectric

Class 2 DSM

Class 1 DSM

CHP & Other 

Front Office Transactions

Hydroelectric

Class 2 DSM

47.5%

62.5%

18.3%

11.5%

11.7%

40.4%

36.3%

26.4%

25.5%

7.4%

2.4%

10.7%

0.1%
0.9%

2.6%

7.4%

0.1%
0.1%

6.5%

3.2%

5.4%

1.5%

3.2%

5.2%

9.3%

8.1%

5.0%

7.1%

4.7%

7.8%

8.2%

11.2%
0.9%

2011

2011

2020

2020

Existing Purchases

Renewables

Gas

Coal

Existing Purchases

Renewables

Gas

Coal

energy from gas-fired resources more than doubles. Even 
with the significant drop in generation from coal, energy 
from thermal resources makes up 61% of PacifiCorp’s 
total energy. DSM makes up 11% of the energy mix, 
with another 11% coming from renewable resources. 
Hydroelectric power and energy purchases make up the 
bulk of the remaining energy.

Of the three utilities examined in this report, PacifiCorp’s 
portfolio modeling process is the most comprehensive. 
It uses a model called System Optimizer, which has the 
capability to determine capacity expansion plans, to run a 
production cost simulation of each optimized portfolio, and 
to perform a risk assessment on these portfolios. 
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Altogether, PacifiCorp defined 67 input scenarios 
for portfolio development. These looked at alternative 
transmission configurations, CO2 price levels and 
regulation types, natural gas prices, and renewable resource 
policies. Sensitivity cases examined additional incremental 
costs for coal plants, alternative load forecasts, renewable 
generation costs and incentives, and DSM resource 
availability. Top resource portfolios were determined on the 
basis of the combination of lowest average portfolio cost 
and worst-case portfolio cost resulting from 100 simulation 
runs. Final portfolios were selected after considering such 

Figure 10

Pacificorp Modeling and Risk Analysis Process73

criteria as risk-adjusted portfolio cost, 10-year customer 
rate impact, CO2 emissions, supply reliability, resource 
diversity, and uncertainty and risk surrounding greenhouse 
gas and RPS policies.72 

Figure 10 shows PacifiCorp’s schematic of its modeling 
process. PacifiCorp is one of the only utilities in the 
country that models energy efficiency resources as supply-
side resources, rather than as load modifiers. The utility 
provides the model with specific quantities of energy 
efficiency at given costs, and allows those efficiency 
resources to compete against the other resources from 

Phase 1: Case Definition

Phase 2: Price Forecast 
Development

Phase 3: Optimized 
Portfolio Development

Phase 4: Monte Carlo 
Production Cost Simulation 

Phase 5: Top-performing 
Portfolio Selection

Phase 6: Deterministic 
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Phase 7: Preferred Portfolio 
Selection/Acquisition Risk 
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Gas prices 
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72 Id. Page 153. 73 Id. Page 155.
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74 Lamont, D. & Gerhard, J. The Treatment of Energy Efficiency 
in Integrated Resource Plans: A Review of Six State Practices. 
Regulatory Assistance Project. January 2013. Pp. 6-8.

75 Sierra Club’s Preliminary Comments in the Matter of 
PacifiCorp 2011 Integrated Resource Plan before the Public 
Utility Commission of Oregon. LC 52. August 25, 2011.

76 Opening Comments of the Citizens’ Utility Board of Oregon 
in the Matter of PacifiCorp 2011 Integrated Resource Plan 
before the Public Utility Commission of Oregon. LC 52. 

which the model is able to select. PacifiCorp’s efficiency 
resource information in its 2011 IRP is based on a 2010 
energy efficiency potential study that provided an estimate 
of the size, type, timing, location, and cost of the demand-
side resources that are technically available in PacifiCorp’s 
service territory. Data for more than 18,000 measures were 
available after the resources were separated by customer 
segment, facility type, and unique EE measures. 

Energy efficiency measures are called Class 2 DSM, 
while capacity-based measures are separated into two 
categories: Class 1 DSM includes dispatchable demand-
response programs, and Class 3 DSM includes pricing 
programs. Focusing on Class 2 DSM measures, PacifiCorp 
consolidated them into nine cost bundles grouped by 
levelized cost for inclusion in the modeling, and 1,400 
supply curves were modeled for the IRP.74 

Energy efficiency measures performed well in the 
modeling, representing the largest resource added through 
2030 across all portfolios with cumulative capacity 
additions exceeding 2,500 MW in the preferred portfolio. 
The inclusion of such large quantities of energy efficiency 
creates huge cost savings to ratepayers. If energy efficiency 
were not included in PacifiCorp’s resource portfolio, the 
utility would have to meet electric load by adding 2,500 
MW of supply-side resources at much greater cost.

Although PacifiCorp’s portfolio modeling process 
is comprehensive and well-executed, system resource 
modeling in general is only as good as the input assumptions 
used to generate the portfolios. The most significant area 
in need of improvement in the PacifiCorp IRP process 
relates to the input assumptions and analysis regarding 
the company’s coal fleet—or, rather, the lack of analysis 
presented on this in the IRP. This lack of analysis began 
during the stakeholder process. In comments that it 
submitted, the Sierra Club states that it actively participated 
in the stakeholder input process, and raised many of the 
issues discussed in those comments. “The company did 
not respond to any requests for data related to the topics 
addressed in these comments, choosing instead to provide 
only a small amount of materials in the final draft, just days 
before the company submitted the final IRP.”75 

PacifiCorp’s 26 coal-fired boilers make up almost two 
thirds of its generation. To keep these units running 
while meeting stricter federal air pollution standards, 

the company would have to spend $1.57 billion in 
environmental capital cost from 2011 to 2020, in addition 
to $1.2 billion that it invested before 2011. Operating costs 
would raise the total cost to customers to $4.2 billion, or 
$360 million on an annual basis by 2030.76 PacifiCorp, 
however, makes no mention of these current compliance 
obligations or any future costs in the 2011 IRP or its 
appendices. The utility failed to disclose the costs that 
would be faced by its coal fleet in its 2011 IRP, and failed 
to do a comprehensive analysis of the economics of each 
of its coal-fired generating units. Absent this analysis, the 
resource portfolios analyzed by the company cannot be 
considered to be truly “optimized.”

It is highly likely that PacifiCorp could add additional 
renewable resources to its portfolio. As discussed above, 
Public Service Company of Colorado had 2,100 MW of 
wind capacity alone on its system at the end of 2012, 
and they are a single utility operating in one state. 
PacifiCorp’s territory covers portions of six states, many 
with large amounts of renewable potential. PacifiCorp’s 
service territory also borders other states with large 
amounts of renewable potential, and the company could 
enter into long-term contracts for renewable energy. The 
company states in the IRP that it commissioned a study 
on geothermal potential, yet its resource portfolio does 
not include any anticipated geothermal energy or capacity 
during the study period.
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77 Arkansas Public Service Commission. Resource Planning 
Guidelines for Electric Utilities. June 2007.

IV. Recommendations for 
Prudent Integrated Resource Planning

Prudent integrated resource planning involves both 
the process of creating and sharing the resource 
plan with stakeholders, and the elements that 
are analyzed and included in the plan itself. 

This section provides recommendations, for both the IRP 
process and the resulting resource plan, that are designed to 
result in responsible and comprehensive utility integrated 
resource plans.

A. Integrated Resource Planning Process
Integrated resource planning processes differ from state 

to state. The ideal process begins with the determination 
of the IRP guidelines or rules. Integrated resource planning 
rules were first established in many states in the late 1980s 
or early 1990s; Oregon’s first rules, for example, were 
established by PUC order in 1989. Significant changes have 
occurred since then. During the mid- to late 1990s, electric 
restructuring moved many utilities away from traditional 
resource planning in favor of market-based provision of 
electric supply; and today, climate change, national security, 
and volatility in fuel and commodity markets can make 
it difficult to determine the best way in which to supply 
electricity to consumers. Integrated resource planning rules 
should thus be reexamined periodically, to make sure they 
reflect the current conditions and challenges associated 
with providing reliable electric service at reasonable costs. 

Arizona began the process of changing its rules after 
retail competition was instituted in the state by the 
Corporation Commission—and although the rules took 
over a decade to be revised and put into effect, the current 
regulations have been designed to address the issues that 
are of concern today. When IRP rules are reexamined, state 
commissions should open proceedings that are open to 
the public, and stakeholders should be allowed to offer 
input on the ways in which rules should be revised, as 
well as to review and comment on any draft documents 
that are issued. All three of the state IRP rules examined 
here have gone through this process, and in drafting 

revised rules, each of the state commissions carefully 
considered the feedback offered by interveners and adopted 
recommendations from both public interest groups and 
utilities.

1. Resource Plan Development
Stakeholder group involvement is equally important 

when it is time for a utility to develop its integrated 
resource plan. As was discussed in section III.A., APS 
detailed its stakeholder process in its 2012 IRP. During the 
two-year period that preceded the filing of the plan, the 
utility held various workshops where stakeholders received 
updates on the inputs to be used, and were able to offer 
feedback and even give presentations on these various 
inputs. Stakeholders were also surveyed to determine their 
preferences with regard to the energy resources selected 
by APS. Not only does this stakeholder process inform the 
content of the resource plan that is ultimately filed by the 
utility; it can also help to inform the review process once 
the filing has been made. 

Other states have also recognized the benefits of 
stakeholder involvement in IRP and developed model 
processes. In its Resource Planning Guidelines for Electric 
Utilities, the Arkansas Public Service Commission 
suggests that utilities establish a Stakeholder Committee 
to assist in preparing resource plans that “should be 
broadly representative of retail and wholesale customers, 
independent power suppliers, marketers, and other 
interested entities in the service area.”77 The members 
of this committee would review utility objectives, 
assumptions, and estimated needs early in the planning 
cycle, and would submit a report along with the utility’s 
resource plan. Committee members may also submit 
additional comments to the Commission, which may 
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0442. Docket No. 10A-554EG. March 30, 2011. 

82 The Treatment of Energy Efficiency in Integrated Resource Plans.  
Page 15.

require the utility to re-evaluate its plan to address these 
comments.78

In Hawaii, IRP rules were designed to attempt to 
maximize public participation in the planning process. In 
each county within its service territory, the utility is required 
to organize advisory groups made up of representatives of 
public and private entities whose interests are affected by the 
utility’s resource plan—including state and county agencies 
and environmental, cultural, business, and community 
interest groups. The rules specify that “(a)n advisory group 
should be representative of as broad a spectrum of interests 
as possible.”79

Whether required by IRP rules or not, it is good practice 
for a utility to convene a stakeholder group, or to hold 
public meetings that are open to all interested parties, 
before creating and submitting its resource plan. These 
meetings are useful both to provide information and invite  
feedback on the input assumptions and the process that the 
utility is using in its resource planning, and to help ensure 
that the resulting plan is relevant and reflects the interests 
of ratepayers and the general public. 

2. Resource Plan Review
Many state utility commissions are quasi-judicial boards 

that rely on the rules of civil procedure and allow for 
participation and intervention from different organizations 
and members of the public (provided they have standing 
in the proceeding, or an ability to assist the commission 
in making decisions). After a utility has filed its resource 
plan, the state PUC should open a proceeding that allows 
stakeholders to review and submit written comments on 
the filing. This feedback should be taken into account 
during the review by the PUC and its staff. Commissions 
should take an active role in assessing the validity of the 
inputs used by the utilities in their filings, the resulting 
outcomes, and whether these are consistent with both the 
IRP rules and the state’s energy policies and goals. 

In Kentucky, for example, the IRP rules specify that once 
a utility’s IRP has been received, the Commission should 
develop a procedural schedule allowing for submission 
of written interrogatories to the utility by commission 
staff and any interveners, written comments by staff and 
interveners, and responses to these interrogatories and 
comments by the utility. The Commission may convene 
conferences to discuss the filed IRP if it wishes to do so. 
Following a review of the plan and intervener comments, 

Commission staff will issue a report summarizing its review 
and offering recommendations to the utility for subsequent 
IRP filings.80

Of the states examined in this report, the Colorado 
PUC has taken on a particularly active role in determining 
whether utility resource choices were in the public interest. 
The PUC did so, for example, in its review of Public Service 
Company of Colorado’s 2010 DSM Plan, when it rejected 
the energy efficiency goals proposed by the company and 
instead asked that the utility adopt goals recommended by 
an intervener—the Southwest Energy Efficiency Project—
that were approximately 130% of the goals in place at the 
time.81 These EE goals were then incorporated into the 
2011 IRP, in the calculation of resource need as one of the 
input modeling assumptions.82

Many states, though not all, require that utility plans 
be available to interveners and/or members of the public 
for review and participation in resource planning dockets. 
This signals to both stakeholders and utilities that the IRP 
process should be collaborative, and that stakeholders 
can and do offer valuable insights and opinions into 
resource planning that should be taken into account by 
utilities when developing their plans. Active oversight 
and participation by the state PUC is critical to ensuring 
that comments and proposals by interveners are reviewed, 
considered fully, and incorporated into utility resource 
plans when reasonable.
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Integrated Resource Planning to Encourage Investment in Cost-
Effective Energy Efficiency Measures. September 2011. Page 5.

84 Public Service Company of Colorado. 2011 Electric Resource 
Plan: Volume 1. October 31, 2011. Pp. 1-5.
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B. Integrated Resource Plans
A good electric system IRP should include, at a 

minimum:

Load forecast
A company’s load forecast (annual peak and energy) 

is one of the major determinants of the quantity and 
type of resources that must be added in a utility’s service 
territory over a given time period, and has always been 
the starting point for resource planning. Projections of 
future load should be based on realistic assumptions about 
local population changes and local economic factors83 and 
should be fully documented. Resource needs can rise or fall 
dramatically over a short period of time, and frequent, up-
to-date load forecasts are necessary for utilities to be able 
to adequately assess the quantity and type of additional 
resources that might be needed in a specific planning 
period. 

In Colorado, for example, at the time of Public Service’s 
CACJA filing in mid-2010, the company was projecting 
a resource need of approximately 1,000 MW by 2018. At 
the time of its IRP filing in October 2011, the projection 
of resource need had dropped to 292 MW as a result of 
the economic recession and the success of DSM and solar 
programs.84 In order to help plan for any future changes 
in load, utilities should model a range of possible load 
forecasts, not just a reference case.

Reserves and reliability
Reliability is typically defined as having capacity equal to 

the forecasted peak demand, plus a reserve margin during 
the hours in which that peak demand is expected to occur. 
Reserve requirements should provide for adequate capacity 
based on a rigorous analysis of system characteristics and 

proper treatment of intermittent resources. The system 
characteristics affecting reliability and reserve requirements 
include load shape, generating unit forced-outage rates, 
generating unit maintenance-outage requirements, 
number and size of the generating units in a region or 
service territory, transmission interties with neighboring 
utilities, and availability and effectiveness of intervention 
procedures.85

Demand-Side Management
Many state IRP statutes or regulations include in the 

definition of integrated resource planning an evaluation 
of energy conservation and efficiency. Even so, “[w]hile 
demand-side resources have always been a conceptual part 
of IRP, in practice they have not always been an important 
focus.”86, 87 As generation from traditional supply-side 
resources is growing more costly and energy efficiency 
measures are becoming less expensive, however, demand-
side alternatives have gained a greater number of advocates 
across the United States. 

Not only is energy efficiency often the lowest-
cost resource available to system planners, it can also 
mitigate a variety of risks, such as that of impending 
carbon legislation and other environmental regulations 
affecting air and water quality. In addition to offsetting 
energy consumption, implementing EE measures can 
lead to a deferral in costly transmission and distribution 
investments.88

In the IRPs of most utilities, demand-side resources are 
included only up to the point that statutory goals are met, 
or mandatory levels of investment are included. Resource 
planners often incorporate the effects of those demand-side 
policies as adjustments (“decrements”) to their forecasts of 
future load requirements. However, 

86 Chupka, M., Murphy D. & Newell, S. Reviving Integrated 
Resource Planning for Electric Utilities: New Challenges and 
Innovative Approaches. Brattle Group. 2008. Page 3.

87 Demand response, which is another type of demand-side 
resource, is considered in utility IRPs even less frequently 
than is efficiency. A full discussion of how demand response 
is included or excluded in IRPs is beyond the scope of this 
report.

88 The Treatment of Energy Efficiency in Integrated Resource Plans. 
Page 15.
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Energy Independence Act.

93 The Northwest Power and Conservation Council (NWPCC) 
is a regional entity that helps the states in the Pacific 

“The best IRPs create levelized cost curves for 
demand-side resources that are comparable to the 
levelized cost curves for supply-side resources. …
By developing cost curves for demand-side options, 
planners allow the model to choose an optimum 
level of investment. So if demand-side resources can 
meet customer demand for less cost than supply-side 
resources, as is frequently the case, this approach may 
result in more than the minimum investment levels 
required under other policies.”89

The three integrated resource plans discussed in this 
report each deal with energy efficiency in different ways. In 
Arizona, the Corporation Commission has set a demand-
side management standard, and each of the portfolios 
analyzed in the IRP from Arizona Public Service assume 
full compliance with that standard.90 Public utilities are 
required to achieve annual energy savings of at least 
22% by 2020, and savings (measured as a percent of 
retail energy sales) should increase incrementally in each 
calendar year prior to 2020.91 In its IRP, APS has calculated 
the number of MWh of energy savings needed to be 
compliant with Commission standards, and has imported 
these targets into the IRP as a load decrement over the 
planning horizon.

Colorado’s Energy Efficiency Resource Standard (EERS) 
was established by Colorado House Bill 07-1037 and 
codified under the Code of Colorado Regulations §40-3.2-
104. The law requires that the Colorado Commission set 
savings goals for energy and peak demand for the state’s 
investor-owned utilities, but specifies minimum savings 
goals of at least 5% of both retail energy sales and peak 
demand from a 2006 baseline. Utilities are required to 

submit DSM plans, which are then reviewed and approved 
by the Commision, or approved with modifications. The 
plan that is ultimately approved may require levels of DSM 
that are higher than the minimum savings goals that have 
previously been established. Similar to APS, in its most 
recent IRP, Public Service took the most recent utility-
specific DSM goals approved by the Commission and 
imported them into the IRP process as a load decrement, 
reducing the resource need over the planning period.

PacifiCorp is subject to EERS requirements in 
Washington and California. In 2006 in Washington, 
voters passed Initiative 937, which requires that electric 
utilities serving more than 25,000 customers undertake 
all cost-effective energy conservation. Beginning in 2010, 
utilities must do an assessment of all the achievable cost-
effective conservation potential in even-numbered years.92 
Alternatively, efficiency targets may be based on a utility’s 
most recent integrated resource plan, provided that plan is 
consistent with the resource plan for the Northwest Power 
and Conservation Council.93 

California Assembly Bill 2021, enacted in 2006, called 
for a 10% reduction in electricity consumption within 
10 years. It also required that the California Energy 
Commission (CEC), California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC), and other interested parties develop a statewide 
estimate of all cost-effective electricity savings, develop 
efficiency and demand reduction targets for the next 10 
years, and update the study every three years. Goals were 
developed by the CPUC in 2008 for years 2012 through 
2020, and each of the three investor-owned utilities in the 
state has distinct requirements for electricity savings and 
demand reduction.94 

Northwest ensure an affordable and reliable energy system 
while maintaining fish and wildlife health in the Columbia 
River Basin. One responsibility of the NWPCC is to publish 
a 20-year electric plan that serves as a guide for Bonneville 
Power and its customer utilities in the region. The regional 
plan drives best practices in energy efficiency and is a 
reference against which utility plans may be measured. 
In the Sixth Power Plan, published in 2010, the NWPCC 
recommended that energy efficiency be deployed aggressively 
such that it meets 85% of new demand for electricity over 
the next 20 years.

94 California Public Utilities Commission. Decision 08-07-047. 
Rulemaking 06-04-010. July 31, 2008.
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In California, PacifiCorp is also subject to a separate 
“loading order” requirement that requires utilities to first 
meet growth in energy demand through energy efficiency 
and demand response. Only after all cost-effective demand-
side measures have been taken should the utilities consider 
adding conventional generation technologies.95 PacifiCorp’s 
2011 IRP creates levelized cost curves for demand-side 
resources, as described above and in previous sections, 
and is a good example of this type of energy efficiency 
modeling effort. This type of modeling may be too costly 
to be feasible for some utilities, but it is important that 
consideration of various levels of DSM savings be given in 
integrated resource planning in order to give stakeholders 
confidence that all cost-effective DSM has been included in 
utility resource plans.

Supply options
A full range of supply alternatives should be considered 

in utility IRPs, with reasonable assumptions about the 
costs, performance, and availability of each resource. There 
can be uncertainties regarding the availability and costs of 
raw materials and skilled labor, construction schedules, 
and future regulations. Because these cost uncertainties 
can affect technologies in different ways, it is prudent to 
model a range of possible costs and construction lead times 
for supply alternatives. And because planning periods 
examined in IRPs are typically a decade or more, it is 
also prudent to evaluate supply technologies that are not 
currently feasible from a cost perspective, but may become 
so later in the planning period.

Fuel prices
Coal prices have been on the rise in recent years, and 

natural gas prices have historically been quite volatile. 
Fuel prices can shift as a result of demand growth, climate 
legislation, development of export infrastructure, and 
supply conditions.96 It is thus extremely important to use 
reasonable, recent, and consistent projections of fuel prices 
in integrated resource planning.

Environmental costs and constraints 
Utility IRPs should include a projection of environmental 

compliance costs—including recognition, and evaluation 
where possible—of all reasonably expected future 
regulations. At this time, the EPA has announced several 
upcoming environmental regulations. A final version of the 

Mercury and Air Toxics Standards (the “MATS” Rule) has 
been released, and rules are pending for Coal Combustion 
Residuals (“CCR”), cooling water intake structures under 
the Clean Water Act (“316(b)”), updates to the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (“NAAQS”), and new 
Effluent Limitation Guidelines. 

Within the next three to five years, certain generating 
units may also become subject to new requirements under 
the Clean Air Act’s Regional Haze Program, sometimes 
known as the BART rule because it requires installation 
of “best available retrofit technology.” The Cross-State Air 
Pollution Rule, which would have required emissions 
reductions of SO2 and NOx in many states but was vacated 
by the US Court of Appeals for the DC Circuit in 2012, 
may return in a revised form at some point in the future.97 
Finally, greenhouse-gas emissions limits for electric 
generating units may come into effect in the next decade.98 

These rules, both individually and in combination, have 
the potential to dramatically change the electric power 
industry. Utilities, in their IRP filings, need to acknowledge 
these rules and prepare for them as best they can through 
evaluations of emissions allowance costs, emission controls, 
and changes to resource portfolios. Few utilities now 
do this in a comprehensive manner. Of those discussed 
here, APS does the best job in its IRP by providing a 
discussion of each of the rules and its potential impacts on 
APS operations. The process could be improved through 
analysis of different compliance strategy scenarios.

Existing resources
Examination of existing resources in utility IRPs has 

become especially important as the mandated emission 

95 See California Assembly Bills 1890 and 995. Similar loading 
order requirements exist in a few other states. See for 
example Connecticut Public Act No. 07-242, Section 51:  
An Act Concerning Electricity and Energy Efficiency.

96 Reviving Integrated Resource Planning. Page 6.

97 Colburn, K., et al. “Least-Risk Planning: The Homer City 
Decision Increases Uncertainty—but Rewards Forward 
Thinking.” Public Utilities Fortnightly, November 2012.

98 EPA has proposed but not yet finalized greenhouse gas 
emission limits for newly constructed power plants. After 
those rules are finalized, EPA is required under the Clean Air 
Act to develop standards for existing power plants.
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reductions associated with the MATS rule, discussed 
above, have led to utility decisions across the country to 
install pollution control retrofits, repower, or retire their 
coal units. PacifiCorp drew the ire of stakeholders and the 
Oregon PUC by not including this type of analysis for its 
coal-fired units in its 2011 IRP. All types of modifications to 
existing resources should be included in a utility’s analysis 
of the optimum resource portfolio.

Integrated analysis
There are various reasonable ways to model plans, 

generally requiring the use of optimization or simulation 
models. Common models used throughout the industry 
include Strategist, EGEAS, System Optimizer, MIDAS, 
AURORA, PROMOD, and Market Analytics. These models 
are supplied to utilities by various third-party vendors.

It is important that the integrated model does not 
inadvertently exclude combinations of options that deserve 
consideration. This might occur in one of two ways. The 
first is in the instances that future resource portfolios are 
user-defined, rather than selected by an industry model. 
This is one of the criticisms of the Arizona Public Service 
IRP: the use of production cost modeling without an 
optimization component may have resulted in a less than 
optimal addition of supply- and demand-side resources 
over time. 

The second way in which this may occur is if users 
constrain optimization models so that a model may not, 
given the cost, select the quantity of a specific resource that 
it may want. For example, a utility may constrain a model 
in such a way that it is only allowed to add 100 MW of 
wind generation over the resource planning period; but 
depending on the nature of the utility’s electric system, the 

model may want to add additional wind resources. In this 
way, a combination of resources that deserves consideration 
may be excluded.

Time frame
The study period for IRP analysis should be sufficiently 

long to incorporate much of the operating lives of any new 
resource options that may be added to a utility’s portfolio—
typically at least 20 years—and should consider an “end 
effects” period to avoid a bias against adding generating 
units late in the planning period. Arizona rules require 
a 15-year planning period, Oregon a 20-year planning 
period, and Colorado a utility-specified planning period of 
between 20 and 40 years. Of the rules examined here, only 
Oregon explicitly states that an end effects period should be 
considered.

Uncertainty
At a minimum, important and uncertain input 

assumptions should be tested with high and low cases 
to assess the sensitivity of results to changes in input 
values. These assumptions include, but are not limited 
to, load forecasts, fuel prices, emissions allowance prices, 
environmental regulatory regimes, costs and availability 
of demand-side management measures, and capital and 
operating costs for new generating units.99 The types of 
inputs listed are common to most utilities across the United 
States, but there are additional input assumptions that are 
regional or local in nature. 

As discussed in the section on Oregon’s IRP rules, its 
PUC requires utilities to model cases that vary the amount 
of hydroelectric output in the region. Utilities in states like 
Arizona, New Mexico, or Florida may want to examine 

99 Decisions in the face of uncertainty come with degrees of 
risk.  A recent study by CERES entitled, “Practicing Risk-
Aware Electricity Regulation: What Every State Regulator 
Needs to Know (How State Regulatory Policies Can 
Recognize and Address the Risk in Electric Utility Resource 
Selection) concludes that it is “essential that regulators 
understand the risks involved in resource selection, correct 
for biases inherent in utility regulation, and keep in mind 
the long-term impact that their decisions will have on 
consumers and society.  To do this, regulators must look 
outside the boundaries established by regulatory tradition.” 
According to CERES, “risk arises when there is potential 

harm from an adverse event that can occur with some degree 
of probability.”  Risks for electric system resources have 
both time-related (i.e., the possibility that circumstances 
will change over the life of the investment and materially 
affect both the cost of the investment and the degree to 
which it benefits consumers) and cost-related aspects (the 
possibility that an investment will not cost what one expects, 
or that cost recovery for the investment will differ from 
expectations). Practicing Risk-Aware Regulation (April 2012) 
at 20-21  http://www.ceres.org/resources/reports/practicing-
risk-aware-electricity-regulation
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100 Reviving Integrated Resource Planning. Page 4.

cases that vary the amount of solar output when doing 
long-term planning. Utilities located in arid regions, or 
those owning a significant number of generation assets 
that are dependent on the availability of a water source 
for power plant cooling, may want to analyze scenarios 
where water is scarce or is at too high a temperature to be 
useful for cooling. Individual utilities must determine those 
input assumptions that are subject to variability, and model 
sensitivity cases accordingly to properly account for risks 
and uncertainties that they face.

Performing single-factor sensitivities may not, however, 
be very informative. Many cases may warrant more 
sophisticated techniques, such as probabilistic techniques 
or those that combine uncertainties. “Testing candidate 
resource solutions against scenarios that address the range 
of plausible future trajectories of external factors, and their 
interrelationships, can more effectively support planning in 
an uncertain environment.”100

Valuing and selecting plans
There are often multiple stages of running scenarios 

and screening in developing an IRP, and there are various 
reasonable ways to approach this. Traditionally, the present 
value of revenue requirements is the primary metric that is 
analyzed, and minimized, in utility IRPs. This metric alone 
may not, however, sufficiently address uncertainties. It may 
be useful also to evaluate plans along other dimensions 
like environmental cost or impact, fuel diversity, impact on 
reliability, rate or bill increases, or minimization of risk. 

It is essential that the IRP process be executed in a 
manner that applies the selected metrics in a reasonably 
transparent and logical manner, without inappropriately 
screening out resources options or plans that deserve 
consideration at the next stage. Note also that it is highly 

unlikely that a single resource portfolio will be the best 
choice on every metric evaluated. A resource portfolio that 
performs well across several metrics, but perhaps is not the 
top performer on any single metric, may in fact be the best 
choice for utility planners.

Action plan
Even though IRPs should have a longer study period, 

a good plan will include a specific discussion of the 
implications of the analysis for near-term decisions and 
actions, and will also include specific plans for getting those 
near-term items accomplished. Demand-side measures 
take time to implement, and supply-side resources require 
months or years of lead time to permit and construct. 
Utilities must thus provide a thorough discussion of the 
steps they plan to take to implement, acquire, or construct 
resources that will meet energy and peak demand needs 
in their service territories in the three- to five-year period 
after the plan is filed. The availability of these near-term 
resources has a direct effect on the resources needed 
throughout the remainder of the planning period; so it is 
prudent for the utility to detail the ways in which it will go 
about acquiring the resources described in its IRP.

Documentation
A proper IRP will include discussion of the inputs and 

results, and appendices with full technical details. Only 
items that are truly sensitive business information should 
be treated as confidential, because such treatment can 
hinder important stakeholder input processes.
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V.  Conclusion

Utility integrated resource planning has been in 
effect in various parts of the United States for 
more than 25 years. While some utilities are 
regulated by the original IRP rules developed 

more than a decade ago, many states have updated their 
IRP rules to reflect current conditions and concerns in 
regional and national electricity markets. In states where 
this has occurred, IRPs filed by utilities tend to be more 
comprehensive and to exhibit more of the “best practices” 

in utility resource planning that have been described in this 
report. 

Nonetheless, there are still many ways in which utilities 
can improve both their resource planning processes and 
the plans that are generated as a result of these processes. 
Engaged stakeholders and state public utilities commissions 
can provide oversight to this process, helping to promote 
resource choices that lead to positive outcomes for society 
as a whole.
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Arizona
 Arizona Corporation Commission Decision No. 71722, in 

Docket No. RE-00000A-09-0249. June 3, 2010.101 

Arkansas
 Arkansas PSC. “Resource Planning Guidelines for Electric 

Utilities.” Approved in Docket 06-028-R. January 4, 2007.102 
Rules are currently under review and updates have been 
proposed.

Colorado
 Colorado PUC. 4 CCR 723-3, Part 3: Rules Regulating 

Electric Utilities. Decision No. C10-1111. Docket No. 
10R-214E. November 22, 2010.103

Delaware
 HB 6, the Delaware Electric Utility Retail Customer Supply 

Act of 2006.104

Georgia
 Integrated Resource Planning Act of 1991 (O.C.G.A. § 46-

3A-1), Amended.105

 Georgia Public Service Commission. General Rules. 
Integrated Resource Planning 515-3-4.106

Hawaii
 Public Utilities Commission, State of Hawaii, A Framework 

for Integrated Resource Planning, March 9, 1992.107 

Idaho
 Idaho Public Utilities Commission Order No. 22299, in  

Case No. U-1500-165.108

Indiana
 170 Indiana Administrative Code 4-7-1: Guidelines for 

Integrated Resource Planning by an Electric Utility.  New 
draft rules have been proposed in docket IURC RM 11-07.109

Kentucky
 KY Administrative Regulation 807 KAR 5:058. Integrated 

Resource Planning by Electric Utilities. Relates to KRS 
Chapter 278.110

Louisiana
 Louisiana Public Service Commission Corrected General 

Order. Docket No. R-30021. Decided at the Commission’s 
March 21, 2012 Business and Executive Session.111

Minnesota
 MN Statute §216B.2422.112

 MN Rules Part 7843.113

Missouri
 Rules of Dept. of Economic Development. Division 240 - 

PSC. Chapter 22—Electric Utility Resource Planning (4 CSR 
240.22).115

Montana
 Montana’s Integrated Least-Cost Resource Planning and 

Acquisition Act (§§ 69-3-1201-1206, Montana Code 
Annotated).116 

 Administrative Rules of Montana 38.5.2001-2016, adopted 
by the Montana PSC, for traditional utilities.117 

 Administrative Rules of Montana 38.5.8201-8227, adopted 
by the Montana PSC, for restructured utilities.118 

Nebraska
 Nebraska Revised Statute 66-1060.119

Nevada
 NRS 704.741.120

New Hampshire
 Title XXXIV Public Utilities, Chapter 378: Rates and Charges, 

Section 38: Least Cost Energy Planning.121

New Mexico
 Integrated Resource Plans for Electric Utilities, Title 17, 

Chapter 7, Part 3.122

North Carolina
 North Carolina Utilities Commission Rule R8-60: Integrated 

Resource Planning and Filings.123

North Dakota
 North Dakota PSC Order issued on January 27, 1987 in Case 

No. 10,799. Amended on March 11, 1992 in Case No. PU-
399-91-689.124

Oklahoma
 Title 165: Oklahoma Corporation Commission. Chapter 25: 

Electric Utility Rules, Subchapter 37: Integrated Resource 
Planning.125

Oregon
 Oregon PUC Order No. 07-002, Entered January 8, 2007.126

Appendix: State IRP Statutes and Rules
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101 This Decision amends Arizona Administrative Code, Title 
14, Chapter 2, Article 7: Resource Planning. It is available at: 
http://images.edocket.azcc.gov/docketpdf/0000112475.pdf

102 Arkansas guidelines available at: http://www.sosweb.state.
ar.us/elections/elections_pdfs/register/june_07/126.03.07-
003.pdf

103 Colorado PUC Decision available at: https://www.dora.state.
co.us/pls/efi/EFI.Show_Docket?p_session_id=&p_docket_
id=10R-214E

104 Delaware legislation available at: http://legis.delaware.gov/
LIS/lis143.nsf/vwLegislation/HB+6/$file/legis.html?open

105 Georgia annotated code available at: http://www.lexisnexis.
com/hottopics/gacode/Default.asp

106 Georgia PSC rules available at: http://rules.sos.state.
ga.us/cgi-bin/page.cgi?g=GEORGIA_PUBLIC_SERVICE_
COMMISSION%2FGENERAL_RULES%2FINTEGRATED_
RESOURCE_PLANNING%2Findex.html&d=1

107 Hawaii PUC Framework available at: http://www.heco.
com/vcmcontent/Integrated%20Resource/IRP/PDF/IRP_
Framework_052292.pdf

108 Idaho PUC Order available at: http://www.puc.state.id.us/
search/orders/dtsearch.html

109 Indiana Administrative Code available at: http://www.in.gov/
legislative/iac/title170.html

110 Indiana docket RM#11-07 available at: http://www.in.gov/
iurc/2689.htm

111 Kentucky Administrative Regulation available at: http://www.
lrc.ky.gov/kar/807/005/058.htm

112 Louisiana PUC Order available at: Rules from Arizona, 
Colorado and Oregon are described in detail in order to 
demonstrate ways in which states require comprehensive 
planning processes and resource plan outcomes from the 
utilities under their jurisdictions.

113 Minnesota Statute available at: https://www.revisor.mn.gov/
statutes/?id=216B.2422

114 Minnesota rules available at: https://www.revisor.mn.gov/
rules/?id=7843

115 Missouri rules available at: http://www.sos.mo.gov/adrules/
csr/current/4csr/4c240-22.pdf, Final Order of Rulemaking 
was issued on March 3, 2011, as part of the Missouri Public 
Service Commission Rulemaking Case No. EX-2010-0254. 
That amendment is available at: https://www.efis.psc.
mo.gov/mpsc/commoncomponents/view_itemno_details.
asp?caseno=EX-2010-0254&attach_id=2011015905

116 Montana Annotated Code available at: http://data.opi.mt.gov/
bills/mca_toc/69_3_12.htm

117 Montana Administrative Rules available at: http://www.
mtrules.org/gateway/ChapterHome.asp?Chapter=38.5

118 Montana Administrative Rules available at: http://www.
mtrules.org/gateway/ChapterHome.asp?Chapter=38.5

119 Nebraska Statute available at: http://nebraskalegislature.gov/
laws/statutes.php?statute=66-1060

120 Nevada Statute available at: http://www.leg.state.nv.us/nrs/
NRS-704.html#NRS704Sec741

121 New Hampshire Statute available at: http://www.gencourt.
state.nh.us/rsa/html/NHTOC/NHTOC-XXXIV-378.htm

South Carolina
 Code of Laws of South Carolina, Chapter 37, Section 58 37 

40. Integrated resource plans.127 

 Public Service Commission of South Carolina Order No.  
91-885 in Docket No. 87-223-E. October 21, 1991.128

South Dakota
 SL 1977, Ch. 390, § 23. Chapter 49-41B-3.129 

 Administrative Rule Chapter 20:10:21, Energy Facility 
Plans.130 

Utah
 Report and Order on Standards and Guidelines. Docket No. 

90-2035-01. Issued June 18, 1992.131

Vermont
 30VSA Sec 218c - Statute establishing least-cost integrated 

resource planning.132 

 Public Service Board Order of 4/16/1990 initiating the IRP 
progress (Docket No. 5270).133

 Public Service Board Order of 7/16/2002  
(Docket No. 6290).134 

Virginia
 Code of Virginia § 56-597 - § 56-599.135

Washington
 Washington Administrative Code 480-100-238: Integrated 

Resource Planning.136

Wyoming
 Wyoming Public Service Commission Rule 253 (submitted 

July 22, 2009), and associated Guidelines for Staff Review.137
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122 New Mexico PRC Rule available at: http://www.pnm.com/
regulatory/pdf_electricity/irp_electricity.pdf

123 North Carolina PUC Rule available at: http://ncrules.state.
nc.us/ncac/title%2004%20-%20commerce/chapter%20
11%20-%20utilities%20commission/04%20ncac%2011%20
r08-60.pdf

124 North Dakota PSC Order available at: http://www.raponline.
org/docs/RAP_NDElectricResourceLongRangePlanningSurvey 
2005_09_17.pdf

125 Oklahoma Rule available at: http://www.occeweb.com/rules/2
010Ch35ElectricpermanentMasterRuleseff7-11-10searchable.
pdf

126 Oregon PUC Order available at: http://apps.puc.state.or.us/
orders/2007ords/07-002.pdf

127 South Carolina Code available at: www.scstatehouse.gov/
code/t58c037.docx

128 South Carolina PSC Order available at: http://dms.psc.sc.gov/
pdf/orders/DF4FC4A9-EB41-2CB4-D44614AD02D02B8D.
pdf

129 South Dakota Statute available at: http://legis.state.sd.us/
statutes/DisplayStatute.aspx?Statute=49-41B-3&Type=Statute

130 South Dakota Rule available at: http://legis.state.sd.us/rules/
DisplayRule.aspx?Rule=20:10:21

131 Utah Order available at: http://www.airquality.utah.
gov/Public-Interest/Current-Issues/Regionalhazesip/
RegionalHazeTSDdocs/Utah_PSC_Integrated_Planning_
Rules.pdf

132 Vermont Statute available at: http://www.leg.state.vt.us/
statutes/fullsection.cfm?Title=30&Chapter=005&Section=00
218c

133 Public Service Board Orders issued prior to 1996 are not 
available online.

134 Vermont PSB Order available at: http://www.state.vt.us/psb/
orders/2002/files/6290phaseIIextensionorder.pdf

135 Virginia Statute - content begins at: http://leg1.state.va.us/
cgi-bin/legp504.exe?000+cod+56-597

136 Washington Administrative Code available at: http://apps.leg.
wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=480-100-238

137 Wyoming PSC Rule available at: http://legisweb.state.
wy.us/ARULES/2009/AR09-043.htm; Guidelines for Staff 
Review available at: http://psc.state.wy.us/htdocs/electric/
ElectricIRPGuidelines7-10.pdf
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The Regulatory Assistance Project (RAP) is a global, non-profit team of experts focused on the
long-term economic and environmental sustainability of the power and natural gas sectors. We provide
technical and policy assistance on regulatory and market policies that promote economic efficiency,
environmental protection, system reliability, and the fair allocation of system benefits among consumers.
We work extensively in the US, China, the European Union, and India.
Visit our website at www.raponline.org to learn more about our work.

APPENDIX A

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 566

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



50 State Street, Suite 3
Montpelier, Vermont 05602
802-223-8199
www.raponline.org

APPENDIX A
Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 567

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



  

                                                                                 
                             

 
 
 
Using Integrated Resource Planning to 
Encourage Investment in Cost-Effective 
Energy Efficiency Measures 
 

Driving Ratepayer-Funded Efficiency through Regulatory 
Policies Working Group 
 
September 2011 

 

The State and Local Energy Efficiency Action 
Network is a state and local effort facilitated by the 
federal government that helps states, utilities, and 
other local stakeholders take energy efficiency to 

scale and achieve all cost-effective energy 
efficiency by 2020. 

Learn more at www.seeaction.energy.gov 

APPENDIX A
Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 568

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



 

 

 

  
September 2011 www.seeaction.energy.gov  1 

List of Acronyms 
 

BPA Bonneville Power Administration 

EPA  Environmental Protection Agency  

IRP integrated resource plan  

MW megawatt 

NYSERDA New York State Energy Research and Development Authority  

PM portfolio management 

PUC Public Utility Commission  

 

  

APPENDIX A
Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 569

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



 

 

 

 
  

September 2011 www.seeaction.energy.gov  

 

iv 

Executive Summary 

An integrated resource plan (IRP) is a long-range utility plan for meeting the forecasted demand for energy within 
a defined geographic area through a combination of supply side resources and demand side resources. Generally 
speaking, the goal of an IRP is to identify the mix of resources that will minimize future energy system costs while 
ensuring safe and reliable operation of the system. 

Thirty-four states currently require some sort of IRP process for electricity planning. Thirteen of those states also 
use IRP processes for natural gas planning. Significant variation exists concerning whether IRPs are acknowledged 
or approved by each state’s public utility commission (PUC) and the authority accorded to the plans. 

In the process of developing an IRP for electricity, planners may consider adding generation capacity, encouraging 
customer-owned generation and combined heat and power facilities, adding transmission and distribution lines, 
reducing line losses in the transmission and distribution system, implementing demand response programs, and 
investing in energy efficiency programs to reduce future demand. Analogous supply side and demand side options 
exist for natural gas planning.  

An IRP can be a powerful impetus for energy efficiency and other demand management alternatives to new 
supply, especially where the planning process is mandatory and overseen by a PUC, because the IRP may require 
utilities to consider demand side resources that benefit ratepayers even if those resources do not benefit utility 
shareholders. The availability of energy efficiency and other demand side resources at very low costs and in 
significant quantities was often ignored in traditional planning processes that focused exclusively on supply side 
resources. 

For an IRP process to successfully encourage all cost-effective energy efficiency, the process must at a minimum be 
built upon credible load forecasts; use credible information about the costs and availability of new generation 
assets, transmission and distribution lines, and demand side measures; and evaluate demand side resources 
equally and fairly in relation to supply side resources. In addition, the very best IRP processes employ most or all of 
the practices in the left-hand column of Table 1. The right-hand column shows resources for more information on 
the best practices. 
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Table 1. Best Practices to Encourage All Cost-Effective Energy Efficiency in an IRP Process 
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Federal and state policies can strongly influence the extent to which IRPs and other similar planning processes are 
used as well as how effective they are at promoting energy efficiency. As of the end of 2009, only six states had 
active policies in place that required fair consideration of demand side resources, not just in electric generation 
planning but also in electric transmission and distribution planning and natural gas planning. In addition to 
considering state policy changes, all stakeholders can seek to improve existing planning processes by replicating 
the best practices described above and by learning from successful examples of IRP processes in other 
jurisdictions. 

IRP processes are not appropriate for all utility types, but alternative planning processes exist to effectively 
promote energy efficiency services in those cases. In the fifteen states that have restructured their electric industry 
to promote retail competition, consumers may choose from whom to buy their power. Regulated distribution 
utilities —as the “default” provider or the “provider of last resort”—are typically responsible for procuring power 
on behalf of consumers who do not choose a competitive generation supplier. Because of the more limited 
responsibilities of utilities in competitive retail markets, comprehensive IRP processes are generally not 
appropriate. Instead, distribution utilities in these markets can effectively promote energy efficiency through at 
least three alternative, but similar, planning processes: 

 One option is for the distribution utility to use a “portfolio management” process for default services, 
whereby energy needs are planned for and procured by evaluating a variety of demand side and supply 
side resources, or energy suppliers are required to include demand side resources in their offers. Under 
this option, only default service customers may receive energy efficiency services.  

 A second option is for the distribution utility to employ a scaled-down version of IRP, where demand side 
resources are evaluated as alternatives to transmission and distribution facilities.  

 The third option is for the distribution utility to be responsible for implementing cost-effective energy 
efficiency programs relative to generation, transmission, and distribution facilities, regardless of the fact 
that generation services are provided through the competitive market. This option can be combined with 
the second option and enables all utility customers to participate in energy efficiency. 

Three successful efforts are summarized to provide examples of best practices.  

 The Northwest Power and Conservation Council developed an IRP in 2010 for the Bonneville Power 
Administration after evaluating the costs and risks of thousands of possible resource portfolios against 
750 different future scenarios, all over a 20-year planning horizon. Through the IRP process, the council 
determined that 85% of its projected growth in demand over the next 20 years can be met through 
energy efficiency. 

 PacifiCorp, a utility serving 1.7 million customers, filed its latest IRP with regulators in six western states in 
2011. This IRP is based on recent (2010) potential studies that developed levelized cost curves for the 
agricultural, residential, commercial, and industrial sectors specific to each state served by the company, 
and here again energy efficiency represents the largest resource added through 2030.  

 Con Edison provides an example of a successful alternative planning process from a distribution utility 
that operates in a competitive retail market. In 2003, Con Edison saw that specific parts of its distribution 
network were approaching capacity limits while load continued to grow. Even though the utility was not 
subject to an IRP or similar planning mandate, managers decided that demand side resources should be 
compared on an equal basis to supply side resources. Following a request for proposals, Con Edison 
contracted with energy service companies that succeeded in procuring 89 megawatts (MW) of targeted 
savings and saved over $223 million in capital expenditures. 
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The Purpose and Use of Integrated Resource Planning 

The National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency (the Action Plan) was developed by a broad group of stakeholders in 
2008 because “improving the energy efficiency of homes, businesses, schools, governments, and industries—
which consume more than 70% of the natural gas and electricity used in the United States—is one of the most 
constructive, cost-effective ways to address the challenges of high energy prices, energy security and 
independence, environmental concerns, and global climate change in the near term.”

1
 The State and Local Energy 

Efficiency Action Network (SEE Action) builds on the foundation of the Action Plan and broadens the effort, with a 
goal of taking energy efficiency to scale and achieving all cost-effective energy efficiency by 2020. The primary goal 
of this paper is to explain how integrated resource planning can serve as an effective tool for promoting energy 
efficiency and other demand side resources. Some of the alternatives to an integrated resource plan (IRP) that 
have proven effective in states with competitive retail markets are also briefly explained. 

What is an Integrated Resource Plan? 

An IRP is a long-range utility plan for meeting the forecasted demand for energy within a defined geographic area 
through a combination of supply side resources and demand side resources.

2
 Generally speaking, the goal of an IRP 

is to identify the mix of resources that will minimize future energy system costs while ensuring safe and reliable 
operation of the system. 

IRP processes are commonly used to analyze alternatives for meeting future demand for electricity. Less 
commonly, IRP processes are used to ensure that adequate, reliable, and affordable supplies of natural gas will be 
available as well. Because the planning process is more complex with respect to electricity, most of the emphasis in 
this paper will be on IRPs for electricity. 

An IRP may be developed by a utility or power marketing administration for its service territory in one or more 
states, by a utility commission for its entire state, or by a regional transmission organization or independent 
transmission system operator (ISO) for a multistate region. In some states, utility plans serve as a blueprint for 
resource acquisition decisions and are subject to approval by the public utility commission (PUC). Plans covering a 
multistate area are more likely to be used for educational purposes only.  

What Kinds of Alternatives are Considered in an IRP? 

In the process of developing an IRP, planners may consider a wide range of alternatives to meet future energy 
needs. For electricity plans, the alternatives can include adding generation capacity, encouraging customer-owned 
generation and combined heat and power facilities, adding transmission and distribution lines, reducing line losses 
in the transmission and distribution system, and implementing demand response programs. But the primary focus 
of this paper is another alternative, which is now included in IRP processes in more than 30 states, and that is 
investing in energy efficiency programs to reduce future demand when it is cost effective to do so. Analogous 
supply side and demand side options exist for natural gas planning.

3
  

In planning to meet future energy needs, nearly all utilities and utility regulators across the country have practiced 
least-cost resource planning for decades. In many cases, these least-cost resource plans exclusively considered 
procurement of supply side resources. The availability of energy efficiency and other demand side resources at 
very low costs and in significant quantities was often ignored in the planning process. An IRP can be very similar to 
a traditional least-cost resource plan, with the distinction that a process or plan that doesn’t consider demand side 
resources is not an IRP. 

                                                 
1 National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency, Vision for 2025: A Framework for Change, available at 
http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/documents/suca/vision.pdf.  
2 Demand side resources can include energy efficiency, demand response, and customer-owned generation sized to meet the customer’s 
needs. The term demand side management (DSM) has essentially the same meaning and is commonly used, but that term may hinder one of 
the goals of this paper, which is to encourage planners to treat demand side and supply side resources equally. 
3 Not every IRP considers every alternative listed. The alternatives considered will vary based on state and local regulatory requirements and 
based on what type of entity is developing the plan. 
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Distinction between Uses of IRP as a Regulatory or Non-regulatory Planning Tool 

Resource planning requirements are not consistent across the United States. Some states require utilities to 
develop IRPs, whereas others do not. Planning requirements may be embodied in state statutes, administrative 
rules, or PUC orders. It should also be understood that all utilities do some sort of long-range planning based on 
least-cost procurement of resources, and some may develop an IRP even in the absence of a regulatory 
requirement. Figure 1 indicates those states that have adopted IRP requirements. 

The 34 states shown in blue in Figure 1 require IRP or some sort of similar process for electricity planning. Although 
not indicated on the map, thirteen (13) of those states also use IRP processes for natural gas planning.

4
 

Figure 1. States with integrated resource planning or similar processes5 
 

In states that require some form of IRP, there is significant variation in the role assigned to the PUC. The PUC may 
perform any of the following: 

                                                 
4 Some of the states that do not require an IRP process nevertheless have strong energy efficiency policies. IRP is only one of many effective 
policy tools for encouraging energy efficiency. 
5 Source: http://raponline.org/document/download/id/4447. Because actual requirements vary widely from state to state, readers are 
encouraged to refer to the source document for details. 
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 Develop an IRP based on data provided by utilities 

 Acknowledge receipt of IRPs developed by utilities  

 Approve IRPs filed by utilities, with modifications if necessary 

 Convene an IRP process with opportunities for stakeholders to intervene prior to a PUC decision 

Another area of significant variation is the official status or treatment of an IRP that has been approved or 
acknowledged by a PUC. At one end of the spectrum is Nevada, where PUC approval of an IRP is tantamount to 
approval for the utility to construct or acquire the resources (supply side or demand side) described in the plan.  

More commonly, IRP approval by the PUC does not relieve a utility from the need to ultimately demonstrate that 
its investments are optimal and consistent with the plan given actual (as opposed to forecast) conditions. PUC 
approval may, however, convey a rebuttable presumption that the projects described in the plan are necessary 
and prudent. In Oregon, for example: “Consistency with the plan may be evidence in support of favorable rate-
making treatment of the action, although it is not a guarantee of favorable treatment. Similarly, inconsistency with 
the plan will not necessarily lead to unfavorable rate-making treatment, although the utility will need to explain 
and justify why it took an action inconsistent with the plan.”

6
 Similarly, in Idaho the PUC stated that it would 

"continue to hold that the plans are not to be given the force and effect of law, [but] we presume that utilities 
intend to follow the plans after they have been filed for our acceptance. Deviations from the integrated resource 
plans must be explained. The appropriate place to determine the prudence of an electric utility's plan or the 
prudence of an electric utility's following or failing to follow a plan will be in general rate case or other proceeding 
in which the issue is noticed."

7
 

Finally, there are states in which a PUC-acknowledged IRP serves more as a reference document than as an actual 
plan. In Wisconsin, for example, utility IRPs are not required, but funding levels for mandatory utility investments 
in energy efficiency are determined by the Public Service Commission through a quadrennial planning process. The 
results of that process are then incorporated into biennial, statewide Strategic Energy Assessments developed by 
the Commission with input from utilities and other stakeholders. These assessments evaluate most of the same 
supply, demand, and transmission questions that underlie an IRP. They guide the Commission in a variety of 
general policy discussions, and they provide the public with useful information. But utility supply side resource 
investments are reviewed in separate cases, and Wisconsin statutes ensure that the Strategic Energy Assessments 
have no binding significance in those cases. 

How IRPs Can Promote Energy Efficiency and other Demand Side Resources 

An IRP can be a powerful impetus for promoting energy efficiency and other demand management alternatives to 
new supply. Although the amount of available cost-effective energy efficiency will vary based on local 
circumstances, some quantity will probably always be available at a lower levelized cost per megawatt-hour than 
supply side alternatives.8 Thus, because of this basic economic fact, any planning process that requires utilities to 
consider demand side resources as part of an integrated strategy to meet customer demand is likely to promote 
energy efficiency. This is especially true where IRP processes are mandatory and overseen by a PUC, because the 
IRP requirement may require utilities to consider demand side programs that benefit ratepayers even if the 
programs do not benefit shareholders. In some circumstances, cost-effective energy efficiency measures may even 
be available in sufficient quantities to satisfy all of the projected load growth within the planning timeframe.

9
 

                                                 
6 Oregon PUC Order No. 89-507 at 7. 
7 Order 25260 from Case #GNR-E-93-3. 
8 See, for example, the Lazard estimates presented to the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners in June 2008, available at 
http://www.narucmeetings.org/Presentations/2008%20EMP%20Levelized%20Cost%20of%20Energy%20-
%20Master%20June%202008%20(2).pdf.  
9 The Vermont Energy Investment Corporation, which administers ratepayer-funded programs throughout that state, reported in 2008 that 
energy efficiency measures had for the first time turned load growth negative in 2007. Since very few states even attempt to achieve all cost-
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Approaches for Including Demand Side Resources in an IRP 

Planners can use at least three different approaches for including demand side resources in an IRP. The first two 
approaches incorporate these resources in forecasts of future demand for energy, whereas the third approach 
treats these resources as assets that can be deployed to meet forecasted demand if doing so is less costly than 
deploying supply side resources. 

One way for planners to include demand side resources in the future load forecast is to build in the effects of an 
energy efficiency policy as a defined model input. For example, if a state has a requirement that utilities achieve 
annual energy savings equal to 1% of the prior year’s load, planners can adjust their future demand forecast to 
ensure that the results of the policy are included. This approach is the simplest of the three approaches described 
in this paper and may be the best option in cases where planners have limited information about the costs of 
demand side resources. This approach, however, will not necessarily result in the least-cost resource plan, because 
it presupposes a certain level of demand side resources before evaluating the cost-effectiveness of all options for 
meeting demand. It also will not encourage investments in energy efficiency beyond the minimum level specified 
by the policy. 

A better option for including demand side resources in the future load forecast is to evaluate supply side options 
against multiple load forecasts. For example, planners can develop one forecast based on the minimum level of 
efficiency investments required by state policies, another forecast based on increased investments, and a third 
based on investing in all cost-effective efficiency measures. The costs of “minimum efficiency,” “more efficiency,” 
or “all cost-effective efficiency” are then added to the costs of supply side resources to evaluate plans. This 
approach is preferable to the first option because it allows planners to consider the overall system cost 
implications of different levels of energy efficiency investments; it presupposes, however, that credible 
information is available on the costs of achieving each level of load reduction. 

Finally, planners can develop a forecast of future energy demand that assumes no demand side resource 
investments beyond the ongoing impacts of existing policies and programs. Instead, additional demand side 
investments are treated as resources that can “generate” negative energy and demand at specified costs. Thus, a 
kilowatt of demand or a kilowatt-hour of energy can be served through either demand side resources or supply 
side resources. This approach will not only result in a true least-cost plan and (in most cases) high levels of energy 
efficiency investment, it will also provide useful information about the true value of demand side resources as an 
alternative to supply side resources. This approach would normally be considered the best option, provided that 
cost curves are available for supply side and demand side resources alike.  

Recommendations for Successful Integrated Resource Planning 

The goal of the State and Local Energy Efficiency Action Network (SEE Action) is to achieve all cost-effective energy 
efficiency by 2020. Integrated resource planning is one way to take a comprehensive look at cost-effectiveness. In 
an IRP, the central question is not “does this efficiency measure pay for itself?” but rather “is efficiency likely to be 
less costly than other alternatives for meeting customer demand, taking into account uncertainty and risk?” 

Prerequisites for a Successful IRP 

The process of developing an IRP can be a powerful force for encouraging investment in demand side resources. It 
is perhaps noteworthy that 17 of the top 20 states, in terms of per capita utility investments in energy efficiency, 

                                                                                                                                                             
effective energy efficiency, it is not known how replicable that result might be. Refer to: 
http://eec.ucdavis.edu/ACEEE/2008/data/papers/10_355.pdf.  
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have IRP requirements.
10

 For an IRP process to successfully encourage all cost-effective energy efficiency, however, 
there are certain prerequisites that must be met. 

Credible Load Forecasts 
To begin with, projections of future load should be based on realistic assumptions about local population changes 
and local economic factors. Because of demographic and economic considerations, load growth will vary across 
utility service territories, from state to state within a region, and from region to region across the country. Locally 
relevant data are needed. The load forecast used in an IRP process must also take into consideration policies and 
programs that are already on the books. In states where energy efficiency policies and programs are well 
established and stable, future load growth might look very similar to recent past load growth. But in states that 
have newly adopted demand side policies and programs, estimates of the impacts of those policies and programs 
must be developed and incorporated into future load forecasts. 

Credible Information about Costs and Availability of Resources 
In most cases, planners will determine that load is expected to grow and will find that current supply side and 
demand side resources are not sufficient to meet future energy needs. Additional resources will need to be 
acquired. To determine the types and amounts of resources to acquire, planners need the best possible 
information about the availability and expected costs of new generation assets, transmission and distribution lines, 
and demand side measures. In the case of energy efficiency, it is critically important to have a potential study or 
other assessment in order to know how much demand reduction can realistically be achieved.

11
 

Fair and Equal Consideration of All Resources 
An IRP will not be truly integrated and won’t encourage energy efficiency unless demand side resources receive 
fair consideration. Most investor-owned utilities have the opportunity to earn a return on their investment when 
they build new supply side resources, but not when they purchase or fund demand side resources. Unless the IRP 
process itself is one that requires the utility to treat these resources equally, the utility might have an inherent 
preference for the more profitable supply side resources.

12
 

IRP Best Practices 

The goal of an IRP is to identify the portfolio of resources that performs best with respect to a stated objective, 
such as “minimize net present value system cost while meeting all system reliability requirements,” under a wide 
variety of possible future scenarios.

13
 To maximize the chance of successfully attaining this goal, it is not enough to 

merely satisfy the minimum prerequisites listed above. All of the following ideas can be replicated across the 
country to improve IRP processes. 

Load 
The best IRP processes model a range of possible load forecasts, not just the one most likely forecast (i.e., the 
“reference case”). Probabilities can be assigned to each forecast for risk analysis purposes. This is the most 
straightforward way to acknowledge and address uncertainty about future energy prices, and the induced effect 
on demand, as well as uncertainty about demographic and economic variables. The process need not be 
complicated; for example, planners can develop a low load growth forecast and a high load growth forecast as 

                                                 
10 http://www.cee1.org/ee-pe/docs/Table%206.pdf.  
11 For more information on this topic, see the National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency Guide for Conducting Energy Efficiency Potential 
Studies, available at http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-programs/suca/resources.html.  
12 The National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners has long recognized the importance of overcoming a utility’s inherent 
disincentive to invest in energy efficiency, adopting a resolution in 1989 to “reform regulation so that successful implementation of a utility’s 
least-cost plan is its most profitable course of action.” For more information on this topic, see the National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency 
Aligning Utility Incentives with Investment in Energy Efficiency, available at http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-
programs/suca/resources.html. 
13 Because the optimum portfolio may vary from one scenario to the next, planners seek to identify a robust portfolio that performs relatively 
well across all scenarios. 
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alternatives to their reference case, making use of low-end and high-end estimates of local load growth in industry 
or government reports.

14
  

Generation Resources 
Rather than using only a single reference value for the assumed cost and availability of each generation 
technology, the best IRP processes model a range of possible costs, considering uncertainties in the availability and 
costs of raw materials and skilled labor, construction schedules, and future regulations. A good IRP process will 
consider multiple scenarios entailing a range of possibilities.  

Transmission and Distribution Resources 
Some IRPs do not evaluate these resources on a comparable basis to generation or demand side resources. The 
best IRPs, however, not only consider new lines as a possible resource but also consider distribution system 
improvements as a way to reduce line losses and reduce the need for generation. 

Energy Efficiency and Other Demand Side Resources 
In many IRP processes, demand side resources are considered only to the extent that mandatory investments or 
standards are factored into future load forecasts. The very best IRPs either supplement this approach or take a 
completely different approach. Specifically, the best IRPs create levelized cost curves for demand side resources 
that are comparable to the levelized cost curves for supply side resources.

15 
In the case of energy efficiency, these 

curves should be derived from recent, local potential studies developed consistent with the Action Plan Guide for 
Conducting Energy Efficiency Potential Studies.

16
 Developing a locally specific potential study may be more costly 

than applying the results from a potential study for a broader geographic area, or a nearby area, but it can also 
produce data of much higher quality and value. By developing cost curves for demand side options, planners allow 
the model to choose an optimum level of investment.

17
 So if demand side resources can meet customer demand 

for less cost than supply side resources, as is frequently the case, this approach may result in more than the 
minimum investment levels required under other policies. 

Model 
All IRP efforts use simulation models to identify a least-cost (in terms of net present value) resource portfolio 
based on assumptions about the future values of variables, i.e., the reference case. In most cases, planners will 
then evaluate multiple alternative scenarios, with each scenario representing a different set of assumptions about 
some of the model inputs that have more uncertain future values. This consideration of multiple scenarios allows 
planners to identify a portfolio of resources that has low costs across most or all scenarios, instead of 
automatically choosing the one portfolio that looks best under the reference case. The very best IRP efforts, 
however, take this idea even further. The best efforts use simulation models that evaluate the cost and risk of 
multiple possible portfolios under dozens or even hundreds of future scenarios. Risk, in this context, might be 
measured by looking at how often each portfolio ends up being one of the most expensive of all the portfolios. 
With this kind of modeling, planners can choose a resource portfolio that is “robust” in the sense that its average 
cost across all scenarios is low, and in very few scenarios does it fare much worse than other possible portfolios.  

                                                 
14 Note that the multiple load forecasts described here are based solely on different economic and demographic assumptions for the 
geographic area covered by the IRP. Variations in load that might arise from assumptions about demand side investments will be discussed 
separately. 
15 Recent experience with energy efficiency cost curves indicates that the costs of some measures can vary significantly depending on program 
design and delivery methods. For example, the cost of an integrated, whole-building approach to energy efficiency retrofits may differ from the 
aggregated costs of discreet building efficiency measures. Economies of scale may also affect cost curves. Planners and other stakeholders 
should seek to understand any assumptions about program design, delivery, or scale that are built into the cost curves. 
16 http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/documents/suca/potential_guide.pdf.  
17 Potential studies will normally distinguish between the technical or theoretical potential for energy savings, the economic or cost-effective 
potential, and the achievable potential considering real-world practicalities. Determining what level of savings is realistically achievable can be a 
contentious issue. If the cost curves are based on technical or economic potential, the model may identify an optimum level of investment that 
exceeds achievable potential. In this case, planners may feel that it is necessary to include a suboptimal level of energy efficiency in the 
portfolio, whereas some stakeholders may feel that such a decision undermines the results.  
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Environmental Regulations 
Rather than assuming that the regulatory landscape never changes, or assuming that future regulations are utterly 
predictable, the best IRPs are developed after considering a range of possible future regulations. For example, the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is currently considering whether to regulate coal ash as a hazardous waste. 
If EPA does so, the cost of disposing coal ash may be significantly greater than otherwise. Another obvious example 
relates to the stringency of future federal or state greenhouse gas regulations. These regulations will make fossil 
fuel generation more expensive in at least some cases, but it is too early to know which sources will be affected 
and how costly it will be to comply. Although planners cannot know for sure what future regulations will be 
implemented, the best efforts assess the potential costs of a range of possibilities and consider those costs in their 
modeling. 

Stakeholder Participation 
The best IRP processes provide opportunities for consumer advocates and other stakeholders to review the 
modeling assumptions and the list of scenarios to be modeled and suggest changes or additions. These 
stakeholders frequently identify problems and opportunities that planners may have overlooked. Furthermore, 
stakeholders should have the chance to review modeling results before the IRP is finalized and (where applicable) 
approved by regulators. In general, the entire process should be conducted with a reasonable level of 
transparency, while of course respecting any confidential utility information that is included. Without transparency 
and stakeholder participation, public confidence in the IRP may be in jeopardy, and this could have negative 
ramifications when the plan is implemented. 

Scale 
With few exceptions, utilities operate within the context of a regional electricity grid where the cost and value of 
supply side and demand side resources cross service territories and state boundaries. The optimal way to meet 
customer demand for an entire regional electricity grid is likely to be different from what appears to be optimal 
when planning occurs only at the utility or state level. Because of this simple fact, regional resource planning 
represents another best practice, provided that it is done in a way that complements rather than supersedes more 
localized planning. 
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The Impact of Applying IRP Best Practices 

An IRP process that is based on the best practices described above is very likely to result in the selection of a 
portfolio that includes a substantial amount of energy efficiency, if not all cost-effective efficiency. There are two 
factors above all others that lead to that result. First, some amount of energy efficiency is virtually always 
achievable at a cost that is less expensive than new generation resources. When given a chance to compete on a 
fair basis with supply side resources, those energy efficiency measures will emerge as a preferred resource on cost 
alone. In fact, any IRP process that does not allow demand side resources to compete fairly is unlikely to identify a 
true “least-cost” portfolio. Second, the models that evaluate risk tend to find that demand side resources are much 
less risky than supply side options.  

Finally, it is important to note that an IRP process that fairly considers demand side resources will help planners 
and stakeholders see those resources in a new light. For many utilities, investments in energy efficiency get 
expensed and end up as a rider on retail rates. It is typical and understandable in these cases for some 
stakeholders to resist such investments on the argument that retail rates will increase in the near term. What the 
best IRP processes do, however, is demonstrate in a rigorous fashion that investments in energy efficiency can play 
a large role in the “least-cost” resource portfolio for the long term. In other words, when energy efficiency is 
treated as an add-on to the resource portfolio, via a rider added to the base rates, it appears to be unfavorable 
from a “least-rate” perspective. But when efficiency is treated as an integrated part of the resource portfolio via an 
IRP, it proves to be preferable from a more comprehensive “least-cost” perspective. 

Federal and State Policies that Create a Supportive Framework for Best Practice IRPs 

A number of states have adopted public policies – through statute, regulation, or PUC order – that require utilities 
or some other entity to engage in IRP or similar planning processes. In addition, federal laws and policies include 
similar requirements for some federally established regional power authorities. 

One of the metrics used to measure progress in implementing the Action Plan Vision for 2025 is to identify 
whether states have adopted policies that recognize energy efficiency as a high-priority resource. More 
specifically, progress is measured based on whether state policy requires energy efficiency to be integrated into an 
active IRP, portfolio management (PM), or other planning process; whether energy efficiency is procured as a 
resource for default service/standard offer customers in restructured markets; and whether energy efficiency is 
considered as an alternative to transmission based on a long-term transparent integrated resource planning or 
transmission system plan.

18
 

As of the end of 2009, only six states had active policies in place that required fair consideration of energy 
efficiency not just in electric generation planning, but also in electric transmission and distribution planning and 
natural gas planning: California, Montana, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Vermont.

19
 In terms of the 

comprehensive scope of the planning mandate, these states stand out as leaders in policy adoption. This does not 
necessarily mean that the IRP processes mandated in these states always conform to best practices. It may also be 
that the IRP processes in some other states are less comprehensive in scope but conform to best practices. 

A good example of federal policy affecting regional power authorities is the Pacific Northwest Electric Power 
Planning and Conservation Act of 1980, which gives an even more powerful boost to demand side resources in 
planning processes. That law requires the Northwest Power and Conservation Council to develop IRPs that don’t 
merely put demand side resources on an even footing with supply side resources but make energy efficiency the 
highest-priority resource for meeting electricity demand and assign it an assumed 10% cost advantage over supply 
side resources. 

                                                 
18 Refer to Appendix D at http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/documents/suca/vision.pdf.  
19 Again refer to http://www.raponline.org/Feature.asp?select=116.  
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10 

Alternatives to IRP in States with Competitive Retail Electricity Markets 

In the United States, individual states are sometimes referred to as having “restructured” or “competitive” retail 
electricity markets if the state allows consumers to choose from whom to buy their power.

20
 Prior to restructuring, 

which began in the 1990s, consumers across the country had no choice but to buy electricity from their local 
electric utility, whose rates reflected the cost of generating (or purchasing) power as well as transmission and 
distribution costs. This is still the norm in the majority of states. But now, in restructured states, companies 
compete to serve the power needs of consumers, and the role of the utility is limited to delivering power from the 
supplier of choice to the consumer.

21
 

In competitive retail markets, distribution utilities have an obligation to serve customers regardless of which 
supplier the consumer chooses. The investments, expenditures, and rates of distribution utilities are still regulated 
by PUCs, but those of competitive suppliers are not. In addition, distribution utilities are also required in most 
restructured states to offer “default service” to customers who, for whatever reason, do not actually choose a 
supplier or cannot obtain service from a competitive supplier.

22
 The prices and terms of this default service are 

also regulated by the PUC. 

Because of the more limited responsibilities of utilities in competitive retail markets, comprehensive IRP processes 
are generally not appropriate. Instead, distribution utilities in these markets can promote energy efficiency 
through at least three different alternative processes, described below. 

One option is to consider energy efficiency as part of a default service PM process. In recent years, the term 
“portfolio management” has been used in the electric industry to describe approaches that can be used by 
distribution companies to plan for and procure default services by purchasing a mix of supply side and demand 
side resources, using contracts with varying terms. The concept of PM as applied to default services is based on the 
concept of portfolio management for financial investments; i.e., it is based on the theory that a balanced portfolio 
is likely to reduce the customer’s risk relative to placing all financial investments (or power purchases) into a very 
small, undiversified portfolio. In the context of power purchases, a balanced portfolio might mean, for example, (a) 
a mix of demand side and supply side resources; (b) a mix of short-term, medium-term, and long-term contracts; 
(c) a mix of fixed price contracts and indexed contracts; and (d) renewable contracts with fixed prices and fewer 
environmental risks. PM is based on the concept that many customers purchasing default service are not able or 
are not likely to switch to competitive retail suppliers, and, therefore, the distribution company has an obligation 
to provide those default customers with safe, reliable, low-cost power at stable prices. PM planning practices can 
resemble IRP practices in many ways, particularly in the way that demand side resources are compared on an 
equitable basis with supply side resources. Eight states with competitive retail markets currently require 
distribution utilities to procure energy efficiency as a resource for default service customers. In four of those 
states—Ohio, Delaware, Connecticut and Rhode Island—a PM or IRP approach is specifically required.

23
 Under this 

option, only default service customers may receive energy efficiency services. 

Another option is to employ IRP practices to transmission and distribution facilities only. Distribution companies 
need to ensure that they can provide low-cost, reliable transmission and distribution services to their customers, 
regardless of whether they provide any form of generation service. Some utilities may view this obligation entirely 
from a perspective of the need to build, maintain, and operate distribution lines and substations. But an increasing 
number of distribution utilities are adopting IRP or planning practices where demand side resources are seen as a 

                                                 
20 Fifteen states plus the District of Columbia currently have competitive retail markets. Refer to 
http://www.eia.gov/cneaf/electricity/page/restructuring/restructure_elect.html. In half of these restructured markets, some form of IRP or an 
alternative process is mandatory, whereas more than two-thirds of the unrestructured states require some form of planning. 
21 In nearly all cases in the United States, customer service and billing is managed by the distribution utility. The utility purchases power from 
the competitive supplier and adds that cost to its own costs on the consumer’s bill. 
22 Depending on the state, default service may be called “standard offer,” “provider of last resort,” or “basic generation service.” 
23 Based on Action Plan Policy Grid Updates compiled by Regulatory Assistance Project through 2009. Refer to 
http://www.raponline.org/Feature.asp?select=116.  
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potential alternative to transmission and distribution facilities. One example of this, from Con Edison in New York, 
is summarized in the section “Examples of Successful IRP or Alternative Planning Efforts” below.  

A third option is for the distribution utility to be given full responsibility for implementing all energy efficiency 
resources that are cost-effective relative to generation, transmission, and distribution facilities. Although the 
distribution utility may have a limited role or no role at all in providing generation services (through default 
service), it is still considered appropriate for them to implement the energy efficiency associated with avoided 
generation costs as well as avoided transmission and distribution costs, because they are in the best position to 
implement those efficiency resources. Distribution companies can utilize a system benefits charge applied to all 
distribution customers, provide efficiency services to those same distribution customers, and act as a centralized, 
regulated agency with the public policy mandate to achieve all of the energy efficiency that is cost-effective for 
those customers. This approach has been used very successfully in California and Massachusetts, for example. It 
can be combined with the second option, and it enables all utility customers to participate in energy efficiency. 

In the case of a distribution utility operating in a competitive retail market, some of the IRP best practices 
described above will not always be fully applicable. What matters, however, is that the utility takes an integrated 
approach where demand side resources have the opportunity to compete on a cost and risk basis with supply side 
and transmission and distribution assets.

24
 

Examples of Successful IRP or Alternative Planning Efforts 

Three very different examples of successful IRP efforts are noted below. They are presented to illustrate some of 
the concepts and all of the best practices described in this white paper. The processes and the results of these 
efforts will only be briefly summarized, but interested readers are encouraged to delve deeply into the documents 
referenced in footnotes for more detail and illumination. 

Northwest Power and Conservation Council 

As previously noted, the federal Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act of 1980 requires 
the Northwest Power and Conservation Council, a regional planning organization, to develop IRPs for the BPA that 
don’t merely put demand side resources on an even footing with supply side resources but make energy efficiency 
the highest-priority resource for meeting electricity demand and assign it an assumed 10% cost advantage over 
supply side resources. These plans have a profound effect on the operations of BPA in Washington, Oregon, Idaho, 
and Montana.

25
 

The council adopted its Sixth Northwest Conservation and Electric Power Plan in February 2010 at the end of an 
IRP process that began in December 2007.

26
 This plan provides an excellent example of all of the IRP best practices 

noted in this paper. 

To begin with, the council acknowledged uncertainty about demographic and economic variables by developing 
three separate forecasts of future load—a baseline case as well as “high-” and “low-” growth cases. Planners also 
tested how sensitive their results were to a range of possible adoption levels for electric vehicles. 

Detailed information was then developed about the levelized costs of generation, transmission, distribution, and 
energy storage resources, including consideration about cost uncertainties. Energy efficiency resource potential 

                                                 
24 From the perspective of state policymakers, it can be uncomfortable to feel no control over the resource mix serving the state. This has led 
restructured states like Illinois, Maryland, and New Jersey to consider initiatives that would give the state some role in resource planning and 
acquisition. 
25 The council is funded by wholesale power revenues from the BPA, the federal agency that markets the electricity generated at federal dams 
on the Columbia River. 
26 http://www.nwcouncil.org/energy/powerplan/6/final/SixthPowerPlan.pdf.  
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was estimated for the agricultural, residential, commercial, and industrial sectors, as well as for utility distribution 
systems and consumer electronics. Levelized cost curves were produced for each resource category. 

The council’s IRP included an evaluation of the costs and risks of thousands of possible resource portfolios against 
750 different future scenarios, all over a 20-year planning horizon. This analysis included consideration, for 
example, of many different scenarios for the cost of complying with greenhouse gas regulations—ranging from no 
regulation ($0 per ton of carbon dioxide emitted) to $100 per ton emitted. 

Finally, the planning effort was regional in scale, meetings were open to the public, documents were available on a 
Web site, and stakeholders were given the opportunity to review and comment on a draft plan before final 
decisions were made. 

Through the IRP process, the council determined that 85% of its projected growth in demand over the next 20 
years can be met through energy efficiency. On average, the council expects energy efficiency investments to cost 
just half as much as comparable supply side investments. The approved IRP includes 1,200 MW of energy 
efficiency savings in the first five years, and 5,900 MW over 20 years – the most aggressive targets in the nation. 

The council has good reason to be confident that the Sixth Plan is not overly optimistic. Its evaluation of efficiency 
efforts from 1980 through 2008 found that nearly 4,000 MW of savings had been achieved, cutting demand 
growth in half and saving consumers $1.8 billion on electric bills.  

PacifiCorp 

PacifiCorp is a large utility serving 1.7 million customers in six western states. Five of those states—Utah, 
Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and California—require utilities like PacifiCorp to file an IRP with the state PUC. 
Wyoming is an unusual case in that it requires utilities to file an IRP with the PUC only if the utility is required to file 
an IRP in another state, as is the case for PacifiCorp. So this company files its IRP in all six states. 

In March 2011, PacifiCorp filed its 11
th

 IRP with state regulators.
27

 Although it is too soon to know how the latest 
plan will be received by regulators, the planning process offers a good illustration of some of the best practices 
noted in this paper.  

PacifiCorp, like the Northwest Power and Conservation Council, developed a baseline load growth forecast, along 
with low-growth and high-growth forecasts. For supply side resources, the company developed separate cost data 
for the eastern and western parts of its territory.  

In terms of demand side resources, the IRP is based on recent (2010) potential studies that developed levelized 
cost curves for the agricultural, residential, commercial, and industrial sectors. The cost information is specific to 
each state served by the company. The IRP process undertaken by PacifiCorp is also interesting because in most of 
its service territory it administers energy efficiency programs, whereas in Oregon those programs are administered 
by a third party. Consequently, PacifiCorp used a hybrid approach to evaluating energy efficiency potential, 
combining data from the Energy Trust of Oregon with a separate potential study it commissioned for the rest of its 
territory. 

PacifiCorp defined 67 separate scenarios for portfolio development, covering a range of alternative transmission 
configurations, greenhouse gas regulation costs, natural gas prices, renewable energy requirements and costs, 
load forecasts, and demand side resource availability. Each portfolio was modeled using three natural gas price 
forecasts. PacifiCorp then ran 100 simulations before selecting a preferred portfolio, based on low average cost 
(across runs), low worst-case cost, and other considerations. 

PacifiCorp provided numerous opportunities for stakeholder input into the IRP. Five meetings and three 
conference calls were open to the public. To encourage broad participation, meetings were held jointly in Salt Lake 
City and Portland, with telephone and videoconference access as well. 

                                                 
27 The 2011 Plan and the approved plan from 2008 are available at http://www.pacificorp.com/es/irp.html. 
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Finally, it is worth noting that PacifiCorp’s IRP had a regional perspective; it was not an aggregation of six different 
state-specific plans. 

The results of PacifiCorp’s 2011 IRP are eye-catching. Energy efficiency represents the largest resource added 
through 2030 across all portfolios, with cumulative capacity additions exceeding 2,500 MW in the preferred 
portfolio. The preferred portfolio also adds over 250 MW of demand response in the first five years.  

Con Edison 

Con Edison is an electric distribution utility in the New York City area that operates in a competitive retail market. 
In 2003, Con Edison saw that specific parts of its distribution network were approaching capacity limits while load 
continued to grow. Building new lines and substations promised to be an incredibly expensive engineering 
challenge. Instead, building on its experience delivering broad-based energy efficiency programs, Con Edison 
launched a targeted demand management program focused on the nearly overloaded portions of its network. 
Even though the utility was not subject to an IRP or similar planning mandate, managers decided that demand side 
resources should be compared on an equal basis to supply side resources. The decision was made that wherever 
energy efficiency proved to be more cost-effective than transmission and distribution system infrastructure 
investments, efficiency would be implemented as the one and only solution. 

Con Edison’s planners began by estimating potential future peak loads throughout the network. A plan was 
created to address any forecasted shortfalls at the transmission, subtransmission, and area substation levels 
through load relief projects, e.g., by installing transformer cooling or an entirely new substation. Planners 
estimated the cost of each such project and then issued a request for proposals for energy efficiency services 
targeted to address the same shortfalls. Where viable bids were received at a cost less than the cost of the 
infrastructure project, energy efficiency was procured through a contract. Otherwise, the infrastructure project 
was executed.  

Over the five years that followed, Con Edison contracted with energy service companies that succeeded in 
procuring 89 MW of targeted savings at a benefit/cost ratio of 2.8. These efforts saved the utility over $223 million 
in capital expenditures.

28
 This example shows the value that utilities in competitive retail markets can derive from 

an IRP or similar planning process that values demand side resources, irrespective of any obligation to provide 
generation service. It is also a good example of best practices for looking at transmission, distribution, and demand 
side solutions in an integrated fashion. 

Interaction of IRP and Alternative Planning Processes with Other Energy 
Efficiency Policies and Program Designs 

The implementation of a best practice IRP process is compatible with mandatory energy savings targets, and it 
remains relevant in states where utilities do not administer energy efficiency programs.  

IRP Processes in States with Mandatory Energy Efficiency Goals or Mandatory Demand 
Response Programs 

In states that have mandatory demand side goals or programs, planners have options for how to develop an IRP 
that have already been mentioned. One good option is to include the effects of the mandates in load forecasts and 
then allow the model to consider supplemental demand side resources as an alternative to supply side resources. 
With this approach, it may be necessary to develop levelized cost curves that acknowledge potential differences 
between the mandated programs and the supplemental resources. An even better option is to include none of the 
demand side resources in the load forecasts but apply a single set of levelized cost curves to all the scenarios and 

                                                 
28 http://eec.ucdavis.edu/ACEEE/2010/data/papers/2059.pdf.  
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let the model determine the optimum level of investment. This approach can provide helpful insights to planners 
and policymakers, such as insights on which measures are most valuable in terms of total system costs. For 
example, this approach may reveal situations where a resource that reduces demand during peak hours, or in an 
area of congested transmission, is more valuable in terms of total system cost than a less expensive measure that 
saves an equal amount of energy in a different time or place.

29
  

IRP Processes in States with Third Party-Administered Energy Efficiency Programs 

Some mandated energy efficiency programs are not administered by utilities but instead by a state entity or a third 
party that manages funds collected from utility ratepayers and/or taxpayers. New York offers the best known 
example of a state-run program, while Oregon, Vermont, and Hawaii offer examples of states that contract with a 
nongovernmental third party. Depending on the state, utilities may be specifically authorized to fully or partially 
opt out of the centralized program and administer their own program, or they may be authorized to supplement 
the centralized program with their own efforts.

30
 

An IRP or PM process in these states need not be much different from those in states where utilities manage all of 
the energy efficiency programs. One difference is that planners will benefit from involving the program 
administrator in the development of model inputs, certainly with respect to cost curves and possibly with respect 
to load forecasts as well. For example, in Vermont the organization that currently administers efficiency programs 
(Vermont Energy Investment Corporation) also develops energy efficiency potential studies, which are a key input 
used by utilities in developing their mandatory IRPs. Another, more significant, difference may come if and when 
the IRP is implemented. If the IRP identifies an optimum portfolio that includes more energy efficiency than is 
mandated, a decision will need to be made as to whether the additional resources will be acquired by the utility 
independently or through the centralized program administrator. 

Conclusion  

IRP processes can stimulate investment in energy efficiency and other demand side resources by allowing those 
resources to compete on a fair and equal basis with supply side resources. The best IRP processes consider a range 
of possible values for the future cost and availability of all types of resources, as well as a range of possible future 
scenarios for demographic, economic, and regulatory changes.   

IRP processes are most often found in states that have not introduced retail electric competition, where it is 
mandated by the legislature or PUC. In states with competitive retail markets, similar planning processes can be 
used to encourage distribution utilities to evaluate demand side and supply side resources on a comparable basis. 

State policymakers can promote the Action Plan goal of all cost-effective energy efficiency by adopting IRP, PM, or 
other similar planning requirements where they do not currently exist or by improving existing planning processes 
to conform to best practices. 

Additional Resources 

The resources listed below may be useful to assist stakeholders with the integrated resource planning issues 
outlined in this paper.  

                                                 
29 Compare the relative impacts of an efficient air conditioner and an efficient light bulb. In terms of meeting a mandatory goal for energy 
savings, each kWh saved from each measure looks the same. But a resource planning perspective can reveal that a kilowatt-hour saved by the 
air conditioner on a hot summer day, when electric demand and costs are highest, is worth more than a kilowatt-hour saved by the light bulb 
on a cool fall evening, when demand and costs are low.  
30 In New York, responsibility for administering mandated programs is shared by NYSERDA (New York State Energy Research and Development 
Authority) and utilities. Hybrid models of shared responsibility are found in a few other states, and no states currently have a 100% 
government-administered program. 
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Webinar 

Messenger, M.; Eckman, T. (August 2010). “Integrating the Impact of Energy Efficiency Programs into Resource 
Planning.” Hosted by the Regulatory Assistance Project. 
http://go.webpresentnow.com/2753647/vmeetings/7193406/viewer.php?&user=Mike%20Messenger&brand_url
=http://go.webpresentnow.com.   

Publications 

National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency (November 2007). Guide to Resource Planning with Energy Efficiency. 
Prepared by Snuller Price et al., Energy and Environmental Economics, Inc.  
www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/documents/suca/resource_planning.pdf. 

Steinhurst, W.; White, D.; Roschelle, A.; Napoleon, A.; Hornby, R.; Biewald, B. (October 2006). “Energy Portfolio 
Management: Tools and Resources for State Public Utility Commissions.” Cambridge, MA: Synapse Energy 
Economics. www.naruc.org/Publications/NARUC%20PM%20FULL%20DOC%20FINAL1.pdf.  

SEE Action Driving Ratepayer-Funded Efficiency through Regulatory Policies Working Group. (September 2011). 
Setting Energy Savings Targets for Utilities. 
www1.eere.energy.gov/seeaction/pdfs/ratepayer_efficiency_targets.pdf.  
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The Driving Ratepayer-Funded Efficiency through Regulatory Policies Working Group of the State and Local Energy Efficiency Action Network 
is committed to taking action to increase investment in cost-effective energy efficiency. This document was developed under the guidance of 
and with input from the working group. The document does not necessarily represent an endorsement by the individuals or organizations of 
Driving Ratepayer-Funded Efficiency through Regulatory Policies Working Group members or the federal government. However, the working 
group members do urge consideration of these materials as they believe that the information contained within will promote the deployment of 
cost-effective energy efficiency. 
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Alexus Austin

From: Katherine Fleming
Sent: Wednesday, December 30, 2015 9:19 AM
To: Commissioner Correspondence
Subject: FW: Undocketed: 10-Year Site Plans
Attachments: 2015 12 15 Sierra Club Letter re Missing Alternatives in TYSP v fin.pdf

Please place the attached in Docket No. 150000-OT, Consumers and Their Representatives. 
 
Thank you, 
Katherine 
 
From: Diana Csank [mailto:diana.csank@sierraclub.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 16, 2015 1:29 PM 
To: Katherine Fleming 
Subject: Fwd: Undocketed: 10-Year Site Plans 
 
Good afternoon, Katherine: 
 
In the attached letter sent to Commissioner Brown, you will find references that are responsive to her question 
on the investor owned utilities' investments in out-of-state renewables. Should you have any further questions 
on that topic or anything else in the letter, please contact me at your convenience by phone (202-548-4595) or 
email. 
 
Regards, 
Diana 
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Diana Csank <diana.csank@sierraclub.org> 

Dear Commissioners: 
 
Attached please find Sierra Club's letter respectfully requesting that in advance of next April’s 10-year site plan deadline, the Commission 
direct each utility to submit “possible alternatives to the proposed plan” as required by Section 186.801(2), Florida Statutes, as well as 
supporting information to evaluate those alternatives.   
 
Regards, 
Diana 
 
--  
 

 

 Diana Csank 
Associate Attorney 
Environmental Law Program 
50 F Street NW, Eighth Floor 
Washington, DC 20001 
Phone: 202-548-4595 
E-mail: Diana.Csank@sierraclub.org
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This e-mail may contain privileged and confidential attorney-client communications and/or confidential attorney work 
product. If you receive this e-mail inadvertently, please notify me and delete all versions from your system.  
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December 15, 2015 

 

Via Electronic Mail 

 

Chairman Graham, Comm’rs. Brisé, Edgar, Brown, and Patronis  

Florida Public Service Commission 

2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 

Tallahassee, Florida  32399-0850 

 

Re:   Missing alternatives in 10-Year Site Plans 

 

Dear Commissioners:  

 

 On behalf  of  its more than 30,000 Florida members, the Sierra Club respectfully requests 

that in advance of  next April’s 10-year site plan deadline, the Commission direct each utility1 to 

submit “possible alternatives to the proposed plan” as required by Section 186.801(2), Florida 

Statutes (“F.S.”), as well as supporting information to evaluate those alternatives.  To date, utilities 

have not provided such alternatives analyses to the Commission.   

 

Florida law requires that at least every two years utilities submit “10-year site plans” to the 

Commission that outline the utilities’ plans for ensuring that they deliver Floridian’s electricity in a 

manner compliant with state law.   The Commission must study the plans using a set of  10 criteria 

specified by statute.  If  the plans comply with those criteria and meet other objectives specified 

under state law, the Commission is to find the plans “suitable.”  Otherwise, the Commission is to 

determine the plans are “unsuitable.”  

 

For the reasons discussed below, to fulfill its duty the Commission should direct the utilities 

to submit robust alternatives analyses and supporting information.  If  the utilities fail to do so, the 

Commission must reject those plans as unsuitable.  Consideration of  alternatives is a mandatory part 

of  the Commission’s 10-year site plan reviews under Florida law, a common practice of  regulatory 

utility commissions nationwide, and a matter of  common sense.  Just as smart consumers conduct 

comparison shopping before making purchases, especially of  big ticket items, the utilities must allow 

the Commission—on behalf  of  Florida’s electricity consumers—to do so.   

                                                           
1 The Commission’s Rule 25-22.071, Florida Administrative Code (“F.A.C”) specifies the utilities that are 
subject to the 10-year site plan filing requirements.  
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Thus far meaningful comparisons between the utilities’ proposals and alternatives have been 

precluded by the utilities’ practice of  presenting the Commission just their preferred generation 

plans and simply asserting that alternatives were considered but discarded as inferior.  Without more 

information on the possible alternatives—including enough details for independent comparison of  

alternatives to the plans proposed by the utilities—the Commission cannot fulfill its oversight duty 

to ensure that Floridians are getting the best deal, as the Commission is required to do under the law.  

This is particularly true with respect to renewable energy and energy efficiency resources, which the 

Florida legislature has repeatedly and expressly asked the Commission to analyze. 

 

 The lack of  robust alternatives analyses carries significant consequences.  For example, the 

utilities have proposed to add large conventional power plants in their preferred plans.  This 

commits significant amounts of  Floridians’ money to building out fossil fuel and nuclear 

infrastructure with payback periods measuring in the decades at a time of  great change in the energy 

sector.  It presents outsized risks, especially given an evolving regulatory environment around coal 

and carbon, and Florida’s over-reliance on natural gas.   

 

In contrast, Florida has an unprecedented opportunity to meet its electricity needs through 

low-cost, low-risk renewable energy and energy efficiency resource alternatives.   This opportunity—

and the need for Commission oversight to ensure that all utilities pursue it optimally—is perhaps 

best illustrated by the state’s municipal utilities citing historic cost savings as they add in-state solar 

photovoltaics (“PV”) to the grid at more than five times the speed (kWh of  per customer) at which 

investor owned utilities are doing so in Florida.  Indeed, across the country commissions and utilities 

are investing in renewable energy and energy efficiency at far greater speed than Florida’s investor 

owned utilities, and they are doing so because it is more economical than Florida’s heavy investments 

in natural gas.  It is particularly notable that investor owned utilities such as Florida Power and Light 

and Duke Energy Florida are proposing so little renewable energy in Florida when in other states 

NextEra (FPL’s parent company) and Duke are building out these resources as a cost-competitive 

option.    

   

 Timing is critical.  Once a utility invests substantial resources into pursuing its proposed 

plan, it often constrains the possible alternatives that can be pursued, due in part to resource 

constraints and in part to the time it takes to plan, permit, and implement changes to the electric 

grid.  Therefore, the Commission has a time-sensitive duty to require meaningful analyses and data 

regarding possible alternatives to the utilities’ proposed plans, and further, it has a time-sensitive 

duty to require that those alternatives be implemented if  they prove to be in the public’s interest, as 

so many other commissions have concluded.  

   

 Section 1, below, recaps the standards governing 10-year site reviews, while Section 2 shows 

how, in the absence of  robust alternatives analyses, the proposed plans are departing from these 

standards, and the Commission needs to correct course.  With these comments, Sierra Club 

respectfully urges the Commission to take the critical first step of  collecting from the utilities the 
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missing alternatives analyses, starting with the plans that are due in April 2016.  Only with this 

information in hand will the Commission—and the public—be able to conduct the oversight that is 

required and essential to serve the interest of  Florida’s electric consumers.   

 

I. The Commission is expressly required by Florida law to review possible alternatives 
to the utilities’ proposed plans, and this necessarily requires that the utilities provide 
the information needed to conduct the mandatory alternatives analysis, particularly 
with respect to renewable energy and energy efficiency. 

 
As Florida’s electric utility regulators, the Commissioners have the primary responsibility to 

oversee long-term planning by the state’s electric utilities.2  This starts with collecting information 

during the 10-year site plan review.3  At least every two years, Section 186.801, F.S., requires that the 

state’s electric utilities submit “10-year site plans” to the Commission estimating their power-

generating needs and the general location of  their proposed power plant sites.4  Section 186.801, 

F.S., unambiguously mandates that the Commission “shall review”-- “possible alternatives to the 

proposed plan[s]” of  the utilities.5  

Section 186.801 also provides nine other criteria that the Commission “shall review,” which 

inform not only Commission’s review of  the utilities’ own preferred proposals, but the alternatives 

that the Commission must consider.  Fully one third of  the nine criteria require the Commission to 

consider ways to advance renewable energy resource additions to the grid: 

(a) The need, including the need as determined by the commission, 

for electrical power in the area to be served. 

(b) The effect on fuel diversity within the state. 

(c) The anticipated environmental impact of  each proposed electrical 

power plant site. 

(d) Possible alternatives to the proposed plan. 

(e) The views of  appropriate local, state, and federal agencies, 

including the views of  the appropriate water management district 

as to the availability of  water and its recommendation as to the 

use by the proposed plant of  salt water or fresh water for cooling 

purposes. 

(f) The extent to which the plan is consistent with the state 

comprehensive plan. 

                                                           
2 See e.g., Rule 25‐22.072, F.A.C., incorporating by reference Form PSC/RAD 43-E (11/97), 1 (discussing 
Commission’s oversight responsibilities) [hereinafter “Form”]. 
3 Id.  
4 See Section 186.801(1), F.S.  
5 Section 186.801(2), F.S. 
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(g) The plan with respect to the information of  the state on energy 

availability and consumption. 

(h) The amount of  renewable energy resources the utility produces or 

purchases. 

(i) The amount of  renewable energy resources the utility plans to 

produce or purchase over the 10-year planning horizon and the 

means by which the production or purchases will be achieved. 

(j) A statement describing how the production and purchase of  

renewable energy resources impact the utility’s present and future 

capacity and energy needs.6 

Criteria (h) requires that the Commission review the “amount of  renewable energy resources” 

utilities currently produce or purchase; (i) requires the Commission to consider the “amount of  

renewable energy resources” the utilities propose to produce or purchase, and the means, and; (j) 

requires the Commission to consider future energy and capacity needs.  

 If  the Commission is to fulfill its duty to review not only the utilities’ preferred plans but 

alternatives as well and, moreover, to fulfill its duty to specifically review renewable energy resources, 

the Commission necessarily must be provided information about those renewable energy resources, 

both as proposed by each utility and as potential alternative scenarios.  Failure to do so reduces the 

Commissions’ review to a make-work exercise.  The Commission—and the public—need 

meaningful data on renewable energy resources and conventional energy resources to critically 

analyze the utilities’ proposals.  Otherwise the Commission—and the public—lack the information 

necessary to perform an informed assessment of  the plans that the utilities’ are proposing to 

implement.  

 This is only reinforced—and expanded to include energy efficiency—by criterion (f), which 

requires the Commission to review each plan for consistency with the state comprehensive plan, 

Florida’s “direction-setting document,”7 which sets out energy goal and policies that all aim to 

advance energy efficiency and renewable energy resources.  The plan’s section on energy states:  

Goal.—Florida shall reduce its energy requirements through 
enhanced conservation and efficiency measures in all end-use sectors 
and shall reduce atmospheric carbon dioxide by promoting an 
increased use of  renewable energy resources and low-carbon-
emitting electric power plants. 
 
(b) Policies.— 
 

                                                           
6 Section 186.801 (2)(e), F.S. (emphasis added). 
7 Section 187.101, F.S.; see also id. (“The State Comprehensive Plan shall provide long-range policy guidance 
for the orderly social, economic, and physical growth of the state.”) 
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1. Continue to reduce per capita energy consumption. 
 
2. Encourage and provide incentives for consumer and producer 
energy conservation and establish acceptable energy performance 
standards for buildings and energy consuming items. 
 
3. Improve the efficiency of  traffic flow on existing roads. 
 
4. Ensure energy efficiency in transportation design and planning 
and increase the availability of  more efficient modes of  
transportation. 
 
5. Reduce the need for new power plants by encouraging end-use 
efficiency, reducing peak demand, and using cost-effective 
alternatives. 
 
6. Increase the efficient use of  energy in design and operation of  
buildings, public utility systems, and other infrastructure and related 
equipment. 
 
7. Promote the development and application of  solar energy 
technologies and passive solar design techniques. 
 
8. Provide information on energy conservation through active 
media campaigns. 
 
9. Promote the use and development of  renewable energy 
resources and low-carbon-emitting electric power plants. 
 
10. Develop and maintain energy preparedness plans that will be 
both practical and effective under circumstances of  disrupted energy 
supplies or unexpected price surges.8 

 
 The Commission’s own guidance likewise requires the utilities to provide alternatives and 
supporting information.9  Per the guidance, the utilities’ annual plan submittals should include 
planning assumptions, methodologies, and outcomes.  The submittals also should show that the 
supply of  electricity contemplated in each plan is the “lowest cost possible.”10 This showing cannot 
be made without sufficient information about the possible alternatives to each proposed plan to 
allow the Commission—and the public—to verify that this critical criterion has been met.11  

                                                           
8 See Section 187.201(11), F.S.  Note, subpart (11)(b)(10) raises price and supply risks that are commonly 
associated with out-of-state fuel imports (coal, gas, nuclear), and for which energy efficiency, solar, or other 
renewable technologies are solutions. 
9 See generally Form, supra n. 2. 
10 Form at 4. 
11 See Sierra Club comments of Oct. 16, 2013, at 5-6 (discussing need to consider cost over the life of the 
investment, and to quantify the risks that could materially affect the cost, including factors that are routinely 
considered during IRPs, such as fuel price surges and regulatory risks) available at http://goo.gl/h9RHeT. 
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Moreover, because investments in conventional generation resources—particularly coal, natural gas, 
and nuclear resources—require outlays of  significant amounts of  Floridians’ money with payback 
periods that can span decades, for resources with very long book lives, the lowest cost showing 
should account for not only the current requirements and constraints, but also a range of  those 
likely to exist five, ten, and twenty years (or more) into the future, even if  this has not been the 
utilities’ practice.  These are the “future conditions” referred to above and throughout this letter.  

 If  the utilities fail to meet these information requirements, the Commission should find the 
plans unsuitable and exercise its broad powers to collect the information from the utilities.12  The 
Commission should “suggest alternatives”13 to the plans to assure that they can be classified as 
“suitable,” consistent with the statutory directive for adding clean energy to Florida’s electric grid in 
a coordinated, cost-effective manner.14  Ultimately, if  a utility refuses to provide information on the 
possible alternatives and future conditions, or refuses to adopt the Commission’s suggested 
alternatives, the Commission can classify its plan as “unsuitable.” Even if  the plans may not be 
considered binding, such a classification can carry great weight, warning the utility that the 
Commission may reject its proposals in subsequent dockets until the plan’s shortcomings are fixed. 

II. Absent robust alternatives analysis, 10-year site plans have and will continue to 
undercut the Commission’s ability to conduct its review consistent with the 
mandatory statutory criteria and the corresponding directive to oversee coordinated, 
cost-effective renewable energy and energy efficiency resource additions to Florida’s 
electric grid. 

 

As Sierra Club commented at the most recent 10-year site plan workshop, the missing 

information on alternatives undercuts the Commission’s ability to fulfill its mandatory electric utility 

oversight.  Information on alternatives is most meaningful when coupled with information on future 

conditions, as noted above.  However, in past 10-year site plan submittals, this information is 

missing, and the most acute information gaps are as follows: 

 

 Retire-or-retrofit analyses for Florida’s coal generation.  Due to upcoming 

environmental compliance deadlines and multi-billion dollar retrofits contemplated in the 

utilities’ own incomplete compliance plans, this is particularly urgent. 

 

 Alternatives to the approximately 11 gigawatts (“GW”) of  planned natural gas 

generation additions.  This is urgent because of  Florida’s existing, financially risky over-

reliance on natural gas and the utilities’ failure to use, or discuss how they used, a high case 

for natural gas prices and other future conditions to identify their preferred generation and 

to eliminate alternatives. 

                                                           
12 See Section 366.04(2)(f), F.S. (Commission “shall have the power”—“[t]o prescribe and require the filing of 
periodic reports and other data as may be reasonably available and as necessary to exercise its jurisdiction”). 
13 Section 186.801 (1), F.S.  
14 See Section 187.201(11), F.S.; see also Section 366.04, F.S. (directing Commission to oversee “planning, 
development, and maintenance of a coordinated electric power grid throughout Florida to assure an adequate 
and reliable source of energy for operational and emergency purposes in Florida and the avoidance of further 
uneconomic duplication of generation, transmission, and distribution facilities.” [emphasis added]). 
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 Detailed information on renewable energy and energy efficiency resources, including 

the results of  competitive solar and wind procurements and the modeling 

assumptions used to assess alternatives that would allow for faster grid integration of  

these resources.  This is urgent because these zero-fuel cost resources offer a great value 

relative to fuel imports, and delay will needlessly expose Floridians to higher priced power 

while robbing them of  clean energy’s wide-ranging benefits. 

 

A. The Commission should require the utilities to submit retire-or-retrofit analyses 
for Florida’s coal generation to prepare for fast-approaching regulatory 
compliance deadlines, and to assess whether retirements are more prudent than 
the multi-billion dollar retrofits contemplated by the utilities. 

 

The alternatives of  retrofitting or retiring coal plants are hardly discussed in the 10-year site 

plans.  Most plans simply defer the development or disclosure of  this information.  The same is true 

for the utilities’ responses to Staff  Data Requests regarding their plans.  The responses even fail to 

identify the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) rules that will apply to coal plants over 

the planning horizon: the Greenhouse Gas Rules; the Coal Combustion Residuals Rule; the Cooling 

Water Intake Structure Rule; the Cross-State Air Pollution Rule and Successor Cross-State Air 

Pollution Rule; the Effluent Limitation Guidelines; the Mercury and Air Toxics Standard; the 

Regional Haze Rule; and the Startup, Shutdown, and Malfunction Rule.  However, based on their 

incomplete regulatory compliance analyses, the utilities estimate that over the next decade coal 

retrofits may cost billions of  dollars, as shown in Table 1 below.    

 

Table 1, Preliminary Regulatory Compliance Cost Estimates for Coal Generation ($ Millions)
15

 

Utility 
Low 
MATS 

High 
MATS 

Low 
CSAPR 

High 
CSAPR 

Low 
CWIS 

High 
CWIS 

Low 
CCR 

High 
CCR 

Low 
Total 

High 
Total 

FPL N/A N/A N/A N/A 86.31 1068.31 N/A N/A 225.81 1607.81 

DEF* 157 165 0 0 26.6 301.6 N/A N/A 183.6 465.88 

TECO 3.9 3.9 0 0 800 800 18 18 821.9 821.9 

GPC 565       35 38.1 N/A N/A 681 684 

FMPA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

GRU 1.5 1.5 175 175 N/A N/A N/A N/A 176.5 176.5 

JEA N/A N/A 0 0 5 30 25 25 30 55 

LE N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

OUC 2 2 N/A** N/A N/A N/A 17.2 17.2 19.2 19.2 

SEC N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 600 600 

TAL N/A N/A <.01 <.01 N/A N/A N/A N/A <.01 <.01 

Total 
164.4-
729.4 

172.4-
737.4 

175.01-
740 

175.01-
740 952.91 2238.01 60.2 60.2 2738.01 4430.29 

                                                           
15 This table reflects 2015 TYSP First Supplemental Staff Data Request No. 38. (*) Duke reported capital 
costs only. (**) OUC notes $11 million in stranded costs associated with selective catalytic reduction, which 
has been postponed following the vacatur of CSAPR. 
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 In addition, the utilities’ estimates provide an incomplete picture because they do not 

distinguish between one-time capital expenditures and the increases to recurring operating costs and 

others costs associated with reduced power output and generation.  This omission is illustrated in 

TECO’s response to Staff  Data Request no. 36 regarding the cost of  retrofitting the coal-burning 

Big Bend Generating Station (including four coal-burning electric generating units) with cooling 

towers:   

 

Tampa Electric is currently finalizing its compliance strategy for the 

CWIS Rule and is working with the regulating authority to determine 

scheduling for biological, financial, and technical study elements 

necessary to comply with the rule. These elements will ultimately be 

used by the regulating authority to determine the necessity of  cooling 

water system retrofits for Big Bend and Bayside Power Stations. 

Based on the final rule, requirements could include retrofitting closed 

cycle cooling towers at regulated facilities. Few utilities, including 

Tampa Electric, would be in a position, either financially or due to 

space (land) limitations, to implement this option. As an alternative, 

the regulating authority may allow for modifications of  existing 

intake structures and circulating water equipment to reduce measured 

impacts. If  required to install closed cycle cooling at Big Bend and 

Bayside, the cost could run as high as one-half  billion dollars per 

facility. Tampa Electric has not conducted a formal cost study on 

intake and circulator modifications. However, such modifications 

could easily total as much as one hundred million dollars per station.16 

 

The information gap regarding coal generation in all of  the 10-year site plans is significant 

and needs to be filled:  There are over 9 GW of  coal generation in Florida, which are growing 

increasingly uneconomic for reasons that are not limited to the potential need for multi-billion dollar 

retrofits.  This coal generation is also: (1) growing older, with several coal electric generating units 

well past their book lives (e.g., Crist Units 4 and 5, already 56 and 58 years old, respectively); (2) 

growing less efficient notwithstanding the Commission’s incentive program for improving heat rates 

(e.g., Indiantown, with an average heat rate consistently over 13,000 Btu/kWh in 2011-2014); and (3) 

already more expensive relative to clean energy alternatives, as evidenced by the Orlando Utilities 

Commission’s recent resource procurement returning solar power for 7 cents/kWh—less than 

energy from existing coal and natural gas generation (8 cents/kWh), and exerting downward 

pressure on rates (10 cents/kWh).17 

 

                                                           
16 TECO letter of May 15, 2015, Supplemental Data Request, Request No. 36, at 46. 
17 See Herman K. Trabish, Utility DIVE, ‘Tipping point’ for FL solar? Orlando utility buys at under fossil generation 
prices (Aug. 2015) available at http://goo.gl/NiXNLh. 
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Therefore, Sierra Club respectfully urges the Commission to collect the missing information 

on the alternatives of  retrofitting versus retiring Florida’s coal generation so that the Commission 

can conduct its mandatory review of  such alternatives.  Giving the utilities a pass to provide this 

information piecemeal in the environmental cost recovery dockets is unlawful and unwise.  Without 

a comprehensive look at Florida’s coal generation, the Commission may soon find itself  in a position 

where it has little choice but to approve exorbitant retrofits because there has not been sufficient 

planning and coordination to rapidly retire multiple coal plants while maintaining adequate reliability, 

even though the latter would be the least cost option.  

 

B. The Commission should direct the utilities to submit robust alternatives analyses 
for the approximately 11 GW of  planned natural gas generation additions, and 
should specifically require the analyses to account for a high case for natural gas 
prices, which the utilities’ proposed plans have not done to date. 

 

Despite the Commission’s strategic concern about Florida’s over-reliance on out-of-state 

natural gas imports, the utilities’ plans overwhelmingly favor natural gas generation additions; 

approximately 11,548 MW are proposed in the 2015 10-year site plans.  Yet the plans hardly discuss 

the possible alternatives, as illustrated by TECO’s statement: 

 

Early in the study process, many alternatives were screened on a 

qualitative and quantitative basis to determine the options that were 

the most feasible overall. Those alternatives that failed to meet the 

qualitative and quantitative considerations were eliminated. This 

phase of  the study resulted in a set of  feasible alternatives that were 

considered in more detailed economic analyses.18   

 

… 

 

Tampa Electric Company continually analyzes renewable energy and 

distributed generation alternatives with the objective to integrate 

them into its resource portfolio.19 

 

The problem with these statements, without more, is that they bar the Commission—or the 

public—from evaluating the possible alternatives to TECO’s proposed plan.   

 

 At a minimum, the Commission needs each utility to provide enough information about the 

alternatives considered and the screening criteria used to allow the Commission—and other 

stakeholders—to independently review the utilities’ conclusions that those alternatives should not be 

pursued.   

                                                           
18 2015 TECO TYSP, at 61 available at http://goo.gl/wDSd2X. 
19 Id. at 54 (notes to Schedule 8.1). 
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Additionally, to aid its review, the Commission needs more information on future conditions.  

A robust long-term planning analysis is needed because the book life of  many investments that will 

be made over the next ten years will extend out well beyond those ten years, and even beyond 2050.  

Therefore, it is important for the Commission to develop some understanding of  whether the 

proposed investments—or the possible alternatives—are the most compatible with future 

conditions and the Commission’s statutory directive to spur coordinated, cost-effective clean energy 

additions to Florida’s electric grid.  To be sure, Sierra Club understands that confidence around the 

accuracy of  modeled outcomes decreases as timeframes extend further into the future.  Yet there is 

no uncertainty about the multi-decadal book lives and payback periods associated with many electric 

utility investments.  If  the Commission is to fulfill its duty to oversee electric utility planning, the 10-

year site plan review process should incorporate and be informed by future conditions within and 

beyond the next ten years.  

 

With these future conditions in mind, the proposed long-lived combined cycle natural gas 

plants and supporting infrastructure are clearly in tension with the state’s goal of  optimizing its 

investment in clean energy alternatives for any number of  reasons, including the following:  

 

 The proposed investments in natural gas-based resources dwarf  those proposed for clean 

energy resources.   

 

 Doubling down on Florida’s reliance on out-of-state natural gas imports would limit the 

available funds for clean energy alternatives, such as renewable solar and wind energy, energy 

efficiency, and rapidly emerging and transformative technologies, such as storage—for 

decades.   

 

 Doubling down on Florida’s reliance on out-of-state natural gas imports would heighten 

Florida electric utility customers’ exposure to expensive hedging measures in the short-term, 

and to even greater fuel price volatility in the long-term. 

 

 Florida’s heavy reliance on natural gas may prove to be incompatible with achieving 

compliance with existing and anticipated public health, safety, and environmental rules, and 

may leave electric utility customers on the hook for replacing some of  these resources before 

the end of  their book lives (i.e., stranded assets).  

 

Sierra Club is particularly concerned by the utilities failure to use, or discuss how they used, a 

high case for natural gas prices in their plans.  For example, in response to Staff  Data Requests, 

Duke Energy Florida (“Duke”) states: “DUKE ENERGY FLORIDA DID NOT DEVELOP OR 

UTILIZE HIGH CASE - NATURAL GAS PRICES.”20  Duke’s use of  all capitals in the original is 

apt; it is extraordinary for a utility as big and sophisticated as Duke to omit a high case for natural 

                                                           
20 DEF letter of May 15, 2015, Supplemental Data Request, Appendix A. 
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gas prices from its planning.21  However, Duke is not alone.  Even the Florida utilities that developed 

such a case do not fully explain how that factored in their proposed plans or development of  

possible alternatives.   

 

To fill this critical information gap, the Commission should require the utilities, starting with 

April 2016 submittals, to provide their high case for natural gas prices, and provide a detailed 

explanation of  how that case and other future conditions are used to develop the proposed plans 

and the possible alternatives.  After collecting this information, the Commission may very well find 

that clean energy alternatives such as energy efficiency, solar, wind, and even storage are a better deal 

than the planned natural gas resources.  Indeed, the U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA) 

concluded earlier this year: “Rising long-term natural gas prices, the high capital costs of  new coal 

and nuclear generation capacity, state-level policies, and cost reductions for renewable generation in 

a market characterized by relatively slow electricity demand growth favor increased use of  

renewables.”22  The EIA’s underlying study “focus[es] on the factors expected to shape U.S. energy 

markets through 2040.”23  This is exactly the long view that should inform the Commission’s 10-year 

site plan review because the utilities are proposing to spend significant amounts of  Floridians’ 

money on resources with long book lives and multi-decadal payback periods.     

 

C. The Commission should require the utilities to submit detailed information on 
the available renewable energy and energy efficiency resources, including the 
results of  competitive solar and wind power procurements and the modeling 
assumptions used to identify and evaluate alternatives that would integrate these 
resources into the grid at faster speeds. 
 

a. Disclosing the results of  competitive solar and wind power procurements. 

 

 The 2015 plans include Florida’s first-ever wind power purchase agreement (Gulf  Power’s 
178 MW PPA) and more than 1 GW of  proposed solar capacity additions, “the largest amount ever 
included” in the 10-year site plans.24  This is a good start but it hardly comports with the mandatory 
information requirements for such plans or the statutory directive to optimize clean energy additions 
to the grid.  As noted above, the utilities consistently fail to disclose information about the possible 
clean energy alternatives that they have eliminated for one reason or another from their proposed 
plans.  A passage from Duke’s plan underscores this fact:  
 

DEF continues to seek out renewable suppliers that can provide 
reliable capacity and energy at economic rates. DEF continues to 
keep an open Request for Renewables (RFR) soliciting proposals for 

                                                           
21 In response to Staff Data Requests, Duke provides some high-level description of the natural gas price 
forecast that it uses in its resource planning, but not nearly enough information to allow the Commission to 
evaluate the proposed plan or the possible alternatives that Duke considered.  See id. at 29 (Response. No. 48).   
22 EIA, Annual Energy Outlook 2015 (Apr. 2015), at ES-1, available at http://goo.gl/92uyCB. 
23 Id. 
24 2015 TYSP Review, at 3, available at http://goo.gl/HsIfeh. 
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renewable energy projects. DEF’s open RFR continues to receive 
interest and to date has logged over 400 responses.25 

 
The 400 responses to Duke’s renewable procurement are impressive, and they demonstrate that 
there is a robust and competitive renewable energy market.  Yet the Commission can do little with 
Duke’s statement because Duke did not enclose the responses or otherwise provide enough details 
about them for the Commission—and the public—to conduct their own review.  Unfortunately, the 
same is true for the other utilities’ plans.   
 
 As noted above, Commission oversight is urgently needed with respect to renewable energy 
and energy efficiency because of  the Commission’s statutory directive to advance these resources 
and market conditions that favor doing so as well.  More specifically, zero-fuel cost resources such as 
energy efficiency, solar, wind and even energy storage offer a great value relative to out-of-state fuel 
imports (coal, natural gas, and nuclear), as discussed below, and delaying the integration of  these 
clean energy alternatives will needlessly expose Floridians to higher priced power while robbing 
them of  clean energy’s wide-ranging benefits.26  Indeed, there is evidence of  the utilities, particularly 
the investor owned utilities, not optimizing their clean energy additions to Florida’s grid.  Perhaps 
most notably, Florida’s municipal utilities are adding solar PV at more than five times the speed 
(kWh per customer) than the investor owned utilities,27 while the latter are  rapidly adding solar and 
wind to the grid outside Florida, showing that they too can be develop these resources cost-
effectively at faster speeds.28   
 
 Therefore, Sierra Club respectfully urges the Commission to require all utilities to provide 
detailed information on, if  not the actual results of, their competitive solar and wind procurements 
by next April’s 10-year site plan deadline.  Additionally, Sierra Club urges the Commission to collect 
more information from the utilities on their modeling inputs and outputs to verify that the utilities’ 
are, in fact, rigorously identifying all possible clean energy alternatives (including self-builds and 
purchases), as detailed below.    

 

b. Modeling realistic trajectories of  improving performance and declining 

cost of  clean energy alternatives. 

 

                                                           
25 2015 DEF TYSP, 3-20, available at http://goo.gl/pC8Tbv. 
26 For a discussion of the wide-ranging benefits of energy efficiency see, for example, Sierra Club post-hearing 
brief of Sept. 30, 2014, available at http://goo.gl/6O3Obh; for the benefits of solar, wind, and energy storage, 
see, for example, Sierra Club comments of Sept. 9, 2015, and Sept. 25, 2015, available at 
http://goo.gl/yVBbAO. 
27 The Florida Municipal Energy Association reports that Florida’s municipal utilities will install 135.7 MW 
AC of  solar by mid-2016.  Further, on a per customer basis, the municipal utilities currently have 136 kWh of  
PV—more than 5 times more PV than Florida’s investor owned utilities; they collectively have 25.8 kWh.   
28 See, e.g., UBS, NextEra Energy, Still the Industry Leader (Sept. 2015), at 3 (“While PTCs could yet add 
500MW/yr to its baseline of 300-500MW/yr baseline without the PTCs, [NextEra] mgmt. suggests it could 
eventually scale the business to 1.5GW-2.0GW/yr as Carbon CPP targets become a reality (mostly wind, but 
some solar)”) available at https://goo.gl/96By1E; see also Toni Nelson, Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, 
Duke, Southern, and NextEra Go Big on Wind and Solar – Just Not in the Southeast (Nov. 2015) (citing multi-billion 
dollar investments in out-of-state solar and wind resources by Duke, NextEra, and Southern Company) 
available at http://goo.gl/QL0BBS.  
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Given the dramatic improvements in the performance of  renewable technologies and the 

declines in levelized cost,29 it would be easy to underestimate the performance and overestimate the 

cost of  renewable technologies when attempting to look out ten years or more.  Trends in 

unsubsidized levelized costs for both wind and solar are truly dramatic:  Lazard’s recently released 

unsubsidized levelized cost of  energy comparison identifies the levelized cost of  onshore wind at 

$32-77/MWh.30 Thin film utility scale solar is $50-60/MWh.31 These unsubsidized ranges compare 

very favorably with the cost of  natural gas combined cycle at $52-78/MWh.32 Moreover, in the past 

six years, Lazard documents a 61% decrease in the levelized cost of  wind and an 82% decrease in 

the levelized cost of  solar photovoltaics.33  While these trends are not strictly linear, Lazard’s analysis 

shows that the low-end levelized cost for both wind and solar has uniformly declined year-on-year 

for the past six years, driven by “material declines in the pricing of  system components (e.g., panels, 

inverters, racking, turbines, etc.), and dramatic improvements in efficiency, among other factors.”34  

 

As these trends are expected to continue into the future, it is important that the utilities’ 

modeling not freeze cost and performance figures at 2015 levels for the next ten years, but instead 

project forward realistic trajectories of  improving performance and declining cost consistent with 

the history of  the technologies and best analysis of  future performance. 

 

c. Disclosing screening criteria and other modeling assumptions regarding 

clean energy alternatives.  

 

The qualitative and quantitative screening criteria and other modeling assumptions used to 

eliminate clean energy alternatives from the utilities’ proposed plans require Commission oversight.  

Sierra Club respectfully urges the Commission to take the critical first step of  requiring disclosure 

and, as appropriate, adjusting these criteria and assumptions to ensure that the utilities develop 

proposed plans and possible alternatives that value clean energy fairly relative to conventional power 

plants. 

 

Other IRPs in the region can be instructive in this regard.  For example, in advance of  its 

IRP next year, the Georgia Commission is working with stakeholders and the regulated utility in that 

state through public comments and a workshop on appropriate modeling assumptions and 

methodologies for valuing renewables technologies.35  

                                                           
29 For further information on the merits of levelized cost comparisons see, for example, Sierra Club 
comments of Oct. 16, 2013, at 3-4 (citing literature on IRP best practices) available at http://goo.gl/h9RHeT, 
and Sierra Club post-hearing brief of Sept. 30, 2014, at 9 (identifying institutions that develop levelized cost 
comparisons) available at http://goo.gl/6O3Obh. 
30 Lazard, Levelized Cost of Energy Analysis—Version 9.0 (Nov. 2015), 9, available at https://goo.gl/z0xFJw 
[hereinafter “2015 Lazard”]. 
31 Id. at 5.  
32 Id. at 2. 
33 Id.. 
34 Id. at 10. 
35 See Georgia Public Service Commission, Docket No: 39732, available at http://goo.gl/nX3USx. 
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The IRP concluded by the Tennessee Valley Authority36 in August 2015 is also instructive 

because it is an extremely recent, comprehensive planning effort concerning a region and generation 

portfolio similar to that of  Florida:  TVA modeled multiple different resource strategies against a 

series of  different scenarios (such as a high-growth future, a low-growth future, and a future heavily 

reliant on distributed generation).  TVA elected to model several strategies that emphasized 

renewables, and a strategy that emphasized energy efficiency.  What TVA found in its modeling was 

that strategies that emphasized renewables and energy efficiency saw marked reductions in water 

use37 and in carbon emissions, among other environmental benefits, at essentially similar overall cost 

to more fossil fuel-oriented strategies.  What is notable is that this was against a background in 

which all modeled strategies involved significant shifts away from carbon-intensive generation: TVA’s 

overall analysis showed that, no matter the scenario examined, the most economically prudent thing 

for the utility to do would be to decrease coal-burning in favor of  lower-carbon sources of  

electricity, such as solar, wind, and energy efficiency.   

 

 As for Florida-specific considerations regarding clean energy resources, because the 

Commission has received extensive comments on the improvements in the performance and cost of  

solar generation, and on the terrific value of  energy efficiency, Sierra Club will not repeat this 

information here, except to provide a very brief  summary.  However, there are other clean energy 

technologies that (also) require more attention in the utilities’ plans that we will highlight. 

 
i. Energy Efficiency 

 
 Notwithstanding the weak energy savings goals set in the FEECA docket, the utilities should 
continue to evaluate the alternatives to their proposed plans that rapidly ramp up energy efficiency.  
This is particularly important because energy efficiency continues to be a very low cost, low-risk 
resource that compares very favorably to natural gas combined cycle as shown, for example, in 
Lakeland Electric 2015 Strategy Resource Plan38 and Lazard’s levelized cost comparison.39 
 
 Additionally, Florida continues experiencing slowing demand and excess capacity.  Total 
national generation is about the same today as it was in 2005 even though population and the 
economy have grown.  Florida is consistent with these national trends despite some pockets of  
growth.  In this low growth environment, utility planners are increasingly finding that the most 
needed generation sources in their portfolio are not baseload or shoulder generators that have long, 

                                                           
36 More information on TVA’s IRP is available at https://goo.gl/Bk7p1u. 
37 Water use is one of the mandatory criterion of this Commission’s 10-year site plan review pursuant to 
Section 186.801(2)(e), F.S. 
38 Lakeland Electric found that energy efficiency, solar power, and other clean energy alternatives will meet its 
load growth over the next 20 years more cost-effectively than all three fossil fuel expansion scenarios studied.  
See nFront Consulting LLC, “Strategic Resource Plan, Lakeland Electric,” at 3-13, 3-24 (Mar. 2015), available 
at http://goo.gl/B2BmRK. 
39 See 2015 Lazard, at 2 (showing energy efficiency remains the lowest cost resource, at $0-50/ MWh in 
unsubsidized levelized cost of energy comparison). 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 606

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



Sierra Club Comments re: Missing Alternatives in 10-Year Site Plans 

 Page 15 

slow response times, but resources that can be quickly added to the system, such as energy 
efficiency.     

 
ii. Solar 

 
 Florida has vast solar potential that is already being developed cost-effectively, albeit slowly, 
with wide-ranging benefits, including, not limited to cost savings, water savings, fuel diversity, fuel 
price hedging, increased local economic growth, and increased reliability.40   In fact, Florida is the 
least expensive market to invest in solar PV according to the U.S. Department of  Energy,41 with 
pricing as low as $0.7 per kWh.42  This underscores the need for Commission oversight to ensure 
that all utilities are pursuing optimal levels of  solar generation additions. 

 
iii. Wind 

 
 Taller wind turbines with longer blades are already projected to enable capacity factors in 
excess of  60% for land-based wind in the near future: With 140 meter hub heights, the National 
Renewable Energy Laboratory estimates nearly 2 million square kilometers in the contiguous United 

States that would support capacity factors of  over 60%.43  As the map in Figure 1 below shows,44 
Florida’s wind generation potential has dramatically increased as a result of  these technological 
advancements.  This underscores the need to not only incorporate recent technological advances 
into the utilities’ plans, but also for their modeling to assume some trajectory for future 
improvements in performance and reductions in levelized cost for wind and solar--for both in-state 
generation and imports.     
 
 Indeed, Florida has access to some of  the lowest cost wind resources in the country, from 
the Mid-West, as evidenced by Gulf  Power’s 178 MW wind purchase from Oklahoma—with pricing 
below its avoided cost.45  A high voltage direct current (“HVDC”) transmission line (Plains & 
Eastern Clean Line) is projected to come online by 2019 to deliver approximately 3,500 MW of  
additional high capacity factor, low cost wind generation to the Southeast, including Florida.46 
 

                                                           
40 See, e.g., Solar Energy Industries Association--Vote Solar et al. comments of June 2015, available at 
http://goo.gl/sQOEWa; Southern Alliance for Clean Energy comments of June 2015, available at 
http://goo.gl/IJUHeu. 
41 See DOE, Photovoltaic System Pricing Trends: Historical, Recent, and Near-Term Projections, 2014 Edition (Sept. 
2014), at 11 available at http://goo.gl/W1dJ8z. 
42 See Herman K. Trabish, Utility DIVE, ‘Tipping point’ for FL solar? Orlando utility buys at under fossil generation 
prices (Aug. 2015) available at http://goo.gl/NiXNLh. 
43 NREL, United States (48 Contiguous States) – Potential Wind Capacity; Cumulative Area vs. Gross 
Capacity Factor, available at http://goo.gl/KesbYK. 
44 The map in Figure 1 is adopted from the “Florida Wind Energy Fact Sheet” prepared by The Southeastern 
Wind Coalition and The Southeast Wind Energy Resource Center using data from the Lawrence Berkeley 
National Lab, U.S. Energy Information Administration, and American Wind Energy Association. Maps 
estimate areas where wind energy could be economically viable (estimated gross capacity factor greater than 
35%) when using available turbine technology. Not all areas shown can be developed. (**) 150 W/m2 
machine. The Fact Sheet is available at http://goo.gl/TlGgQJ.  
45 See, e.g., Sierra Club and Southern Alliance for Clean Energy letter of May 1, 2015 (discussing benefits of 
wind power purchases for Florida’s electric customers) available at http://goo.gl/MYSsxw. 
46 Additional information on the Clean Line is available at http://www.cleanlineenergy.com/. 
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Figure 1, Florida Wind Energy Resource Potential 

 
 

iv. Energy Storage 
 
 Similarly, 10-year site plans should address rapidly emerging and transformative renewable 
energy technologies, such as energy storage.  Used appropriately, energy storage can increase grid 
efficiency, reduce the delivered cost of  energy and ancillary services, increase reliability, and reduce 
infrastructure requirements.  Compared to traditional generation or transmission resources, energy 
storage is typically highly accommodating with regard to sizing, siting, and permitting, so it can be 
located closer to load, or closer to grid congestion points, than other options.  Recent energy storage 
procurement has shown that costs are lower than anticipated, and energy technology costs continue 
to fall as production and integration of  resources increases.47  
 

III. Conclusion 

 

 For all the foregoing reasons, the Commission has a time-sensitive duty to collect from the 

state’s electric utilities information on the possible alternatives to their preferred generation plans, 

including supporting information that will allow the Commission—and the public—to critically 

evaluate those plans.  Further, the Commission has a time-sensitive duty to require that renewable 

energy and energy efficiency alternatives be implemented if  they prove to be in the public’s interest, 

as so many other commissions have concluded.  So that the Commission may fulfill these critical 

oversight duties, the Sierra Club respectfully requests that in advance of  next April’s 10-year site plan 

deadline, the Commission take the critical first step of  requiring the utilities to submit the missing 

information regarding alternatives. 

 

                                                           
47 Aachen University, Battery Storage for Grid Stabilization (October 2014), available at 
http://www.iea.org/media/workshops/2014/egrdenergystorage/Leuthold.pdf. 
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Thank you for your consideration. 

       

      Respectfully submitted,  

 

      /s/ 

      Diana Csank, Associate Attorney 

      Sierra Club 

      50 F Street NW, Eighth Floor 

      Washington, DC 20001 

      Phone: 202-548-4595 

      E-mail: Diana.Csank@sierraclub.org  
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October 10, 2016 
 
Via electronic filing and electronic mail 
 
Chairman Brown, Comm’rs. Brisé, Edgar, Graham, Patronis 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

 
Re:  Planning for least-cost electric service in Florida  

 
Dear Commissioners: 
 

Rapid changes in the electric sector make integrated resource planning more 
important than ever.  Yet Florida electric utilities, especially the investor-owned utilities 
(IOUs), barely have any plans at all—besides adding natural gas-burning generation, which 
dwarfs everything else in their plans.1  Sierra Club respectfully urges the Commission to 
reject them and require revised plans for four main reasons: 

1. Florida law requires utilities to provide least-cost service, but the utilities are 
unprepared to do so because they fail to perform options analyses; the utilities thus 
never try to (nor could they) square their gas-laden plans with the alternatives 
available to them in the market.2 
 

2. The proposed gas generation violates the least-cost standard because this generation 
is inherently high cost and high risk. 
 

3. The proposed gas generation also violates the least-cost standard because it reduces 
fuel diversity and foregoes cost-effective renewables and energy efficiency, thereby 
pushing Florida’s all-time high gas reliance, 71% of  the state generation total, even 
higher, to 74%. 
 

4. With no shortage of  cost-effective alternatives in the market, especially renewables 
and energy efficiency, the only way to explain the utilities’ gas generation proposals is 
that they aim to benefit entities other than customers.   

                                                           
1 Unless stated otherwise, “plans” refers to ten-year site plans, and “utilities” refers to those that file them. 
 
2 To their credit, Staff  issued extensive data requests. The responses, however, cannot cure the unlawful plans. 
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By now, it is unmistakable; the IOUs/their affiliates are investing heavily in every 
aspect of  gas generation and infrastructure with a perverse incentive to continue to do so. 
They pass the resulting added cost of  service onto their captive customers, and the resulting 
windfall profits to shareholders. 

 
It is imperative that the Commission intervene and reject all of  the unlawful plans.  

Revised plans should follow as soon as practicable. For the IOUs, this should be no later 
than April 1, 2017, the annual deadline for revised plans, to minimize the fallout from their 
conflict-ridden plans.   

 
As we discuss below, at least one Florida utility, Lakeland Electric, recently undertook 

an assessments of  its options under different scenarios, showing this is eminently doable.  
Moreover, practically all of  the Florida utilities, with the glaring exception of  the IOUs, have 
issued requests for proposals (RFPs) for renewables and found no shortage of  cost-effective 
solar generation options in the Florida market.  When done well, market assessments like 
these promote competition, stakeholder participation, and ultimately transparent, data-driven 
options analyses to guide utilities to least-cost investments.   

 
The stakes are high.  Every year that passes without plans for least-cost electric 

service further jeopardizes the competitiveness of  Florida’s economy and the wellbeing of  
its residents.  This includes the millions of  low-income/fixed-income Floridians who already 
face a disproportionate energy burden. 

 
DISCUSSION 

The Commission should reject the plans because they violate the least-cost standard 
under Florida law; the revised plans should include robust options analyses focusing 
on renewables and energy efficiency. 
 
 We divided this discussion into three parts:  First, we discuss the applicable least-cost 
standard under Florida law.  Second, we show that the utility plans violate this standard, and 
the Commission should reject them.  Finally, we conclude by urge the Commission to obtain 
revised plans, including the chronically missing options analyses, as soon as practicable, so 
that the Commission can meaningfully audit the utilities and ensure they are prepared to 
achieve least-cost service. 
 
I. Under Florida’s least-cost standard, electric utilities must develop robust 

options analyses focusing on renewables and energy efficiency to guide the 
utilities to least-cost investments to serve their customers. 

 
Florida law requires electric utility service to be least-cost.  As the Florida Supreme 

Court affirmed, under this standard, the state’s electric utilities must “t[ake] every reasonably 
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available prudent action to minimize [their cost of  service].”3  Planning is the critical first 
step.  Per Commission rules, the utilities must develop and disclose “sufficient information 
to reassure the Commission that an adequate and reliable supply of  electricity at the lowest 
cost possible is planned.”4  

A. Utilities must develop robust options analyses to guide them to least-
cost investments.  

Options analyses are routine in the business world, and essential for the utilities to 
meet the least-cost standard under Florida law.  This is a matter of  Commission precedent 
and common sense.56 Options typically available to utilities include but are not limited to: 

 Alternatives to conventional generation, such as renewables7 and energy efficiency;8 
 

 Alternatives identified through market assessments such as the request for proposal 
process under Rule 25-22.082, F.A.C (i.e., the Commission’s competitive “bid rule”);9 

                                                           
3 Gulf  Power Co. v. Florida pub. Service Com’n, 453 So.2d 799, 802 (Fla. 1984). 
 
4 Rule 25-22.072(1), F.A.C., incorporating by reference Form PSC/RAD 43-E (11/97), at 4; cf. Section 
366.82(5)(b)(requiring “analysis of  various policy options … to achieve least-cost strategy”). 
 
5 Order No. PSC-11-0547-FOF-EI, at 82, issued on November 23, 2011, in Docket No. 11 0009-EI, In re: 
Nuclear cost recovery clause; See also Order No. PSC-11-0547-FOF-EI (redacted Final Order) (noting 
approval of  utility’s rate increase request upon finding “no practical alternative”) issued on November 23, 
2011, in Docket No. 11 0009-EI, In re: Nuclear cost recovery clause; cf. Order No. PSC-11-0547-FOF-EI 
(redacted Final Order), at 6 (reviewing whether utilities properly considered “all available” demand-side and 
supply-side conservation and efficiency measures) issued on December 16, 2014, in Docket No. 130205-EI, 
In re: Commission review of numeric conservation goals (Florida Public Utilities Company). 
 
6 Order No. PSC-11-0547-FOF-EI, at 82 (noting the review of  “all available options” is “routine procedure 
in the business world,” including the electric utilty industry as it undertakes “long-term, complex project[s]”) 
issued on November 23, 2011, in Docket No. 11 0009-EI, In re: Nuclear cost recovery clause. 
 
7 Unless otherwise noted, the terms “renewables” and “renewable energy” refer to the same energy resources. 
See generally Section 366.91(2)(d), F.S, (defining “renewable energy” in pertinent part as “electrical energy 
produced from a method that uses one or more of the following fuels or energy sources: hydrogen produced 
from sources other than fossil fuels, biomass, solar energy, geothermal energy, wind energy, ocean energy, 
and hydroelectric power”).  
 
8 See, e.g., Order No. PSC-14-0696-FOF-EU, at 39, issued on December 16, 2014, in Docket No. 130205-EI, 
In re: Commission review of numeric conservation goals (Florida Public Utilities Company) (“demand-side 
management is an alternative resource to generation plants and should be evaluated similarly for reliability 
and economic impacts.”); See also Order No. PSC-16-0032-FOF-EI, at 13−15, issued on January 19, 2016, in 
Docket No. 150196-EI, In re: Petition for determination of need for Okeechobee Clean Energy Center Unit 
1, by Florida Power & Light Company; See also Order No. PSC-11-0547-FOF-EI, issued on November 23, 
2011, in Docket No. 11 0009-EI, In re: Nuclear cost recovery clause (“In 2006, we stated that utilities should 
not assume the automatic approval of  natural gas-fired plants.”). 
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 Incremental capacity increases;10 
 

 Earlier or later extremes of  commercial operations date;11 and 
 

 Retaining one vendor, retaining multiple vendors, or building the generation itself  
(“self-build”).12 

 
Robust options analyses are those that develop information on the economics of  these wide 
ranging options under various scenarios.13  A simple comparison of  the status quo and one 
option is indefensible.14 
 

B. Utilities must focus on renewables and energy efficiency. 
 
Florida Statutes brim with directives to diversify the fuels and the technologies the 

utilities use to serve customers.15  More specifically, they emphasize and reiterate that 
Florida’s reliance on inherently risky natural gas imports is a problem, and that cost-effective 
renewables and energy efficiency are solutions that are in the public interest.  As the utilities 
perform options analysis, they must therefore focus on renewables and energy efficiency as 
part of  their plan to serve customers at the least-cost. 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
9 See, e.g., Order No. PSC-06-0779-PAA-EI, at 3,  issued on September 19, 2006, in Docket No. 060426-E1, 
In re: Petition for exemption under Rule 25-22.082(18), F.A.C., from issuing request for proposals (RFPs), by 
Florida Power & Light Company (“the RFP process provides us with valuable information on the available 
capacity alternatives and is a valid tool for evaluating the cost-effectiveness of  proposed generating units.”). 
 
10 See, e.g.,Order No. PSC-13-0505-PAA-EI, at 13, issued on October 28, 2013, in Docket No. 130198-EI, In 
re: Petition for prudence determination regarding new pipeline system by Florida Power & Light Company; 
See also Florida Public Service Commission, States’ Electric Resurfacing Activities (1997); See also F.L. House of 
Representatives, Committee on Utilities and Communications, Overview of the Electric Industry, 27 (2000), 
available at https://goo.gl/uKDBP6. 
 
11 See, e.g., Order No. PSC-11-0547-FOF-EI, at 82. 
 
12 See, e.g., Order No. PSC-08-0749-FOF-E, issued on Nov. 12, 2008, in Docket No. 080009-EI, In re: Nuclear 
cost recovery clause; See also Order No. PSC-09-0783-FOF-EI, issued on Nov. 19, 2009, in Docket No. 
090009-EI, In re: Nuclear cost recovery clause; See also Order No. PSC-11-0547-FOF-EI. 
 
13 See Sierra Club Comments (Oct. 16, 2013) (hereinafter “Sierra Club 2013 Comments”) (discussing best 
practices in integrated resource planning including options analysis), available at http://goo.gl/h9RHeT. 
 
14 Gulf  Power Co. v. Florida pub. Service Com’n, 453 So.2d 799 (Fla. 1984) (affirming Commission disallowance of  
costs incurred pursuant to utility’s failure to review other other options beyond its preferred proposal for 
years). 
 
15 For a recap of the relevant provisions in Florida Statutes, see Sierra Club Post-Hearing Brief  in Docket No. 
160021 (Sept. 19, 2016), available at https://goo.gl/X6QJ91. 
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II. The Commission should reject the plans because they are in no way least-cost. 
 
The plans fail to meet the least-cost standard under Florida law for many reasons.  

The most glaring one is that the utilities failed to present any options analyses.  The utilities 
thus failed to reconcile their inherently high-cost, high-risk gas generation with the abundant, 
competitive renewables and energy efficiency in the market available to them, and in the case 
of  the IOUs, plainly have a conflict of  interest behind the omission. 
 

A. The utilities failed to present any options analyses in their plans. 
 

This year, the utilities continued their practice16 of  presenting the Commission just 
their preferred generation proposals and asserting they considered/will continue to consider 
their options.17  This violates the unambiguous requirement in Florida Statutes that the 
Commission “shall review”—“possible alternatives to the proposed plan[s]” of  the utilities.18  
If  the utilities present no data or analyses on the options/alternatives available to them in 
the market, they preclude the Commission from performing its plain duty under Florida 
Statutes.   

 
To be sure, the utility responses to Staff  data requests do not cure the unlawful plans.  

For all of  the planned generating units, Staff  asked the utilities to “identify the next best 
alternative that was rejected for each unit.”19  The fact that Staff  had to ask for this 
information underscores how devoid the plans are of  options analyses.  The utility responses 
do, too.  They are high-level comparisons between each planned gas generating unit and 
another gas generating unit.  That is all.  That is the sum total of  the options analyses before 
the Commission.   

 
No one can square the dearth of  information presented by the utilities with the least- 

cost standard under Florida law.  As discussed in Section I (above), the standard requires the 
utilities to conduct robust options analyses, focusing on renewables and energy efficiency, so 
that they are prepared to take every reasonably available prudent action to minimize cost of  

                                                           
16 See Sierra Club 2013 Comments (noting the unlawful practice), available at http://goo.gl/h9RHeT; Sierra 
Club Comments (Dec. 15, 2015) (hereinafter “Sierra Club 2015 Comments”) (noting the same), available at 
https://goo.gl/IWbsDH. 
 
17 See e.g., Florida Power & Light Company’s 2016 Ten-Year Power Plant Site Plan (hereinafter “FPL 2016 
TYSP”), Chapter III.C (noting “significant factors that either influenced the current resource plan 
presented in this document or which may result in changes in this resource plan in the future” but omitting 
data on or comparative analysis of those factors/ changes; i.e., options analysis); available at 
https://goo.gl/wgWn9Y; see generally 2016 Ten-Year Site Plans (similar omissions) available at 
https://goo.gl/1y17w9. 
 
18 Section 186.801(2), F.S. 
 
19 Staff  data request no. 42. 
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service, and Florida’s reliance on inherently risky natural gas imports.  Working up the details 
of  just one gas generation plan and then, at Staff ’s prodding, working up another is nowhere 
near the robust options analysis that is routine and essential to prepare electric utilities to 
provide least-cost service.  The Commission therefore should reject the plans. 
 

B. The utilities failed to reconcile their inherently high-cost, high-risk gas 
generation proposals with the abundant, cost-effective renewables and 
energy efficiency in the market available to them. 

 
The plans are indefensible and the Commission should reject them for the additional 

reason that they would increase gas generation, which is inherently high cost and high risk, 
especially as demand is down. The utilities never tried to (nor could they) reconcile their 
plans with the abundant, cost-effective renewables and energy efficiency in the market 
available to them.   

 
1. Demand is down and the growth projected by utilities has not 

materialized for eight straight years, a trend no one can square with 
adding gas generation in large, inflexible increments.  

 
Since it peaked in 2005, demand for electricity across Florida is down.  This is not 

due to the Recession alone, as the Commission itself  noted.20  Previous utility load forecasts 
required downward revisions due to slower-than-projected growth for eight straight years, 
including the last three.21  The utilities themselves acknowledge that usage per customer is 
down.22  

Yet the utilities project peak demand will somehow grow faster than one percent 
annually between 2016 and 2025 (net firm peak demand)—more than half  again the rate 
experienced between 2004 and 2015 (0.76 percent CAAGR).  This is inconsistent with, for 
example, the U.S. Energy Information Administration’s lower projection of  a 0.7 percent 
annual growth rate through 2025.23  

 
More importantly and obviously, demand projections are never as good as verified 

actual data, and the actuals have shown a consistent downward trend.  The best options for 

                                                           
20 FPSC, Review of  the 2015 TYSPs, at 22, available at https://goo.gl/DTGoX1. 
 
21 Compare FRCC 2014 Presentation, at 7 (“Forecasted energy sales and winter firm peak demands are lower 
in 2014 TYSP compared to 2013 TYSP and forecasted summer firm peak demands are higher from 2017 
forward.”), available at https://goo.gl/ACqiVT; FRCC 2015 Presentation, at 7, (“forecasted energy sales and 
firm peak demands are lower in 2015 TYSP compared to 2014 TYSP”), available at https://goo.gl/mn4gUf; 
and FRCC 2016 Presentation, at 8 “forecasted energy sales and firm peak demands are lower in 2016 TYSPs 
compared to 2015 TYSPs”), available at https://goo.gl/UScXlk. 
 
22 Utility responses to Staff  data request no. 10. 
23 This is EIA’s projection for Florida as well as other South Atlantic states. 
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Florida therefore are those that (1) keep demand down to reduce cost (i.e., demand-side 
management), and (2) meet any growth in demand with incremental supply that closely 
matches the growth (i.e., flexible supply).  The utilities failed to present any such options.  
The only option the utilities did present—large, inflexible gas generation additions—flies in 
the face of  the market reality just described.  It is indefensible also because the additional 
capacity maintained by the IOUs consistently exceeds the levels needed for an adequate and 
reliable supply of  electricity.24 

 
2. Gas generation is inherently high cost and high risk. 

 
The Commission should not accept the utilities’ complacency about the costs and 

risks of  gas generation, especially as the state’s reliance on natural gas is already at an all-time 
high—71% of  the total generation.25  The utilities propose to add another five gigawatts—
pushing that up to 74% by 2025.26  Even the smallest proposed increment exceeds 180 
MW,27 with projected capital costs measured in millions of  dollars, and book lives in decades.  
Moreover, with the exception of  Orlando Utilities Commission (OUC) and Florida Power & 
Light Company (FPL), the utilities propose inherently less efficient peaking generation—gas 
combustion turbines (CTs).28 

 
All of  the proposed gas generation raises stranded asset risk, but the utilities fail to 

mention that fact.  This is a glaring omission as it is the judgment of  Florida’s largest utility 
FPL that in four years, 2020, gas peakers will be obsolete compared to energy storage and 
renewables.29  It is even more troubling then that the utilities never present any options 
analyses for the proposed gas peakers.  Nor even the basic data to allow for such a 

                                                           
24 See the detailed briefing by Public Counsel, filed July 15, 2015, in Docket No. 160096-EI, Joint petition for 
approval of  modifications to risk management plans by DEF, FPL, Gulf  and TECO; See also joint petition 
filed by Public Council, filed Dec 9., 2015, in Docket No. 150196-EI, In re: Petition for determination of  
need for Okeechobee Clean Energy Center Unit 1, by Florida Power & Light Company, available at 
https://goo.gl/wBgl2S. 
 
25 FRCC, 2016 Presentation, at 22. 
  
26 Id.  
 
27 Tampa Electric Company’s 2016 Ten-Year Site Plan (hereinafter “TECO 2016 TYSP”) (planning to add 
180 MW CT in 2019), available at https://goo.gl/zGh1Id. 
 
28 OUC and FPL propose gas combined cycle generation (CCs) with 2021 and 2024 in-service dates 
respectively.  Like CTs, the CCs involve massive costs and risks, and the utilities can only add them in large, 
inflexible increments. Thus, beyond the marginal efficiency improvement of  CCs over CTs, our discussion of  
the CTs applies equally to the CCs. 
 
29 NextEra on Storage: ‘Post 2020, There May Never Be Another Peaker Built in the US,’ Sept. 30, 2015, 
GreenTech Media [hereainafter “NextEra on Storage”], https://goo.gl/rQDK0H (referring to judgment of  
team including FPL executives). 
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comparison.  In response to Staff  data requests, for instance, the utilities omitted the inputs 
and workbooks that would allow independent verification of  their summary comparisons 
between two gas generation options, discussed in Section II.B.1 above, and provided virtually 
no data on other, non-gas options, as discussed further below in Section II.B.3.   

 
As the Commission maintains separate dockets on the operation and maintenance 

costs and risks of  gas generation, it knows how astronomically high those costs and risks 
have proven to be.  With gas prices at all-time lows—levels so low they are widely expected 
to only go up from here—Floridians have already lost billions of  dollars on risk hedging 
programs.30  Still, the hedging programs themselves are mere half-measures against the price 
and supply risks of  Florida’s reliance on natural gas imports—and useless against stranded 
asset risk.  The FPL rate case underscores this.31  FPL supported its request for a $1.3 billion 
annual rate increase and a 100 basis point return on equity increase with sworn testimony on 
all the costs and risks associated with managing its out-sized gas generation fleet.   

 
Adding more gas generation is thus indefensible because it would exacerbate the 

burden on customers who essentially bear all the costs and risks.  This includes the 
tremendous capital outlays required at the outset to add gas generation (recovered through 
base rates), and the tremendous operations and maintenance, including hedging expenses, 
over the 30 or more years these plants are supposed to be in service (recovered through 
separate clauses). 

 
3. Renewables and energy efficiency are abundantly available to meet 

peak demand, and they can achieve deep cost-savings—unlike gas 
generation—through their flexible and diverse applications across 
the electric grid’s generation, transmission, and distribution 
functions. 
 

For alternatives to meet peak demand, such as renewables and energy efficiency, the 
market is better than ever.  Yet the utilities only propose relatively modest amounts of  solar, 
and even less amounts of  other alternatives, despite these technologies’ maturity, 
competitiveness, and widespread adoption in neighboring states.  Moreover, these 
technologies can achieve deep cost-savings—unlike gas generation—through their flexible 
and diverse applications to the grid’s electric generation, transmission, and distribution 
functions.  As we discuss below, this is borne out by RFPs and integrated resource plans 
(IRPs) across our region and the country.  We also discuss how the IOUs’ refusal to conduct 
RFPs for renewables makes them particularly unprepared to deliver least-cost service. 

 

                                                           
 
30 See the detailed briefing by Public Counsel, filed July 15, 2015, in Docket No. 160096-EI, Joint petition for 
approval of modifications to risk management plans by DEF, FPL, Gulf and Tampa Electric Company. 
 
31 FPSC Docket No. 160021. 
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a. Solar  
 

Solar generation technologies, especially solar photovoltaics (PV) can meet peak 
demand32 and achieve deep cost savings as a hedge against natural gas price volatility.33  Solar 
PV is also a flexible resource, precisely what Florida needs as discussed in Section II.B.1 
above.  With an abundant solar resource—consistently ranked third best in the country for 
solar generation potential34—and ample support for developing it in Florida Statutes, 
discussed above in Section I.B, the utilities should be planning to “make Florida a leader in 
[this] new and innovative technolog[y].”35 

 
Florida’s tremendous solar potential, however, remains largely untapped because, in 

essence, the IOUs—with their overwhelming control of  the state’s energy market—sit on 
the tap.  FPL is the sitter in chief.  Florida’s largest utility has not issued an RFP for 
renewable energy since 2007 and 2008, and never explains this omission, even though FPL 
acknowledges the cost of  solar PV has since “plunged.”36  Likewise, DEF, the second largest 
utility, admits that it received “436 inquiries” from third parties interested in developing in-
state renewables.37 As Sierra Club has consistently highlighted, and as the Southern Alliance 
for Clean Energy (SACE) comments discuss in more detail, a disturbing lack of  transparency 
shrouds such inquiries.  This includes the modest solar power purchase agreements (PPAs) 
that DEF has negotiated to date.  DEF refuses to disclose details, even such basic ones as 
the in-service, start, and end dates of  the PPAs.38  Gulf  Power Company (Gulf) and Tampa 
Electric Company (TECO) are no better.39 

 

                                                           
32 See, e.g., FPL 2016 TYSP, at 49-50 (crediting solar PV with 52% nameplate capacity at summer peak). 
 
33 Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Utility-Scale Solar 2014: An Empirical Analysis of Project Cost, 
Performance, and Pricing Trends in the United States (Sept. 2015) at ii (“At these low levels – which appear to be 
robust, given the strong response to recent utility solicitations – PV compares favorably to just the fuel costs 
(i.e., ignoring fixed capital costs) of natural gas-fired generation, and can therefore potentially serve as a [‘]fuel 
saver[’] alongside existing gas-fired generation (and can also provide a hedge against possible future increases 
in fuel prices).”) (hereinafter “Utility-Scale Solar 2014”), available at https://goo.gl/0L2dDOU. 
 
34 See, e.g., AEE, Advanced Energy in Florida (Jun. 11, 2015), available at https://goo.gl/BBL5M4. 
 
35 Section 366.91(1), F.S. 
 
36 NextEra on Storage, https://goo.gl/eIVoSL. 
 
37 DEF response to Staff  data request no. 35. 
 
38 DEF response to Staff data request no. 28 (stating “n/a” or “TBD” for in-service, start, and end dates). 
 
39 See generally Gulf Power Company’s 2016 Ten-Year Site Plan (hereinafter “Gulf 2016 TYSP”), available at 
https://goo.gl/PE1qbW; Gulf 2016 TYSP Workshop Presentation, available at https://goo.gl/GH9rME; 
TECO 2016 TYSP; TECO 2016 TYSP Workshop Presentation, available at https://goo.gl/rQNeYF. 
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Collectively, the IOUs plan to add in ten years as much solar generation as Gulf ’s 
sister subsidiary, Georgia Power, will add by next year—more than a gigawatt.40  Moreover, 
through additional RFPs, Georgia Power plans to double its installed capacity again in five 
years with more solar PV, battery storage, and other renewables.41  Georgia Power is hardly 
alone.  In 2015, 100% of  Alabama Power’s new generation came from solar, and that utility 
just gained approval to issue RFPs for 500 MW more.42  In fact, RFPs in every single state in 
the Southeast have returned abundant, cost-effective solar PV bids.43  These are widely 
reported precedents, which reputable entities such as the U.S. Department of  Energy also 
verify and publish in market reports.44  Yet the IOUs never mention them; much less 
reconcile their refusal to issue RFPs with the relatively modest amounts of  solar they 
propose to build themselves. 

 
Indeed, the utilities present no data or analyses whatsoever to justify the relatively 

modest amount of  solar generation they propose.  The RFPs of  other Florida utilities, 
however, confirm there is no shortage of  cost-effective solar PV in Florida.45  As we 
highlighted last year, on a per customer basis these utilities have already installed far more 
solar capacity than the IOUs.46  

 
The IOUs’ proposals to add solar are also mere placeholders.  Unlike the solar PV 

contracts that other utilities are negotiating with third parties, the IOUs have identified no 
particular process to set the terms of  the solar they would build, such as the timing, sizing, 
siting, sourcing of  inputs, and the costs.  This gives the Commission—and the public—no 
reassurance whatsoever that the IOU investments in solar generation will in fact be optimally 
timed, sized, sited, etc. to achieve least-cost service. 47  

 

                                                           
40 Georgia Power, Utility-Scale RFP Program, available at https://goo.gl/yEKHAu. 
 
41 Georgia Power 2016 Integrated Resource Plan, at 10-101, available at https://goo.gl/CdMFiZ. 
 
42 See Top 10 Solar States (2015), https://goo.gl/F3jIVu; See also Alabama Power’s plan for 500 MW of  
renewables approved by regulators, Utility Dive, Sept. 3, 2015, https://goo.gl/uf5Ffm. 
 
43 See Exhibit A: Southeast RFPs for renewables. 
 
44 See, e.g., Utility-Scale Solar 2014, at 37; See also Tracking the Sun IX: The Installed Price of Residential and 
Non-Residential Photovoltaic Systems in the United States (2016), available at https://goo.gl/SpUJY2. 
 
45 See Exhibit B: Florida RFPs for solar. 
 
46 See Sierra Club 2015 Comments, at 12. 
 
47 Sierra Club supports SACE’s comments and shares SACE’s concern that, beyond ten-year site plan reviews, 
the Commission may not get another opportunity to conduct fact-finding until after the utilities have already 
built whatever solar generation they unilaterally selected. 
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b. Energy storage 
 

Energy storage is another competitive alternative to gas generation.  Tellingly, the 
states that already use energy storage want to add more of  it.  This includes Alabama,48 
Georgia,49 West Virginia,50 Tennessee,51 and California.52  Other states with energy storage 
market studies, such as Texas and Massachusetts, also report that this technology can 
provide immense improvements to the electric grid—and deep cost-savings relative to the 
status quo.   

 
In contrast, there is a glaring omission of  energy storage from the Florida utility 

plans.  At the planning workshop, DEF explained that it lumps energy storage with offshore 
wind,53 but that technology came online for the first time this summer.54 Energy storage 
projects in contrast have been operational for decades.  The first advanced compressed air 
energy storage (CAES) plant came online in 1978, and the first one in the US, in 1991, in 

                                                           
48 As noted above, Alabama Power recently gained approval to issue additional RFPs for renewables. The 
company built the country’s first compressed air energy storage CAES plant, 110-MW McIntosh plant, in 
1991. PowerSouth Energy Cooperative, https://goo.gl/idGTAz. (“The unit captures off-peak energy at night, 
when utility system demand and costs are lowest. […] PowerSouth uses the stored energy during intermediate 
and peak energy demand periods to generate electricity.”). 
 
49 As of  September of  2015, Georgia has the largest Southern Company battery storage research project, 
which is testing a 1 MW/2 MWh lithium-ion battery storage system at a solar facility.  Southern Company: 
Cedartown Battery Energy Storage Project, Sept. 17, 2015, https://goo.gl/MvLO7a; Southern Company also 
has a partnership with Tesla to test energy-storage products for commercial customers. Southern Co. goes all 
in on solar, storage, smart homes, EnergyWire, May 28, 2015, https://goo.gl/LjxEwD. 
 
50 In West Virginia, AES Energy Storage installed the Laurel Mountain Energy Storage Project at the Laurel 
Mountain wind plant, which delivers 32 MW of  regulation and wind smoothing. The World’s Largest 
Lithium-Ion Battery Farm Comes Online, Forbes, Oct. 27, 2011, https://goo.gl/L5g8K9. 
 
51 The Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) operates the Raccoon Mountain Pumped-Storage Plant in Marion 
County, Tennessee. With capacity of  1,616 MW, it is TVA’s largest hydroelectric facility and “provides critical 
flexibility.” 2015 Tennessee Valley Authority Integrated Resource Plan (hereinafter “2015 TVA IRP”), at 40, 
available at https://goo.gl/GiURX3. 
 
52 World’s Largest Storage Battery Will Power Los Angeles, Scientific American, July 7. 2016, 
https://goo.gl/cvGXzD; CNBC, Tesla tackles California energy woes with massive energy-storage deal, Sept. 
16, 2016, https://goo.gl/z1YELb; California Dreaming: 5,000MW of  Applications for 74MW of  Energy 
Storage at PG&E, GreenTech Media, May 28, 2015, https://goo.gl/nuZRT4. 
 
53 Duke Energy has relegated energy storage has into a third category of  “Emerging Technologies,” along 
with offshore wind technologies. Duke Energy, A Brief  Overview of  DEF Planning. Duke Presentation, 
given at the Sept. 14, 2016 Ten-Year Site Plan Workshop, available at https://goo.gl/STKM0q. 
 
54 Offshore Wind Arrives in America, Energy.gov, Sept. 9, 2016, https://goo.gl/sqjxpr. 
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Alabama.55  Now, as utilities across the country are rapidly procuring storage, Florida utilities 
are behind, without even a plan to explore procurements of  their own. 

 
As noted above, FPL itself  acknowledges that energy storage is a competitive 

alternative to peakers.  Market studies commissioned by state energy regulators and by other 
utilities agree: energy storage investments can save hundreds of  millions, if  not billions of  
dollars.56 These projected savings stem from the wide-ranging applications of  this 
technology, spanning electric generation (on and off  peak), transmission, and distribution. 

 
 Peak generation is of  course the most expensive generation, and storage allows 

utilities to reduce or avoid that generation altogether by redeploying surplus energy from 
lower cost, off-peak hours. A 2016 report by the state of  Massachusetts concluded that this 
application alone could save customers in that state more than a billion dollars. Other studies 
document the cost savings from energy storage’s ability to reduce transmission and 
distribution-related maintenance, as well as defer and even avoid huge capital expenditures.57  
In 2014, Texas utility, Oncor, announced it would seek approval to build 5,000 MW of  
energy storage citing over $625 million of  projected customer savings.58  
 

Storage can also reduce risk by providing both flexibility and reliability.  Energy 
storage is in fact highly accommodating with sizing, siting, permitting, and construction 
time.  Because this technology does not produce direct air emissions, or have large land 
requirements, the permitting and siting processes are far easier.59  Because individual storage 
systems are modular, one system can consist of  many modules operating simultaneously, and 
can take on additional modules incrementally, so the system will not fail from the breakdown 
of  one module.60  Additionally, several types of  advanced storage technologies are 
commercially viable, 61 including batteries, compressed air energy storage, liquid air energy 
storage, pumped hydroelectric storage, and flywheels.62 They are also readily available.  A 

                                                           
55 PowerSouth Energy Cooperative, https://goo.gl/idGTAz. 
 
56 A 2016 report by the state of  Massachusetts concludes that 600 megawatts of  storage capacity installed by 
2025 would save ratepayers $800 million in system costs. Massachusetts Energy Storage Initiative Study 
(2016), at xvi-xvii, available at https://goo.gl/D3zviD. 
 
57 Id. at 86-89. 
 
58 The Value of  Distributed Electricity Storage in Texas Proposed Policy for Enabling Grid-Integrated 
Storage Investments (2014), at 14, available at https://goo.gl/fv2mYF.   
59 Massachusetts Energy Storage Initiative Study, at 9. 
 
60 Massachusetts Energy Storage Initiative Study, at 10. 
 
61 This is evidenced by their widespread use in competitive markets without subsidies. Id. at 2. 
 
62 Energy Storage Technologies, https://goo.gl/5vcJTb. 
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2016 study found utilities could procure these advanced technologies within months—four 
to six times faster than conventional technologies.63  
 

The value of  energy storage is also apparent in California’s use of  it to solve the 
emergency that resulted from the massive gas facility failure at Aliso Canyon.  That failure 
put the entire region at high risk of  far-reaching power outages.  State regulators directed 
utilities to speed up the deployment of  large-scale, grid-connected storage.  As of  August, 
California utilities have proposed three large-scale battery installations64—one with an in-
service date just five months after it was proposed.65  
 

c. Energy efficiency 
 

Energy efficiency is the lowest-cost energy resource available,66 and is essential to 
deliver least-cost electric service.  More specifically, the wide-ranging technologies labeled as 
energy efficiency are part of  the demand-side management that Florida needs to keep 
demand down and electric bills low, as noted in Section II.B.1 above.  Yet the utilities 
continue their practice of  ignoring any incremental energy efficiency additions beyond the 
levels set by the Commission based on information three or more years old.67  This cannot 
be squared with the more recent market assessments, including those in other Southeast 
states, consistently showing that energy efficiency is not only cost-effective, but a critical 
resource to meet peak demand,68 reduce risk, and save customers money.69   

                                                           
63 Id. at 10. 
 
64 They proposed two 20 MW (80 MWh) facilities from SCE and a 37.5 MW (150 MWh) project from 
SDG&E. ‘Eyes wide open’: Despite climate risks, utilities bet big on natural gas, Utility Dive, Sept. 27, 2016, 
https://goo.gl/697hYh. 
 
65 As Aliso Canyon Gas Shortage Looms, Southern California Looks to Energy Storage, Greentech Media,  
Jun. 02, 2016, https://goo.gl/JrI0O4; See also California Utilities Are Fast-Tracking Battery Projects to 
Manage Aliso Canyon Shortfall, GreenTech Media, Aug. 18, 2016, https://goo.gl/9XyYx1. (stating that the 
projects must be grid-ready by year’s end, in SCE’s case, or by Jan. 31,  2017, in SDG&E’s case.). 
 
66 SEE, Guide For States: Energy Efficiency As A Least-Cost Strategy To Reduce Greenhouse Gases And Air 
Pollution, And Meet Energy Needs In The Power Sector (2016), available at https://goo.gl/ZtQ7pc; See also 
ClimateWorks & Fraunhofer ISI, How Energy Efficiency Cuts Costs for a 2°C Future (2015), available at 
https://goo.gl/fjf0xR; See also The Best Value for America’s Energy Dollar: A National Review of  the Cost 
of  Utility Energy Efficiency Programs (2014), available at https://goo.gl/GPYhzU. 
 
67 Here, “utilities” refers to the utilities subject to the Florida Energy Efficiency and Conservation Act 
(FEECA). The other Florida utilities also have an obligation to provide least-cost service and to that end 
should develop and disclose robust options analyses focusing on energy efficiency. 
 
68 At very low cost and risk, efficiency offers flexibility in meeting peak demand.  Florida utilities can quickly 
ramp up efficiency to meet demand growth and thereby reduce or entirely avoid costly infrastructure 
improvements and expansion. RAP, Recognizing the Full Value of  Energy Efficiency (What’s Under the Feel-
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Energy efficiency programs are inherently less risky since they consist of  many 

discrete resources that will not fail all at once.70  Additionally, efficiency increases system 
reliability by reducing the stress on it.  Many utilities give energy efficiency resources a risk 
credit, meaning the risk reduction effects of  implementing efficiency reduced the cost of  
energy efficiency.71 Thus, efficiency is a highly predictable and reliable cost-effective resource 
that enables the utility system to avoid the risk of  surpluses, shortages, and periodic outages. 

 
The utilities’ refusal to consider incremental energy efficiency additions is even more 

alarming given the highly publicized, rapid changes in the market, and the billions of  dollars 
that other utilities reported saving in recent years from geographically targeted energy 
efficiency programs, especially those that defer or avoid large transmission and distribution 
expenditures.72  This Commission itself  stated that, “at any time,” it is ready to “reexamine 
and then adopt new [energy efficiency/demand-side management] goals or changes to those 
goals.” 73 It is the responsibility of  the utilities to develop data and analysis to allow the 
Commission to do so.  

 
Indeed, if  the utilities and the Commission are serious about closing the gap that 

minority and low-income households spend on energy, then they will rapidly develop plans 
to increase investment in energy efficiency, as leading energy efficiency experts have 
recommended.74   

                                                                                                                                                                                           
Good Frosting of  the World’s Most Valuable Layer Cake of  Benefits) (2013) (hereinafter “2013 RAP Energy 
Efficiency Report”), at 41, available at https://goo.gl/APjr2s. 
 
69 Because efficiency reduces all pollutants, it can also save ratepayers money by satisfying environmental 
regulations without building new power plants, which require huge, inflexible capital outlays. 
 
70 2013 RAP Energy Efficiency Report, at 41.  
 
71 The 2013 PacifiCorp IRP and the Northwest Power Council both give energy efficiency resources risk 
credit. ACEEE Comments on 2015 Tennessee Valley Authority Draft Integrated Resource Plan, at 3.   
 
72 For instance, in 2011, Consolidated Edison estimated that including the effects of  geographically-targeted 
efficiency programs in its 10-year forecast reduced costs by over $1 billion. Additionally, since 2012, ISO New 
England identified over $400 million in deferred transmission investments due to efficiency. NEEP Northeast 
Energy Efficiency Partnerships: Energy Efficiency as a T&D Resource: Lessons from Recent U.S. Efforts to 
Use Geographically (2015), at 12 available at https://goo.gl/AXRf3m. 
 
73 FPSC Transcript Document No. 06614-14, at 21, Order No. PSC-14-0696-FOF-EU, filed Dec. 5, 2014, in 
Docket No. 130205-EI. 
 
74 ACEE, Lifting the High Energy Burden in America’s Largest Cities: How Energy Efficiency Can Improve 
Low-Income and Underserved Communities, Apr. 20, 2016, at 3-4. (For African-American, Latino, and 
renting households, 42%, 68%, and 97% of  their excess energy burdens, respectively, could be eliminated by 
raising household efficiency to the median.). 
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C. Rather than minimize cost of  service to customers, the plans pave the way for 
windfalls for the IOUs/their affiliates at the expense of  the captive customer 
base; it is imperative for the Commission to intervene and reject the plans.  
 
As discussed above, the plans are in no way least-cost from an electric utility 

customer perspective.  Others, however, certainly profit from these gas-laden proposals.  The 
most obvious profiteers are the shareholders of  the IOUs/their affiliates—together they are 
heavily investing in gas generation and infrastructure, such as inter-state pipelines.  This gives 
the IOUs a perverse incentive to increase their reliance on and subsidize the inefficient 
production and distribution of  natural gas as they pass increases in fuel costs directly to 
customers.   

 
In his testimony before the Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee, 

Jonathan Peress highlights “a disturbing trend of  utilities pursuing a capacity expansion 
strategy by imposing transportation contract costs on state-regulated retail utility ratepayers 
so that affiliates of  those same utilities can earn shareholder returns as pipeline developers. . 
. . Thus ratepayer costs which may not be justified by ratepayer demand are being converted 
into shareholder return.”75  Mr. Peress further explains, “the effect of  these affiliate 
transactions, whereby utilities commit their captive customers to pay for pipelines being 
developed by the same corporate group, is that customers are saddled with risky 20 year 
financial obligations to provide nearly risk free shareholder returns of  14% per year or 
more.”76 

 
Ultimately, Mr. Peress warns, affiliate transactions can hurt not only customers but 

also market participants.  In Florida, this includes business, large or small, that lose 
opportunities to provide efficient solutions for electric service due to the control that the 
IOUs/their affiliates exert over the state’s energy market.  This is the rub, for instance, in 
FPL and DEF’s decision to import more gas through the Southeast Market Pipeline Project 
instead of  less costly, Florida-made solutions for them to provide an adequate and reliable 
supply of  electricity. 

 
 In recent years, mergers between the IOUs and pipeline companies have 

proliferated77—growing the potential for the fallout described by Mr. Peress.  Again, the 
Southeast Market Pipeline Project 78 is case in point: FPL and DEF back this pipeline even 

                                                           
75 Jonathan Peress, Testimony Before the Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee (June 14, 2016), at 
5, https://goo.gl/rPoudE. 
 
76 Id. 
 
77 See Exhibit C: Mergers between pipeline companies and IOUs/their affiliates. 
 
78 Sabal Trail is part of  multiple pipeline expansions and a joint venture of  DEF’s parent, Duke Energy 
Corporation, and FPL’s parent, NextEra.   

46

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 627

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



Sierra Club Comments 
Re: Planning for least-cost electric service in Florida 

 
 

16 
 

though it would more than double the amount of  natural gas that FPL and Duke themselves 
project needing.79  

 
Coupled with the utilities’ hedging programs, the recent mergers and affiliate 

transactions raise an acute threat of  improper subsidization of  pipeline companies by 
Florida electric utility customers.80  Between 2002 and 2015, the four IOUs saddled their 
customers with more than a $6 billion bill for fuel costs higher than market price.81  Public 
Counsel has protested this, citing the IOUs’ own estimates of  another $559 million in losses-
borne again by customers.82  If  the Commission were to allow the utilities, now merged with 
pipeline companies, to increase their gas generation, customer bill could soar even higher.  

 
As the Antitrust Division of  the United States Department of  Justice recognizes, this 

type of  vertical integration “may be used by monopoly public utilities subject to rate 
regulation as a tool for circumventing that regulation.  The clearest example is the acquisition 
by a regulated utility of  a supplier of  its fixed or variable inputs.  After the merger, the utility 
would be selling to itself  and might be able arbitrarily to inflate the prices of  internal 
transactions.  Regulators may have great difficulty in policing these practices, particularly if  
there is no independent market for the product (or service) purchased from the affiliate.”83 
Vertical integration of  the retail distribution and generation markets plus financial hedging 
of  natural gas thus presents a clear conflict of  interest whereby self-dealing practices can 
rampantly exploit the captive customer base.   

 
To protect customers and diverse businesses in Florida, it is imperative for the 

Commission to reject the plans, and put all the utilities on a path to reduce, not increase, 
Florida’s generation. 

                                                           
79 FPL admitted that it would only require 400,000 Dth/day by 2017 and 600,000 Dth/day by 2020, yet it 
moved forward with the construction of  Sabal Trail, which will ship double that amount—800,000 Dth/day 
by 2017 and 1.1 billion Dth/day by 2020. Compare Testimony of  Heather C. Stubblefield on behalf  of  the 
Florida Power & Light Co., FPSC Docket No. 130198, July 26, 2013 at 9:10-13, (testifying that FPL requested 
these amounts “based on FPL’s analyses of  its future gas transportation requirements”); Application by 
Florida Southeast Connection, LLC (“FSC”) to FERC for a Certificate of  Public Convenience and Necessity 
and for Related Authorizations, Sept, 26, 2014 at 2, (stating amount that Sabal Trail will ship). 
 
80 For example, the $3 billion Atlantic Sunrise gas pipeline expansion proposal pending before the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission (Docket No. CP15-138) would connect to delivery points in Florida, and 
FPL and DEF have intervened in the FERC proceeding, indicating they have a material interest in this 
pipeline. 
 
81 Office of  Public Counsel Protest, Document No. 05102-16, at 2, filed July 15, 2016, in Docket No. 160096-
EI (hereinafter “Public Counsel Protest of  Hedging Losses”).   
 
82 Public Counsel Protest of  Hedging Losses, at 2. 
 
83 United States Department of Justice, Antitrust Division, Non-Horizontal Merger Guidelines § 4.3 Evasion 
of Rate Regulation, available at https://goo.gl/9xw0QB. 
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D. The utilities acknowledge they can wait many months, even years before 
committing resources to add any gas generation, so they have time to pursue 
alternatives instead. 
 
The utilities cite no reason to move forward now with their proposals to add gas 

generation.84  Indeed, the purpose of  this generation is mainly to meet projected growth in 
peak demand.85  We reiterate that this growth may never materialize.  Even if  it did, the 
utilities acknowledge they can wait many months, even years, before committing any 
resources to adding gas generation.86  More specifically, November 2017 is the earliest “drop 
dead” date (for a 200 MW CT with a May 2020 in-service date), and that could be pushed 
back by six months.87  The utilities thus have ample time to complete the missing RFPs and 
options analyses and revise their plans to pursue cost-effective alternatives instead. 

 
E. Florida’s high-cost, high-risk coal generation reinforces the need for revised 

plans including the chronically missing options analyses. 
 

While the utilities are not proposing any new coal generation, their existing coal 
burning generation undermines their ability to provide least-cost service.  Burning coal to 
generate electricity lost whatever economic edge it once had, as evidenced by the 
overwhelming national coal divestment trend.88  To be sure, coal is a terrible deal:  Not only 
is burning coal one of the priciest89 and most polluting90 ways to generate electricity, 
importing coal from out of state also stunts local economic growth.91   

 
With no shortage of low-cost, low-risk alternatives in the market, all remaining coal 

owners and operators owe their regulators robust options analyses focusing on options for 
transitioning to the alternatives as soon as practicable.  The regulators, in turn, are wise to 

                                                           
84 Staff  data request no. 42. 
 
85 As noted above, OUC and FPL propose adding CCs as well. 
 
86 See response to Staff  data request no. 40; See also 2016 TYSP Schedule 9s. 
 
87 TECO 2016 TYSP; See also TECO response to Staff  data request no. 40.  
 
88 See, e.g., EIA, ‘Coal made up more than 80% of retired electricity generating capacity in 2015’ (Mar. 8, 2016) 
available at https://goo.gl/b0xcAq; See also Sierra Club, Open letter to coal industry: United States and the 
world are moving away from coal, toward clean energy (Apr. 21. 2016) available at http://goo.gl/kE94J6. 
 
89 See 2016 TYSP Comments, supra n. 3 (citing sources on how coal generation costs compare to alternatives). 
 
90 See Mother Jones, ‘Environmentalists Hate Fracking. Are They Right?’ (May 11, 2016) available at 
http://goo.gl/dGtFju. 
 
91 See Union of Concerned Scientists, Burning Coal, Burning Cash: 2014 Update; Fact Sheet: Florida’s 
Dependence on Imported Coal (Jan. 2014) available at http://goo.gl/Y3Yw21. 
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disallow further expenditures on uncompetitive coal generation, as the Georgia Public 
Service Commission just did in the integrated resource planning proceeding it recently 
concluded for that state’s largest electric utility Georgia Power.92 

 
Yet in Florida, the utilities have continued their practice of presenting no options 

analyses regarding their existing coal generation. This is a grave omission, as we have 
consistently warned, because the utilities’ own, incomplete regulatory compliance cost 
estimates for this generation range in the hundreds of millions to billions of dollars.93  
Moreover, when Staff asked for up-to-date information—underscoring the dearth of 
information in the plans—the utilities indicated that their analyses are still incomplete, and 
they failed to provide any estimate whatsoever for several existing regulations.94  

 
One glaring omission concerns the Effluent Limitations Guidelines (ELGs), the new 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency rule to protect our waters from the toxic pollutants 
in the discharge of coal generators.  The ELGs became effective on January 4, 2016, and the 
default deadline is November 2018.  As it took EPA decades to issue this rule, utilities have 
long anticipated and planned for it.95  Indeed, the IOUs must report their compliance 
estimates under federal financial disclosure rules, and have in fact reported such estimates 
for ELGs, which are as high as $50 million for just one of a dozen Florida coal plants.96  

 
With such massive costs looming over them, it is unacceptable for the utilities to 

continue to delay studying their options to transition to non-fossil generation.97  Indeed, as 
we highlighted last year, Lakeland Electric stands out as the one Florida utility that already 
commissioned such a study.  Lakeland compared several retrofit and retirement scenarios for 
its aging coal plant, showing that the analysis itself is eminently doable.98  Predictably, 
Lakeland’s conclusion, which the utility is now refining with further studies, is that 

                                                           
92 See Exhibit D – Georgia Power IRP Stipulation, at 3 (“minimiz[ing] all capital expenditures” on two large 
coal generation facilities); See also GPSC Docket No. 40161, Direct Testimony of T. Newsome and P. Hayet, 
at 7 and 51 (Commission staff expert recommending “all capital investment” on costly coal plants be 
“minimize[d].”) (May 6, 2016) available at http://goo.gl/SF9rba. 
 
93 See Sierra Club 2015 Comments, at 7. 
 
94 See generally Utility responses to Staff data requests nos. 50-62. 
 
95 See Exhibit E – Sierra Club Comments to Florida Dep’t of Environmental Protection (FDEP) re: ELGs. 
 
96 See Exhibit F – Sierra Club Comments to FDEP re: Crystal River Energy Center. 
 
97 To be clear, Sierra Club does not support new nuclear generation as it extremely high cost and high risk 
and thus a nonsensical choice given all of the better alternatives available in the market. 
 
98 nFront Consulting LLC, “Strategic Resource Plan, Lakeland Electric,”(Mar. 2015), available at 
http://goo.gl/B2BmRK. 
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renewables and energy efficiency will meet its load growth over the next 20 years more cost-
effectively than all three fossil fuel expansion scenarios studied.99   
  
III. The Commission should require the utilities to file revised plans as soon as 

practicable. 

 For all the foregoing reasons, the Commission should reject the plans and require all 
the utilities to file revised plans as soon as practicable, including the chronically missing 
options analyses.  The IOUs should file revised plans no later April 1, 2017, the annual 
deadline for plan revisions, to minimize the fallout from their conflict-ridden plans.   
  

Thank you for your consideration. 
     

Respectfully submitted,  
 
 /s/ Diana A. Csank    
       

Diana A. Csank     
Sierra Club Staff  Attorney     
50 F Street NW, Eighth Floor   
Washington, DC 20001 
Phone: 202-548-4595 
E-mail: Diana.Csank@sierraclub.org  
 
Jean Zhuang 
Sierra Club Law Fellow 

      
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
99 Id. at 3-13, 3-24. 
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Exhibit A: RFPs for Renewables in the Southeast 
 
The following is an illustrative list of RFPs for renewables in the Southeast. 
 
Alabama 

• The Alabama Public Service Commission (PSC) approved a proposal from Southern Company 
subsidiary Alabama Power, the state’s dominant electricity provider, to procure up to 500 MW of 
renewable energy from 80 MW or smaller facilities. The utility’s proposal cited both a need for 
renewables to meet Clean Power Plan emissions reductions requirements and customer demand. The 
utility’s request for proposals (RFP) requires renewables projects to be priced below what it would 
expect to pay for other generation sources, unless the off-taker agrees to pay the difference.1  

• On September 27, 2016, Alabama Power issued a request for proposals (RFP) for renewable energy 
resources. For a proposed project to be considered under this RFP, the generation resource must be 
either a renewable resource, as identified in Section 40-18-1(30), Code of Alabama (1975), or 
an environmentally specialized generating resource. Eligible projects include solar, wind, geothermal, 
tidal or ocean current, low-impact hydro and biomass.2 
 

Georgia 
• Georgia Power Company's 2015/2016 Advanced Solar Initiative Distributive Generation Program 

sought proposals and applications for solar photovoltaic generation. The Georgia public Service 
Commission has given approval to Georgia Power Co., a unit of Southern Co., to release a request 
for proposal for 495 MW of new solar power generation. The commission approved 425 MW of the 
requested amount on July 12, 2013 as part of the 2013 Georgia Power Co. Integrated Resource Plan 
and 70 MW as part of the utility’s Advanced Solar Initiative November 20, 2012.3 

 
Kentucky 

• East Kentucky Power Cooperative RFP sought to obtain up to 300 MW of generation, including 
renewable resources with a capacity of 5 MW or larger. EKPC will retain all environmental attributes 
associated with the renewable resources.4 (Closed August 30, 2012) 
 

Mississippi 
• The South Mississippi Electric Power Association RFP sought capacity and/or related energy from 

wind resources with up to 250 MW of nameplate capacity.5 (Closed August 31, 2015) 
 
 

Tennessee 
• State of Tennessee RFP sought proposals for design, delivery, installation, operation and 

maintenance of renewable energy systems using solar photovoltaic electric generating technologies to 
supply energy to the State at multiple sites.6 (Closed August 9, 2016). 

                                                           
1 https://goo.gl/dnY5Ea. 
2 https://goo.gl/XXCQAh. 
3 https://goo.gl/FkAz21. 
4 https://goo.gl/7GhgcP. 
5 https://goo.gl/OS1kKz. 
6 https://goo.gl/CsM2QY. 
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Virginia 

• EPB RFP sought proposals from qualified contractors for the labor and materials needed to build 
the first of two community solar power generation facilities under its Solar Share pilot project. The 
first project will be built in the Bakewell community of northern Hamilton County and the second 
one is planned near existing EPB facilities in Chattanooga. The two projects will provide a combined 
1.35 megawatt generation capacity.7 (Closed May 15, 2016) 

• The Council of Independent Colleges in Virginia (CICV) RFP sought proposals to construct and 
finance up to 37.8 MW solar photovoltaics (PV) systems at the campuses of some of its member 
colleges. The project is supported by the U.S. Department of Energy's SunShot Initiative. Bidders 
shall propose the construction of different types of PV systems under various financing mechanisms 
that creates net cost savings to participating colleges.8 (Closed January 22, 2016) 

• Solarize Harrisonburg RFP sought a single price/kW installed for a group of residential homeowners 
in Harrisonburg, Virginia. This price will be offered to all homeowners participating in the group. 
The PV projects are to be installed on the roofs of each of the properties and will be owned by the 
individual property owners.9 (Closed September 11, 2014) 

• Appalachian Power Company RFP sought proposals to solicit and subsequently pre-qualify 
companies who have an interest in participating in the company's RFP for obtaining up to 10 MW 
(AC) of ground-mounted solar energy resources via either an asset purchase with 100% ownership or 
20-year PPA. Proposed projects must be located within Virginia, be interconnected to the PJM 
Regional Transmission Operator or Appalachian Power's distribution system, and have a minimum 
nameplate rating of 5 MW (AC).10 (Closed February 5, 2016) 

 
North Carolina 

• The City of Raleigh RFP sought proposals from qualified solar energy developers to own, install, 
operate, and maintain solar systems on approximately 53 acres of city-owned land near the Neuse 
River Resource Recovery Facility.11 (Closed January 8, 2016) 

• NC GreenPower RFP sought proposals for up to 60,000 MWh of renewable energy through a 
purchase with either a one- or two-year term. The potential generator of renewable energy will be 
required to enter into a Power Purchase Agreement with a North Carolina electric utility and the 
generated power will be delivered to North Carolina's electrical supply.12 (Closed January 6, 2016) 

• NC GreenPower RFP sought proposals for up to 40,000,000 kWh of Renewable Energy Certificates 
(RECs) generated in North Carolina through one- or two-year terms from qualifying renewable 
energy projects.13 (Closed November 25, 2014) 

 
South Carolina 

• Duke Energy Carolinas and Duke Energy Progress RFP sought approximately 40 MW and 13 MW 
of eligible photovoltaic generation capacity and all associated renewable attributes located in and 

                                                           
7 https://goo.gl/y0a1sk. 
8 https://goo.gl/Ay3DUh. 
9 https://goo.gl/mWiAcl. 
10 https://goo.gl/vNNFbr. 
11 https://goo.gl/1fZ1sQ. 
12 https://goo.gl/Yrjj3M. 
13 https://goo.gl/2iZOSd. 
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directly interconnected to its retail service areas in South Carolina via a combination of Power 
Purchase Agreements and turnkey proposals with engineering, procurement and construction 
agreements in the form of Design-Build-Transfer Asset Purchase proposals.14 (Closed October 27, 
2015) 

• Duke Energy Carolinas and Duke Energy Progress RFP sought approximately 4 MW and 1 MW of 
eligible photovoltaic generation capacity and all associated renewable attributes located in and directly 
interconnected to its retail service areas in South Carolina via a combination of Power Purchase 
Agreements and turnkey proposals with engineering, procurement and construction agreements in 
the form of Design-Build-Transfer Asset Purchase proposals. Proposals must comply with Duke 
Energy's "Shared Solar Program" requirements under the South Carolina Distributed Energy 
Resource Program Act and be in service by December 31, 2016.15 (Closed October 27, 2015) 

• South Carolina Electric & Gas Company RFP seeking bidders to provide solar power to the utility 
through purchased power agreements. SCE&G intends to work with solar developers to locate the 
solar farms on company-owned property in North Charleston (up to 500 kW) and Cayce (up to 4 
MW).16 (Closed October 3, 2014) 

 
Louisiana 

• State of Louisiana Department of Education RFP seeking bids for the installation of solar panels at 
Andrew Jackson Elementary School located in New Orleans, LA.17 (Closed June 26, 2012) 

• AEP Southwestern Electric Power Company (SWEPCO) RFP seeking long-term renewable energy 
to help fulfill energy-supply requirements for its customers. The request was issued as part of the 
Louisiana Public Service Commission's Renewable Energy Pilot Program. Proposals for 
approximately 31 megawatts of new renewable-energy resources deliverable to the Southwest Power 
Pool (SPP). Resources must be able to begin operating by Dec. 31, 2014, and have a minimum 10-
year PPA.18 (Closed June 15, 2011) 

 
Multiple States in the Southeast Involved 

• Southern Alliance for Clean Energy RFP sought a contractor to perform a transmission analysis for 
gigawatt-scale offshore wind energy off North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia. (Phase 2C - 
Offshore Wind Energy Transmission Study).19 (Closed February 16, 2011) 

• Appalachian Power RFP sought up to 150 megawatts of wind power. Proposals should allow 
Appalachian Power to own one or more wind projects or purchase the output from wind projects 
under one or more 20-year renewable energy power purchase agreements. Qualified projects must be 
located within Virginia, West Virginia, eastern Indiana, Kentucky, Maryland, North Carolina, Ohio or 
Pennsylvania, be interconnected to the PJM Regional Transmission Operator, and have a minimum 
nameplate rating of 40 MW.20 (Closed April 1, 2016) 

                                                           
14 https://goo.gl/uv2Mj8; https://goo.gl/K5U7TY. 
15 https://goo.gl/b4dpPR. 
16 https://goo.gl/toZd3Q. 
17 https://goo.gl/l2hDuK. 
18 https://goo.gl/iu1fM6. 
19 https://goo.gl/fLSBAe. 
20 https://goo.gl/8S6l5C. 
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Exhibit B: Florida RFPs for solar 

The following is an illustrative list of  recent RFPs in Florida. 

1. JEA issued an RFP for solar PV Power Purchase Agreements (PPA) in April of 2015, and 
entered into seven PPAs.1 In 2015, JEA awarded a total of 31.5 MW of solar PPAs. 
Agreements have been finalized for five projects for a total of 25.5 MW.2 Additionally, in 
December of 2014, JEA issued a solar photovoltaic RFP. Earlier, in May of 2009, JEA 
entered into a PPA with Jacksonville Solar, LLC to receive up to 15 MW from the solar 
plant located in western Duval County. The facility consists of approximately 200,000 
photovoltaic panels, and generated 20,132 MWh in 2015.3 
 

2. Seminole issued a solar RFP in March 2015 for a minimum of 2 MW and maximum of 20 
MW to be in operation before November 2, 2016. Seminole received seventeen different 
offers with photovoltaic technology to be in service by the end of 2016. Seminole also 
incorporated a 2 MW solar photovoltaic facility into Seminole’s ten-year plan. Finally, on 
March 21, 2016, Seminole finalized agreements for a 2.2 MW solar facility to be constructed 
in Hardee County.4 

 
3. The City of Tallahassee issued a RFP for a PPA for a 10 MW utility scale solar photovoltaic 

project. 5 During negotiations, the project developer offered double the capacity of the 
project, and the City Commission voted to authorize the PPA for 20 MW.6  
 

4. Lakeland Electric issued an RFP in November of 2007, seeking an investor to purchase and 
install investor-owned photovoltaic systems totaling 24 megawatts. In October of 2008, the 
project was approved, and installed two years later. The projected reduction in annual fossil-
fuel generation is expected to be 31,800 megawatt-hours. In addition, Lakeland 
Electric issued another RFP in November 2007 for the expansion of its Residential Solar 
Water Heating Program. Lakeland’s proposal was for the installation and operation of 3,000 
– 10,000 solar residential water heaters, and annual projected energy savings ranged between 
7,500 and 25,000 megawatt-hours.7 

                                                           
1 Solar Photovoltaic Power Purchase Agreements, Dec. 22, 2014, available at https://goo.gl/X4C2hu. 
2 See JEA 2016 Ten-Year Site Plan, at 12. 
3
 See id. at 3. 

4 Seminole response to Staff  data request no. 36; See also Seminole 2016 Ten-year site plan, at 25; See also Seminole 
Electric Cooperative Issues Request for Proposals for Solar Energy, Mar. 31, 2015, https://goo.gl/fkRXXg.  
5 2015 Solar Procurement in the South, Oct. 6, 2015, https://goo.gl/jFaYnj. 
6
 See City of Tallahassee 2016 Ten-year site plan, at 41-42; see also Tallahassee prepares to add solar power to portfolio, 

Mar. 24, 2015, https://goo.gl/47IWrv. 
7 See also Lakeland Electric’s 2016 Ten-Year Site Plan. 
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Exhibit C: Mergers between pipeline companies and IOUs/their affiliates. 
 
The following is an illustrative list of  mergers between pipeline companies and the IOUs/their 
affiliates. 
 

1. AGL the largest natural gas distributor in the Southeast merged with Southern Company, 
which is the parent company of  Gulf  Power. The merger creates operations of  more than 
80,000 miles of  pipelines.1 
 

2. There is a pending merger between Duke Energy and Piedmont. Both are partners on a $5 
billion Atlantic Coast Pipeline.2 
 

3. NextEra Energy Partners, LP, parent company of  Florida Power & Light, acquired NET 
Midstream, owner of  seven long-term contracted natural gas pipeline assets.3  

Mergers aside, Tampa Electric Company also has substantial stakes in gas infrastructure. TECO’s 
subsidiary, SeaCoast Gas Transmission, L.L.C, operates a 25-mile pipeline system, which can deliver 
100,000 MMBtus per day of natural gas to northeast Florida.4 Another affiliate, New Mexico Gas 
Company, also owns and operates pipelines.5 

                                                           
1 Southern Company and AGL Resources complete merger, create a leading U.S. energy company, Southern 
Company, July 1, 2016, https://goo.gl/lHeHHU. 
2 North Carolina environmental groups oppose Duke-Piedmont merger, Crain’s Raleigh-Durham, July 22, 
2016, goo.gl/GSoCQ0 
3 NextEra Energy Partners, LP completes the acquisition of  natural gas pipelines in Texas, PR Newswire, 
Oct. 5, 2015, goo.gl/WlaS4X. 
4 TECO Energy announces the formation of a new subsidiary, SeaCoast Gas Transmission, LLC, TECO 
Energy, Aug. 4, 2008, https://goo.gl/0ebj7J. 
5 Overview — New Mexico Gas Company, https://goo.gl/jQtnwL. 
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STATE OF GEORGIA 

BEFORE THE GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

INRE: 

Georgia Power Company's 
2016 Integrated Resource Plan and 
Application for Decertification of Plant 
Mitchell Units 3, 4A and 4B, Plant Kraft 
Unit 1 CT, and Intercession City CT 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Georgia Power Company's Application for ) 
the Certification, Decertification, and ) 
Amended Demand Side Management Plan ) 

Docket No. 40161 

DocketNo. 40162 

Stipulation 

The Georgia Public Service Commission (the "Commission'') Public Interest Advocacy 
Staff C'PIA Sta:f:P'), Georgia Power Company ("Georgia Power' or the "Company") and the 
undersigned intervenors (collectively the "Stipulating Parties'') agree to the following stipulation 
as a resolution of the above-styled proceedings to consider the Company's 2016 Integrated 
Resource Plan (the ''2016 mP'') and the Application for the Certification, Decertification, and 
Amended Demand Side Management Plan (the "20 16 DSM Planj. The Stipulation is intended 
to resolve all of the issues in these Dockets. The Stipulating Parties agree as follows: 

Supply Side Plan 

1. The 2016 1RP is approved as amended by this Stipulation. 

2. Plant Mitchell Units 3, 4A and 4B, Plant Kraft Unit 1 CT and Intercession City CT shall 
be decertified and retired as provided for in the 2016 IRP. 

3. The Renewable Energy Development Initiative ("REDr') is approved and shall be 
increased such that it will procure 1,200 MW (150 MW of Distributed Generation 
("DG'') and 1,050 MW of utility scale resources). Utility scale procurement shall take 
place through two separate Requests For Proposals ("RFP''). The first RFP will be issued 
to the marketplace in 2017 and will seek 525 MW of renewables with in service dates of 
2018 and 2019. The second RFP will be issued to the marketplace in 2019 and will seek 
525 MW ofrenewables with in service dates of2020 and 2021. No more than a total of 
300 MW of wind resources shall be procured through RED I. Bid fees for the utility scale 
solicitation shall be set at five thousand dollars ($5,000) or three hundred dollars per MW 
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($300/MW), whichever is greater. The cost to implement and administer the REDI 
program shall be recovered through the fuel clause. Provided, however, that any costs 
recovery related to the ASI Prime Program in excess of ongoing ASI Prime costs shall be 
allocated to REDI and shall not be recovered through the fuel clause. All bid fees 
collected will be credited to the fuel clause. 

4. In 2017, the Company shaU issue an RFP for 100 MW ofDG greater than lkW but not 
more than 3 MW with a commercial operation date of2018 or 2019. Contract terms will 
be up to 35 years and solar DO projects must interconnect at Georgia Power's owned 
distribution system. Bid fees for the DG solicitations shall be set at $4/k.W. 

5. By the end of20 18, the Company shall procure an additional 50 MW s of customer sited 
DG projects. Such projects shall be greater than lkW but not more than 3 MW and must 
have an instBlled DC capacity that is less than or equal to 125% of the actual annual peak 
demand of the customer's Premises in 2015 and be a current GPC customer at the time of 
award Procurement shall be done through an application process and if oversubscribed, a 
lottery will be conducted. Participant fees for the DG solicitations shall be set at $3/kW. 
Any MWs that are unsubscribed from the customer sited program shall be allocated to the 
DG RFP reserve list. Customer sited projects will be paid avoided costs using the 
process as described below in item 8(a). 

6. The specific process that will be utilized for the evaluation (such as whether to use a 
project and/or portfolio analysis) for projects submitted into RED! will be finalized 
during the review and approval of the REDI RFP documents. 

7. The Renewable Cost Benefit framework ("RCB.,) as provided in paragraph 8(a) shall be 
utilized in the evaluation of bids received through the REDI RFPs for utility scale and 
DG projects. The Company and Staff will work collaboratively to develop a process and 
recommendations for the continued implementation of RCB. Within ( 4) months from 
the issuance of the Final Order in this case, the Company and Staff will file their proposal 
with the Commission for implementation of RCB. If an agreement is reached between 
the Company and Staff on implementation ofRCB, the Company and Staff can 
recommend to the Commission utilization of the full RCB in REDI. 

8. The RCB shall be modified for use in the REDI program as follows: 

(a) The Company shall evaluate the bids received in response to REDI RFPs using the 
RCB. The evaluation ofREDI proposals will be limited to the consideration of Avoided 
Energy and Deferred Generation Capacity cost components consistent with the 
Framework methodology. Further, the Company will evaluate the appropriate 
transmission and distribution costs and benefits on a case by case basis as proposed in the 
Framework document 

(b) Once the evaluation in 8(a) is concluded the Company will conduct, for information 
purposes only, an evaluation using the entire RCB as filed by the Company to allow Staff 
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and the Independent Evaluator {"IE") to gain familiarity with the RCB. The evaluation 
will include all aspects of the Framework including specifically, Generation Remix, 
Support Capacity, and Bottom Out Adjustments. The Company will file its results with 
the Commission. 

9. The Additional Sum for utility scale resources procured through REDI shall be set at 
8.5% of shared savings. This amount shall be levelized and recovered annually for the 
term of the PPA. 

10. The Company's closed ash pond solar demonstration project is approved as filed by the 
Company. The Company will be required to file quarterly construction monitoring 
reports and wilt be required to demonstrate the reasonableness and prudency of any 
recovery in excess of the budget for this project :filed in the 2016 IRP. The Simple Solar 
program is approved with the modifications to the sourcing of the program as 
recommended by Staff. 

In addition, the Company's High Wind Study is approved as filed. The Company agrees 
to file quarterly reports providing the status of the High Wind Study. The Staff and 
Company will collaborate on wha~ if any, infoi:mation from the wind study will be made 
available to interested parties. 

11. The Commission approves an additional 200 MW of self-build capacity for use by the 
Company to develop additional renewable projects in collaboration with customers, 
including potential projects at Robins Air Force Base and Fort Benning. The projects 
must be at or below the Company's avoided costs. No more than 75 MW of the 200 
MWs provided for in this provision may be used for non-military customer projects. For 
the non-military customer projects, the Company must demonstrate that the project meets 
a special public interest need and could not reasonably be achieved using the competitive 
bid process. The RECs for the non-military customer projects shall accrue to the benefit 
of all customers. 

12. The Company shall consider the development of a renewable Commercial and Industrial 
Program. No more than 200 MW shall be allocated for such a program and such program 
must be approved by the Commission before implementation. The Company shall only 
consider program options that will result in delivering value to all of its customers and 
will benchmark such programs to the last accepted proposal :from the Company's utility 
scale RED! program. 

13. Staff and the Company shall work together to address retirement study and other 
modeling issues. This process should begin within six months of the final order being 
issued in this proceeding and must ccmclude at least 12 months prior to the Company's 
filing of the 2019 IRP. 

14. For purposes of the Company,s mP evaluations the long term Southern System planning 
reserve margin shall be raised to 16.25%. The Company shall meet with Commission 
Staff within 6 months of a final order in this case to discuss the timing of future Expected 
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Unserved Energy studies. The Company will report to Staff once all operating 
companies have approved for utilization the long term planning reserve margin adopted 
by this provision. 

15. The Company agrees to minimize all capital expenditures on Plant Mcintosh Unit 1 and 
Plant Hammond Units 1-4 through July 31,2019. The Company agrees to annual limits 
on all capital expenditures of $1 million for Mcintosh 1 and $5 million for Hammond 1-
4l. The Company agrees to make a filing with the Commission prior to incurring 
expenditures that exceed the annual limit 

16. The measures taken to comply with the existing government imposed environmental 
mandates necessary for the Company to implement its environmental and compliance 
plan as presented in Technical Appendix Volume 2, Summary of Capital Expenditures, 
Closures, and O&M Expenses tiled as part of the 2016 IRP are approved subject to the 
limits outlined in No. 15 above regarding Plant Mcintosh Unit 1 and Hammond Units 1-
4. This approval does not preclude the Commission from reviewing prudence of the 
actual expenditures made to effectuate the compliance plan. 

17. The remaining net book values of Plant Mitchell Unit 3 shall be reclassified as a 
regulatory asset and the Company shall continue to provide for amorti:zation expense at 
the same rate as determined in the Company's 2013 base rate case. Recovery of the 
remaining balance as of December 31, 2019 will be deferred for consideration in the 
Company's 2019 base rate case. The Stipulating Parties reserve the right to make any 
arguments, including policy and legal arguments, on the recovery mechanism and 
appropriate period in which the costs should be recovered if applicable. Parties may 
argue their respective positions on that issue in the 2019 base rate case. 

Any unusable M&S inventory balance remaining at the date of the unit retirement shall 
be reclassified as a regulatory asset and deferred for consideration in the Company's 
2019 base rate case. The Stipulating Parties reserve the right to make any arguments, 
including policy and legal arguments, on the recovery mechanism and appropriate period 
in which the costs should be recovered if applicable. Parties may argue their respective 
positions on that issue in the 2019 base rate case. 

18. Any over or under recovered cost of removal balances for each Retirement Unit shall be 
deferred for consideration until the Company's 2019 base rate case. The Stipulating 
Parties reserve the right to make any arguments, including policy and legal arguments, on 
the appropriate period in which the costs should be recovered. Parties may argue their 
respective positions on that issue in the 2019 base rate case. 

1 The Hammond Units 1-4 $5 million value represents the cumulative annual amount for all four units. This 
provision does not apply to expenditures required for retirement obligations. 
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19. The Company shall report to the Commission concerning progress on the dismantlement 
and remediation of the Plant Kraft generating plant site and the Company shall provide 
the Commission with appraised values of any land at that site that the Company would 
propose to donate to the Georgia Ports Authority, including information regarding 
whether the appraised value exceeds the Company's net book value of such land. 

20. The decision whether to accept, modify or defer consideration of the Company's request 
for authority to capitalize additional costs to preserve new nuclear shall be a policy 
decision for the Commission. Adoption of this provision within this stipulation does not 
preclude any Party from making any argument for or against the Companys request in 
this regard, nor does this agreement or this provision within this agreement suggest that 
the CoiDJilission must or should (or should not) consider this question as part of this 
IR.P. 

21. When filing the 2019 1RP or when filing any updates to the IRP prior to the 2019 mP 
filing, the Company agrees to provide the CoiDJilission Staff working copies of all models 
used in the development of that IRP, with each configured to replicate inputs used to 
derive results incorporated in its base case scenario within 10 days after the IRP or update 
to the IRP is filed. 

22. In conjunction with the ongoing level of review and analysis required by this agreement, 
Georgia Power will agree to pay for any reasonably necessacy specialized assistance to 
the Staff in an amount not to exceed $300,000 annually. This amount paid by Georgia 
Power under this paragraph shall be deemed as necessary cost of providing service and 
the Company shall be entitled to recover the full amount of any costs charged to the 
utility. 

23. The Electric Transportation Initiatives and associated costs identified in the 2016 IRP are 
not, and have not been converted into, jurisdictional expenses that become the 
responsibility of ratepayers. Each party reserves the right to address these costs and the 
merits of the program through the Annual Surveillance Report process and future rate 
cases. 

Demand Side Plan 

1. The Company's 2016 Demand Side Management ("DSM'j Plan and Application for 
Certification, Decertification and Amended DSM Plan is approved as amended by this 
Stipulation. 

2. Georgia Power will continue to treat DSM as a priority resomce in accordance with prior 
Commission precedent For the calculation of long term percentage rate impacts, the 
Company will work with Commission Staff to come up with a methodology within 12 
months of the issuance of the final order. · 
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3. Georgia Power will enter discussions over the next three years with Staff and 
DSMWO members on the value of a Residential Mid-Stream Retail Products 
Program. 

4. Georgia Power will develop a Technical Reference Manual prior to the Company's next 
IRP filing and will update it every three years thereafter. The Company will work closely 
with Staff and members of the DSMWG and DSMWG members may also propose new 
measures to be added at any point in the measure evaluation process. The DSM Program 
Planning Approach filed as Staff EXhibit BSK8 will otherwise remain unchanged other 
than "Technology Catalog" will be replaced with "Technical Reference Manual" and 
the dates will be updated to reflect 2017 through 2019. 

5. Georgia Power will agree to the budget adjustments as provided in exhibit 8 attached to 
this Stipulation as amended. 

6. Georgia Power will receive an Additional Sum 'eq-ual to 8.5% of actual net benefits based 
on net energy savings from the Program Administrators Cost Test ("PACT"). Once the 
Additional Sum amount as cal.oulated e~ceeds the annual program costst the portion of 
the Additional Sum that exceeds the program cost shall be calculated based on 4% of the 
actual net benefits based on net energy savings from the PACT. 

7. Georgia Power will work with Staff and the Company• s implementation contractor for 
the Residential Behavioral Program to find ways to include more customers in the 
program. 

8. The Company will make a concerted effort to obtain at least 25% of portfolio savings 
each year from the Residential sector. 

9. Once a program implementer is selected and plans for all proposed programs are drafted 
and completed, the plans will be provided to Staff for review prior to implementation of 
the programs. The current review and approval process reached in an agreement between 
Staff and the Company in 2014 will continue, ·and the Company agrees to discuss further 
refinements and revisions to the process. In order to change the process both Staff and 
the Company must agree to the recommended changes. 

L 0. The Company will provide detailed evaluation plans for each of the approved DSM 
programs within 120 days of the selection of Program Implementers for each of the 
certified programs. If necessary, the Company may request, and Staff may unilaterelly 
gran4 additional time to complete the detailed evaluation plans for each of the appro-ved 
DSM proposals. 

11. The Company will agree to a Commercial and Residential Building Usage Data 
awareness option at the cost of$300,000 for 2017 and $100,000 annually for 2018 and 
2(} 19, and such costs will be added to the DSM Consumer Awareness budget. This 
option will be available to customers within one year from the date of the final order in 
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this docket. There will be no assumed energy savings or goals attributed to this customer 
.a:wnreness option. 

12. The Company and Staff agree to a $2.5 million annual pilot budget for DSM and energy 
.efficiency pilot programs. Staff will be notified before the start of such pilots. 

13. The Company agrees to the Staff recommendation for the Learning Power program 
annual budget to be $3 million. 

14. The Com-pany agrees to the Staff recommendation against shifting residential and 
commercial customer awareness to cross-cutting costs. 

15. The currentDSM true-up process :filed in Docket No. 36499 on October 18" 2013, will 
continue through 2020. Although the DSM tariffs will remain at current levels until rates 
are adjusted in 2020, the true-up review process will continue on an annual basis. 

Agreed to this 23rd day of June, 2016. 

tZ .. ~. 1)~-
e tmr 

On behalf of the Georgia Public Service Commission 
Public Interest Advocacy Staff 

OnbebrufofGreo~aPowerCompany 
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On be'· Clean Line Energy 
Partners LLC 

Do. Vl"d bt-Vf'1.A 
~cnt-Lcl ~()A._ 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 
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[Additional Signatures] 

On behalf of Georgi 
Of Manufacturers 

On behalf of Georgia Industrial 
Group 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 
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this docket There will be no assumed energy savings or goals attributed to this customer 
awareness option. 

12. The Company and Staff agree to a $2.5 million annual pilot budget for DSM and energy 
efficiency pilot programs. Staff will be notified before the start of such pilots. 

13. The Company agrees to the Staff recommendation for the Learning Power program 
annual budget to be $3 million. 

14. The Company agrees to the Staff recommendation against shifting residential and 
commercial customer awareness to cross-cutting costs. 

15. The current DSM true-up process filed in Docket No. 36499 on October 18,2013, will 
continue through 2020. Although the DSM tariffs will remain at current levels until rates 
are adjusted in 2020, the true-up review process will continue on an annual basis. 

Agreed to this 23rd day of June, 2016. 

On behalf of the Georgia Public Service CoiDJllission 
Public Interest Advocacy Staff 
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[Additional Signatures] 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 

8 
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[Additional Signatures] 

~di?gtt«J 
On be · alf of Georgia State Bmldmg 
and Construction Trades Council 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 

On behalf of 

8 
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[Additional Signatures] 

~ ?f !L.~/-
On behalf of Southern Wind Energy 
Association 
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50 F Street, NW, Suite 800, Washington, DC 20001  TEL: (202) 675-2380 FAX: (202) 547-6009  www.sierraclub.org 

 
 
 
July 18, 2016 
 
 
Via electronic filing and email 
 
Carlotta Stauffer 
Director, Office of Commission Clerk 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, Florida  32399-0850 
 
 

Re:  Docket No. 160021  
 
Dear Ms. Stauffer: 
 

Enclosed for filing on Sierra Club’s behalf is the Petition to Intervene in the above 
referenced docket.  Should you have any questions regarding the Petition, please contact me. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
  /s/ 

Diana A. Csank 
Staff Attorney 
Sierra Club 
50 F St. NW, 8th Floor 
Washington, DC 20001 
202-548-4595 (direct) 
Diana.Csank@SierraClub.org 

 
     
Enc. 
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FPSC Commission Clerk
FILED JUL 18, 2016DOCUMENT NO. 05179-16FPSC - COMMISSION CLERK
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
 
In re: Petition for rate increase by Florida 
Power & Light Company 
 

Docket No. 160021 
 
Filed: July 18, 2016 

 
 

SIERRA CLUB’S 
PETITION TO INTERVENE 

 
 
 Pursuant to Sections 120.569, 120.57, Florida Statutes (F.S.), and Rules 25-22.039, 28-

106.201, and 28-106.205, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.), Sierra Club hereby petitions for 

leave to intervene in the above-captioned docket and states: 

 1.  Agency’s name and address.  The affected agency is the Florida Public Service 

Commission, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850. 

 2. Petitioner’s name and addresses.  Petitioner is Sierra Club with the following 

headquarters and local addresses: 

  Sierra Club, National Headquarters 
2101 Webster St., Suite 1300 
Oakland, CA 94612 
415-977-5500  
 
Sierra Club, Florida Chapter 
1990 Central Avenue 
St. Petersburg, FL 33712 
727-824-8813 

 
 3.  Petitioner’s representative.  Copies of all notices, pleadings, orders, and other 

communications in this docket should be directed to:  

  Diana Csank 
Staff Attorney 
Sierra Club 
50 F St. NW, 8th Floor 
Washington, DC 20001 
202-548-4595 (direct) 
diana.csank@sierraclub.org 
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 4. Notice of docket.  Petitioner received notice of this docket by reading about it in 

newspapers and then reviewing the docket on the Commission’s website.   

5.  Statement of substantial interest.  This Petition is on behalf of Sierra Club and its 

more than 30,000 members who live and purchase electric utility service in Florida, many from 

Florida Power & Light Company (FPL).  

6. Sierra Club is a national non-profit organization. 

7. Sierra Club and its Florida members are dedicated to reducing pollution through 

equitable public health and environmental safeguards, and through the rapid transition away 

from fossil fuel burning generation.  To achieve this transition, Sierra Club has championed 

policies and regulations, including rate designs, to remove barriers to energy efficiency, solar 

power, wind power, storage and batteries as low cost, low risk alternatives to fossil fuel burning 

generation. See Sierra Club et al. letter to NARUC President Kavulla (June 23, 2016) available at 

http://goo.gl/go5DY7.  Sierra Club advocates for such policies and regulations nationwide, 

including Florida, by intervening, submitting comments, providing testimony, and presenting 

experts in state and federal energy-related proceedings; participating in public hearings and 

workshops; speaking to students, civic organizations, and other stakeholders; and holding 

seminars and symposia—all to ensure that clean energy solutions reach all communities. 

8. Here, FPL seeks Commission approval of a general rate increase including 

“nearly $1.65 billion in three generation upgrades.” FPL Petition at 13.   

9. The Commission’s review will include—but is not limited to—FPL’s cost of 

service: To fix “fair, just, and reasonable rates,” Florida Statutes expressly authorize the 

Commission to consider other factors (that may influence cost) such as: (a) the “value of [FPL’s] 
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service to the public”; (b) FPL’s use of “alternative energy resources,” “conservation,” and 

“efficiency;” and (c) FPL’s “ability to improve its services and facilities.” Section 366.041, F.S.   

10. Sierra Club meets the standing requirements to intervene in this docket. 

11. First, Sierra Club meets the three-prong associational standing test established by 

Florida Home Builders v. Dep’t. of Labor and Employment Security, 412 So. 2d 351 (Fla. 1982), 

and extended to Section 120.57(1), F.S., hearings involving disputed issues of material fact by 

Farmworker Rights Organization, Inc. v. Dep’t of Health and Rehab. Services, 417 So. 2d 753 

(Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 1982).  Under this test, an association has standing to litigate on its members’ 

behalf when: (a) the association demonstrates that a substantial number of an association’s 

members may be substantially affected by the Commission’s decision in a docket; (b) the subject 

matter of the proceeding is within the association’s general scope of interest and activity; and (c) 

the relief requested is of a type appropriate for the association to receive on its members’ behalf. 

Florida Home Builders, 412 So. 2d at 353. 

12. Sierra Club meets the associational standing test’s first prong because for a 

substantial number of its members—those with FPL accounts—any approved amount of rate 

increase, and other issues the Commission will decide here may substantially affect their electric 

bills.  The Commission’s decisions may also substantially affect the value of FPL’s service to 

these members as the decisions will guide if not bind FPL’s selection of service offerings going 

forward, including whether to pursue, improve, or abandon certain activities and certain 

generation.  

13. Sierra Club meets the associational standing test’s second prong because, as 

shown in its filings and oral presentations to the Commission, Sierra Club is interested and active 

in advocating for a rapid transition away from fossil fuel burning generation, toward low cost, 
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low risk clean energy alternatives.  Such generation and such alternatives are squarely before the 

Commission in this docket. 

14. Sierra Club meets the associational standing test’s third prong because it seeks 

intervention to represent its members’ interest in this docket; no more is needed. See PSC-14-

0097-PCO-EU (granting Sierra Club intervention and finding Sierra Club meets associational 

standing requirements). 

15. Additionally, Sierra Club meets the two-prong test for standing established in  

Agrico Chem. Co. v. Dep’t of Envtl. Regulation, 406 So. 2d 478 (Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 1981), reh. 

denied, 415 So. 2d 1359 (Fla. 1982).  This test requires (a) injury in fact of sufficient immediacy 

to entitle the petitioner to a hearing under Section 120.57, F.S., and (b) substantial injury of a 

type or nature that the proceeding is designed to protect. 

16. Sierra Club meets the Agrico test’s first prong because any approved amount of 

rate increase may immediately affect the electric bills of its members, especially as FPL proposes 

that such increase go into effect on January 1, 2017.  Other Commission decisions here may also 

immediately injure Sierra Club and its members, for instance, by increasing the cost and/or 

reducing the value of FPL’s service to the many members with FPL accounts.  

17. Sierra Club meets the Agrico test’s second prong because this proceeding is 

designed to protect all FPL customers, including many Sierra Club members, from rates that are 

“unjust, unreasonable, unjustly discriminatory, or in violation of law.” Section 366.06, F.S. 

18. Sierra Club’s intervention will not unduly broaden the issues or delay this 

proceeding because Sierra Club’s interest is directly related to the subjects addressed in the 

proceedings, and because Sierra Club and its members will “take the case as they find it.” Rule 

25-22.039, F.A.C. 
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19. Sierra Club anticipates that disputed issues of material fact include but are not 

limited to whether FPL’s requested rate increase, including the nearly $1.65 billion in generation-

related expenditures, is fair, just, and reasonable. 

20. Statement of ultimate facts. Sierra Club reserves the right to identify ultimate facts 

after completing discovery in this proceeding.  

21. Statement required by Rule 28-106.204(3), F.A.C. Sierra Club conferred with all 

parties of record and its undersigned representative1 is authorized to represent that none oppose 

this Petition. 

22. WHEREFORE, Sierra Club respectfully requests that the Commission enter an 

order granting it leave to intervene in the above-captioned docket, and further requests parties to 

provide the undersigned with all notices, pleadings, testimony, discovery and other 

communications filed in the docket.  

  RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 18th day of July, 2016. 

      
     /s/ 
     Diana A. Csank 

Staff Attorney 
Sierra Club 
50 F St. NW, 8th Floor 
Washington, DC 20001 
(202) 548-4595 (direct) 
Diana.Csank@sierraclub.org 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 Sierra Club is simultaneously filing a Request to Name Diana A. Csank as Qualified Representative in Docket No. 
18000. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true copy and correct copy of the foregoing was served 
electronically on this 18th day of July, 2016 on:  
 

Suzanne Brownless 
Office of the General Counsel 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400 
sbrownle@psc.state.fl.us 
 

J.R. Kelly/Patricia Christensen/ 
Charles J. Rehwinkel/Erik Sayler/ 
Stephanie Morse 
Office of Public Counsel 
111 W. Madison Street, Room 812 
Tallahassee, Florida 32311 
kelly.jr@leg.state.fl.us 
christensen.patty@leg.state.fl.us 
rehwinkel.charles@leg.state.fl.us 
sayler.eric@leg.state.fl.us 
morse.stephanie@leg.state.fl.us 

Wade Litchfield, Esq. 
Florida Power & Light Company 
215 S. Monroe Street, Suite 810 
Tallahassee, Florida  32301-1859 
wade.litchfield@fpl.com 

Kenneth A. Hoffman 
Florida Power & Light Company 
215 South Monroe Street, Suite 810 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
ken.hoffman@fpl.com 

John T. Butler 
Florida Power & Light Company 
700 Universe Blvd. 
Juno Beach, FL 33408-0420 
john.butler@fpl.com 

Derrick Price Williamson 
Spilman Thomas & Battle, PLLC 
1100 Bent Creek Boulevard, Suite 101 
Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania 17050 
dwilliamson@spilmanlaw.com 
Attorney for Walmart Stores East, LP 

Jon C. Moyle, Jr./Karen A. Putnal 
Moyle Law Firm, P.A. 
118 North Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
jmoyle@moylelaw.com 
kputnal@moylelaw.com 
Attorneys for FIPUG 

Stephanie U. Roberts 
Walmart Stores East, LP 
Spilman Thomas & Battle, PLLC 
110 Oakwood Drive, Suite 500 
Winston-Salem, North Carolina 27103 
sroberts@spilmanlaw.com 
Attorney for Walmart Stores East, LP 

Federal Executive Agencies  
Thomas A. Jernigan  
c/o AFCEC/JA-ULFSC  
139 Barnes Drive, Suite 1  
Tyndall AFB FL32403  
Thomas.Jernigan.3@us.af.mil 

Gardner Law Firm  
Robert Scheffel Wright/John T. La Via, 
1300 Thomaswood Drive  
Tallahassee FL32308  
schef@gbwlegal.com 
Attorneys for Florida Retail Federation 
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S. Florida Hospital and Healthcare Ass’n  
Jaime Caldwell, Interim President  
1855 Griffin Road  
Dania Beach FL33004  
jcaldwell@sfhha.com. 

K. Wiseman/M. Sundback/W. Rappolt/K. S 
1350 I Street NW, Suite 1100  
Washington DC20005  
kwiseman@andrewskurth.com 
Attorneys for S. Florida Hospital and 
Healthcare Ass’n 
 

Jack McRay 
AARP Florida 
200 West College Avenue, # 304 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
jmcray@aarp.org 
 

John B. Coffman 
John B. Coffman, LLC 
871 Tuxedo Blvd. 
St. Louis, MO 63119-2044 
john@johncoffman.net 
Attorney for AARP 

 
 
This 18th day of July, 2016.          
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;>, l~ SIERRA 
y_, cLUB 
August 29. 2016 

I 'ia postal mail 

Carlotta Staulfcr 
Director. Otftcc of Commission Clerk 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 humard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee. Florida 32399-0850 

Rc: Docket No. 160021 

Dear Ms. tauiTer: 
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Enclosed for filing on Sierra Club ·s be hal r in the correspondence li lc in the above 
retcrcnccd docket are nine original. notarized declarations b) the lo llo" ing declarants: ahaliel 
Kanter. icrra Club Deputy Director: Huda Fashho. Sierra Club 1cmber , cn·ices Manager: 

:1 
I 
C' ,. l 

:.? . . 
fi 'l 
0 

I 
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Lesley Blackner. Sicn·a Club Member: Sheila Calderon. Sierra Club tcmbcr: Kris Cunningham, 
Sierra Club Member: Deborah Evans. Sierra Club Member: R. Stephen Mahoney. Sierra Club 
Mcn1ber: Darryl Rutz. Sierra Club Member: James Teas. Sierra Club Member: and Mark 
Walters, Sierra Club Member. Should you have an:-- questions regarding this tiling. please 
contact me. 

En c. 

Sincerely. 

Is/ 
Diana A. Csank 
StaiT Atl<wnc) 
Sierra Club 
50 F St. 1\\A'. 8th Floor 
Washington. DC ~000 I 
202-5-l8--l595 (direct ) 
Diana.Csank a SicrraCiub.org 

Qua/[fied ReprC!.\ <'111UiireJor Siara ( 'fuh 

50 F Street. NW. Suite 800. Washington. DC 2000 I TEL: (:~02 ) 675-23 XO F/\X : (202) 547-6009 www.sierraclub.org 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for rate increase by Florida 
Power & Light Company 

--------------------------------

Docket No. 160021 

Filed: August_, 2016 

DECLARATION OF NAHALIEL ("NACHY'') KANFER 

I, Nahaliel (''Nachy") Kanfer, declare as follows: 

1. My name is Nachy Kanfer, and I am oflegal age and competent to give this 

declaration. All information herein is based on my own personal knowledge unless otherwise 

indicated. 

2. I am a Sierra Club employee. I serve as the Deputy Director (East Region) for 

Sierra Club's Beyond Coal Campaign. I am responsible for ensuring that all of Sierra Club's 

state-based teams in the East Region successfully execute the campaign's goals. I supervise six 

employees who each manage project teams in Florida and the other twelve states in the 

campaign's East Region. I regularly interact with dozens of employees and volunteers as part of 

my job responsibilities. 

3. Sierra Club is a national non-profit membership organization. 

4. Sierra Club has more than 30,000 members in Florida, including many Florida 

Power and Light Company customers. 

5. Sierra Club and its Florida members are dedicated to reducing pollution through 

equitable public health and environmental safeguards, and through the rapid transition away 

from fossil fuel-burning generation. To achieve this transition, Sierra Club has championed 

policies and regulations, including rate designs, to remove barriers to energy efficiency, solar 

power, wind power, storage and batteries as low-cost, low-risk alternatives to fossil fuel-burning 
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generation. Sierra Club advocates for such policies and regulations nationwide, including 

Florida, by intervening, submitting comments, providing testimony, and presenting experts in 

state and federal energy-related proceedings; participating in public hearings and workshops; 

speaking to students, civic organizations, and other stakeholders; and holding seminars and 

symposia-all to ensure that clean energy solutions reach all communities. 

6. Consistent with the goals and work described above, Sierra Club intervened in the 

FPL rate case before the Florida Public Service Commission to represent its members' interest in 

avoiding or else reducing FPL's requested rate increase. For a substantial number of Sierra Club 

members-those with FPL accounts-any approved amount of rate increase, and other issues the 

Commission will decide in the case may substantially increase their electric bills as early as 

January 1, 2017, and for years to come. Therefore, Sierra Club represents its members' interest 

in this case to avoid or else reduce the immediate and substantial financial burden of higher 

electric bills. 

7. Sierra Club also represents its members' interest in improving or else preserving 

the value of their electric service. In the rate case, the Commission's decisions may substantially 

affect the value ofFPL's service to the members as the decisions will guide if not bind FPL's 

selection of service offerings going forward, including whether to pursue, improve, or abandon 

certain activities and certain generation. Sierra Club members are particularly concerned that 

FPL's requested rate increase includes approximately $1.25 billion expenditures for new and 

expanded natural gas-burning power plants. First, these plants may not even be necessary to 

provide electric service to FPL customers, including Sierra Club members. The members 

therefore will value FPL service less if it includes such plants that are not actually used and 

useful to provide them service. Second, clean, low-cost, low-risk alternatives to the gas-burning 
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plants are available, and Sierra Club members strongly prefer that FPL pursue those alternatives 

instead. Yet the vast sum FPL spends on the gas-burning plants ties up capital and reduces the 

amount available to invest in the alternatives. This hinders the alternatives from coming online 

now and in the future. Therefore, Sierra Club represents its members' interest in this case to 

improve or else preserve the value of their electric service by advocating against recovery for the 

gas-burning plants and for the preferred alternatives. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the 

foregoing is true and correct. Executed in Cincinnati, Ohio on August 9, 2016. 

Nahaliel ("Nachy") Kanfer 

STATE OF OHIO 

COUNTY OF \-h_m; \toV\ 

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared 

ili{1rn. \ t e\ Kaote'{'"" who is personally known or produced 

Yl \ ~ Qr\ .Jer \ \CeV)S~ as identification, and who was sworn and says that 

the foregoing averments are true. 

Sworn to and subscribed before this qWlday of 'RUS)u~t' '2016. 

~~ 
Notary Pubic 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for rate increase by Florida 
Power & Light Company 

Docket No. 160021 

______________ __. Filed: July 18, 2016 

DECLARATION OF HUDA FASHHO 

I, Huda Fashho, declare as follows: 

1. My name is Huda Fashho, and I am of legal age and competent to give this 

declaration. All information herein is based on my own personal knowledge unless otherwise 

indicated. 

2. Sierra Club is a non-profit membership organization. 

3. I am Sierra Club's Member Services Manager. I have held this position for five 

years. 

4. As Member Services Manager, I manage Sierra Club's customer service functions 

vis-a-vis members, including maintaining an accurate list of members and managing Sierra 

Club's member database. 

5. When an individual becomes a Sierra Club member, his or her current residential 

address is recorded in our member database. This database entry reflecting the member's 

residential address is verified and kept up to date. 

6. The Sierra Club currently has more than 30,000 members in Florida, including 

more than 16,000 members in counties served by Florida Power and Light Company. 
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• 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the 

foregoing is true and correct. Executed in San Francisco, Califomi·a on August _1:_, 2016. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF _________ _ 

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appear 
_______________ who is personallY. 

as identificaf ---------------
the foregoing averments are true. 

(( 

Sworn to and subscribed before this 9'of ______ __, 2016. 

,~.Yf 

Notary Pubic 
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CALIFORNIA JURAT WITH AFFIANT STATEMENT GOVERNMENT CODE § 8202 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~ 

~See Attached Document (Notary to cross out lines 1-6 below} 
{""see Statement Below (lines 1-6 to be completed only by document signer[s], not Notary} 

Signature of Document Signer No. 1 QJ,ent Signer No. 2 ~f any) 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual who signed the 
document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for rate increase by Florida 
Power & Light Company 

--------------------------------~ 

Docket No. 160021 

Filed: August __ , 2016 

DECLARATION OF SIERRA CLUB MEMBER 
LESLEY G. BLACKNER 

I, Lesley G. Blackner, declare as follows: 

1. My name is Lesley G. Blackner, and I am oflegal age and competent to give this 

declaration. All information herein is based on my own personal knowledge unless otherwise 

indicated. 

2. I live at 123 Australian Ave., Palm Beach, FL 33480. I have lived at this address 

for twenty years. I have no plans to move. I also purchased a second home in 2014 that I am 

currently renovating: 609 South Beach Rd., Jupiter Island, FL 33469. 

3. I am a customer of Florida Power and Light Company at both of my residences. I 

have been an FPL customer for over twenty years. 

4. I have been a Sierra Club member since May 2005. I joined Sierra Club because I 

am concerned with the effects our actions have on our environment, and I appreciate Sierra 

Club's work to protect the environment and to transition our country to clean energy. 

5. I fully support Sierra Club's intervention in the FPL rate case on behalf of Sierra 

Club members including me. 

6. I oppose FPL's requested rate increase, especially because it includes 

approximately $1.25 billion expenditures on new and expanded natural gas-burning power 
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plants. It upsets me that FPL does not give customers like me more say or more options to avoid 

spending tremendous sums on these plants that continue our reliance on out-of-state fossil fuel 

imports and needlessly pollute the environment. 

7. I would much prefer that my electric service come from clean, low cost, low risk 

alternatives. This is why I am renovating my own home with "state-of-the-art" energy efficiency 

measures. FPL should expand and improve its energy efficiency programs so that all customers 

can do this, too, to save money on electric bills and reduce our environmental footprint. It upsets 

me that FPL is doing the opposite, by pushing to increase rates while decreasing energy 

efficiency offerings. 

8. I am very concerned about the environmental impacts ofFPL's new and expanded 

natural-gas burning power plants. Generating power at these plants will require extracting, 

transporting, and burning natural gas, with each step damaging the environment, both in terms of 

conventional air, water and land pollution, as well as greenhouse gas pollution. Because I live in 

a coastal community threatened by climate change induced sea level rise, I am particularly 

dismayed that FPL opted once more for power plants that exacerbate climate change. 

9. Depending on the Commission's decision in the FPL rate case, I may face a rate 

increase as soon as January 1, 2017, and may have to pay for the gas power plants that I oppose. 

This is an imminent and substantial harm to me as an FPL customer with no plans to move, and 

thus no ability to opt out of buying electric service from FPL. 
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the 

foregoing is true and correct. Executed in _ ____;~:..__'l(h....:...LM-'-_.Z}r.'-AA-.c:.lkkl~-L-----' Florida on 

August q ~ , 2016. 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

COUNTY OF 24 ~ezk 

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared 

_.L~!:!.LU,.<L:J..ty'+-.........;;;.f'.s.t...::.__!io{JoLL-'A0....:.=-J-'(N2....::..._t_yl----- who is persona II y known or produced 

_LcJ.Lo.....Jt!.!:D~L---~--------------- as identification, and who was sworn 

and says that the foregoing averments are true. 

Sworn to and subscribed before this ~day of August, 2016 . 

Notary Pubic 

.. ._. --
FI.AVIA NUNES lJ'(\ Notary Pllbllc, State of Florida 

J$ Commlsslont FF 109989 
My oomm. exp!res Apt. 06, 2018 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for rate increase by Florida 
Power & Light Company 

Docket No. 160021 

_______________ ___jj August_____, 2016 

AFFIDAVIT OF SIERRA CLUB MEMBER 
SHEILA CALDERON 

1. I, Sheila Calderon, am over 18 years of age and have personal knowledge of the 

following facts: 

2. I reside at 2807 Waters Edge Circle, Greenacres, Florida 33413 with my husband. 

I am a customer ofFlorida Power and Light Company. I have been a customer since I moved 

into my current residence over 17 years ago. 

3. I am a Sierra Club member. I have been a member since September 1996. 

4. I am currently the Chair of Sierra Club's Palm Beach County Inspiring 

Connections Outdoors committee, which connects youth from our underserved communities 

with limited access to the outdoors to outings in natural areas throughout south and central 

Florida. I have served in this position for the last 12 years. I am also a member of Sierra Club 

Florida Chapter's Loxahatchee Group Executive Committee and Conservation Committee. I 

joined Sierra Club because of my interest in the environment. 

5. I am now retired. My husband and I live on a fixed income. I see prices across the 

board are rising, which is a problem for us. I must review and re-balance our budget when there 

is an increase in our living expenses. 

6. I am aware that FPL requested Florida Public Service Commission approval of a 

rate increase including approximately $1.25 billion in expenditures on new and expanded natural 

gas-burning power plants. 
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7. I strongly oppose the rate increase. If the Commission approves FPL's request, I 

will pay higher rates on my electric bills starting January 1, 2017. The higher rates and bills will 

go to the gas plants that I oppose and that may not even be necessary given the available clean, 

low cost, low risk alternatives. I am upset that I would have to pay additional money out of my 

fixed budget each month to cover the costs of these dubious gas plants. 

8. Moreover, I am very concerned about the type of fuel Florida Power and Light 

uses to generate its electricity. I strongly support moving away from burning fossil fuels like 

natural gas for electricity generation to clean, low cost and low risk resources like solar power 

instead. 

9. I am aware that Florida Power and Light is already over-reiiant on natural gas as a 

fuel for generation. I am aware that in the past large swings in natural gas prices led to high 

electricity bills. If natural gas prices were to rise rapidly, my electricity bills could increase even 

more. 

10. I am also very concerned that FPL's new and expanded gas power plants will 

increase the demand for natural gas and thus gas extraction. This may include hydraulic 

fracturing or "tracking" in Florida and across the nation. Because I am very concerned about the 

environmental impacts of natural gas extraction especially fracking, I want these impacts to be 

avoided or minimized. 

11. Finally, I am very concerned about the impacts of climate change, especia~ly sea-

level rise, to my community and the state of Florida. I enjoy birding throughout the winter and I 

am concerned that burning gas contributes to climate change and imperils the birds and our 

planet. 
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12. I support Sierra Club's intervention in this proceeding. If Sierra Club is 

successful, I will not be forced to pay higher rates and bills, especially not for the construction 

and operation of the gas plants that I oppose. 

FURTHER AFFIANT SA YETH NOT 

Sheila Calderon 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

COUNTY OF iJ;t. t{ 'B&fk..-J-fc 

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared 
'3 1=\ElLA C2ft.J>t:=noN who is personally known or produced 
FL ~\"t>A ln:'\ 0 e.\L\.S, L \~enS<." as identification, and who was sworn and -

says that the foregoing averments are true. 

Notary Public 
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BENJAMIN SAINT·CYR 
Notary Public, State of Florida 

Commission# FF 897364 
My oomm. expires July 8, 2019 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for rate increase by Florida 
Power & Light Company 

Docket No. 160021 

------------------~~ Filed: August __ , 2016 

AFFIDAVIT OF SIERRA CLUB MEMBER 
KRIS CUNNINGHAM 

1. I, Kris Cunningham, am over 18 years of age and have personal knowledge of the 

following facts: 

2. I reside at 361 King James Court, Port Orange, FL 32129. I have lived here with 

my husband for the past four months, but in total, I have lived in Port Orange for approximately 

30 years. I am a customer of Florida Power and Light Company. Throughout my life, I have 

been FPL's customer for approximately 23 years. 

3. I am a Sierra Club member. I have been a member since May 2005. I first joined 

while living in Las Vegas, Nevada and served as the Sierra Club State Treasurer as well as a 

Chapter Executive Committee Member. Following a move to North Carolina, I likewise served 

as an Executive Committee Member. Now living in Florida, I currently serve as the Vice-Chair 

of the Florida Executive Committee. 

4. I joined the Sierra Club because of my abiding interest in conservation and 

renewable energy. 

5. I pay close attention to the fuel sources of our electric generation, and I follow 

FPL's updates regarding its existing and planned power plants. While I strongly support the 

transition from burning fossil fuels for electricity generation to using clean, low-cost, low-risk 

resources instead, I see that FPL does not. 

6. I absolutely would prefer that my energy come from cleaner sources, especially as 
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renewable energy technologies have improved tremendously in recent years, both in terms of 

performance and price, such that they are competitive with fossil fuel burning power plants. 

7. I am aware that the FPL requested Florida Public Service Commission approval 

of a historic rate increase including approximately $1.25 billion in expenditures on new and 

expanded natural gas-burning power plants. 

8. If the Commission approves FPL's request, I will pay higher rates on my electric 

bill starting January 1, 2017. This would be a significant financial hardship for me, straining my 

overall budget and ability to pay my living expenses. 

9. In addition to the financial burden, I am greatly concerned about the climate 

change impacts of these gas plants. Specifically, as Florida resident of many decades, I fear these 

plants will contribute to climate disrupting pollution and thus to sea level rise. The impacts are 

acute in South Florida, where I regularly visit for recreation and vacation. I have a trip planned, 

for instance, on August 8, 2016, to visit Fort Lauderdale. 

10. I am concerned that FPL's new and expanded gas plants will increase 

conventional air pollution in the Fort Lauderdale area. 

11. I firmly believe that FPL can and should instead be pursuing alternatives instead, 

including solar power and energy efficiency. 

12. I support Sierra Club's intervention in this proceeding. If Sierra Club succeeds, I 

will not be forced to pay for the new and expanded gas plants, and I will have the opportunity to 

voice my strongly support for transitioning to clean, low cost, low risk alternatives to burning 

fossil fuels for power. 
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the 

foregoing is true and correct. Executed in ~fbW .t.iU) GLI'\ J.T , Florida on 

August J \ , 2016. 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

COUNTY OF j3,< Qt t> A'f<-f) 

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared 

-----------------who is personally known or produced 

_....J\(._,._V'L......li\_.S'--Q-=· U=V\..!..:-V\.=..l.:...;l'l-"-"'~~h.o.!!et.::....z..ltlL..V\...1..-___ as identification, and who was sworn and 

says that the foregoing averments are true. 

Sworn to and subscribed before this ll day of August, 2016. 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for rate increase by Florida 
Power & Light Company 

Docket No. 160021 

------------------~~ Filed: August __ , 2016 

DECLARATION OF DEBORAH BEVERLY EVANS 

I, Deborah Beverly Evans, declare as follows: 

1. My name is Deborah B. Evans, and I am of legal age and competent to give this 

declaration. All information herein is based on my own personal knowledge unless otherwise 

indicated. 

2. I live at 12307 Old Country Road North, Wellington FL 33414. I have lived at 

this address since April 1986. I have no plans to move. 

3. I am a retired legal and administrative assistant. In my retirement, I work 

periodically for the Palm Beach County Supervisor of Elections Office. 

4. I have been a Sierra Club member since 1987. I was raised to always be aware of 

the fact that we need to take care of our planet. With this in mind, I joined Sierra Club because 

of the work the organization does to help preserve the environment and promote energy 

efficiency. In the past, I served for a number of years as chairperson of the Energy Committee 

for Sierra Club's Florida State Chapter. Presently, I am the Energy Committee Chairperson for 

my local Loxahatchee Group of the Sierra Club. 

5. I have been a Florida Power & Light, Co. ("FPL") customer since I moved to 

Florida in December 1976. 
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6. I am aware of Sierra Club's intervention in the FPL docket cited above on behalf 

of its members including myself, and I support that intervention. 

7. I am concerned about the general rate increase requested here by FPL and how it 

will impact me. As someone who is retired, I am sensitive to any increase in my costs of living. 

As I grow older, my health care costs are increasing. In light of that, as well as the fact that you 

cannot ever be sure what the future will hold, I try to keep all of my expenses, including my 

electricity bills, as stable as possible. 

8. I am also concerned with the fact that this rate increase is particularly onerous in 

that it affects the base rate. Therefore, the ability to avoid any financial burden associated with 

the rate increase is quite limited, and the social implications are much broader. 

9. In addition to the financial impact this rate increase will have, I am also 

concerned with the fact that FPL has proposed new fossil fuel-fired electricity generation. As 

someone who is very concerned with the state of the environment, I would prefer that the energy 

I pay for comes from cleaner sources. I have long been familiar with the negative health and 

environmental impacts associated with fossil fuel-fired energy. My paternal grandfather worked 

as a coal miner and suffered and ultimately passed away from complications due to emphysema 

and black lung disease. My parents, particularly my father, made it a point to teach me to always 

be careful with how I use things, including electricity. As a result, I grew up with the awareness 

that in addition to the direct monetary costs associated with electricity generation, there are often 

personal costs that people bear which are not directly reflected in rates, such as impacts to their 

health from increased air pollution and damage to their surrounding environment. 

10. I am also concerned with the fact that FPL's requested rate increase supports 

increased centralized electricity generation. I own an acre of land in Wellington, FL, the back 
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half of which contains a right of way easement for electricity transmission lines. I have already 

had two instances of new power line siting upgrades on my property since I purchased it. As 

long as FPL is permitted to continue "business as usual," I could lose additional portions of the 

property subject to the easement to additional energy grid expansions and upgrades. Likewise, 

any loss of tree canopy and natural areas on my property due to such upgrades will not only 

impact myself personally, but also the environment and my community. Trees are infrastructure; 

and these trees create a cooling microclimate, remove pollutants from the air, and absorb water. 

Any loss or disturbance ofvegetation could affect the stability of the soil as well as its ability to 

absorb rainfall. In addition these trees help minimize damage to my home from hurricanes. 

1 I. I support Sierra Club's intervention in this Commission docket. If the Sierra Club 

is successful, I will benefit by avoiding the unreasonable proposed rate increases to my 

electricity bills, and my concerns with the impact those rate increases would have on my 

retirement finances will be alleviated. I make an effort to try to control my expenses and keep 

my financial obligations as stable as possible, so this concern is particularly important to me. In 

addition, avoiding a rate increase will benefit me by allowing me to put that money towards 

energy efficiency improvements in my home. I have already taken several steps to make my 

home more energy efficient, most notably updating the air conditioning unit and ductwork, 

adding sun tubes, installing an Energy Star pool pump, replacing incandescent lights with LEDs 

and compact fluorescents, and using Energy Star appliances. I have seen noticeable impacts 

those energy efficiency measures have made in my electric bills over the years. Future plans to 

increase the efficiency of my home include improving its attic insulation and installing either on

demand or solar water heaters. Any rate increase by FPL would impact my ability to pay for 

those energy efficiency upgrades. 
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the 

foregoing is true and correct. Executed in ~F 
August & , 2016. 

, Florida on 

f)£~~ &o~ 
Deborah B. Evans 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

COUNTY OF fJ()_/ /Yf :.Ee.a..c.-h 

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared 

_!D=-· --.:e=-b-=--· o_r,_c..._h_b_b_v_c,..-.._1) ______ who is personally known or produced a DL [l )"2~t~ 'L ~2-7u\ '() as identification, and who was sworn 

and says that the foregoing averments are true. 

Sworn to and subscribed before this ___!?_____ day of August, 2016. 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for rate increase by Florida 
Power & Light Company 

Docket No. 160021 

_______________ __. August __ , 2016 

AFFIDAVIT OF SIERRA CLUB MEMBER 
ROBERT STEPHEN MAHONEY 

1. I, Robert Stephen Mahoney, am over 18 years of age and have personal 

knowledge of the following facts: 

2. I reside at 444 NE 102 St., Miami Shores, Florida 33138. I am a customer of 

Florida Power and Light Company. I have been a customer since I moved into my current 

residence approximately 27 years ago. 

3. I am a Sierra Club member. I have been a member since October 2000. I am 

currently the Conservation Chair for the Sierra Club Florida Chapter's Miami Group and serve 

on the Florida Chapter's Greater Everglades team and the national Marine Wildlife and Habitat 

team. I have also served as an Executive Committee member of the Florida Chapter. 

4. I joined Sierra Club because of my interest in the environment. I have taught 

students about science, biology and environmental science, first as a high school teacher, and 

then, for the last 19 years, as a Professor at Johnson and Wales University. 

5. I support the transition from burning fossil fuels for electricity generation to using 

clean, low-cost, low-risk resources instead. I support reducing the demand for fossil fuels like 

natural gas to generate electricity. 

6. I believe FPL should increase the diversity of its fuel generation mix. I am aware 

that FPL is over-reliant on natural gas and I am concerned that increases in natural gas prices 

would cause my electricity bills to rise. 
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7. I am very concerned that FPL' s large amounts of gas-burning generation 

exacerbate the impacts of climate change-induced sea level rise to my home, my community, and 

surrounding communities in South Florida. I live approximately a half-mile from Biscayne Bay 

and have experienced flooding in my neighborhood during high and king tides. During the 

school year, I work at the Johnson and Wales University campus, which is located approximately 

five miles from my home. The campus sits on a canal less than a mile away from Biscayne Bay. 

I have experienced flooding there as well. Sea level rise is likely to make this flooding worse. 

8. I am also very concerned that FPL' s gas-burning generation will exacerbate the 

salt-water intrusion in South Florida from climate change-induced sea level rise. This could 

contaminate drinking water supplies and adversely impact the Everglades. I enjoy visiting the 

Everglades about six times each year. Some of these visits are for my own enjoyment while 

others are to show student groups the extraordinary Everglades ecosystem. I am concerned that 

the Everglades will be irreversibly damaged by rising sea levels and salt water intrusion if we fail 

to curb climate change inducing greenhouse gas emissions. 

9. I am aware that FPL requested Florida Public Service Commission approval of 

rate increase that includes approximately $1.25 billion in expenditures on new and expanded 

natural gas-burning power plants. These new plants will do nothing to diversify FPL's generation 

mix or solve its over-reliance on natural gas. The plants will also increases greenhouse gas 

emissions through the burning of natural gas, as well as the upstream gas extraction and 

transportation processes. 

10. If the Commission approves FPL's request, I will pay higher rates on my electric 

bill starting January 1, 2017, for the gas plants that are not only exacerbating the climate change 
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impacts that deeply concern me, but may not even be necessary given the available clean, low 

cost, low risk alternatives. 

11. I support Sierra Club's intervention in this proceeding. If Sierra Club is 

successful, I will not be forced to pay for the construction and operation of the gas plants that I 

oppose. 

FURTHER AFFIANT SA YETH NOT 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

COUNTY OF Yfud.nu. -;Qad~ 

says that the foregoing averments are true. 

dJ 
Sworn to and subscribed before this _jf}_:_ day of August, 2016. 

~~Q~ 

~-·-.. ······~\ SOPHIA TRANOAIS 
~.:i:);J MY COMMISSION #FF126776 

~;rl' EXPIRES September7, 2018 
(4071 398-01113 F .com 

3 

rproduced 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 686

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for rate increase by Florida 
Power & Light Company 

DocketNo. 160021 

-----------------~~Filed: August __ , 2016 

DECLARATION OF SIERRA CLUB MEMBER 
DARRYL L. RUTZ 

I, Darryl L. Rutz, declare as follows: 

1. My name is Darryl L. Rutz, and I am of legal age and competent to give this 

declaration. All information herein is based on my own personal knowledge unless otherwise 

indicated. 

2. I live with my wife at 670 SW 671h Avenue, Pembroke Pines, FL 33023. I have 

lived at this address since 1977. I have no plans to move. I also purchased a second home in 

2008 for rental income purposes but now maintain it as a secondary personal residence: 413 

Briarcliff Circle, Sebastian FL, 32958. I am a customer of Florida Power & Light, Co. ("FPL") 

at both of my residences. I have been an FPL customer for over forty years. 

3. I am retired. I was previously employed by the Florida Department of Labor. 

4. I have been a Sierra Club member since February 2010. I joined Sierra Club 

because I am concerned with the effects our actions have on our natural environment and its 

wildlife. We have a "gold mine" of natural beauty in Florida, and we need to protect it. 

Presently, I am an executive committee member of both the Sierra Club Florida Chapter and the 

Broward County Group, serving so far in these positions for two and four years, respectively. 
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5. I am aware of Sierra Club's intervention in this FPL docket on behalf of its 

members including myself, and I fully support the intervention. 

6. I am concerned about the financial impact to me of FPL' s requested rate increase. 

Now that I am retired, I am more cautious about my expenditures. Basic living costs add up, and 

an increase in FPL's base rate will impact the way I budget my finances and my ability to pay for 

other necessities. 

7. I am also concerned with the fact that my electric service from FPL currently 

comes largely from fossil fuels, rather than cleaner energy sources. I value clean energy and I 

am upset that FPL is not responsive to how I, and so many others, want to see FPL lead clean 

energy deployment in Florida. The historic requested rate increase and additional natural gas 

units are huge steps in the wrong direction. 

8. If Sierra Club is successful, I will benefit by avoiding the proposed rate increases 

to my electricity bills. This is especially important to me since I am retired and increases in any 

one of my bills impacts my ability to pay all of my other bills. I will also benefit by avoiding or 

reducing the additional pollution and environmental impacts associated with the new and 

expanded natural gas units. Each step FPL takes to avoid additional new fossil fuel burning units 

will be a step toward cleaner air, cleaner water, and a stronger local economy. 

I declare under penalty of perjury und the laws of the United ~tates of America that the 

foregoing is true and correct. Executed in ---+f---I;,."--1--'--J~f..-.'£..<.....::=--+--~-''--'-'.......:::"---' Florida on 

August _g__, 2016. 
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STATEOFFLORIDA d 
COUNTYOF :Brtxillr , 

ersjgned authority, personally appeared 

and says that the foregoing averments are true. 

Notary Pubic 
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BEFORE Tiffi FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Ia re: Petition for rate increase by Florida 

Power & Light Company ______________________________ _. 

Dockd No. 160021 

A~,2016 

AFFIDAVIT OF SIERRA CLUB MEMBER 
JIM TEAS 

1. I, Jim Teas, am over 18 years of age and have personal knowledge of the 

following facts: 

2. I reside at 8445 SW 181 Terrace, Miami, Florida 33157. I have lived here and 

paid my electric bills as a Florida Power and Light Company customer for almost 23 years, since 

October 1993. 

3. I am a Sierra Club member. 

4. I have served as Chair of the Sierra Club Miami Group. 

5. I joined the Si~ Club because of my inte~st in ~e environment and outdoor 

outings. I am particularly concerned about climate change and its impacts in South Florida. I 

ain dedicated to promoting public awareness of these impacts, and to promoting public action to 

prevent the worst impacts of climate change. 

6. I support the transition from burning fossil fuels for electricity generation to using 

clean, low cost, low risk alternatives instead. This is the right thing to do to reduce our reliance 

on out-of-state fossil fuel imports, and to respond to the urgency of the climate change. 

7. I strongly prefer that my electricity service come from clean, low cost, low risk 

alternatives to fossil fuel burning power plants. 

8. lain aware that.FPL r~uested,Florida Public Service Commission approval of a 

historic rate increase; including appro~mately $1r25J>illion expenditures on new and expanded 
. ' . ' ' ' f ;· ' ., ' ' ' 
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natural gas-burning power plants. I am particularly concerned about the plants for two reasons

costs and environmental impacts. It concerns me that FPL did not disclose all of the costs of the 

gas plants, especially if they were to run for their 30-year book lives or longer. Nor did FPL 

disclose that the plants would have far more adverse environmental impacts than alternatives 

such as solar power and energy efficiency. 

9. If the Commission approves any rate increase, including any part ofFPL 's request 

to recover the $1.25 billion gas plant expenditures, I may have to pay higher rates on my electric 

bills starting as soon as January 1, 2017. Moreover, because FPL did not disclose all the costs of 

the gas plants, I may have to pay even more in the future as FPL seeks to recover through rates 

other costs associated with the plants, such as higher fuel costs, fmancial hedging costs, and/or 

environmental compliance costs. Therefore; depending on the Commission's decision in the 

pending FPL rate case, I face the imminent and serious fmancial harm of paying higher electric 

bills in a matter of months and for many years to come. 

10. In addition to fmancial harm, this case may seriously hann my electric service's 

value to me. 

11. First, the service may lose value to me because it is not even clear ifFPL's new 

and expanded gas plants are necessary to provide service to customers, so I may be paying for 

something that actually serves me very little if at all. 

12. Second, the service may lose value to me because the plants impede our transition 

to clean, low cost, low risk alternatives. IfFPL's capital goes to the plants, then we miss the 

opportunity for the capital to go to alternatives such as solar power and energy efficiency. This 

decreases the capital that is available for the alternatives (because FPL has finite capital) and 

slows their deployment. 
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13. Third, the service may lose value to me because it will increase air, water, and 

land pollution not just from the construction and operation ofFPL's new and expanded gas 

plants, but also from gas extraction (often via hydraulic fracturing and horizontal drilling) and 

transportation via pipelines to these plants. Indeed, burning natural gas to generate electricity 

has tremendous environmental impacts, including methane leakage, methane being a particularly 

potent greenhouse gas. Therefore, I am particularly worried that the gas plants will exacerbate 

the climate change impacts in South Florida, and thus undermine my dedicated efforts, along 

with so many others, to prevent such impacts. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the 

foregoing is true and correct. Executed in ____ f/11 __ ,_' £<_ec,.-'--l· _____ ___;> Florida on 

August S' 1i- , 2016. 

STATE OF FLORIDA . ~ 1/1 
COUNTY OF 1(\r'c..._, - p qOIIC 

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared 
"S""'q ,..&' S" Tc c; S who is personally known or produced 

F b L as identification, and who was sworn and 
says that the foregoing averments are true. 

~bed before this 6' fi 

No lie 

~,';~~:'':''~;(. EDfSON ENDERICA 
·l~-~i,}ft ~~f ~~y COMMISSION # EE853750 

·-;;:/~;-~<;(~'' EXP!RES Novemb~r 25, 2016 
' • I jll ~ '\ 

(::~!_!~:3-,0153 F!oridaNoia(yService.com 

day of August, 2016. 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for rate increase by Florida 
Power & Light Company 

Docket No. 160021 

------------------~~ Filed: August_, 2016 

AFFIDAVIT OF SIERRA CLUB MEMBER 
WINSTON MARK WALTERS 

1. I, Winston Mark Walters, am over 18 years of age and have personal knowledge 

of the following facts: 

2. I reside at 315 Northwest 191
h Street, Miami, FL 33136 and have done so for the 

past 10 years. I have been a Florida Power and Light Company customer for approximately 26 

years. 

3. I am a Sierra Club member. I first joined in 1997. I have served as Chair of the 

Florida Chapter and I am the Local Miami Groups Outings Chair. 

4. I joined the Sierra Club to spend more time outdoors and to encourage children to 

spend more time and develop an appreciation for the outdoors. As a member of the Miami 

Group, I regularly organize outings and bring children and adults from Miami to visit local and 

National Parks in the South Florida (Monroe, Miami-Dade, Broward and Palm Beach Counties) 

area. These trips occur 2-3 times per month, and I personally attend these trips approximately 12 

times per year. 

5. During these trips we often canoe, kayak, snorkel, camp, and conduct a variety of 

service projects in the parks. My experience and the experiences of these children are extremely 

valuable and need to be protected for future generations. As a result, I deeply care about the 

impacts climate change is having on the state of Florida and believe it is our responsibility as the 

"Sunshine State" to invest in renewable energies, including our greatest resource, solar energy, 
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rather than continuing to invest in fossil fuels. 

6. I support the transition from burning fossil fuels for electricity generation to using 

clean, low-cost, low-risk resources instead. I would prefer that my energy come from cleaner 

sources. 

7. I am aware that the FPL requested Florida Public Service Commission approval 

for a rate increase including approximately $1.25 billion in expenditures for new and expanded 

natural gas-burning power plants. These plants will emit carbon dioxide, a greenhouse gas that 

causes climate change. 

8. If the Commission approves FPL's request, I personally, as well as my 

community, will pay higher rates on my electric bills starting January 1, 2017. This rate increase 

will financially burden me and my family. The rate increase of an average of $13 per month 

starting in January 2017 will mean $13 less that I can spend providing for my children on 

necessities-such as school supplies, their meals, and their clothing. 

9. In addition to higher electricity rates, these plants are leading to climate change 

and may not even be necessary given the available clean, low cost, low risk alternatives. I 

support Sierra Club's intervention in this proceeding. If Sierra Club succeeds, I will definitely 

benefit, as will my family. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the 

foregoing is true and correct. Executed in _---=.M---L.Il!LJ~~""·'-... _,Mi>f... ....... -""-""""'-----' Florida on 

11\. 
August 10 , 2016. 

' 

ton Mark Walters 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 694

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



( 
STATE OF FLORIDA 

COUNTY OF N1,...;. - OkPf.. 

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared 

...=M_=C/7~S:....~:!rJ-=..:..rJ.L...:...n1.--<-_:' UJ.:...;:_=a/""'-'-A"""'P-'-'!f.....::S=---- who is personally known or produced 

FWL:#-WL/3 6· ~3 -t,3 ·~ 3..7- t!; as identification, and who was sworn and 

e?x :? _I 2-- ..:;o /,-? 

says that the foregoing averments are true. 

Sworn to and subscribed before this / iJ day of August, 2016. 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 695

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



This page intentionally left blank 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 696

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



1,000-kWh Typical Residential Bill Comparison

Docket No. 160021-EI
1,000-kWh Typical Residential Bill Comparison     

Exhibit TCC-10, Page 1 of 1

Notes:
• 2017 fuel and other clauses are based on rates pending FPSC approval
• September 6, 2016 fuel curves used for 2018-2020
• Projected bills do not include SoBRA impacts
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Executive Summary 
 
 Reducing Florida’s peak electric demand and energy consumption became a statutory 

objective in 1980, when the Florida Energy Efficiency and Conservation Act (FEECA) was 
enacted.  Codified in Sections 366.80 through 366.85 and Section 403.519, Florida Statutes 
(F.S.), FEECA emphasizes reducing the growth rates of weather-sensitive peak demand, 
reducing and controlling the growth rates of electricity consumption, and reducing the 
consumption of scarce resources, such as petroleum fuels.  Section 366.82(2), F.S., requires the 
Public Service Commission (Commission or PSC) to set appropriate goals for the seven electric 
utilities subject to FEECA at least every five years.  Commission rules have defined goals with 
respect to annual electric peak demand and energy savings over a ten-year period, with a review 
every five years.  The seven utilities currently subject to FEECA are Florida Power & Light 
Company (FPL), Duke Energy Florida, Inc. (DEF), Tampa Electric Company (TECO), Gulf 
Power Company (Gulf), Florida Public Utilities Company (FPUC), Orlando Utilities 
Commission (OUC), and JEA.  Once goals are established, the utilities must submit for 
Commission approval, cost-effective demand-side management (DSM) plans, which contain the 
DSM programs designed to meet these goals. 

 
 This report fulfills two Commission statutory obligations.  The Commission is required 

by Section 366.82(10), F.S., to provide an annual report to the Legislature and the Governor 
summarizing the adopted goals and progress achieved toward those goals.  Section 
377.703(2)(f), F.S., requires the Commission to file information on electricity and natural gas 
energy conservation programs with the Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services. 

 
Section 1 of this report provides a history of FEECA, highlights savings produced by 

utility programs since 1980, and provides a description of existing tools for increasing 
conservation throughout the state.  Section 2 discusses current goals and achievements of the 
FEECA utilities.  For context, Section 3 provides an overview of Florida’s electricity market.  
Section 4 discusses methods the Commission has used to educate consumers about conservation 
and provides a list of related web sites.  Finally, Appendix 1 provides a description of the 
conservation programs currently offered by the FEECA utilities. 

 
Conservation Achievements 
 
 Over the last 33 years, the FEECA utilities’ DSM programs in total have reduced winter 
peak demand by an estimated 6,506 megawatts (MW) and summer peak demand by an estimated 
6,871 MW.  The demand savings from these programs have resulted in the deferral or avoidance 
of a substantial fleet of power plants.  These programs have also reduced total electric energy 
consumption by an estimated 9,330 gigawatt-hours (GWh). 
 

Since 1981, Florida’s investor-owned electric utilities have recovered over $6 billion of 
conservation expenditures for DSM programs through the Energy Conservation Cost Recovery 
(ECCR) clause.  Over $3 billion of the total conservation program expenditures recovered have 
occurred in the last ten years.  In 2013, Florida’s investor-owned electric utilities recovered over 
$435 million in conservation program expenditures, performed more than 197,000 residential 
audits, and offered over 100 conservation programs for residential and commercial customers. 
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Consumer choice plays an important role in reducing the growth rates of electrical 

demand and energy in Florida.  Consumers support electric energy conservation through a 
variety of actions including constructing smaller, more efficient homes, buying energy-efficient 
appliances, installing energy-efficiency upgrades to existing homes, and installing demand-side 
renewable systems.  The Commission’s consumer education program offers several tools to 
promote consumer awareness of conservation and energy efficiency opportunities.  Florida’s 
utilities also play an active role in educating Florida’s consumers on energy efficiency options. 
 

Conversely, prescriptive mandates play a major role in conservation.  The Florida Building 
Code is adopted and updated with new editions triennially by the Florida Building Commission.  In 
addition, the Florida Building Code is amended annually to incorporate interpretations, clarifications, 
and update standards.  The 2014 draft of the building code emphasizes the thermal envelope of 
buildings.  Specifically, the energy efficiency section of the code focuses on insulation and 
ventilation measures for air conditioning units, turn-on/turn-off switches for water heaters and pool 
heaters, and automatic temperature controls for hot water systems.  The U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) is taking steps to boost clothes dryer efficiency.  The EPA announced 
that beginning in 2015, the manufacturers will be able to use the Energy Star label on clothes 
dryers that use 20 percent less energy than the minimum efficiency standard.  The EPA stated 
that if all residential clothes dryers in the U.S. meet the requirements, the utility cost savings will 
grow to more than $1.5 billion per year. In addition, more than 22 billion pounds of greenhouse 
gas emissions would be prevented. 

 
In 2013, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) issued an update for the energy 

conservation standards for residential microwave ovens which could reduce energy consumption 
by up to 75 percent in standby mode and revised energy conservation standards for residential 
room air conditioners.  The DOE also initiated rulemaking to amend testing procedures for 
residential refrigerators and freezers to account for ice-making energy use and to update energy 
use for other features.  Once finalized, the new standards for Energy Star certified refrigerators 
and freezers would use approximately 10 percent less energy than models meeting the current 
2014 standards.  Lighting standards have changed as well, with various watts of incandescent 
bulbs being phased out and becoming no longer available for purchase.  Seventy-five watt 
incandescent bulbs were phased out as of January 1, 2013, and as of January 1, 2014, 60 watt and 
40 watt incandescent bulbs are no longer available. 
 
 Section 2 of this report compares the FEECA utilities’ demand and energy savings to the 
goals set by the Commission during the last goal–setting proceeding. The results of the 2013 
achievements towards the 2009 goals illustrated that TECO, Gulf, JEA, and OUC surpassed all 
demand and energy savings goals in every category.  FPL, DEF, and FPUC did not meet goals in 
every category in 2013.  Of the utilities that did not achieve their annual Commission approved 
goals, most noted that while they failed to meet the goal requirements on an annual level, they 
were able to meet the requirements on a cumulative level when compared to the 2004 and 2009 
goal proceeding requirements. 
 

Section 2 also provides a summary of the Commission’s most recent goal-setting 
proceeding.  On November 25, 2014, the Commission voted to approve staff’s recommendation 
regarding the FEECA utilities’ proposed goals for the 2015 through 2024 period.  The 
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Commission voted to approve goals based on the Ratepayer Impact Measure (RIM) Test, noting 
that FPL’s approved goals would be based on the unconstrained RIM test.1  The RIM test is a 
cost-effectiveness analysis that ensures that all ratepayers, both participants and non-participants, 
benefit from utility-sponsored conservation programs and minimizes cross subsidies between 
customers. Utilities were also directed to show how all customers, including low-income 
customers, will be made aware of conservation opportunities.  The near term impact will lower 
the dollars for conservation currently being recovered from customers.  In addition, the 
Commission voted to discontinue the investor-owned utilities’ (IOU) solar pilot programs by the 
end of 2015.  The Commission based its decision on evidence in the record that the existing solar 
pilot programs have not proven to be cost-effective and represented a subsidy between the 
general body of ratepayers and the few that participated in the programs.  The Commission also 
directed its staff to hold a workshop to explore more cost-effective ways to encourage solar 
adoption in Florida. 
 
Conclusion 
 
 The potential demand and energy savings from utility-sponsored conservation programs 
are affected by consumer education and behavior, building codes, and appliance efficiency 
standards.  Consumer actions to implement energy efficiency measures outside of utility 
programs as well as codes and efficiency standards, create a baseline for a new program’s cost-
effectiveness and reduce the amount of incremental energy savings available from utility 
programs.  Utility programs are designed to encourage actions to conserve energy that exceeds 
the level of conservation resulting from current building codes and minimum efficiency 
standards.  It should be noted that the level of savings from these programs are somewhat 
uncertain because they depend on voluntary participation from customers.  However, the expense 
is shared by all customers.  As such, customer participation, as well as customer education 
regarding utility-offered DSM and energy conservation programs, along with individual efforts 
to use electrical energy wisely, remain fundamental elements for reducing the demand for 
energy. 
 
 Conservation and renewable energy are expected to continue to play an important role in 
Florida’s energy future.  The Commission will continue its efforts to encourage cost-effective 
conservation and renewable energy to reduce the use of fossil fuels and defer the need for new 
generating capacity to ensure a balanced mix of resources that reliably and cost-effectively meet 
the needs of Florida’s ratepayers. 

                                                 
1 See Order No. PSC-14-0696-FOF-GU, issued December 16, 2014, in Docket Nos. 130199 through 130205, In re: 
Commission review of numeric goals (Florida Power & Light Company, Duke Energy Florida, Inc., Tampa Electric 
Company, Gulf Power Company, JEA, Orlando Utilities Commission, Florida Public Utilities Company).  
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Section 1.  The Florida Energy Efficiency and Conservation Act 
 

1.1  History of FEECA 
 

The Florida Energy Efficiency and Conservation Act (FEECA) emphasizes three key 
areas: reducing the growth rates of weather-sensitive peak demand, reducing the growth rates of 
electricity consumption, and reducing the consumption of limited resources such as petroleum 
fuel.  The Commission is required to establish goals and the FEECA utilities are required to 
develop demand-side management (DSM) programs to meet these goals. 
 

Originally, all electric utilities in Florida were subject to FEECA.   However, in 1989, 
two changes were made to the law.  The first change limited the required electric utilities subject 
to the law to those with more than 500 gigawatt-hours (GWh) of annual retail sales.  During that 
period, 12 Florida utilities met this threshold requirement and their combined sales accounted for 
94 percent of Florida’s retail electricity sales.  The second change to the law included language 
that encouraged cogeneration. 
 
 In 1996, minimum retail sales thresholds for subject utilities were raised by the 
Legislature to 2,000 GWh.  Retail sales for these utilities were measured as of July 1, 1993, and 
two municipal utilities’ sales fell within the boundaries of the new law: JEA and Orlando 
Utilities Commission (OUC).   In addition to these two utilities, all five Florida investor-owned 
utilities (IOU) must comply with FEECA regardless of sales levels.  No rural electric 
cooperatives are currently subject to FEECA. 
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FEECA utilities currently account for more than 90 percent of all Florida energy sales as 
shown below in Table 1.  The table reflects 2013 energy sales by each FEECA utility, as well as 
all non-FEECA utilities.  In addition, the table includes the percentage of Florida’s total energy 
sales for each FEECA utility, along with a total percentage allocation for the non-FEECA 
utilities. 

 
Table 1.  Energy Sales by Florida's FEECA Utilities in 2013 

Florida's FEECA Utilities  
Energy 
Sales 
GWh 

% of Total 
Energy 
Sales 

  Florida Power & Light Company      102,784            47.4  
  Duke Energy Florida        36,616            16.9  
  Tampa Electric Company        18,418              8.5  
  Gulf Power Company        10,930              5.0  
  Florida Public Utilities Company             631              0.3  
  JEA        11,556              5.3  
  Orlando Utilities Commission          6,025              2.8  
  FEECA Utilities’ Total      186,960            90.4  
  Non-FEECA Utilities’ Total        29,808              9.6  
 Total Statewide Energy Sales      216,768          100.0  

 Source: FEECA Utilities’ Ten Year Site Plans and responses to staff’s data  
requests 

 
 
During May 2013, the Commission’s Office of Auditing and Performance Analysis 

completed a report titled Review of Administrative Efficiency of Utility Demand-Side 
Management Programs.  As the title implies, an audit was performed to examine the 
administrative efficiency of the DSM programs of the four major investor-owned electric utilities 
in Florida: FPL, DEF, TECO, and Gulf.  The purpose of the audit was to review each utility’s 
processes to efficiently develop, measure, analyze, and improve its DSM programs.  Staff also 
examined how each utility evaluates DSM program efficiencies and cost-effectiveness, including 
how each utility tracks costs associated with implementing the DSM programs, how each utility 
evaluates programs for modification or replacement, and how each utility relies on industry or 
peer-to-peer analysis to evaluate or improve its DSM programs.  The audit revealed that no 
major cause for concern exists regarding the manner in which the IOUs utilize their resources to 
administer their DSM programs.  A copy of the report is available on the Commission’s website 
at http://www.floridapsc.com/Files/PDF/Publications/Reports/General/Electricgas/DSMReviewReport.pdf. 
 

 
1.2  Conservation Tools and DSM Savings 

 
Although utility-sponsored DSM programs are an unquestionably important means of 

achieving energy conservation, consumer choice, and mandatory efficiency standards are keys to 
reducing demand and energy growth rates in Florida.  Consumers respond to price signals by 
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buying smaller, more energy-efficient homes, installing efficiency upgrades, using more cost-
effective demand-side renewable systems, behavioral changes, and a host of other actions.  The 
Commission’s actions to educate Florida’s consumers on conservation opportunities are 
discussed further in Section 4 of this report. 

 
Home and business energy audits serve as the basis for many DSM and conservation 

programs by allowing utilities the opportunity to evaluate conservation opportunities for their 
customers.  Pursuant to Section 366.82(11), F.S., all FEECA utilities are required to offer energy 
audits to residential customers.  During 2013, Florida’s investor-owned utilities performed more 
than 197,000 residential energy audits.  Each FEECA utility also offers energy audits to its 
commercial customers. Energy audits are the gateway for the FEECA utilities to offer more than 
100 conservation programs for residential, commercial, and industrial customers. 

 
Table 2 illustrates that since FEECA’s enactment in 1980, DSM programs are estimated 

to have reduced winter peak demand by an estimated 6,506 MW and reduced annual energy 
consumption by an estimated 9,330 GWh.  The demand savings from these programs have 
resulted in the deferral or avoidance of a substantial fleet of baseload, intermediate, and peaking 
power plants. 

 
Table 2. Estimated Cumulative DSM Savings Since 1980 

   Savings  

 Summer Peak Demand 6,871 MW  

 Winter Peak Demand 6,506 MW  

 Annual Energy Reduction  9,330 GWh  
        Source: Florida Reliability Coordinating Council Load and Resource Plan 
 
 
Utility programs are designed to incent conservation behavior that exceeds the minimum 

standards in building codes and appliance efficiency standards.  The potential demand and 
energy savings from utility-sponsored conservation programs are affected by consumer 
education and behavior, building codes, and appliance efficiency standards.  The current level of 
energy efficiency standards and building codes creates a baseline used in determining the cost-
effectiveness of a potential DSM program.  The higher the current efficiency standards and 
codes, the less opportunity there is for utility-sponsored programs to achieve cost-effectiveness. 

 
At the state level, building code requirements established by the Florida Building 

Commission continue to emphasize the importance of energy efficiency in buildings. The Florida 
Building Code is adopted and updated with new editions triennially by the Florida Building 
Commission.  It is amended annually to incorporate interpretations, clarifications, and update 
standards.  State and Federal minimum efficiency standards for residential appliances and 
commercial equipment, along with building construction standards, complement state level utility-
sponsored DSM programs for which consumer participation is voluntary.  The 2014 draft of the 
building code places emphasis on thermal envelopes of buildings.  Specifically, the energy efficiency 
section of the code focuses on insulation and ventilation measures for air conditioning units, turn-
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on/turn-off switches for water heaters and pool heaters, and automatic temperature controls for hot 
water systems. 
 

At the federal level, the U.S. DOE establishes minimum energy efficiency standards for 
more than 50 categories of appliances and equipment representing approximately 90 percent of 
home energy use, 60 percent of commercial building use, and 29 percent of industrial energy use.  
Throughout 2013, the DOE completed more than 30 rulemaking actions, including four final 
rules on new energy efficiency standards.  In 2014, appliance standards were finalized for 
general service fluorescent lamps, incandescent reflector lamps, packaged terminal air 
conditioners, and heat pumps.  Over the next few years, several other appliance standard actions 
are projected to be finalized regarding items such as air conditioning, heat pumps, water heaters, 
clothes washers, and dishwashers, to name a few. 
 

The DOE’s final rules, issued in 2013, included an update for the energy conservation 
standards for residential microwave ovens in standby mode and off mode and revised energy 
conservation standards for residential room air conditioners.  The DOE also initiated rulemaking 
to amend testing procedures for residential refrigerators and freezers to account for ice making 
energy use and to update energy use for other features.  Once finalized, the new standards for 
Energy Star certified refrigerators and freezers would result in approximately 10 percent less 
energy use compared to the current 2014 standards. 

 
The new standards for microwave ovens will go into effect starting in 2016, and are 

expected to save U.S. households approximately $3 billion on their energy bills through 2030.  
The DOE estimates that the changes in the energy efficiency standards for microwave ovens will 
reduce energy consumption in standby mode by 75 percent in countertop microwave ovens and 
over-the-range microwave ovens without convection features, and by 51 percent for over-the-
range microwave ovens with convection. Lighting standards have changed as well, with various 
watts of incandescent bulbs being phased out and becoming no longer available for purchase.  
Beginning January 1, 2013, 75 watt incandescent bulbs were phased out and, as of January 1, 
2014, 60 watt and 40 watt incandescent bulbs were no longer available. 
 

In May 2014, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) announced the first 
Energy Star label for clothes dryers. Energy Star is a government-backed labeling program that 
helps people and organizations save money and reduce greenhouse gas emissions by identifying 
office equipment, home appliances, and electronics featuring superior energy efficiency. The 
EPA stated that if all residential clothes dryers in the U.S. meet the requirements, the utility cost 
savings will grow to more than $1.5 billion per year. In addition, more than 22 billion pounds of 
greenhouse gas emissions would be prevented. 
 

  Table 3 describes the expected timeframes for changes in appliance standards for those 
appliances where federal efficiency rulemaking has begun. 
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Table 3. Federal Appliance Standards 
Product Categories Approx. Rule

Initiation Date
Final Action

Date
                                                                                     Heating Products Rulemakings     
Certain Commercial Heating, Air-Conditioning and Water Heating
Equipment Contained in ASHRAE Standard 90.1 (2013)

FY 2014, Q1 April 2015/2016

Single-Package Vertical Air Conditioner (AC) and Heat Pump (HP) Standard FY 2012, Q1 May 2015
Commercial Packaged Boilers Standard FY 2013, Q2 July 2015
Commercial Warm Air Furnaces Standard FY 2013, Q1 December 2015
Residential Furnaces Standard FY 2013, Q4 December 2015 *
Hearth Products Standard FY 2014, Q2 December 2015
Commercial and Industrial Fans and Blowers Standard FY 2011, Q3 February 2016
Residential Boilers Standard FY 2013, Q1 July 2016
Commercial Water Heaters Standard FY 2014, Q2 July 2016
Residential Water Heaters Standard FY 2013, Q2 March 2018
Residential Direct Heating Equipment and Pool Heaters Standard FY 2014, Q1 March 2018

Commercial and Industrial Pumps Standard FY 2011, Q2 December 2015 *
Commercial Air Compressors Standard FY 2013, Q1 August 2016

General Service Fluorescent Lamps and Incandescent Reflector Lamps Standard FY 2011, Q2 November 2014

High-Intensity Discharge Lamps Standard FY 2010, Q3 April 2015
Ceiling Fans and Ceiling Fan Light Kits Standard FY2012, Q4 January 2016
General Service Incandescent Lamps, Compact Fluorescent Lamps, General Service 
LEDs, and General Service Organic Light-Emitting Diodes (OLEDs) Standard

FY 2014, Q2 December 2016

Commercial Clothes Washers Standard FY 2012, Q2 January 2015
Residential Dishwashers Standard FY2013, Q1 June 2015
Wine Chillers and Miscellaneous Refrigeration Products Standard FY2011, Q3 February 2016
Portable Air Conditioners Standard FY2013, Q3 August 2016*
Kitchen Ranges and Ovens Standard FY 2014, Q1 March 2017
Dehumidifiers Standard FY 2013, Q1 March 2017

Commercial Packaged Air Conditioning and Heating Equipment Standard FY 2013, Q1 December 2015
Packaged Terminal Air Conditioners and Heat Pumps Standard FY 2013, Q2 September 2014

Automatic Commercial Ice Makers Standard FY 2011, Q3 January 2015*

Refrigerated Beverage Vending Machines Standard FY 2013, Q2 August 2017

Enforcement of Regional Standards for Furnaces and Central Air Conditioners FY 2012, Q1 December 2014 *

*Final action dates followed by an asterisk represent a change from the last semi-annual implementation report.

Space Cooling Rulemakings

Commercial Refrigeration Rulemakings

Enforcement Rulemakings

Transformers, Motors, and Pumps Rulemakings

Lighting Rulemakings

Home Appliances Rulemakings

 
 
Since 2009, the cost-effectiveness of DSM measures has declined due to several factors 

outside of the FEECA utilities’ control. To begin with, customer load growth has declined which 
defers the need for new generation resources. Second, as mentioned previously, new federal 
appliance efficiency standards and state building codes are coming into existence. This decreases 
the amount of additional cost-effective DSM measures that the electric utilities can offer. Third, 
the price of natural gas has declined by approximately half over the past five years. This reduces 
customer bills but also reduces the future benefit of additional DSM measures.  
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Utility programs offer rebates and incentives for appliances that exceed federally 
established minimum efficiency standards.  Increases in federal efficiency standards, 
independent conservation efforts by consumers, and general conservation practices may increase 
utilities’ challenges in achieving additional demand and energy savings through DSM programs.  
Moreover, participation rates in utility programs are driven by the anticipated payback to the 
participating customer.  While utility incentives will tend to increase the customers “take rate” in 
programs, the cost of electricity is included in each customer’s calculations to participate.  Thus, low 
or declining electric prices tend to reduce the market participation in DSM programs. 
 
1.3  Conservation Cost Recovery 
 

Administrative costs, equipment, and incentive payments to participants all are costs of 
implementing a DSM program.  IOUs are allowed to recoup prudent and reasonable expenses for 
DSM programs approved by the Commission through the Energy Conservation Cost Recovery 
(ECCR) clause.  Before attempting to recover costs through the ECCR clause, utilities must 
prove their DSM programs are cost-effective and therefore benefit ratepayers in general. Utilities 
must also obtain Commission approval for program modifications before seeking cost recovery. 

 
IOUs have recovered more than $6 billion in conservation expenditures via the ECCR 

clause since 1981; over $3 billion of these funds have been recovered in the last 10 years.  Table 
4 shows the annual DSM expenditures recovered from customers by Florida’s IOUs for the 2004 
through 2013 period.  As shown in Table 4, the IOUs’ annual expenditures demonstrated general 
stability from 2004 to 2007, primarily because DSM programs reached saturation in participation 
levels and became less cost-effective due to reduced cost of new generating units.  From 2008 
through 2013, IOUs generally saw growth in utility DSM expenditures due to adding and/or 
changing some programs, including programs designed to encourage consumers to install new 
energy efficiency technologies, and offering increased incentive levels. 

 
Table 4.  DSM Expenditures Recovered Through the ECCR Clause 

  FPL DEF TECO Gulf  FPUC Total 
2004 $145,679,192 $60,072,362 $16,357,137 $7,619,637 $382,504  $230,110,832 
2005 $144,192,696 $59,143,076 $15,583,727 $8,826,754 $473,610  $228,219,863 
2006 $146,205,249 $59,543,107 $14,099,638 $9,562,098 $456,162  $229,866,254 
2007 $146,204,978 $67,109,815 $13,652,585 $9,107,952 $515,022  $236,589,592 
2008 $180,016,994 $77,593,960 $16,989,411 $9,257,740 $534,350  $284,392,455
2009 $186,051,381 $80,954,071 $32,243,315 $10,576,197 $540,433  $310,365,497
2010 $216,568,331 $85,354,923 $43,371,442 $9,859,407 $693,331  $355,847,434 
2011 $228,293,641 $91,738,039 $43,349,092 $15,003,596 $941,462  $379,325,830 
2012 $224,033,740 $93,728108 $46,593,831 $22,925,503 $651,145  $387,932,237 
2013 $244,296,253 $115,035,455 $47,502,652 $27,431,962 $806,698  $435,073,020 
Total       $3,077,723,014 

Source: Docket Nos. 040004-EG through 140004-EG, Schedules CT-3 
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During the annual ECCR clause proceedings, the Commission determines an energy 
conservation cost recovery factor for application to each customer’s bill for the following 
calendar year.  These factors are set annually based on each utility’s estimated conservation costs 
for the next calendar year, along with a reconciliation for any actual conservation cost under- or 
over-recovery for the previous year.  The Commission most recently set conservation cost 
recovery factors in November 2014.2  These factors take effect with the first billing cycle of 
2015. 

 
Table 5 illustrates the IOUs’ conservation cost recovery factors for application to 

residential customer bills.  These factors were applied to a bill based on 1,000 kilowatt-hour 
(kWh) energy usage to estimate the impact on a typical residential customer’s monthly bill. 
 

Table 5.  Residential Conservation Cost Recovery Factors in 2015 

Utility Residential ECCR Factor Monthly Bill Impact 
(cents/kWh) (based on 1,000 kWh) 

FPL 0.200 $2.00  
DEF 0.270 $2.70  
TECO 0.255 $2.55  
Gulf 0.259 $2.59  
FPUC 0.100 $1.00  

 Source: Order No. PSC-14-0632-FOF-EG 
 
 

 Natural gas local distribution companies (LDC) also offer conservation programs to their 
customers, although the Commission does not set goals for these companies currently.  Natural 
gas programs typically include the provision of incentives for the replacement of less efficient 
appliances with more efficient versions.  As a result, LDCs have historically spent the majority 
of  their conservation program costs promoting the use of natural gas to residential home builders 
and home owners.  These actions are achieved by providing rebates that support the installation 
of energy efficient appliances.  Recently, the natural gas LDCs received approval from the 
Commission to offer natural gas programs to their commercial customers.3  The programs will 
allow the LDCs to incentivize those commercial customers who use efficient end-use natural gas 
appliances, similar to what is offered to residential customers. 
 

Commission Rule 25-17.015, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.), permits natural gas 
distribution companies to seek recovery for their conservation programs.  The Commission most 
recently set conservation cost recovery factors in November 2014.4  These factors will take effect 

                                                 
2 See Order No. PSC-14-0632-FOF-EG, issued October 31, 2014, in Docket No. 140002-EG, In re: Energy 
Conservation Cost Recovery Clause. 
 
3 See Docket No. 130167-EG; In re: Petition for approval of natural gas energy conservation programs for 
commercial customers, by Associated Gas Distributors of Florida. 
 
4 See Order No. PSC-14-0655-FOF-GU; issued November 6, 2014; in Docket No. 140004-GU; In re: Natural Gas 
Conservation Cost Recovery. 
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with the first billing cycle of 2015.  Table 6 displays the local distribution companies’ 
conservation cost recovery factors and the impact on a typical residential customer’s bill using 
20 therms of natural gas per month. 
 

Table 6.  Residential Natural Gas Cost Recovery Factors in 2015 

Utility ECCR Factor 
(cents/therm) 

Monthly Bill Impact 
(based on 20 therms) 

Chesapeake Utilities 25.336   $5.07 
Florida City Gas 14.392   $2.88 
Florida Public Utilities 11.097   $2.22 
Peoples Gas System 9.207   $1.84 
St. Joe Natural Gas 23.810   $4.76 
Indiantown Gas Company 10.242    $2.05 
Sebring Gas System 15.287   $3.06 

Source: Order No. PSC-14-0655-FOF-GU 
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Section 2.  Analytics for Setting Demand-Side Management Goals 
 
2.1  Cost-Effectiveness 
 

Utility-sponsored DSM programs can benefit the general body of electric ratepayers by 
offsetting the need for future power plant construction. These programs therefore can reduce 
costs to ratepayers by postponing capital expenditures and reducing current energy production 
costs, including fuel and variable operating and maintenance-related costs, and by improving 
reliability.  On the other hand, the deferral of new power plants can forgo the benefits of more 
efficient power production and the associated lower emission rates for certain regulated 
pollutants. 

 
Section 366.82, F.S., requires utility-sponsored conservation programs to be cost-

effective.  This requirement is codified in Rule 25-17.008, F.A.C., which identifies cost-effective 
methodologies to be used, as well as cost and benefit information utilities must provide the 
Commission whenever an assessment of an existing, new or modified conservation program is 
requested.  In order to be eligible to qualify for cost-recovery, utilities are required to provide a 
cost-effectiveness analysis of each program. This analysis is done via three tests: the Participants 
test, the Ratepayer Impact Measure (RIM) test, and the Total Resource Cost (TRC) test.  The 
tests are summarized below.  

 
Participants test.  The Participants test analyzes costs and benefits from a program 

participant’s point of view and ignores the impact on the utility and other ratepayers not 
participating in the program.  The costs customers pay for equipment and maintenance are 
considered under the Participants test.  Benefits considered in the test include incentives that are 
paid by the utility to the customers and a reduction in customer bills.  Failure to demonstrate 
cost-effectiveness under this test would infer that rational customers would not elect to 
participate in this program. 

 
RIM test.  The RIM test is designed to ensure that all ratepayers, not just the program’s 

participants, will benefit from a proposed DSM program. The RIM test includes the costs 
associated with incentive payments to participants and decreased revenues to the utility which 
typically must be recovered from the general body of ratepayers at the time of a rate case.    A 
DSM program that passes the RIM test ensures that all customer rates are lower than they 
otherwise would have been without the DSM program. 

 
TRC test.  The TRC test measures the overall economic efficiency of a DSM program 

from a social perspective.  This test measures the net costs of a DSM program based on its total 
costs, including both the participants’ and the utility’s costs.  Unlike the RIM test, customer 
incentives and decreased revenues are not included as costs in the TRC test; instead, these factors 
are treated as transfer payments among ratepayers.  Moreover, if appropriate, certain external 
costs and benefits such as environmental impacts may be taken into account in the TRC test.  
Because incentives and foregone revenues are not treated as “costs”, electric rates for all 
customers will be higher for programs that are implemented using the TRC test. 
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Table 7 further illustrates the costs and benefits considered in the three Commission-
approved cost-effectiveness methodologies. 
 

 Table 7. Summary of Cost-Effectiveness Methodologies 

 Participants RIM TRC 
Benefits    
Bill Reduction X   
Incentives Received X   
Avoided Generation 
(Capital and O&M) 

  
X 

 
X 

Avoided 
Transmission 
(Capital and O&M) 

  
X 

 
X 

Fuel savings  X X 
Costs    
Program Costs  X X 
System Fuel Cost 
Increase 

 X X 

Incentives Paid  X  
Lost Revenues  X  
Participant’s Costs 
(Capital and O&M) X  X 

         
        

IOUs also are required by the Commission to assess programs regularly.  When programs 
prove no longer cost-effective, utilities must petition the Commission for modification or 
discontinuation of the program. For example, programs may need to be modified if a more 
stringent appliance efficiency standard or building code is adopted.  In contrast, if new efficiency 
measures become available which are cost-effective, the utility may petition the Commission for 
approval of a new program.  

 
Legislation enacted in 2008 amended the FEECA statute, placing upon the Commission 

additional responsibilities when adopting goals.  These responsibilities include the consideration 
of benefits and costs to program participants and ratepayers as a whole as well as the need for 
energy efficiency incentives for customers and utilities.  The Commission must also consider any 
costs imposed by state and federal regulations on greenhouse gas emissions.  The Commission is 
also responsible for assessing the cost-effectiveness of all demand-side and supply-side energy 
conservation measures, including demand-side renewable energy systems. Additionally, the 
statute was amended to allow the Commission to provide appropriate financial rewards and/or 
penalties to the utilities over which it has rate-setting authority.  Finally, the 2008 legislation 
authorized the Commission to allow an IOU to receive an additional return on equity of up to 50 
basis points for exceeding 20 percent of its annual load growth through energy efficiency and 
conservation measures.  To date, the Commission has not awarded financial awards or assessed 
penalties for IOUs subject to FEECA. 
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2.2  Commission-Established Goals 
  

During the recent goal-setting proceeding, the FEECA utilities proposed goals based 
upon the RIM test.  The RIM test is a cost-effectiveness analysis that ensures that  all ratepayers, 
both participants and non-participants, benefit from utility-sponsored conservation programs. 
Utilities were also directed to show how all customers, including low-income customers, will be 
made aware of conservation opportunities. The near term impact should put downward pressure 
on all customer bills.  FPL, however, proposed limiting its DSM goals to what its resource needs 
are in terms of megawatts or new capacity, referred to as a “constrained” RIM portfolio.  After 
considering the evidence within the docket, on December 16, 2014, the Commission established 
goals for the FEECA utilities in Order No. PSC-14-0696-FOF-EU.  The Order establishes annual 
numeric goals for the FEECA utilities for reductions in summer peak demand, winter peak 
demand, and annual energy for the period 2015-2024. 

 
Since the last DSM goal-setting process in 2009, the cost-effectiveness of DSM measures 

has declined due to several factors outside of the FEECA utilities’ control.  To begin with, 
customer load growth has declined, which defers the need for new generation resources.  Second, 
new appliance efficiency standards and state building codes are coming into effect.  As a result 
of these new standards, the amount of cost-effective conservation measures available to potential 
customers has declined.  Third, the price of natural gas in Florida has declined, which along with 
reducing customer bills, also decreases the future benefit of additional DSM measures. 

 
Overall, the proposed goals of the FEECA utilities were lower than those previously 

approved by the Commission in 2009 because of the aforementioned need for less new 
generating capacity, coupled with much lower fuel costs.  The Commission voted to approve the 
goals based on the RIM cost-effectiveness analysis, noting that FPL’s approved goals would be 
based on the unconstrained RIM test. Doing so addressed concerns that were voiced at the 
hearing regarding subsidies between individuals who can participate in DSM programs and 
individuals who cannot participate. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Pursuant to Section 186.801(1), Florida Statutes (F.S.), each generating electric utility 
must submit to the Florida Public Service Commission (Commission) a Ten-Year Site Plan 
(TYSP or Plan) which estimates the utility’s power generating needs and the general locations of 
its proposed power plant sites over a ten-year planning horizon.  The Commission is required to 
perform a preliminary study of each plan and classify each one as either “suitable” or 
“unsuitable.”  This document represents the study of the 2012 Ten-Year Site Plans for Florida’s 
electric utilities.   All findings of the Commission are made available to the Florida Department 
of Environmental Protection (DEP) for its consideration at any subsequent electrical power plant 
site certification proceedings pursuant to the Power Plant Siting Act (PPSA)1.  In addition, this 
document is forwarded to the Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (DACS) 
pursuant to Section 377.703(2)(e), F.S., which requires the Commission to provide a report on 
electricity and natural gas forecasts.  A copy of this report is also posted on the Commission’s 
website and is available to the public. 

The Commission has reviewed the Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the eleven reporting 
utilities, as well as supplemental data provided through data requests, and finds that the 
projections of load growth appear reasonable.2  The reporting utilities have identified sufficient 
additional generation facilities to maintain an adequate supply of electricity at a reasonable cost.  
Therefore, the Commission finds the 2012 Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the reporting utilities, 
augmented with supplemental data provided, to be suitable for planning purposes. 

Since the TYSP is not a binding plan of action for electric utilities, the Commission’s 
classification of these Plans as suitable or unsuitable does not constitute a finding or 
determination in docketed matters before the Commission.  The Commission may address any 
concerns raised by a utility’s TYSP at a public hearing. 

Growth in Demand and Capacity 

Customer growth remained positive in the last year, and is anticipated to continue at a 
somewhat slower pace than projected last year, but still below historic levels.  Between 2012 and 
2021, the annual average growth rate for residential customers is projected at 1.26 percent, 
slightly below last year’s projection of 1.37 percent for 2011 through 2020, and down 
significantly from the 2.36 percent rate seen for the period 2002 through 2007.  In contrast, 
commercial and industrial customers show a slightly increased rate of growth, but also remain 
below historic levels. 

Generating capacity within the State of Florida is anticipated to grow to meet the increase 
in customer demand, with approximately 7,200 megawatts (MW) of new generation added over 
the planning horizon.  This figure represents a decrease from last year’s TYSPs, which estimated 

                                                 
1 The Power Plant Siting Act is Sections 403.501 through 403.518, Florida Statutes 
2 Investor-owned utilities (IOUs) filing 2012 Ten-Year Site Plans include Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) 
Progress Energy Florida, Inc. (PEF), Tampa Electric Company (TECO), and Gulf Power Company (Gulf).  
Municipal utilities filing 2012 Ten-Year Site Plans include Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA), Orlando 
Utilities Commission (OUC), City of Lakeland (LAK), City of Tallahassee (TAL), JEA (formerly Jacksonville 
Electric Authority), and Gainesville Regional Utilities (GRU).   Seminole Electric Cooperative (SEC) also filed a 
2012 Ten-Year Site Plan. 
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the need for about 10,300 MW new generation.  This reduction in the estimated need for new 
capacity is primarily due to several units being constructed in 2012, and others being delayed 
beyond the ten year period due to slightly lower load forecasts.  The 2012 Plans include 
retirements and uprates of existing units, along with new generating units to be added during the 
ten-year period.  As in previous planning cycles, natural gas-fired generating units make up a 
majority of the generation additions and now represent a majority of energy produced within the 
state. 

All TYSPs are subject to modification due to factors such as changes to fuel price 
forecast, energy demand forecasts, shifts in energy policy, or other factors.  A notable change to 
the 2012 TYSPs is PEF’s delay of the Levy 1 nuclear unit, which was originally planned to start 
commercial service in June 2021, but has been delayed until June 2024.  PEF is anticipated to 
update their 2013 TYSP to reflect this change in projected installed capacity.  While the delay is 
a significant impact on PEF’s reserve margin in 2021, the statewide reserve margin is projected 
to be adequate to provide reliable service with the planned delay of the Levy nuclear units. 

Demand-Side Management 

The first step in any resource planning process is to focus on the efficient use of 
electricity by consumers.  Government mandates, such as building codes and appliance 
efficiency standards, provide the starting point for increasing energy efficiency.  Customer 
choice is the next step in reducing the state’s dependence upon expensive fuels and lowering 
greenhouse gas emissions.  Consequently, educating consumers to make smart energy choices is 
particularly important.  Finally, Florida’s utilities can efficiently serve their customers by 
offering demand-side management (DSM) and conservation programs designed to use fewer 
resources at lower cost. 

Florida’s utilities project considerable demand and energy savings over the planning 
period, with conservation and load management programs by 2021 reducing the system’s total 
seasonal peak demand by over 9,000 MW, or 15 percent for summer and winter, and reducing 
annual energy consumption by over 15,000 GWh or 5 percent. 

Fuel Diversity 

Natural gas is anticipated to remain the dominant fuel over the planning horizon, with 
usage in 2011 increasing to 57.7 percent of the state’s net energy for load (NEL), up from 50.8 
percent of NEL in 2010.  Figure 1 below illustrates the increase in the role of natural gas in the 
state’s electricity production during the last ten years, and the projected use during the next 
decade.  Based on the Florida Reliability Coordinating Council (FRCC) 2012 Load and Resource 
Plan, state-wide natural gas usage is expected to peak in 2012, and then slowly decline 
throughout the planning period, to 56.7 percent in 2021. 
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Figure 1. State of Florida: Natural Gas Usage (Total & Percent NEL) 
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Source: FRCC 2004 - 2012 Load and Resource Plans 

While natural gas usage is projected to remain relatively level over the planning period, 
this situation is due to projected increases in nuclear generation, and a limited impact of new 
environmental compliance requirements.  The FRCC 2012 Load and Resource Plan includes the 
addition of the Levy 1 nuclear unit in 2021, which has since been delayed until 2024.  Also, this 
projection assumes the return to service in November 2014 of PEF’s Crystal River 3 nuclear unit 
(CR3).  However, no decision has been made regarding the repair or retirement of CR3.  
Furthermore, as discussed at the 2012 TYSP Workshop, PEF’s Crystal River 1 & 2 coal units, 
along with GULF’s Lansing Smith 1 & 2 coal units, may face challenges in economically 
meeting new environmental compliance requirements.  If the facilities are unable to install 
sufficient emissions controls, they would face retirement as early as 2015.  If the projected 
generation associated with these nuclear and coal units is displaced by natural gas, it would have 
the net effect of increasing natural gas’ share of state electric generation to 62.9 percent by 2021, 
as shown in Figure 2 below. 
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Figure 2. State of Florida: Natural Gas Usage With Displaced Generation (Total & Percent NEL)  
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Source: FRCC 2004 - 2012 Load and Resource Plans, PEF 2012 TYSP, Responses to Staff Data Requests. 

In an attempt to reduce natural gas consumption, Florida’s utilities have encouraged other 
energy resources, including renewable energy and nuclear generation.  Approximately 1,421 
MW of renewable generation is currently operating in Florida, an increase of about 138 MW 
from the previous year.  Presently, municipal solid waste (MSW) and biomass each represent 
roughly a third of renewable generation in Florida.  Other major types of renewable generation 
operating in the state include waste heat, hydroelectric, landfill gas, and solar. 

Over the planning horizon, approximately 957 MW of additional renewable generation is 
planned in Florida, an increase of 51 MW from last year.  The majority of these additions are 
solar and biomass.  While these new projects represent a significant increase from the existing 
total, renewable generation continues to provide a relatively small contribution towards the 
reduction of our state’s reliance on fossil fuels. 

While no new nuclear units are projected until 2022, uprates for all five existing nuclear 
units have been approved by the Commission, representing an increase of approximately 600 
MW.  Extended outages associated with unit uprates and other major maintenance work has 
reduced nuclear generation, and is projected to reduce nuclear’s contribution to annual energy in 
the near future.  One of the nuclear units, CR3, has been offline since 2009 due to a delamination 
of the concrete containment structure discovered during a steam generator replacement project.  
The unit, including the 154 MW of uprated capacity, is currently scheduled to return to service in 
the end of 2014.  Currently four new nuclear units, Turkey Point 6 & 7, and Levy 1 & 2, totaling 
over 4,000 MW generation are planned outside of the ten-year horizon. 

New and Proposed EPA Rules 

Florida’s electric utilities must also consider environmental concerns regarding existing 
and planned generation to meet Florida’s electric needs.  The Environmental Protection Agency 
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(EPA) has finalized or proposed several new rules in the last year that will have an impact on 
Florida’s existing generation fleet, as well as on its proposed new facilities. 

The new or proposed EPA rules limit emissions from existing power plants on a variety 
of pollutants, including mercury, other heavy metals, organic toxics, particulates, sulfur oxides, 
and nitrogen oxides.  While many facilities within the state already have sufficient emissions 
control technologies to address these rules, some will require installation of new equipment to 
bring emissions into compliance.  Other rules address concerns relating to cooling water’s impact 
on aquatic life, and the disposal of coal ash.  All of these activities will require investment and 
potential for extended outages of the relevant generating units, which will require careful 
planning to allow for a minimum impact on system reliability. 

At this time, a final estimate of costs and units affected is not available, as some of the 
proposed rules are not yet final.  Several of the TYSP utilities have provided preliminary 
estimates based upon known and proposed rule language, and are shown in Table 1 below. 

Table 1. TYSP Utilities: Preliminary Estimates of EPA Rule Compliance Cost 

Preliminary 
Total Cost Estimates* Utility 

($ Millions) 
Florida Power & Light $348 - $1,741 
Progress Energy Florida $165 - $1,330 
Tampa Electric Company $763 
Gulf Power Company $1,270 - $2,737 
Florida Municipal Power Agency $39 
Gainesville Regional Utilities Not Available 
JEA Not Available 
Lakeland Electric Not Available 
Orlando Utilities Commission $157 
Seminole Electric Cooperative Not Available 
City of Tallahassee $5 
Total of All Utilities $2,747 - $6,772 
* These estimates are not final, and may not include all rules. 
Source: Responses to Staff’s Data Requests. 

 

New Generation Facilities 

The State of Florida has a total summer generating capacity of 56,973 MW installed as of 
January 1, 2012.  A total of 7,200 MW of new generation units are planned in the ten-year 
period, all of which will be natural gas-fired units.  Other impacts noted in the report reflect 
changes to existing units and/or purchased power agreements. 

As noted previously, the primary purpose of this review of the utilities’ TYSPs is to 
provide information regarding new electric power plants to the DEP for its use in the 
certification process.  Table 2 displays those generation facilities included in the 2012 TYSPs 
that have not yet received a certification under the PPSA by the Commission.  Certification is 
generally anticipated at four years in advance of the in-service date for a natural gas-fired 
combined cycle unit.  TECO has recently filed a Request for Proposals (RFP) for their 
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conversion to combined cycle configuration of their existing Polk Power Station units 2 through 
5, and filed a petition for a determination of need on September 12, 2012. 

Table 2. State of Florida: Proposed Generating Units Without PPSA Certification 

Utility Generating Unit Name Unit Type Fuel Type Summer Capacity 
(MW) 

In-Service 
Date 

TECO Polk 2-5 CC CC NG 1,063  Jan 2017 
PEF Unknown CC NG 767 Jun 2019 
SEC Unnamed CC1 CC NG 196 Dec 2020 
SEC Unnamed CC2 CC NG 196 Dec 2020 
SEC Unnamed CC3 CC NG 196 Dec 2021 

Source: Utilities 2012 TYSP 
 

In addition to generating units, transmission lines that will require the Commission’s 
certification under the Transmission Line Siting Act (TLSA) are projected during the planning 
period.  Table 3 below details the only TLSA project included in the utility’s plans, which is 
associated with TECO’s combined cycle conversion at the Polk Power Station. 

Table 3. State of Florida: Proposed Transmission Without TLSA Certification 

Utility Transmission Line 
Line 

Length 
(Miles) 

Nominal 
Voltage 

(kV) 

Commercial 
In-Service 

Date 
TECO Polk-Aspen-FishHawk 62.5 230 2017 

Source: Utilities 2012 TYSP 

 

Summary of the State of Florida 

 Figure 3 below illustrates the present and future aggregate capacity mix.  The capacity 
values in  Figure 3 incorporate all proposed additions, changes, and retirements contained in the 
reporting utilities’ 2012 Ten-Year Site Plans. 
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 Figure 3. State of Florida: Existing and Projected Capacity 
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Source: FRCC 2012 Load and Resource Plan, Responses to Staff Data Requests 
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Fuel Diversity 

Natural gas has risen to become one of the dominant fuels in the state in the last ten 
years, displacing coal, and in 2011 generated more net energy for load than any two fuels 
combined in Florida.  As Figure 17 shows, natural gas now makes up greater than 57.7 percent of 
electric energy consumed in Florida.  Natural gas usage is anticipated to peak in 2012 at 62.4 
percent, and then decline slightly to 56.7 percent by 2021. 

Figure 17. State of Florida: Net Energy for Load by Fuel Type 
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Source: FRCC 2002 and 2012 Load and Resource Plans 

The anticipated decline in natural gas consumption by the end of the planning period is 
the result of increased nuclear generation and relatively stable contribution to NEL from coal-
fired generation.  Nuclear generation may decline from that projected in the FRCC 2012 Load 
and Resource Plan, primarily due to the delay of the Levy 1 nuclear unit, discussed below, and if 
the CR3 nuclear unit is retired instead of repaired.  CR3 has been offline since 2009, following a 
delamination incident during a steam generator replacement project. 

Coal generation, beyond the reduction in dispatch due to the cost-competitiveness of 
natural gas as a baseload fuel, faces challenges relating to new environmental compliance 
requirements.  As discussed below, new EPA regulations will potentially require installation of 
new environmental controls, which could lead to the retirement of units if it is deemed 
uneconomic to upgrade its emission control equipment.  During the 2012 TYSP Workshop, four 
coal units, PEF’s Crystal River 1 & 2, and GULF’s Lansing Smith 1 & 2, were identified by the 
Sierra Club/Earthjustice as potential units to consider retirement, though at this time all four are 
scheduled to remain in-service throughout the planning period. 

If the projected generation associated with the nuclear and coal units discussed above is 
displaced by natural gas, it would have the net effect of increasing natural gas’ share of state 
electric generation to 62.9 percent by 2021, as shown in Figure 18 below. 
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Figure 18. State of Florida: Net Energy for Load by Fuel Type After Generation Displacement 

15.0%

34.6%

16.5%
18.5%

15.4%

9.6%

23.6%

0.5%

57.7%

8.6%10.5%

21.8%

0.3%

62.9%

4.6%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Nuclear Coal Oil Natural Gas Interchange, NUG,
Renewables, Other

E
ne

rg
y 

G
en

er
at

io
n 

by
 F

ue
l T

yp
e 

(%
 N

E
L

)

Actual 2001  Actual 2011  Forecast 2021  
 

Source: FRCC 2002 and 2012 Load and Resource Plans, Utilities 2012 TYSPs, Responses to Staff Data Requests. 

Because a balanced fuel supply can enhance system reliability and mitigate the effects of 
volatile fuel price fluctuations, it is important that utilities have the greatest possible level of 
flexibility in their generation fuel source mix.  Although the Commission has cited the growing 
lack of fuel diversity within the State of Florida as a major strategic concern for the past several 
years, natural gas is anticipated to remain the dominant fuel over the planning horizon.   
Excluding renewables, all new generation facilities planned within the State of Florida over the 
ten-year period are natural gas-fired units.   

Opportunities for Unit Modernization 

Florida’s generating fleet consists of incremental new additions to the historic base fleet, 
with units retiring as they become uneconomical to operate or maintain.  Currently Florida’s 
existing capacity ranges greatly in age and fuel type, and legacy investments continue. 

While some units must be retired upon reaching the end of their economic life and cannot 
be refurbished, others have the potential for modernization.  The modernization of existing 
generating units allows for significant improvement in both performance and emissions, typically 
at a price lower than new construction.  Modernization typically involves the conversion of a 
generating unit from less efficient fossil steam generation to combined cycle operation.  For 
some power plant sites, modernization does not involve using any of the existing generator units 
themselves, but rather the generation site’s existing facilities such as transmission or fuel 
handling for an entirely new unit.  For some steam units, generation output can be improved by 
installing more advanced equipment, such as the nuclear uprates discussed below.  Other 
modernizations allow for changes in fuel type, or increased ability to use alternate fuels.  Due to 
low natural gas price forecasts, the ability to run a unit on higher quantities of natural gas instead 
of fuel oil may be an economically viable option, even for an older generating unit. 
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Since the existing unit must be removed from service for a period of time, a utility’s 
reliability is affected during the conversion process.  As a result, scheduling modernizations 
during periods of temporary excess capacity is more desirable.  With the forecasted decline in 
load, several of Florida’s utilities may have sufficient reserve margins to allow some of their 
smaller units to be converted, and the upcoming ten-year planning horizon appears to be an ideal 
window for completing these types of projects.  Not all sites are candidates for modernization 
due to site layout and other concerns, and to minimize rate impacts, modernization of existing 
units should be investigated before considering new construction.  Utilities should continue to 
explore potential conversion projects and report the feasibility and economic viability of each 
conversion in next year’s TYSPs and before any need determination filing. 

In response to a staff data request, the TYSP utilities identified the following facilities as 
potentially capable of conversion.  Table 15 below summarizes their responses for conversion 
from fossil steam generation.  Additional units were identified for conversion from simple cycle 
combustion turbines to combined cycle units. 

Table 15. State of Florida: Potential Steam Units for Modernization 

Utility Generating Unit  
Name Fuel Type 

Summer  
Capacity 

(MW) 

Original 
In-Service 

Date 

Modernization 
Type 

FPL Manatee Units 1 & 2 Oil / NG 1624 1976 - 1977 CC 
FPL Martin Units 1 & 2 Oil / NG 1652 1980 - 1981 CC 
FPL Sanford Unit 3 Oil / NG 138 1959 CC 
FPL Turkey Point Units 1 & 2 Oil / NG 788 1967 - 1968 CC 
FPL Cutler Unit 5 & 6 NG 205 1954 - 1955 CC 
PEF Anclote Units 1 & 2 NG / Oil 1011 1974 - 1978 CC 
PEF Suwannee River Units 1 - 3 NG / Oil 129 1953 - 1956 CC/RF 
PEF Crystal River Units 1 & 2 Coal 873 1966 - 1969 CC/IGCC 
PEF Crystal River Units 4 & 5 Coal 1422 1982 - 1984 CC/IGCC 

GULF Crist Units 4 & 5 Coal 150 1959 - 1961 Natural Gas 
GULF Scholz Units 1 & 2 Coal 92 1953 Biomass 
JEA SJRPP Units 1 & 2 Coal / Petcoke 626 1987 - 1988 CC 
JEA Northside Unit 3 NG / Oil 524 1977 CC 

Source: Responses to Staff Data Request 
 

The Commission has previously granted determinations of need for three conversions 
from fossil steam to combined cycle units.  The approved conversions, located at FPL’s Cape 
Canaveral, Riviera, and Port Everglades sites, represent a significant increase in generating 
capacity while reusing the plant site and reducing fuel usage and emissions.  PEF has also 
recently conducted a conversion of its Bartow plant from fossil steam to a combined cycle unit.  
This conversion did not require a PPSA determination of need. 

Impact of EPA Regulations 

In addition to maintaining a fuel efficient and diverse fleet, Florida’s utilities must also 
comply with changing environmental requirements.  Within the past several years, the EPA has 
finalized or proposed several rules which will impact both existing and planned units within the 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 733

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



46 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Utility Perspectives 
 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 734

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



47 

FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY (FPL) 

FPL is the state’s largest electric utility.  The utility’s service territory is within the FRCC 
region, and is primarily in southern Florida and along the east coast.  As FPL is an IOU, the 
Commission has regulatory authority over all aspects of operations, including rates and safety. 

In 2011, FPL had an average of 4,547,051 customers, and had a total net energy for load 
of 103,327 GWh, approximately 47.3 percent of the NEL generated in the entire state last year. 

Peak Demand and Energy Forecasts 

FPL Figure 1 illustrates the company’s actual customer growth trends for the period 2002 
through 2011, and the 2012 TYSP projections for growth for 2012 through 2021.  Positive 
growth is anticipated over the entire planning period, with an average annual growth rate 
(AAGR) of 1.39 percent.  This compares to the actual AAGR of 2.27 for the period 2002 through 
2007. 

FPL Figure 1: Annual Customer Growth Rate by Customer Class 
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Source: FPL 2012 TYSP 

The following three graphs in FPL Figure 2 show FPL’s historic peak demand for both 
the summer and winter seasons, and NEL for the years since 2006.  The forecasted values are 
also shown through the current planning horizon, including the effect of DSM, for the current 
year and three previous forecast years.  These figures show that the current forecast is similar but 
slightly lower than the 2011 values for both seasons of peak demand and NEL. 

Analysis of FPL’s historic forecast accuracy for total retail energy sales from 2007 
through 2011 shows that FPL’s average forecast error is 12.12 percent.  This value indicates that 
the company tends to over-forecast its retail energy sales by 12.12 percent, which is unfavorable 
when compared to the average forecast error for all eleven of the TYSP utilities, which was 
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11.38 percent in 2012.  This forecasting error is associated with the decline in forecasted 
customer growth experienced in the period analyzed, 2007 through 2011. 
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FPL Figure 2. Seasonal Peak Demand and Annual Energy Consumption Forecasts 
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Source: FPL 2009 -2012 TYSPs 
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Reserve Margin Requirements 

As mentioned in the Statewide Perspective, FPL maintains a minimum 20 percent reserve 
margin for planning purposes based on a stipulation approved by the Commission.  FPL Figure 3 
displays the projected reserve margin for FPL through the planning period for both seasonal 
peaks.  As shown in the figure, summer peak demand would be the driving force for generation 
additions.  The reserve margin shown below includes the cumulative impact of conservation and 
demand response on FPL’s system demand. 

FPL Figure 3. Seasonal Reserve Margin (With LM/INT) 
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Some concerns have been expressed regarding increased dependence upon demand 
response to meet customer peak demand.  The concern is that interruptible load and load 
management programs are voluntary, and that customers may elect to opt-out of an existing 
program if the utility interrupted service too frequently.  FPL Figure 4 shows the impact of 
excluding demand response programs from meeting customer demand, which causes the reserve 
margin to fall below both the company’s stipulated 20 percent reserve margin and the FRCC 
Region’s 15 percent planning margin for the summer only.  FPL has indicated that it is 
continuing to study the possibility of instituting a generation-only minimum reserve. 
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FPL Figure 4. Seasonal Reserve Margin (Without LM/INT) 
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Source: FPL 2012 TYSP 

Fuel Diversity 

FPL Figure 5 shows FPL’s historic fuel mix for 2001 and 2011, and the projected fuel 
mix for 2021.  FPL’s primary generation fuel is natural gas, which has increased from about a 
quarter of system energy in 2001, to approximately two-thirds by 2011.  Natural gas is projected 
to remain the main system fuel, with 68.1 percent of net energy for load generated by natural gas. 

FPL Figure 5. Net Energy for Load by Fuel Type 
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Generation Additions 

FPL’s 2012 TYSP includes 3 new generating units, all of which are natural gas-fired 
combined cycles.  FPL also anticipates uprates at all its nuclear generation units by 2013, and 
two new nuclear units, Turkey Point 6 & 7, which are planned beyond the planning horizon.  All 
of the new generation units that FPL is planning to add to its system are shown in FPL Table 1. 

FPL Table 1. Planned Generation Additions 

Certification Dates 
(if Applicable) 

Generating Unit Name 
Summer 
Capacity 

(MW) 
Need 

Approved 
(Commission) 

PPSA 
Certified 

In-Service 
Date 

Nuclear Unit Uprates 
St. Lucie Unit #1 Uprates 129 09/2008 09/2008 5/2012 
St. Lucie Unit #2 Uprates * 84 09/2008 09/2008 10/2012 
Turkey Point Unit # 3 Uprates 123 09/2008 10/2008 6/2012 
Turkey Point Unit # 4 Uprates 123 09/2008 10/2008 2/2013 

Combined Cycle Unit Additions 
Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1,210 09/2008 10/2009 6/2013 
Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1,212 09/2008 11/2009 6/2014 
Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1,277 4/2012 02/2013*** 6/2016 

Nuclear Unit Additions 
Turkey Point Unit #6** 1,100  3/2008 12/2013*** 6/2022 
Turkey Point Unit #7** 1,100  3/2008 12/2013*** 6/2023 
*31 MW of St. Lucie Unit #2 uprates have already been achieved in 2011. 
** These units are outside of the 2012-2021 planning period 
*** This is the anticipated date of the Siting Board Hearing on Site Certification. 
Source:  FPL 2012 TYSP 
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Executive Summary 

Pursuant to Section 186.801(1), Florida Statutes (F.S.), each generating electric utility 
must submit to the Florida Public Service Commission (Commission) a Ten-Year Site Plan 
(TYSP or Plan) which estimates the utility’s power generating needs and the general locations of 
its proposed power plant sites over a ten-year planning horizon.  The TYSPs of Florida’s electric 
utilities are designed to give state, regional, and local agencies advance notice of proposed power 
plants and transmission facilities.  The Commission is required to perform a preliminary study of 
each plan and classify each one as either “suitable” or “unsuitable.”  This document represents 
the study of the 2013 TYSPs for Florida’s electric utilities, filed by eleven reporting utilities.1    

All findings of the Commission are made available to the Department of Environmental 
Protection (DEP) for its consideration at any subsequent electrical power plant site certification 
proceedings pursuant to the Power Plant Siting Act (PPSA). 2  In addition, this document is 
forwarded to the Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (DACS) pursuant to Section 
377.703(2)(e), F.S., which requires the Commission to provide a report on electricity and natural 
gas forecasts.  A copy of this report is also posted on the Commission’s website and is available 
to the public. 

Review of the Ten-Year Site Plans 

Load & Demand Forecasting 

The first step in any resource planning process is to focus on the efficient use of 
electricity by consumers.  Government mandates, such as building codes and appliance 
efficiency standards, provide the starting point for increasing energy efficiency.  Customer 
choice is the next step in reducing the state’s need for electricity.  Consequently, educating 
consumers to make smart energy choices is particularly important. 

Florida’s utilities can efficiently serve their customers by offering demand-side 
management (DSM) and conservation programs designed to use fewer resources at lower cost.  
Under the Florida Energy Efficiency and Conservation Act (FEECA), the Commission is 
required to establish annual numeric goals for seasonal peak demand and annual energy 
consumption reductions.3  The Commission has already begun the next goal-setting proceeding, 
which will be completed by the end of 2014. 

Florida’s utilities project considerable demand and energy savings over the planning 
period, with conservation and load management programs by 2022 reducing the system’s total 
summer peak demand by over 9,200 megawatts (MW), and annual energy consumption by over 

                                                 
1 Investor-owned utilities (IOUs) filing 2013 TYSPs include Florida Power & Light Company (FPL), Duke Energy 
Florida, Inc. (DEF) which filed under its previous name, Progress Energy Florida, Inc., Tampa Electric Company 
(TECO), and Gulf Power Company (GPC).  Municipal utilities filing 2013 TYSPs include Florida Municipal Power 
Agency (FMPA), Gainesville Regional Utilities (GRU), JEA (formerly Jacksonville Electric Authority), Lakeland 
Electric (LAK), Orlando Utilities Commission (OUC), and City of Tallahassee Utilities (TAL).   Seminole Electric 
Cooperative (SEC) also filed a 2013 TYSP. 
2 The Power Plant Siting Act is Sections 403.501 through 403.518, Florida Statutes 
3 Sections 366.80 through 366.85 and Section 403.519, F.S. 
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14,500 gigawatt-hours (GWh).  Including these reductions, Florida is forecasted to experience by 
2022 a net firm summer peak demand of 51,552 MW and annual net energy for load of 270,797 
GWh. 

Over the last ten years, the total number of electric customers in Florida has increased by 
11.4 percent.  Primarily this growth took place between 2003 and 2007, before the recession, 
after which customer growth plateaued, with the annual average growth rate dropping from 2.5 
percent to a tenth of that figure, at 0.2 percent, including two years of slight negative growth.  
Forecasts estimate a higher rate of growth over the next ten years, at an annual average of 1.2 
percent, below the average rate before the recession. 

By comparison, retail energy sales in 2012 have only increased 0.6 percent over the past 
ten years.  Retail energy sales followed a similar growth pattern as customer growth before 2007, 
but experienced an overall decline since the 2007 peak.  Forecasts for energy sales also estimate 
a growth, at an annual average rate of 1.4 percent.  This rate is also below the growth rate 
experienced before the recession, but is slightly higher than customer growth.  Retail energy 
sales are anticipated to exceed the 2007 peak by 2016.   Figure 1 details these trends below for 
number of customers and retail energy sales. 

Figure 1: State of Florida - Customer and Retail Energy Sale Growth Since 2003 

 

Source: 2013 FRCC Regional Load & Resource Plan 

Renewable Generation 

 Renewable resources continue to expand in Florida, with approximately 1,470 MW of 
renewable generation currently operating in Florida.  Presently, municipal solid waste (MSW) 
and biomass each represent roughly a third of renewable generation in Florida.  Other major 
types of renewable generation operating in the state include waste heat, hydroelectric, landfill 
gas, and solar. 
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Over the planning horizon, approximately 966 MW of additional renewable generation is 
planned in Florida.  The majority of these additions are solar and biomass.  While these new 
projects represent a significant increase from the existing total, renewable generation continues 
to provide a relatively small contribution towards the reduction of the state’s reliance on fossil 
fuels. 

Traditional Generation 

Natural gas is anticipated to remain the dominant fuel over the planning horizon, with 
usage in 2012 increasing to 64.8 percent of the state’s net energy for load (NEL), up from 57.7 
percent of NEL in 2011.  Figure 2 below illustrates the increasing use of natural gas as a 
generating fuel for the electricity production during the last ten years, and the projected use 
during the next decade.  State-wide, natural gas usage is expected to decline slightly, on a 
percentage basis, from its current peak, to 58.8 percent in 2022.  This is due to projected 
increases in nuclear generation, and a limited impact of new environmental compliance 
requirements. 

Figure 2: State of Florida - Natural Gas Usage (History & Forecast) 

 
Source: 2013 FRCC Regional Load & Resource Plan 

Generating capacity within the State of Florida is anticipated to grow to meet the increase 
in customer demand, with approximately 9,960 megawatts (MW) of new utility-owned 
generation added over the planning horizon.  This figure represents an increase from last year’s 
TYSPs, which estimated the need for about 7,200 MW new generation.  Based on the 2013 Ten-
Year Site Plans, Figure 3 below illustrates the present and future aggregate capacity mix of the 
State of Florida.  The capacity values in Figure 3 incorporate all proposed additions, changes, 
and retirements planned during the ten-year period.  As in previous planning cycles, natural gas-
fired generating units make up a majority of the generation additions and now represent a 
majority of capacity within the state.  Retirements primarily consist of oil-fired and coal-fired 
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steam generation, in addition to DEF’s Crystal River Unit 3 (CR3), one of the five existing 
nuclear units in Florida. 

Figure 3: State of Florida - Installed Capacity (Existing & Projected) 

 
Source: 2013 TYSPs, 2013 FRCC Regional Load & Resource Plan 

Future Commission Actions  

Florida’s electric utilities must also consider environmental concerns associated with 
existing and planned generation to meet Florida’s electric needs. The U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) has finalized or proposed several new rules in recent years that will 
have an impact on Florida’s existing generation fleet, as well as on its proposed new facilities. 

These EPA rules will limit allowable emissions from new and existing power plants for a 
variety of pollutants, including mercury, other heavy metals, organic toxics, particulates, sulfur 
oxides, and nitrogen oxides. While many facilities within the state already have sufficient 
emissions control technologies to comply with these rules, some will require installation of new 
equipment to bring generators into compliance. Other rules address concerns relating to cooling 
water’s impact on aquatic life and the disposal of coal ash. All of these activities will require new 
investment and the potential for extended outages of some generating units, which will require 
careful planning to minimize any impact on system reliability. 
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At this time, GPC’s coal-fired Plant Scholz and DEF’s Crystal River units 1 and 2 are the 
only plants anticipated to be retired as a result of any of these regulations. Additionally, DEF’s 
Suwanee River Units 1-3, which can use either residual oil or natural gas, will cease residual oil 
operations in order to comply with the MATS rule.  Several of the TYSP utilities have provided 
preliminary estimates based upon known and proposed rule language, and with a range between 
$2.4 and $5.5 billion, which may not encompass all associated potential costs. 

As noted previously, the primary purpose of this review of the utilities’ TYSPs is to 
provide information regarding new electric power plants to the DEP for its use in the 
certification process.  Table 1 displays those generation facilities included in the 2012 TYSPs 
that have not yet received a certification under the PPSA by the Commission.  Certification is 
generally anticipated at four years in advance of the in-service date for a natural gas-fired 
combined cycle unit. 

Table 1: State of Florida - Proposed Generation Requiring Commission Approval 

Utility Generating Unit Name 
Summer 
Capacity 

(MW) 

In-Service 
Date 

DEF Unnamed CC 1 1,189 06/2018 
DEF Unnamed CC 2 1,189 06/2020 
SEC Unnamed CC 1 192 12/2020 
SEC Unnamed CC 2 192 12/2020 

Source: 2013 TYSPs 
 

While the Commission certifies transmission lines under the Transmission Line Siting 
Act (TLSA), there are none projected during the planning period that have not already been 
approved by the Commission. 

Conclusion 

The Commission has reviewed the 2013 TYSPs filed by the eleven reporting utilities, as 
well as supplemental data provided through data requests, and finds that the projections of load 
growth appear reasonable.  The reporting utilities have identified sufficient additional generation 
facilities to maintain an adequate supply of electricity at a reasonable cost.  The Commission 
does continue to monitor the increased dependence on natural gas for electricity production, and 
the impact of this reduction in fuel diversity on the state.  While low prices for natural gas have 
made it the dominant fuel, its history of price volatility raises the specter of increased costs 
should there be disruptions in natural gas production, supply, or markets. 

Based on its review, the Commission finds the 2013 TYSPs filed by the reporting 
utilities, augmented with supplemental data provided, to be suitable for planning purposes.  Since 
the TYSP is not a binding plan of action for electric utilities, the Commission’s classification of 
these Plans as suitable or unsuitable does not constitute a finding or determination in docketed 
matters before the Commission.  The Commission may address any concerns raised by a utility’s 
TYSP at a public hearing. 
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Figure 13: TYSP Utilities - Fuel Prices (History & Forecast) 

 
Source: TYSP Utilities Data Responses 

Fuel Diversity 

Natural gas has risen to become one of the dominant fuels in the state in the last ten 
years, displacing coal, and in 2012 generated more net energy for load than all other fuels 
combined in Florida.  As Figure 14 shows, natural gas now makes up greater than 64.8 percent of 
electric energy consumed in Florida.  Natural gas usage is anticipated to decline somewhat, 
remaining at approximately 60 percent throughout the planning period, ending up at 58.8 percent 
by 2022. 

Figure 14: State of Florida - Natural Gas Usage (History & Forecast) 

 
Source: 2013 FRCC Regional Load & Resource Plan 
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Combustion turbine technology is more efficient when used in a combined cycle mode, in 
which waste heat is recovered to generate steam, than steam generation alone.  This gives natural 
gas a technological edge above its normal fuel price, so less fuel is required per unit of electricity 
generated.  Because of this, despite coal having a lower price per unit energy, it is typically 
dispatched after natural gas based on current and projected fuel prices.  As this gap widens again 
towards the end of the period, some increases in coal-fired generation are anticipated. 

Utility plans for a balanced fuel system have historically been highly dependent upon the 
accuracy of long-term fuel price forecasts, mostly due to the long lead times required for coal 
and especially nuclear generators.  However, in recent years the options available to utilities for 
the addition of supply-side generation have been limited, and this situation seems unlikely to 
change at this time.   Utilities will be faced with selecting technologies for new generation that 
will either continue to increase the already very high percentage of natural gas resources, or 
attempting to obtain approval for solid fuel resources that may have a negative near term rate 
impact. 

The anticipated decline in natural gas consumption over the planning period is the result 
of increased nuclear generation from FPL’s uprates, which had many of their units off-line in 
2012, and a slight increase in contribution to NEL from coal-fired generation.  Nuclear 
generation is anticipated to increase at the end of the planning period, with the addition of 
Turkey Point 6 in the middle of 2022, to be followed the next year, outside of this planning 
period, by Turkey Point 7 in 2023.  Figure 15 below illustrates the anticipated contribution by 
natural gas, coal, nuclear, oil, and all other sources, including interchange, non-utility generators, 
and renewables. 

Figure 15: State of Florida - Fuel Diversity (History & Forecast) 

 
Source: 2004 & 2013 FRCC Regional Load & Resource Plan 

Compared to other states, Florida’s usage of natural gas for electric generation is high 
when compared to total natural gas usage. At the TYSP Workshop, the FRCC provided data 
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from the Energy Information Administration (EIA) that shows that in 2011 Florida used 
approximately 86 percent of natural gas consumed in the state for electric generation, the highest 
rate in the nation.  Natural gas is typically not used in end-user heating, with a majority of 
Florida’s residential heating from electrical generation. 

Table 13: FRCC - Ten Largest States for Natural Gas Consumption (2011 Data) 

State 

Total  Annual
Natural Gas 

Consumption
(Bcf) 

Annual NG 
Consumption 
for Electric 
Generation 

(Bcf)

Total  Annual
Marketed 

Natural Gas
Production 

(Bcf)

Total Miles 
of Natural Gas 

Pipeline 

Total 
Storage

Capacity
(Bcf) 

Texas 3,646 1,555 7,113 58,588 812 

California 2,153 651 250 11,770 571 

Louisiana 1,398 462 3,029 18,900 690 

Florida 1,218 1,050 15 4,971 0 

New York 1,217 427 31 5,018 246 

Illinois 987 50 2 11,911 997 

Pennsylvania 963 304 1,311 8,680 777 

Ohio  820 93 79 7,670 580 

Michigan 776 100 138 9,722 1,075 

New Jersey 661 188 0 1,520 0 

Total US 24,385 7,884 24,036 305,954 8,849 

Florida as % of Total 5.0% 13.3% 0.06% 1.6% 0%

      Source: FRCC 2013 TYSP Workshop Presentation 

As shown above, Florida has very little production and no gas storage capacity, yet is the 
fourth largest overall consumer of natural gas.  Because of geographic constraints, Florida will 
most likely continue to rely on out of state production and storage to satisfy the growing electric 
demands in the state. 

Coal generation, beyond the reduction in dispatch due to the cost-competitiveness of 
natural gas as a baseload fuel, faces challenges relating to new environmental compliance 
requirements.  As discussed above, new EPA regulations will potentially require installation of 
new environmental controls, which could lead to the retirement of units if it is deemed 
uneconomic to upgrade its emission control equipment. 

Because a balanced fuel supply can enhance system reliability and mitigate the effects of 
volatile fuel price fluctuations, it is important that utilities have the greatest possible level of 
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flexibility in their generation fuel source mix.  Although the Commission has cited the growing 
lack of fuel diversity within the State of Florida as a major strategic concern for the past several 
years, natural gas is anticipated to remain the dominant fuel over the planning horizon.   
Excluding renewables and one nuclear unit, all new generation facilities planned within the State 
of Florida over the ten-year period are natural gas-fired units.   

Projected New Units by Fuel Type 

In the last ten years, almost all capacity additions to Florida’s electric system use natural 
gas as the primary fuel.  Coal units that were planned have been cancelled, and a majority of new 
nuclear units that have been approved have been delayed beyond the planning horizon.  Gas fired 
units have almost exclusively been selected in recent years due to higher thermal efficiencies, 
lower capital costs, short periods for permitting and construction, and sometimes the smaller land 
areas required.  With the recent decrease in fuel prices due to unconventional natural gas 
production using hydraulic fracturing, natural gas is the favored fuel for all traditional generating 
units with the exception of new nuclear units. 

Currently, other than approximately 966 MW of renewable generation and 1,220 MW in 
uprates and new nuclear units, all of the additional generation planned for the next ten years will 
use natural gas as a fuel source. 

Nuclear 

Nuclear capacity, while an alternative to natural gas-fired generation, is capital-intensive 
and requires a long lead time to construct.  Florida’s utilities project an expansion of nuclear 
power in the state through uprates at existing nuclear power plants, and the construction of two 
new nuclear units.  Table 14 below shows new nuclear capacity anticipated in the planning 
period.  The Commission previously approved uprates for all existing nuclear units in Florida.  
The only remaining uprate to be completed is FPL’s Turkey Point Unit 4, completed earlier this 
year.  FPL also projects the first of its two new nuclear generating units to come online within 
the planning period, Turkey Point Unit 6.  The second unit is anticipated to be in-service by 
2023.  DEF’s 2012 TYSP included the return to service of an uprated CR3 in 2014.  DEF’s 2013 
TYSP reflects the fact that CR3 has been retired and will not return to service. 

Table 14: TYSP Utilities - Nuclear Unit Additions 

Utility Generating Unit Name 
Summer 
Capacity 

(MW) 

Certification Dates In-Service 
Date Need Approved 

(Commission) 
PPSA 

Certified 
FPL Turkey Point 4 Uprate 120 01/2008 10/2008 03/2013 
FPL Turkey Point 6 1,100 04/2008 * 06/2022 

Total Nuclear Additions 1,220  
* This units have not yet received PPSA Certification 
Source: 2013 TYSPs 

 

Pursuant to a multi-party stipulation, DEF has elected to discontinue construction of its 
Levy Nuclear Plants.  DEF will, however, continue its efforts to obtain a combined operating 
license from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission for the Levy Nuclear Project. 
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Natural Gas 

With the exception of the aforementioned renewable and nuclear capacity, all remaining 
new generation comes in the form of natural gas fired combustion turbines or combined cycle 
units.  Natural gas-fired combined cycles represent the most abundant type of generating 
capacity in the State of Florida, making up approximately 38.5 percent of installed capacity in 
2012.  Combustion turbines run in simple cycle mode represent the third most abundant type of 
generating capacity, behind only coal-fired steam generation.  Because combustion turbines are 
not a form of steam generation unless part of a combined cycle system, they do not require siting 
under the PPSA.  Table 15 below includes approximately 8,683 MW of natural gas-fired 
generation included in the 2013 TYSPs. 

Table 15: TYSP Utilities - Natural Gas Unit Additions 

Utility Generating Unit Name 
Summer 
Capacity 

(MW) 

Certification Dates In-Service 
Date Need Approved 

(Commission) 
PPSA 

Certified 
Combined Cycle Units 

FPL Cape Canaveral 1,210 09/2008 10/2009 06/2013 
FPL Riviera Beach 1,212 09/2008 11/2009 06/2014 
FPL Port Everglades 1,277 04/2012 03/2013 06/2016 
DEF Unnamed CC 1 1,189 * * 06/2018 
DEF Unnamed CC 2 1,189 * * 06/2020 

TECO Polk 2-5 CC Conversion 459 12/2012 * 01/2017 
SEC Unnamed CC 1 192 * * 12/2020 
SEC Unnamed CC 2 192 * * 12/2020 

Combustion Turbine Units 
SEC Unnamed CT 1 198 ** ** 12/2019 

TECO Future CT 190 ** ** 05/2020 
TAL Hopkins 5 46 ** ** 05/2020 
SEC Unnamed CT 2 & 3 396 ** ** 12/2020 
SEC Unnamed CT 4 - 7 792 ** ** 12/2021 
DEF Unnamed CT 187 ** ** 06/2022 

Total Natural Gas Additions 8,683  
* These units have not yet received a Determination of Need and/or a PPSA Certification. 
** These units are not regulated under the PPSA, and do not require a Determination of Need. 
Source: TYSP Utilities Data Response 

 

Power Plant Siting Act8 

The Florida PSC is given exclusive jurisdiction by the Legislature, through the PPSA, to 
be the forum for determining the need for new electric power plants.  Any proposed steam or 
solar generating unit of at least 75 MW requires certification under the Power Plant Siting Act.  

Approximately 9,960 MW of new utility-owned generating units are planned to enter 
service over the next 10-year period, with 82 percent of that subject to the PPSA.  A majority of 

                                                 
8 Sections 403.501 through 403.518, F.S. 
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Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) 
FPL is the state’s largest electric utility.  The utility’s service territory is within the FRCC 

region, and is primarily in southern Florida and along the east coast.  As FPL is an IOU, the 
Commission has regulatory authority over all aspects of operations, including rates, reliability, 
and safety. 

Load and Energy Forecast 

In 2012, FPL had approximately 4,572,800 customers, with annual retail energy sales of 
101,678 GWh, or approximately 47.3 percent of the state of Florida’s NEL.  Total number of 
customers and annual energy consumption by customer class are below in Figure 16. 

Figure 16: FPL - Number of Customers and Energy Usage by Class 

 
Source: 2013 TYSP Schedule 2 

Figure 17 illustrates the company’s historic and projected growth as a percentage of its 
total number of customers and retail energy sales in 2003.  Over the last ten years, FPL has 
increased/decreased its total number of customers by 11.2 percent, while increasing retail energy 
sales by 2.7 percent.  The company forecasts continued positive growth for all years of the 
planning period, with retail energy sales exceeding the historic 2007 peak by 2014. 

Figure 17: FPL - Customer and Retail Energy Sale Growth Since 2003 

 
Source: 2013 TYSP Schedule 2 
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Seasonal Peak Demand & Annual Energy for Load 

The following three graphs in Figure 18 show FPL’s historic peak demand for both the 
summer and winter seasons, and net energy for load for the years 2003 through 2012.  The 
forecasted values are also shown through the current planning horizon, including the effect of the 
utility’s DSM programs.  Available demand response values are shown below for the previous 
ten years, but demand response was not activated during the historic seasonal peak demand 
hours, excluding the winters of 2010 and 2011. 

Figure 18: FPL - Seasonal Peak Demand and Annual Energy Consumption  
(Historic & Forecast) 

 

 

 
Source: 2013 TYSP Schedule 3 
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Generation Resources 
Fuel Diversity 
Figure 19 shows FPL’s historic fuel mix for 2003 and 2012, and the projected fuel mix 

for 2022.  FPL’s primary generation fuel is natural gas, which has increased from 34.8 percent of 
system energy in 2003, to 72.6 percent in 2012.  A portion of this increase is due to long-term 
outages of several nuclear units on FPL’s system for uprates during 2012, with nuclear 
representing FPL’s next highest fuel usage.  The return to service of the uprated nuclear units 
will slightly decrease FPL’s natural gas usage, estimated at 66.1 percent in 2013.  The trend of 
natural gas being the primary system fuel will continue, with another decrease in usage, to 63.2 
percent in 2022, due to an increase in nuclear generation with the addition of Turkey Point 6 for 
a portion of the year.  Natural gas usage is anticipated to decline again in 2023 with a full year of 
operation of Turkey Point 6 and a partial year for Turkey Point 7. 

Figure 19: FPL - Fuel Diversity (History & Forecast) 

 
Source: 2013 TYSP Schedule 6 

Planned Generation 
FPL’s 2013 TYSP includes five planned generation additions, including three combined 

cycle units, a nuclear uprate, and a new nuclear unit.  A second new nuclear unit, Turkey Point 7, 
is planned in 2023, outside of the 2013 TYSP planning period.  The planned units are detailed 
below in Table 18.  This is consistent with the company’s 2012 TYSP, featuring no new 
generating units.  The previous TYSP also included the uprates completed in 2012 to FPL’s other 
three nuclear units. 

Table 18: FPL - Planned Generation Additions 

Generating Unit Name Generator Type Summer 
Capacity (MW) 

In-Service 
Date PPSA 

Natural Gas Units 
Cape Canaveral Energy Center Combined Cycle 1,210 06/2013 Approved
Riviera Beach Energy Center Combined Cycle 1,212 06/2014 Approved
Port Everglades Energy Center Combined Cycle 1,277 06/2016 Approved

Nuclear Units 
Turkey Point Unit 4 Uprate Steam Turbine 120* 03/2013 Approved 
Turkey Point Unit 6 Steam Turbine 1,100 06/2022 Pending 
*This capacity represents the uprate only, not the full capacity of the generating unit 
Source: 2013 TYSP Schedule 8 
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Reserve Margin  

FPL maintains a minimum 20 percent reserve margin for planning purposes based on a 
stipulation approved by the Commission.  Figure 20 displays the forecast planning reserve 
margin for FPL through the planning period for both seasons including the effects of projected 
conservation activities.  The impact of demand response programs on reserve margin is also 
included.  As shown in the figure, FPL is a summer peaking utility. 

Figure 20: FPL - Seasonal Reserve Margin (Summer & Winter) 

 

 
Source: Based on 2013 TYSP Schedules 3 & 7 
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Executive Summary 
Integrated resource planning (IRP) is a utility process that includes a cost-effective combination 
of demand-side resources and supply-side resources. While each utility has slightly different 
approaches to IRP, some things are consistent across the industry. Each utility must update their 
load forecast assumptions based on Commission decisions in various dockets, such as demand-
side management goals. Changes in government mandates, such as appliance efficiency 
standards, building codes, and environmental requirements, must also be considered. Other input 
assumptions such as demographics, financial parameters, generating unit operating 
characteristics, etc. are more fluid and do not require prior approval by the Commission. Each 
utility then conducts a reliability analysis to determine when resources may be needed to meet 
expected load. Next, an initial screening of demand-side and supply-side resources is performed 
to find candidates that meet the expected resource need. The demand-side and supply-side 
resources are combined in various scenarios to decide which combination meets the need most 
cost-effectively. After the completion of all these components, utility management reviews the 
results of the varying analyses and a utility’s Ten-Year Site Plan is produced as the culmination 
of the IRP process. Commission Rules also require the utilities to provide aggregate data which 
provides an overview of the State of Florida electric grid. 
 
The Commission’s annual review of utility Ten-Year Site Plans is non-binding but it does 
provide state, regional, and local agencies advance notice of proposed power plants and 
transmission facilities. Any concerns identified during the review of the utilities’ Ten-Year Site 
Plans may be addressed by the Commission at a formal public hearing, such as a power plant 
need determination proceeding. While Florida Statutes and Commission Rules do not 
specifically define IRP, they do provide a solid framework for flexible, cost-effective utility 
resource planning. In this way, the Commission fulfills its oversight and regulatory 
responsibilities while leaving day-to-day planning and operations to utility management. 
 
Pursuant to Section 186.801(1), Florida Statutes (F.S.), each generating electric utility must 
submit to the Florida Public Service Commission (Commission) a Ten-Year Site Plan which 
estimates the utility’s power generating needs and the general locations of its proposed power 
plant sites over a ten-year planning horizon. The Ten-Year Site Plans of Florida’s electric 
utilities summarize the results of each utility’s IRP process and are designed to give state, 
regional, and local agencies advance notice of proposed power plants and transmission facilities. 
The Commission is required to perform a preliminary study of each plan and classify each one as 
either “suitable” or “unsuitable.” This document represents the review of the 2015 Ten-Year Site 
Plans for Florida’s electric utilities, filed by eleven reporting utilities.1 
  
All findings of the Commission are made available to the Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection (DEP) for its consideration at any subsequent certification proceedings pursuant to the 

                                                 
1 Investor-owned utilities filing 2015 TYSPs include Florida Power & Light Company (FPL), Duke Energy Florida, 
Inc. (DEF), Tampa Electric Company (TECO), and Gulf Power Company (GPC). Municipal utilities filing 2015 
TYSPs include Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA), Gainesville Regional Utilities (GRU), JEA (formerly 
Jacksonville Electric Authority), Lakeland Electric (LAK), Orlando Utilities Commission (OUC), and City of 
Tallahassee Utilities (TAL). Seminole Electric Cooperative (SEC) also filed a 2015 TYSP. 
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Power Plant Siting Act or the Transmission Line Siting Act.2 In addition, this document is also 
provided to the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services pursuant to Section 
377.703(2)(e), F.S., which requires the Commission to provide a report on electricity and natural 
gas forecasts. 
 
 

Review of the 2015 Ten-Year Site Plans 
The Commission has divided this review into two portions: a Statewide Perspective, which 
covers the whole of Florida, and Utility Perspectives, which address each of the reporting 
utilities. From a statewide perspective, the Commission has reviewed the implications of the 
combined trends of Florida’s electric utilities regarding load forecasting, renewable generation, 
and traditional generation. 
 
Load Forecasting 
Forecasting load growth is an important component of the IRP process for Florida’s electric 
utilities. Florida’s electric utilities reduce the rate of growth in customer peak demand and annual 
energy consumption through demand-side management. The Commission, through its authority 
granted by Sections 366.80 through 366.85 and Section 403.519, F.S., otherwise known as the 
Florida Energy Efficiency and Conservation Act (FEECA), encourages demand-side 
management by establishing goals for the reduction of seasonal peak demand and annual energy 
consumption for those utilities under its jurisdiction. Based on current projections, Florida’s 
electric utilities anticipate exceeding the historic 2007 peak by 2017. Figure 1 below, details 
these trends.  
 
 

Figure 1: State of Florida - Growth in Customers and Sales  

 
Source: 2015 FRCC Load and Resource Plan  

                                                 
2 The Power Plant Siting Act is Sections 403.501 through 403.518, F.S. Pursuant to Section 403.519, F.S., the 
Commission is the exclusive forum for the determination of need for an electrical power plant. The Transmission 
Line Siting Act is Sections 403.52 through 403.5365, F.S. Pursuant to Section 403.537, F.S., the Commission is the 
sole forum for the determination of need for a transmission line. 
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Renewable Generation 
Renewable resources continue to expand in Florida, with approximately 1,640 MW of renewable 
generating capacity currently installed in Florida. The majority of installed renewable capacity is 
represented by biomass and municipal solid waste, making up approximately 60 percent of 
Florida’s renewables. Other major renewable types, in order of capacity contribution, include 
waste, heat, solar, hydroelectric, and landfill gas. Notably, Florida had 80 MW of demand-side 
renewable energy systems installed and using net metering by the end of 2014, an increase in 
capacity of 27 percent from 2013. 
 
Over the next 10 years, Florida’s electric utilities have reported that 1,566 MW of additional 
renewable generation is planned in Florida, excluding any potential net metering additions. Over 
1,100 MW of the projected capacity additions are solar facilities, which is the largest amount 
ever included in the utilities’ Ten-Year Site Plans. Some utilities are including a portion of these 
solar resources as a firm resource for reliability considerations for the first time. Reasons given 
for these changes are a continued reduction in the price of solar facilities, availability of utility 
property with access to the grid, and actual performance data obtained from some pilot programs. 
If these conditions continue, cost-effective forms of renewable generation will continue to 
improve the state’s fuel diversity and reduce dependence on fossil fuels. 
 
Traditional Generation 
 Generating capacity within the State of Florida is anticipated to grow to meet the increase in 
customer demand, with approximately 11,548 MW of new utility-owned generation added over 
the planning horizon. This figure represents a decrease from the previous year, which estimated 
the need for about 12,570 MW new generation. Natural gas remains the dominant fuel over the 
planning horizon, with usage in 2014 at approximately 60 percent of the state’s net energy for 
load (NEL). Figure 2 illustrates the use of natural gas as a generating fuel for electricity 
production in Florida. Natural gas usage is expected to grow slowly.  
 

 
Figure 2: State of Florida - Natural Gas Contribution to Energy Consumption 

 
Source:2005-2015 FRCC Load and Resource Plan  
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Based on the 2015 Ten-Year Site Plans, Figure 3, below illustrates the present and future 
aggregate capacity mix of the State of Florida. The capacity values in Figure 3 incorporate all 
proposed additions, changes, and retirements planned during the ten-year period. As in previous 
planning cycles, natural gas-fired generating units make up a majority of the generation additions 
and now represent a majority of capacity within the state. 
 
 

Figure 3: State of Florida - Current and Projected Installed Capacity by Fuel 

 
Source:2015 FRCC Load and Resource Plan and TYSP Data Responses  
 
 
As noted previously, the primary purpose of this review of the utilities’ plans is to provide 
information regarding new electric power plants for local and state agencies to assist in the 
certification process. Table 1 below, displays those generation facilities that have not yet 
received from the Commission, a determination of need. A petition for a determination of need is 
generally anticipated at four years in advance of the in-service date for a natural gas-fired 
combined cycle unit. 
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Table 1: State of Florida - Planned Units Requiring a Determination of Need 

Year Utility 
Name 

Unit 
Name Fuel & Unit Type 

Net 
Capacity 

(Sum MW) 

Notes 
 

2019 FPL Okeechobee Natural Gas Combined Cycle 1,622 Docket No. 150196-EI 
2021 SEC Unnamed Natural Gas Combined Cycle 649   
2023 FPL Unknown Natural Gas Combined Cycle 1,317   
2023 OUC Unknown Natural Gas Combined Cycle 285   

Source: 2015 Ten Year Site Plans  
 
 

Future Concerns 
Florida’s electric utilities must also consider environmental concerns associated with existing 
generators and planned generation to meet Florida’s electric needs. The U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) has finalized or proposed several new rules in recent years that have a 
sizeable impact on Florida’s existing generation fleet, as well as on its proposed new facilities. 
 
Notably, the EPA finalized a rule in August 2015, associated with carbon pollution for existing 
power plants, also known as the Clean Power Plan. Because of the Clean Power Plan’s 
implementation schedules, these EPA Rules, though they may have a significant effect on 
Florida’s electric utilities, are not considered as part of this review. The Commission anticipates 
that the utilities’ 2016 Ten-Year Site Plans will include more discussion of potential impacts 
from the Clean Power Plan. 
 

Conclusion 
The Commission has reviewed the 2015 Ten-Year Site Plans and finds that the projections of 
load growth appear reasonable. The reporting utilities have identified sufficient additional 
generation facilities to maintain an adequate supply of electricity at a reasonable cost. The 
Commission will continue to monitor the impact of current and proposed EPA Rules and the 
state’s dependence on natural gas for electricity production. 
 
Based on its review, the Commission finds the 2015 Ten-Year Site Plans to be suitable for 
planning purposes. Since the Plans are not a binding plan of action for electric utilities, the 
Commission’s classification of these Plans as suitable or unsuitable does not constitute a finding 
or determination in docketed matters before the Commission. The Commission may address any 
concerns raised by a utility’s Ten-Year Site Plan at a public hearing. 
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natural gas. Concerns regarding potential environmental regulations, and other projected costs, 
lead to this coal-fired generation to not materialize. Traditionally, coal was the lowest cost fuel 
besides uranium and was dispatched before most natural gas-fired units. While natural gas-fired 
units have the advantage of a lower heat rate, and therefore consume less units of thermal energy 
per unit of electrical energy produced, the fuel price differential allowed coal to remain dominant 
until 2008. 
 
As Figure 15 below shows, the price of natural gas declined rapidly after the financial crisis, and 
is forecasted to remain at historically low levels. The smaller differential and higher efficiency of 
natural gas has shifted the dispatch order, with natural gas units displacing some coal units. The 
trend has also encouraged utilities to modify existing units to be capable of burning natural gas, 
either as a starter fuel, supplemental fuel, or primary fuel. 
 
 

Figure 15: TYSP Utilities - Fuel Price Comparison for Coal and Natural Gas 

 
Source: TYSP Utilities Data Responses 
 
 

Fuel Diversity 
Natural gas has risen to become the dominant fuel in Florida within the last ten years, displacing 
coal, and since 2010 has generated more net energy for load than all other fuels combined. As 
Figure 16 below illustrates, natural gas is the source of approximately 60 percent of electric 
energy consumed in Florida, down from its peak in 2012 of 65 percent. The 2012 spike in usage 
was associated with extended outages at FPL’s nuclear plants for uprates. Natural gas generation 
is anticipated to remain somewhat steady at its current level until the end of the planning period.  
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Figure 16: State of Florida - Natural Gas Contribution to Energy Consumption 

 
Source: 2006-2015 FRCC Load & Resource Plans 
 
 
Because a balanced fuel supply can enhance system reliability and mitigate the effects of 
volatility in fuel price fluctuations, it is important that utilities have a level of flexibility in their 
generation mix. Maintaining fuel diversity on Florida’s system faces several difficulties. Existing 
coal units will require additional emissions control equipment leading to reduced output, or 
retirement if the emissions controls are uneconomic to install or operate. New solid fuel 
generating units such as nuclear and coal have long lead times and high capital costs. New coal 
units face challenges relating to new environmental compliance requirements, making it unlikely 
they could be permitted without novel emissions control technology. 
 
Figure 17 below shows, Florida’s historic and forecast percent net energy for load by fuel type 
for the actual years 2004 and 2014, and forecast year 2024. Oil has declined significantly, with 
its uses reduced to start-up fuel, peaking, and back-up for dual-fuel units in case of a fuel outage. 
Nuclear generation was reduced beginning in 2010 by the outage and eventual retirement of 
Crystal River 3 and extended outages for uprates at FPL’s St. Lucie and Turkey Point power 
plants. The resulting capacity leaves Florida’s contribution from nuclear approximately the same 
even with the loss of one of five nuclear units. While coal generation has declined somewhat, it 
is expected to rebound slightly and remain at a plateau throughout the planning period. Natural 
gas has been the primary fuel used to meet the growth energy consumption, and this trend is 
anticipated to continue throughout the planning period. 
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Utility Perspectives 
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Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) 
 
FPL is an investor-owned utility and Florida’s largest electric utility. The utility’s service 
territory is within the FRCC region and is primarily in south Florida and along the east coast. As 
an investor-owned utility, the Commission has regulatory authority over all aspects of 
operations, including rates, reliability, and safety. Pursuant to Section 186.801(2), F.S., the 
Commission finds FPL’s 2015 Ten-Year Site Plan suitable for planning purposes. 
 

Load and Energy Forecasts  
In 2014, FPL had approximately 4,708,829 customers and annual retail energy sales of 104,389 
GWh or approximately 47.7 percent of Florida’s annual retail energy sales. Figure 19 below, 
illustrates the company’s historic and forecast number of customers and retail energy sales, in 
terms of percentage growth from 2005. Over the past ten years, FPL’s customer base has 
increased by 8.95 percent, while retail sales have grown by 2.05 percent. Since 2009, FPL has 
been outperforming the state average in retail energy sales growth, a trend it projects to continue 
into the future.  
 
 

Figure 19: FPL Growth Rate 

 
Source: 2015 Ten Year Site Plan  
 
 
The three graphs in Figure 20 below, show’s FPL’s seasonal peak demand and net energy for 
load, for the historic years 2005 through 2014 and forecast years 2015 through 2024. These 
graphs include the impact of demand-side management, and for future years assume that all 
available demand response resources will be activated during the seasonal peak. Historically, 
demand response was not activated during the seasonal peak demand, excluding the winters of 
2010 and 2011.  
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As an investor owned utility, FPL is subject to FEECA and currently offers energy efficiency 
and demand response programs to customers to reduce peak demand and annual energy 
consumption. The utility's 2015 Ten-Year Site Plan reflects the recently revised demand-side 
management goals established by the Commission in December 2014. 
 

 
Figure 20: FPL Demand and Energy Forecasts 

 

 

 
Source: 2015 Ten-Year Site Plan and Data Responses 
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Fuel Diversity  
Table 12 below, shows FPL’s actual net energy for load for fuel type for 2014, and the projected 
fuel mix for 2024. FPL relies primarily upon natural gas and nuclear for energy generation, 
making up approximately 90 percent of net energy for load.  
 
 

Table 12: FPL Energy Consumption by Fuel Type 

Fuel Type 
Net Energy for Load 

2014 2024 
GWh % GWh % 

Natural Gas 79,102 68.2% 96,618 72.5% 
Coal 4,482 3.9% 3,087 2.3% 

Nuclear 26,812 23.1% 28,637 21.5% 
Oil 359 0.3% 136 0.1% 

Renewable 177 0.2% 691 0.5% 
Interchange 4,908 4.2% 0 0.0% 

NUG & Other 127 0.1% 4,107 3.1% 
Total 115,968   133,276   

Source: 2015 Ten Year Site Plan 
 
 

Reliability Requirements  
While previously only reserve margin has been discussed, Florida’s utilities use multiple indices 
to determine the reliability of the electric supply. An additional metric is the Loss of Load 
Probability (LOLP), which is a probabilistic assessment of the duration of time electric customer 
demand will exceed electric supply, and is measured in units of days per year. FPL uses a 
maximum LOLP of no more than 0.1 days per year, or approximately 1 day of outage per ten 
years. Between the two reliability indices, LOLP and reserve margin, the reserve margin 
requirement is typically the controlling factor for the addition of capacity. 
 
Since 1999, FPL has utilized a 20 percent planning reserve margin criterion. Figure 21 below, 
displays the forecast planning reserve margin for FPL through the planning period for both 
seasons, with and without the use of demand response. As shown in the figure, FPL’s generation 
needs are controlled by its summer peak throughout the planning period. 
 
 
 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 774

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



50 

Figure 21: FPL Reserve Margin Forecast 

 

 
Source: 2015 Ten Year Site Plan 
 
 
In addition to LOLP and the reserve margin, FPL utilizes a third reliability criterion. FPL’s 
criterion would be to have available firm capacity 10 percent greater than the sum of customer 
seasonal demand, without consideration of incremental energy efficiency and all existing and 
incremental demand response resources. FPL refers to this as its 10 percent generation-only 
reserve margin. Currently, no other utility utilizes this same metric. While TECO includes a 
minimum supply-side contribution in its planning methodology, TECO uses a lower value of 
seven percent and incremental energy efficiency is included in its calculation.  
 
While FPL does not include incremental energy efficiency resources and cumulative demand 
response in its resource planning for the generation-only reserve margin criterion, the utility 
would remain subject to FEECA and the conservation goals established by the Commission. FPL 
would continue paying rebates and other incentives to participants, which are collected from all 
ratepayers through the Energy Conservation Cost Recovery Clause, but would not consider the 
potential capacity reductions of any future participation in energy efficiency or demand response 
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programs during the ten-year planning period for planning purposes with this new reliability 
criterion only.  
 
Energy efficiency, which includes installation of equipment designed to reduce peak demand and 
annual energy consumption, is considered a passive resource. While demand response must be 
activated by the utility, energy efficiency provides benefits consistently for the duration of the 
installation, reducing annual energy consumption, and if usage is coincident with system peak, 
peak demand. Customers do not remove building envelope improvements or newly installed 
equipment until the end of its service life for replacement. 
 
As noted in the Statewide Perspective, the Commission does review the impact on reserve 
margin of demand response resources. At this time, FPL offers two types of demand response 
programs. The first type is interruptible and curtailable load programs, consisting of the 
Commercial/Industrial Load Control Program (CILC) and Commercial/Industrial Demand 
Reduction Rider (CDR) tariffs. The second type is load management programs, including the 
Residential On-Call and Business On-Call Programs. FPL utilizes load management programs on 
residential customers more often than commercial/industrial customers.  
 
 FPL’s generation-only reserve margin is not the controlling factor for any planned unit 
additions. However, it does provide useful information regarding the assurance that the projected 
20% reserve margin will be realized.  
 

Generation Resources  
FPL plans multiple unit retirements and additions during the planning period, as described in 
Table 13 below. FPL’s 2014 Ten Year Site Plan included the acquisition of Vero Beach’s 
generating units. FPL’s 2015 plan does not include this acquisition. The projected in-service 
dates of FPL’s new planned nuclear units are now outside the 10-year planning period of 2015’s 
Ten Year Site Plan. FPL included the addition of three new natural gas-fired combined cycle 
unit. Port Everglades combined cycle is expected to come online in 2016. FPL filed a need 
determination with the Commission for the Okeechobee Unit on September 3, 2015.  
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Schedule 8 

Planned And Prospective Generat ing Facility Addition s And Changes t11 

(2) (3) (4) (5) (5) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 

~cl Rm 
Fuel Transpor Const Corrm Expected Gen. Max. Net Capability Ol 

Unit Start !n-Ser.oice Retiren-ent Narreplate Winter Sumner 
Plant Name 

Unit 
No. Location Type Pri. All Pri. All WK>./Yr. WK>./Yr. Mo./Yr. t<W MW MW Status 

ADDITIONS/ CHANGES 

~ 
Cl!lpe Canaveral Ene-rgy Center 

Fort Myers 

Fort Myers 
FT. Myers GT 

Lauderdale 

Lauderdale 

lauderdale GT 

Lauderdale GT 

Manatee 
Martin 

Martin 
Martin 

Port Everglades Gr 
Riviera Beach Energy Center 

SanfDl'd 
Sanford 

Scherer 
St lucie 
St Lucie 

Turkey Po"nt 

Turkey Point 

Turkey Point 
West County 1 

Wes! County2 
Wes!County3 

Cedar Bay (Ownership) 

Fort Myers 

FT. Myrtrs GT 
Lauderdale GT 

Martin 
Martin 

Port Everglades 

Sanford 
Scherer 

Babcock Solar Energy Center 

Cedar Bay 
Citrus Sc.lar Energy Center 

FortMyer.;: 

Fort Myers 
Ft. Mjers - 2 CT 

FT. Myers GT 

Lauderdale 5CT 
Lauderdale GT 

Lauderdale GT 
Manatf.H! 

Man.atee Solar Energy Center 

Martin 
PortEwrglades 

Port Everglildes GT 

SanfOfd 
SanfOI"d 

Tuf1(ey Point~.sJ 
Turkey Point 

3 
2 

3 

1-12 
4 

5 
1- 12 

13-24 

3 
2 

3 
4 

1-12 
5 

4 

5 

4 
1 

2 
3 
4 

5 
1 

2 
3 

Brevard County 
Lee County 

Lee County 
Lee County 

Broward County 

Broward County 

Broward County 

Broward County 

Manatee County 
Martin County 

Martin County 

Martin County 
City of Hollywood 

CityofRivfera B~ach 

Vt)lusia County 
Vo[Usia County 

Monroe, GA 
St Lucie Coonty 

St Lucie Coonty 

Miami Dade County 
Miami Dade County 

Miami Dade County 
Palm Beach County 

Palm Be:c~ch County 
Palm Beach County 

Dvval County 

Lee County 

cc NG FD2 PL TK 
cc NG No PL No 

CT NG F02 PL TK 
GT FD2 No TK No 
cc NG F02 PL PL 

cc NG F02 Pl Pl 
GT NG F02 Pl PL 

GT NG F02 PL PL 
cc NG No PL No 
ST F06 NG PL PL 

cc NG No PL No 
cc NG No PL No 
GT NG F02 Pl PL 
cc NG FD2 PL WA 

cc NG No PL No 

cc NG No PL No 

ST SUB No RR No 
ST Nuo No TK No 

ST Nuo No TK No 

ST Nuo No TK No 

ST Nuo No TK No 

cc NG F02 PL TK 
cc NG F02 PL TK 

cc NG F02 PL TK 
cc NG F02 PL TK 

ST Brr No RR No 

CC NG No PL No 
H2 Lee County GT F02 No TK No 

GT NG F02 PL PL 

ST F06 NG PL PL 

1-12 Broward County 

Martin County 
MartinCoUflty 

City of Hollywood 

VoUsla County 
Wonroe,GA 

CC NG FD2 PL TK 

GT NG F02 Pl PL 
CC NG No PL No 
ST SLE No RR No 

CharkXte County PV Solar Solar N/A NJA 
Duval County ST BIT No RR No 

DeSoto County PV Solar Solar N/A NIA 
Lee County CC NG No PL No 
Lee Coonty CT NG F02 PL TK 

Lee County CC NG No PL No 
1-12 Lee County GT F02 No TK No 

Bro•ward County CC NG F02 PL PL 

1-12 Broward County GT 00 F02 PL PL 
13-22 Bro;or.nd County Gr NG F02 PL PL 

Manatee County CC NG No PL No 

Manatee Coooty PV Solar Solar NIA N/A 
Martin Coonty CC NG F02 Pl TK 

C~ of Hollywood GT NG F02 PL PL 
1-12 Cltyof Hclly.·,ood GT NG F02 PL Pl 

Volusra County c c NG No PL No 

Volusia Coonty CC NG No PL No 
Miami Dade County ST F06 NG WA Pl 
Miami Dade Courty CC NG F02 PL TK 

-
-
-

Jan-15 Unknown 1,295,400 77 

Jan-15 Unknown 1,721,490 9 
Jan-15 Unknown 188,19-0 s 
Jan-15 Unknown 744,120 2B 
Jao-15 Unknown 526,250 17 

Jan-15 Unknown 525,250 16 
Jan-15 Unknown 410,734 (13) 
Jan-15 Unknown 410,734 (13) 
Jan-15 Unknown 1,224,510 20 
Jun-15 Unknown 934,500 

Jan-15 UnknO'Wn 612,000 16 

Jan-15 Unknown 612.000 14 

Jan-Hi Unknown 410,734 (13) 

Jan-15 Unknown 1,295,400 44 
Jan-15 Unknown 1,18B,860 2 
Ja.n~15 Unkoown 1.188,860 2 
Jun-15 Unknown 680,368 
Jan-15 Unknown 1,020,000 (22) 

Jan-15 Unknown 723,775 (20) 
Jan-15 Unknown 877,200 (28) 

Jan-15 Unknwm 877,200 (27) 
Jan-15 Unknovm 1,224,510 (24) 
Jan-15 Unknown 1,366,800 11 

Jan-15 Unknown 1,366,800 11 
Jan-15 Unknown 1 .~8.800 11 

2015 ChangesJAddltions Total: 125 

Oct-15 250 

Jun-16 Unknown 1,n1,490 216 
Jun-16 744,120 
Jun-16 410,734 

UnknO<.\In 934,500 (3) 
Unknown 1.224,510 

Jun-16 UnknO'un 410,734 
Uoknown 1,188,860 

0 

(5) 

(8) 

(B) 

(3) 

(8) 

(9) 

1221 

64 

250 
37 

(540) 
(412) 

1,237 

Unknown 680,368 __;(.:;16"') __ _;__ 

2018 Chan es!Additions Total: 447 517 

Sep-16 Unknown 

Dec-16 (250) 

Sep-16 Unknown 
Jan-17 Unknown 1,721,490 20 

Dec-16 Unknown 168,190 50 

Dec-16 Unknown 1,n1,490 446 
Jun-16 744,120 (615) 

Dec-16 Unknown 526,250 1,115 
Jun-16 410,734 (446) 
Jun-16 410,734 (372) 

Jun-17 Unknown 1.224,510 
Sep-16 Unknown 

JBin-17 Unknown 1,224,510 27 

Jun-16 Unknown 410,734 1,429 
Oec-16 Unknown 410,734 (446) 

Jan-17 Unknown 1,188,861J 52 

38 

{250) 

38 

50 

482 

1,155 

{343) 

38 

2 

(41 2) 

Jan-17 Unknown 1,188:,860 26 4 
Oct-16 402,050 ( 398) (3&6) 

Ju;~~
7

7 Cha~~s~diti~~~~:~~l:-,-,63'::7---':"135:---

(1) Schedule 8 shows only p!anned and prospective changes to generating facill:ies and does not reflect changes to existing purchases. Those changes are 
reflected 011 Tables ES-1. !.8 .1 and 1.8.2. 

(2) The Winter Total MWvakle consists o(aJ generation additioos e.nd changes achieved by January. The Summer Total Mv\1 value cons Ish: of all generation OJddil:lons and changes 

achieved by June. All M:N addrtions/chan~es occurring ar.:er A.ugust each year will be picked up for reserve margin calculation purposes h the following year. 
(3) This generating uM wll serve as a synchron::JLJs condenser and wil not be included in reserve marg"n calculation. 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COM!4ISSION 

In re : General investigation of the 
r a tes, charges, and earnings of Florida 
Power and Light Company, as well as a 
review and reevaluation of the rate
m~cing practices, policies, and phil
osophies under which said public utility 
operates and prices its service, for the 
purpose of making lvhatever adjustments, 
if any, may be appropriate and in the 
public interest. 

DOCKET NO . 7759-EU 

ORDER NO. 4078 

The following Commisoioners participated in the disposition of this 
matter : 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

ED\'TIN L. MASON, Chairman 
JERRY W, CARTER 
\o/ILLIAM T. MAYO 

OPINION AND ORDER 

This investigation was instituted by the Commission in 1964 
for the purpose or considering the reasonableness of the rates, 
charges, and earnings of Florida Power and Light Company, as well 
a s the rate-making practices, policies, and philosophies under 
which the utility operates and prices its product. 

The rates and service of privately owned electric utilities 
operating within the State of Florida are subject to the juris
diction of the Florida Public Service Commission, and have been 
regulated by this Commission since 1951. Many rate cases have 
been conducted by this Commission since it was created in 1807 
but few have approached this proceeding either in scope or com
plexity. In its consideration of the many issues involved, the 
Commission has dra~m heavily on its own technical Staff . In 
addi tion, the Commission retained and used the services of the 
Public Utility Division of a nationally recognized firm of 
Certified Public Accountants in the analysis and evaluation of 
all testimony and exhibits, and in the review of applicable rate
making principles. As a result of the very extensive presenta
tions made by the various parties, the able assistance received 
from its own Staff, and the specialized and expert analysis, 
evaluation and resummation provided by the national firm of 
accountants retain~d for that pur pose, the Commission feels that 
it is in a position' to render a fair and reasonable decision on 
the issues involved. 

I . Hature and Scope of Investigation 

This is one of a series of major rate cases instituted 
and processed almost simultaneously by the Commission involving 
the six largest telephone and electric utilities in the State. 
Its scope, like the other five in the series , is as broad as the 
regulatory process will permit, and no phase of public utility 
rate making has been overlooked or omitted. In its Order initia
ting thi s investigation, the Commission specified that its primary 
purpose was to review the rates, charges, and earnings of Florida 
Power and Light Company; and on the basis of the evidence received 
during the investigation, fix fair, reasonable , and compensatory 
rates for said utility. For the purpose of implementing its ob
jectives in this investigation, the Commission announced that it 
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would, on the basis of all the testimony presented, establish a 
pr oper rate base, depreciat ion rates, and rate o f return for Florida 
P ~ L, and make whatever r ate adjustment , if any, may be appropri ate 
in the public interest. As an incidental public benefit, the Com
mission expressed the hope that this series of investigations would 
bring to the public's a ttention the Commission's various rate-making 
prac tices, poli cies, and philosophies so that the public might have 
:.! be:tter idea ho1·1 its interest is protected; and be informed con
cern!~~ the underlyi ng reasons for the particular policies and phil
osophies employed and follo1~ed by the State' a regulatory agency in 
cC~:·ryil"g out its f unctions and duties as fixed by the Legislature 
~nd construed by the Courts. 

II. Public Hearings 

The public hearings in this investigation 1-1ere held in the 
cities of Miami and Tallahassee during the months of January, Febru
ary, May, and July of 1965 . Written notices of the hearings were 
furnished by mail t o every political subdivision in the territory 
served by the respondent elec tric utility. Similarly, notices of 
t he hearings were furnished to every member of the State Legislature, 
every civic organization, chamber of commerce, newspaper, c ity mayor, 
county commissioner, and radio and television station in the utility's 
service area . In addition, notice of the time and place of said hear
ings was published through paid advertisements in all daily newspapers 
in the territory served by the utility. In no other investigation 
conducted by the Commission has the general public , as wel l as special 
groups, been given such complete information concerning the time, 
place , and purpose or public hearings in which they might be interest
ed. During the progress of the hearings, the Chairman of the Commis
si on frequently inquired if there was anyone present who had not testi
fied , but who wanted to be heard . The record in this docket conclu
sively shows that ample opportunity was provided for public participa
tion and, insofar as the Commission has been able to determine, no one 
failed t o avail himself of the opportunity to testify if he desired to 
be heard. 

The public hearings generally 1·1ere not 1~ell attended, and there 
was little or no interest displayed by the public. Special groups 
however, provided sufficient adversary interest to assure comprehen
sive coverage of all phases of the rate-malcing process. Twenty- three 
witnesses, including independent er.perts and consultants retained by 
various parties, presented more than 2,000 pages of te stimony, 104 
documentary exhibits, and vo luminous documentary rP.spo~ses to specific 
requests from the Commission 's Staff and others during the course of 
the investigation. Simultaneous main briefs and reply briefs were 
filed by Florida P & L, the City of Miami, and General Services Admin
istration. 

III. Parties an~ Their Position 

There were relatively few parties who active ly participated 
i n the investigation . The r e spondent electric company and eleven 
interveners participated t o some extent. Some interveners 1vere 
critical of regulation in Florida , insisted that public utili ty rates 
in this State compare unfavorably wi th similar rates in other juris
dictions, and recommended substantial reducti ons ln electric r a te s . 

A. The Respondent Electric Utility 

Florida Power and Light Company, with its principal business 
offices located at Le Jeune Road and Flagler Street, in Miami, Florida, 
is the public utility involved in this investization. I t is a Florida 
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corporation operating aa an integrated public util i ty engaged exclu
sively in the i ntrastate business of generating, purchasing, trans
mitting, distributing, and sel l ing electric ener gy to the publ i c for 
compensation; and f or thot purpose 01~n a and operate s generating plants 
substations, transmission l ines , and distribution systems in various 
parte of the State of Florida . The utility opera t es in Dade, Broward, 
Palm Beach, Hendry, Lee, Charlotte, Glades, Highlands, Sarasota, 
l>lanatee, Hardee, DeSoto, Hillsborough, Collier, Martin, Olceechobee, 
St . Lucie, Indian River, Brevard, Seminole, Volusia, Flagler, Alachua, 
Bradford, Putnam, St . J ohns, Clay, Union, Columbia, Suwannee, Baker, 
Nassau, and Duval Counties . I ts service area includes such population 
centers as Miami, Miami Beach, Fort Lauderdale , West Palm Beach, Day
tona Beach, Sar asota, Fort Mye r s , Bradenton, Palatka, and Lalce City . 
It also serves several large defense areas i ncluding Homestead Air 
Force Base, Pa t r iclc Air For ce Base, end the tremendous space complex 
in the Cape Kennedy section . 

Florida Power and Light serves probably the fastest gr01~ing 
terri tory in the United States . This publi c utility has been a 
major contributing factor in the unprecedented growth of Florida 1s 
east coast section. I t has done an out standing job in mee ting the 
ever increasing demands from the public for more and more electric 
energy f or residential , commercial and indus t rial use. l•lh1le the 
territory served by Florida P & L has grovm by leaps and bounds, 
the utility itself has also experienced a stri ki ngly s imilar and 
remarlcable growth . At the end of 1951, when it f irst came under 
the jurisdiction of this Commission, this utility served 328, 000 
customers and had a gross total plant investment of $180, 000,000 . 
By the end of 1965, unde r State regulation, it had increased its 
gross plant investment to $900, 000, 000 and presently serves appr ox
~ately 1,000,000 customers. Gross electric revenues for 1951 were 
$53,000,000, but f or 1965 t hey were $250, 000, 000 . For 1951 total 
Kwh sales amounted to one billion six hundred million, whereas by 
1965 they had climbed to twelve billion one hundred million . During 
thi s period of rapid gro11th and expansion t his Commission, under its 
policy and practice of continuing surveillance~ required Florida P & L 
to reduce its rates by $4, "725,000 in 1~57 ; $2,u64,000 in 1959 ; by 
$260,000 1n 1960; $6,256,000 in 1961 ; $10, 000,000 in 1964 ; $3,741, 743 
in 1965; and $9,467, ~00 effect i ve on J anuary 1 , 1966 . Thus, s ince 
coming under the jurisdiction of this Commission, the rates or this 
particular electric utility have been reduced $37,314,643 on an annual 
basis . 

I n this proceeding, Florida P & L has not requested any increase 
in its existing rates. As a matter of fac t this util i ty has never 
requested an increase in its rates since coming under the jurisdic
tion of th1s Commission. Insofar as lts present rates are concerned, 
the company insists that, from the public standpoint, they are fair 
and reasonable and that there is no sound basts for any furthe r re
duc t ion in i t s r ates and charges . 

B. Intervene rs 

Se veral parties intervened in this investigation, but all who 
intervened did not ac t ively participate . Some i nterveners reserved 
the right to be he ard at a later time on the question of r ate design 
but took no position concerning the level of earnings which might be 
author ized by the Commission. At least two interveners did acti vely 
participate in the development and pre sentation of import~nt and 
relevant issues 1n t he matter of rate s and earnings. · 
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1. The City of Miami 

The City of Miami, located in Dade County and served 
by Florida P ~ L, was treated as a complainant by the Florida Com
mission and considered itself as the principal intervener in this 
investigation. The City employed a public utility consultant from 
Washington, D. C. , to study the rates or Florida P & L, while the 
Commission ·totas engaged in its own informal investigation of t he 
electric company's earnings, but prior to the institution of this 
f ormal proceeding . A ccpy of the report of the City's consultant 
was filed with the Commission and was made a part of the record in 
this doclcet when he testified as Miami• s only ~1itness. The City of 
Miami strongly contended that the rates and charges of Florida P & L 
are excessively high ; that its rate of return exceeded 8 .50%· that 
it received excess earnings from its customers of more than .35,000,000 
a year; and that, based on an assumed ra te of return of 6.~. the com
~any •s rates and charges should be reduced by at least $28, 900, 000 to 
$34,500,000 per annum. 

2. Metropolitan Dade County 

lo\etropolitan Dade County intervened in this matter for 
the sole purpose of presenting to the Commission its own analysis of 
the report prepared and filed by Miami's consultant. The County 
accepted the City ' s assumptions concerning the reasonableness of a 
6.0'~ return, but disagreed v11th the City ' s elimination or 1·1orking 
capital allowance in the rate base . 

3. General Services Administration 

General Services Administration (GSA) intervened on 
beha lf of the executive agencies of t he United States . GSA performs 
services of supply, purchasing and procurement f or Federal agencies . 
Participation in this proceeding was through the efforts of the 
Public Utilities Division in the Transportation and Communications 
Service of the General Services Administration. GSA estimates that 
the executive agencies of the Federal Government annually purchase 
in excess of $4,500,000 vtorth of electric energy annually from 
Florida P & L, and therefore, have a substantial customer interest 
in the outcome of this investigation . General Services actively 
participated in, and presented testimony concerning, those phases 
or the investigation which have a direct bearing on the rate of 
re turn, rate base, and allo1~able operating expenses. The agency ' s 
primary concern, however, involved two special rate situations which 
it claimed were unreasonable and unlawful. In one instance, the 
claim was made tha t certain rates were discriminatory against the 
United States Government. In the other instance, it 1~as claimed 
that electric rates applicable to Air Force Bases in the territory 
served by Florida P & L were unjust and unreasonably high. 

4. Florida Hote l and Hotel-Motel Association 

This Association represents its hotel and motel members 
throughout the territory served by the respondent power company , It 
made no presentation, and took no position, having to do with the 
level or earnings \~hich might be approved for the utility. The primary 
interest of this intervener, and its members, is related to the design 
of the rate schedules which may be submitted by the company to imple
ment \vhatever Order the Commission may enter in this proceeding. The 
right of this intervener, as well as others having a similar interest, 
to be heard at a later date with reference to the reaso·nableness of 
any specific rate schedules that may apply to their particular business 
has been specifically reserved by the Commission. 
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5. Southern Florida Hotel and Motel Association 

This Association, ll!<ewise, intervened on behalf of 
its hotel and motel members in the South Florida Area served by 
Florida P & L. Its participation and primary interest coincide 
with that of the State Association which also intervened. This 
Association also 1·1ill have the right to be heard on future rate 
schedules proposed by the company as a result of this investiga
tion . 

6 . Robert Scott Kaufman 

Robert Scott Kaufman intervened on behalf of himself 
as an individual customer of Florida Po1~er and Light Company . After 
several unsuccessful efforts befor~ the Commission and the Courts to 
disqualify the Commissioners, he made no further presentation and 
filed no brief in this proceeding , His appearance failed to indicate 
the nature of his interes~ in the issues involved, and the questions 
propounded by him to such witnesses as he did i nterrogate shed no 
light on the position he m~y have intended to advocate in this in
vestigation. 

IV. The Rate Base 

In public utility r ate malting under regulation, the rate 
base is a necessary and important tool in fixing fair, reasonable 
and compensatory rates. The necessity for the establishment of a 
r ate base is no longer open t o question. ReBulation must have a 
yardscick with which to test the reasonableness of public utility 
rates. In the absence of a rate base, r ate malt ing becomes pure 
guesswork. In the Hope Natural Gas Case, 320 U. S . 591, 51 Pun (NS) 
193, (1944), J ustice Jackson, in a separate opinion, pointed to the 
necessity for such a measuring device when he said : 

"He need not be slaves to a formula but unles s we 
can point out a rational way of reaching our conclusions 
they can only be accepted as re sting on intuition or pre
dilection . I must admit that I possess no instinct by 
'tlhich to knOI'l the 'reasonable ' from the ' unreasonable' in 
prices and must seel: some conscious design for decision." 

Shortly after the court's decision in the Hope Case, the Wisconsin 
Public Ser vice Commission, probably for the purpose of setting up 
a test case, stated in its Order in the celebrated case entitled 
Cit* of T\<lo Rivers v . Commonwealth Telephone Co,, 70 PUR ~NS ) 5, 
{19 7), that "there ~1ill be a determination and finding or neither 
n r ate base nor of a rate 0f return for the purposes of this pro
ceeding ." On appeal the Wisconsin Commission was reversed and 
sharply criticized because the Commission found nothing except that 
a certain amount 0f dollars represented a reasonable profit . The 
court point ed to the fallacy of this approach by ssl<ing the simple 
question, "Reasonable profit on what?" The court concluded that 
without a proper yardstick nei ther the Commission nor the reviewing 
court nor the utility nor t he public could determine whether the 
profit was reasonable. Commonwealth Teleph. Co, v. \111ec. Pub. Ser. 
~. 71 Pun (NS) 65; a lso Com, Teleph, Co, v. \>lise, Pub, Ser, Com. 
32 N , \'1 , 2d 247, 73 PUR (NS) g? , 
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"It is apparent, and 1a shown by all the cases 
which we have read touching on this point, that in 
order to reach a fair j udgment of rates to be fixed, 
it is necessary that a proper rate base nnd allow
able expenses be determined ... . The much discussed 
case of Federal Po11er Commission v, Hope Nat . Oas 
Co . . .. did not change this r ule for, as 1~e shall see 
later, this case did not reject judicial r igh t of 
review as to reasonableness of rates and, obviously, 
if it be held that no yardstick is necessary whereby 
to test this question then judicial revi ew as to 
reasonableness of rates would become utterly meaning
less . " 

Having r ecognized the neces3ity for a rate base in a proceeding 
of this nature, it is appropriate to consider the characteristics of 
this regulatory yardsticlc . 

A. General Characteristics of the Rate Base 

While there are many refinements of the rate base , mostly l~ith 
reference to specific components, and the time element which controls 
the value, actually there is little difference to be found in the 
general concept of the term. 

1. Definition of Rate Base 

The term "Rate B<1se" has been variously definl':d by 
authoritative writers on the subject or public utility regulation. 
Bonbright , in the 1961 edition of his boolc on the Principleo of 
Public Utility Rates , defines it in these words: "The rate base, 
or ' valuation' as it was called in former years, represents the 
t otal quantum of invested cClpital or of pr operty 'values ' on which 
the company is entitled t o a reasonable rate of compensation . " 
Garfield and Lovejoy, in their recent book on Public Utility Econ
omics, gives this definition of rate base : "The rate base is com
posed principally of the net (or dep~eciated) valua tion of the 
9Ubl1c utility's tangible property, comprisin~ the plant and equip
ment used and useful in serving the public . (Such tangible property 
is called ' plan t in ser vice ' in t he uniform systems of accounts pre
scribed for public utilities.) In addition, the rate base includes 
an allowance for 11orking capital and , depending on the cir.curnstances, 
may also include amounts for the overhead costs of organi.dng the 
business, intangibles, and going concern value . " The Sup:;oeme Court 
of the United States, in t he case of \·lest v. Chesapeake & P. Teleph. 
Co ., 295 u.s . 662, 8 PUR (NS) 433, s<1id that 11Value signifies in 
rate regulation the investment in dollars on 1~hich the utility is 
entitled to earn." 

(a) I mpact of Time Element on the Rate Base 

In the rate making process "valuation" and "rate 
base" are virtually synonymous in t hat the two terms are used t o 
express the value of a public utility's property which is dedicated 
t o the public service and on which the utility is entitled to earn 
a fair and reasonable return. However, the time to which this value 
relates has given rise to several distinctly different rate base 
concepts. For example, pr esent fair value, original cost, prudent 
investment, and reproduction cost new, are all based en the value 
of the property but each relatea to a specific time for which the 
value is determined. Then, too, there are even further time elements 
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to be considered in fixing the rate base. Firs~, a test period is 
selected which usually ie a calendar year, or 3ome designated twelve 
months period, for which the latest operating statistics or data are 
available. Then, the value is generally determined on the basis of 
the average investment during the test period or at the end of the 
period. 

B. Florida's Rate Base Conuept 

One of the primary issues in this proceeding concerns the type 
of rate base to be used by the Commission in testing the reasonable
~ess of the existing r ates of Florida P & L, and in fixing fair , 
reasonable and compensatory rates to be charged by the company for 
electricity for a reasonable time in the future . Rate base philoso
phies are controlled by applicable statutes and court decisions where 
they exist. These philosophies are influenced to a large extent by 
economic conditions which cont r ol the earn~ngs requirement of a par
ticular public utility if applicable laws are sufficiently flexible 
t o permit such considerations. 

In constructing a rate base in a proceeding such as this it is 
necessary, therefore, to consider existing statutory requirements 
and controlling court decisions. Where the past regulatory philoso
phies of the Commission have been brought into question as they have 
been in this investigation, it is also necessary to understand what 
those philosophies have been, and what formed the basis for their 
adoption . 

1. Statutory Rate Base Requirements 

In 1951, the Florida Legislature subjected electric utili
ties to state regulation and specified lihdt value shall be used for 
rate making purposes . The statute (Section 366 .o6(2), Florida Stat.) 
provides that : 

"The Conunission shall investigate and determir.e the actual 
legitimate costs of the property of each utility company, 
actually used and useful in the public ser~ice, and shall 
l<eep a current public record of the net investment of each 
public utility co:npany in such pr•operty which value . as 
determined by the commission, shall be used for rate mal<ing 
purposes and ~hall be the money honestly and prudently in
vested by the public utility company in such property used 
and useful in ser ving the public , and shall not includ~ any 
goodwill or going-concern value or franchise value in ex
cess of payment made therefor. " 

Thus far, after fifteen years, the foregoing language has not 
been construed by the courts ; however, it has been interpreted 
generally and consistently as having reference to the so- called 
prudent investment r ate base . In the regulation of telephone util1-
~1es 1n the State of Florida t here are no statutory rate base re
quirements and the courts have held that the Commission is free to 
use whatever rate base it may choose so long as the end result is 
fair and reasonable .. JRcl<sonville Gas Co, v , Commiasion, (1951), 
50 So . 2d 887 . In the regula tion of electric utilities the use of 
the foregoing statutory rate base 1s mandatory on the Commission. 

2. The Commiss1cn ' a Past Rate Base Philo~ophy 

Florida has never been a so- called "fair value" jurisd1c· 
tion. Traditionally, this Commission has been a strong advocate of 
the prudent investment philosophy of rate mal<ing, even before the 
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enactment of the 1951 statute prescribing the rate base for electric 
utilities . Prior to 1953, this Commission used the ne t average in
vestment rate base in fixing r ate s for public utilities under its 
jurisdi ction. However, for economic reasons, the Commission has 
used a terminal or year- end r a te base for the past thirteen years . 

C. Year-End Versus Average Inv~stment Ra te Base 

In 19531 the Commission abandoned its traditional use of net 
average investment rate base , and embraced the yc~r-end rate base 
concept. When ! t adopted the year-end rate base in 1953, the Com
mission made the follo~1ing explanation in justificati on of its 
acti on : 

"In nonnal tl.llles and under stabl e conditions, the amount 
of revenue required to produce a fair rate or return can 
generally be calculated accurately and equitably upon 
the average and no t the year-end balances of the test 
year. On the o the r hand, where a utility is in the 
throes of unusual g~owth and confronted at the same time 
with constantly increasing ~nvestment and operating costs, 
conventional notions of rate making must be adjusted to 
the circumstances . .. . Where there is little fluctuati on in 
a utility's investment accounts from the beginning of the 
year to the end of the year , we believe that the r ate 
base should be predicated upon the ne t average investment 
for the test period . He have rollo11ed t hat method con
sistently for many years and will continue t o do so when
ever and wherever the investment accounts disclose nothing 
but normal gro1~th. I n the present case, a net average in
vestment rate base for the test year 1952 would be seventy
six million dollars invested in electric plant . If 1ve use 
the average investment for the year 1952 in determining 
the rate base, we 1vould assume an investment level that 
i s more than a year old . Such a r ate base would bear no 
relationship to the ac tual conditions as they now exist. 
There seems t o be only one sound objection to the use of 
the year-end rate base and t hat is that some additional 
revenues must be ascribed to plant additions, however, 
this would be largely offset by the factor s of additional 
depreciation, t axes and expenses, so that there is little, 
if any, danger or excessive compensation. Under presen t 
conditiotiS, as disclosed by the record herein, we conclude 
that the year-end r ate base is more realistic than the 
average investment rate base." 

For the past thirteen years this Commissi on has followed the 
precedent it established in the Florida Power Corporation rate case 
in 1953. During this span of years the Commission'a use of the 
year- end rate base ha s never been challenged in a formal proceeding, 
although many rate cases, including several seriously contested ones, 
have been proce ssed by this agency. In the present investigation, 
however, the Commission itself made an issue of its vari ous rate 
making philosophies so that they might be thoroughly reevaluated and 
revised, reaffinned, or abandoned, l~hichever may seem to be more in 
the public interest . During the progress of the hea r i ngs in this 
docket substantial testimony was received concerning the use of the 
year- end rate base. An analysis of that testimony is necessary to 
a decisi on on this issue. 
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1. Position of the Parties 

Only two participants in this investigation took an active 
interest in this phase of the proceeding. Florida Power and 
Light, the respondent electric utility, strongly advocated the 
year- end rate base. The City of Miami just as strongly supported 
the use of the average investment rate base . While Metropolitan 
Dade County intervened for a limited purpose it did not actively 
pursue the positions taken by its only witness on direct examina
tion. As a matter of fact the County's witness did not appear at 
a subsequent hearing and submit himself for cross examination . 
General Services Administration took no position concerning year
end or aver age investment rate base . 

(a) Florida Power and Light 

The utility ' s rate base witness was Mr. Herman Green, 
an a ssociate in the consulting firm of H. Zinder & Associates. 
Mr. Green testified that, in his opinion, it was vitally neces
sary and proper to use year-end electric plant in service in 
establishing the rate base in order to meet to some extent the 
effects on the company of its experienced inflation and attrition. 
The witness concluded that the use of year-end plant in this in
stance would still fall far short of providing adequate relief 
f r om actual attrition experienced by the company over a long 
period of years. On cross examination, Mr. Green stated that by 
attrition he meant the wearing away of the company's rate of re 
turn due to the high cost of construction. He referred to several 
juri sdictions where allowances have been made 1n the rate base for 
attrition by computing the increase in investment per customer for 
the test year over some prior period, and multiplying such increase 
in investment by the total number of customers at the test year 
terminal date. In the case of Florida Power and Light, the witness 
calculated that it would be necessary to add something in excess of 
$28,000,000 to the rate base to offset the effects of attrition 
just for the test period. Mr. Green presented testimony to show 
that for the period 1945 to 1964 construction costs for electric 
transmission plant increased 142.~, and for electric distribution 
plant the increase for the period was 128 . 4~. 

In its Brief, Florida P & L cited several court and commis
sion decisions in support or the use of year-end electric plant 
in service for rate maldng purposes . 

(b) The City of Miami 

The City of Miami opposed the use of the year-end rate 
base in this case just as it did in the Southern Bell Telephone 
and Telegraph Company's case in which we have just rendered a 
decision. In the present proceeding, the City ' s Consultant and 
only witness, Mr. Arnold H. Hirsch, of 1-/ashington. D. C. , was 
asked what kind of rate base he used in his studr, of t i:e power 
company's rates. He responded that he had used 'the average of 
the year-end net investment the company had, that is gross plant 
in service, electric plant in service, from which I subtracted 
the depreciation reserve shown on the company's books . I omitted 
11orking c.apital because there are many off-setting items to work
ing capital . " He was then asked why he used the net average in
vestment in preference to the end of the year rate base . Mr. Hirscr 
replied that the year-end rate base "constitutes a tortured appli
cation of sound and universal accepted rate makir~ principles and 
does grievous violence to the public interest . It is arbitrary, 
illegitimate, and unla1-1ful . " The witness continued his criticism 
of the year-end rate base by stating that "The traditional concept 
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of rate of return represents a relationship between the net opera
ting income or earnings and the property ~~hich produces those earn
ings, so that when you have a net operating income o ver the year 
1964, for example, and divide that by the average p::'operty ~~hich 
produced that net operating income in 1964, you havP. a true rate 
of return. However, if you take that net operating i ncome in 1964 
and attempt to relate it to the property which was in service at 
the end of 1964, you have a relationship between apples and pears. 
It's not rate of return. I don't knO\~ what you would call it. 
It's just a figure. " Mr. Hirsch concluded that the sounder approach 
is to use the average earnings over a period of time and the average 
property which produced those earnings, but in any event there must 
be, in his opinion, a direct relationship between earnings and the 
property which produced the earnings . 

In i ·ts main Brief the City of !Uami ignored the controversial 
question of year-end versus average investment rate oase. However, 
in its reply Brief it discussed several of the cases cited by the 
utility in its main Bri ef and called attention to the fact that for 
the most part the cases cited by Florida Po1~er and Light ~~ere based 
on the need for some relief from the effects of attrition . The 
City argued that in the case of Florida P & L there has been no 
attrition, no wearing away of its rate of return by the high cost 
of construction. On the contrary, the City contends, the utility'~ 
rate of return has constantly increased. In its Brief the City 
also stressed its position that whichever base is used there must 
be a correlation of investment, revenues and expenses . 

2 . Commission Summary and Findings 

Before proceeding further with our consi deration of other 
phases of the rate base, we believe we should conclude our treat
ment of this issue in the case . 

(a) Summary 

Since 1953 this Commission has consistently used year-
end investments as the starting point in calculating the rate base 
for all public utilities under its jurisdiction. In 1953 Florida 
had already begun its surge forward in population growth and 
economic development . New industries were moving in and the State 
found itself bounding ahead on all fronts. At that time Florida 
public utilities were striving to keep pace \•lith pyramiding demands 
for servi ce. They ~~ere confronted with the task of securing hun
dreds of millions of dollar s in order to finance necessary expan
sions so that they could keep pace wi th Florida's mounting economic 
boom . I t was at that time that this Commission determined that it 
was in the public interest to depart from its traditional use of 
average year investment in calculating the rate base when fixing 
rates for public utilities engaged in extraordinary expansion pro
grams . It was then that this Commission determinP.d that traditional 
rate making prac~ ces and regulatory principles must b~ sufficiently 
elastic to cope wi th the economi c necessities of the period . Recog
nizing ita overall responsibility to the general public interest in 
a service-minded era, this Commission in July, 1953, in the Florida 
Power Corporation rate case, adopted for the first time the end- of
period or year-end rate base. Since then we have found no economic 
basis for reverting to the average year investment rate base . 

Florida' s economy has continued to boom and set new records 
of growth and development year after year. The record in this 
investigation leads inevitably, we think, to the conclusion that 
Florida ' s growth will continue at an accelerated pace for many 
years to come . Even when other parts of the country were having 
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their problems with economic recessions during the past twelve 
years, Florida's economy, as reflected in public utility opera
tions, continued sound and her growth and developme~t did not 
falter. At the end of 1950, just before coming under the juris
diction of this Conunission, Florida Po1~er and Light se:rved 
~28,000 customers and had a gross total plant investment of 
$180,000,000. During the succeeding years this utility has 
experienced phenomenal growth. It has increased its gross 
plant to almost one billion dollars and presently serves approx
imately one million customers . Total energl sales have increased 
from 1,387 millions of Kwh in 1950 to 12,088 millions of Kwh in 
1965 . Total operating revenues have increased from $44 million 
in 1950 to $250 million in 1965. During the same period gross 
generating capability increased from 468,000 ~~to 3,716,000 KW. 
Virtually every year Florida Power and Light finds it necessary 
to journey to the nation ' s money markets and carry out major 
financing programs so that it can continue to meet the require
me~ts nf the constantly increasing population and businesses in 
Miami, Miami Beach, Fort Lauderdale, \vest Palm Beach and other 
heavily populated sections of its service area . Twenty short 
years ago, this utility was installing generating plants rated 
at 15,000 to 20,000 ~'I each. At the time of the hearing in this 
investigation, it 1~as installing units of 432,000 KW each, and 
installing them two at a time . The president of the company, 
r-tr. R. H. Fi te~ testified t hat the company will invest approxi
mately $500 million during the period 1965-1969. 

The records of growth and expansion just enumerated, and 
which appear so vividly in the record of this proceeding, reflect 
the service demands that had to be met if the public was to have 
~e ocrvice it needed and was entitled to receive . Such progress 
on the part of a state ' s public utilities also reflects a regula
tory philosophy that is responsive to the economic demands of a 
growing section. The philosophy of this Conunission has been, and 
will cont.inue to be, to support and encourage the growth and pros
perity or all sections of Florida so long as that can be done 
1~ithout imposing unreasonable and exhorbitant rates upon the public. 
The experiences of the past several years, and the rate reductions 
imposed on public utilities when their earnings have become exces
sive, furnish adequate support of this Commission's constant aware
ness of the earnings requirements of utilitie~ under its jurisdic
tion, as well as the Commission's dedica tion to the principle of 
keeping all public utility rates within the zone of reasonableness . 

In Florida the year-end rate base is permissible under the 
statutes and controlling court decisions. Its use should be 
determined by the necessities and circumstances existing 1~hen the 
determination is made . The growth problems that existed in 1953, 
when its use was first adopted by this Commission, have not abated, 
but, on the contrary, have increased at an even greate~ pace and 
arc eve~ more pronounced at this time . Annual co~struction budgets 
for Florida P & L are now in the $100,000,000 zone an~ continue to 
climb. During the hearings in this case the prim~ interest rate 
was less than 4.~. today it is 6 . ~. and many economists and 
security analysts have publicly expressed the f i rm convictior. that 
it will be a long time before interest rates turn downward. In 
order to obtain debt money today, even at a cost in excess of 6.0%, 
utilities must in most instances include in the bond indenture a 
five to ten year non-refundable provision . These are post-hearing 
economic developments , but they are matters of common kno~1ledge and 
are mentioned almost daily by the various news media. Even the 
National Congress and the Federal Administration have evidenced 
considerable apprehension over the rising cost of money. In fixing 
rates for the future we cannot close our minds to stark realities 
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which face the nation as a whole. We cannot, and of course wil l 
not, give consideration to operating statistics that are not in 
the record, but in making judgment decisions on broed principles 
based on economic conditions we would be less than ~ealistic if 
we buried our heads in the sand and ignored the deve lopments in 
the money markets during the past several months . 

He recognize , as pointed out by the City of Miami , that 
there are many decisions where the average year rate base has 
been preferred; and that many such cases hold that where the 
year-end base is used there should be an annualization of revenues 
and expenses at the end-of-the-period level . We pointed out that 
very fact in our decision in the Florida Power Corporati on case 
in 1953 ~1hen for economic reasons, 1~e first adopted the year-end 
rate base philosophy. However, we also know and recognize that 
there are many jurisdi ctions where the year-end rate base is 
preferred and used, particularly where there is a pronounced 
growth problem. 

Two of the most recent Commission decisions reported on 
this issue happen to be two in which GSA, one of the interveners 
herein, took a leading part . In the case of Re : Chesapeake & E. 
Teleph. Co .. 57 PUR 3d l , (1964), the District of Columbia Public 
Service Commission used a rate base constructed on an end-of-peri~~ 
basis and related that to the net operating income for the period 
under consideration. The second case involved Qbesapeake & P. 
Teleph . Co. of Maryland , and the decision of the Maryland Public 
Service Commission is reported in 56 PUR 3d 91 (1964). In this 
case the Commission used a teminal or year-end rate base to l'lhich 
it related the net operating income for the test period . 

As we have previously noted, when we first adopted the year-
end rate base concept in 1953 we stated in our decision that: 

"The re seems to be only one sound objection to the 
use of the year-end rate base and that is that some 
additional revenues must be ascribed to plant addi
tions, however, this would be largely offset by the 
factors of additional depreciation , taxes, and ex
penses, so that there is little, if any, dange r of 
excessive compensati on." 

This continues, in our opinion, to be the only sound objection to 
the use of the year-end investment figures. When fixing rates 
for the ruture, good regulatory practice require s that the latest 
available investment figures be used in developing the rate base 
on which the utility will be allowed to earn a fair return, when
ever that can be done \':ithout jeopardizing the public interest . 
In the present situation we are dealing with a test year that 
ended two years ago, September 30, 1964, and it no lon~er has 
any relationship to conditions which actualoy exist. lf we 
should now revert t o an a verage year investme~t rate tase we 
would multiply the injustice with no real benefit to the public. 
We have never used t he average year rate base in fixing rates f or 
electric utilities and we do not believe that this is the time to 
take such a step in the regulation of public utilities in Florida. 

He have just rendered a decision in another major rate case . 
There we were considering the r ates and charges of Southern Bell 
Telephone and Telegraph Company, a coi'M\unications utili t y ~1hich 
serves very much the same porti on of Florida that is served by 
Florida P & L. Both utilities are experiencing very much t he 
same growth problems. In the Southern Bell case we were confronted 
with the same issue concerning the use of a year-end r ate base . In 
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the decision which has j ust been relea sed we approved the con
tinued use of the year-end rate base as agains t the contentions 
of the City of Miami and General Services Administrfl. tion that 
the a verage year investment rate base would be pref~raole. In 
:he Southern Bell case we were able to relate year-end revenues 
and expenses to the year-end rate base. In the ca se of electric 
utilities, however , the solution is not so s~ple. At the same 
time, the necessity f or such treatment is not so compelling. 
When fixing the r a tes f or an electric utility the possible threat 
of permitting excess earnings through the use of the year-end 
rate base can be adequately controlled by a careful analysis of 
plant additions during the test period, and the removal from 
the rate base of any unusually large additions to plant, recently 
added, for example, towards the end of the test period, which is 
intended primarily t o reach new customers or create substantial 
revenue additions through existing customers. Year-end plant 
adjusted to remove such capacity-type units recently added is 
fair both to the utility and to the customer . Plant additions 
for telephone companies gener ally do not cause the distortions 
in plant accounts that we sometimes find in the case of electric 
utilities. As a result , electric and telephone utilities are 
susceptible to different treatment in this matter so that the 
public can be protected against unauthorized earnings . In the 
future sur veillance of electric utilities and their earnings 
it will be our purpose to further develop and refine our practice 
and procedures for the analytical examination of their respective 
plant accounts so that the threat of excess earnings from the use 
of the year-end rate base can be minimized to an even greater 
degree. 

We are firmly convinced that terminal or year-end investment, 
under all the circumstances of this case and the prevailing econ
omic conditions, should constitute the starting point in the cal
culation of the rate base on which the respondent, Florida Power 
and Light Company, will be allowed to earn a fair and reasonable 
return. Continued growth, and the accompanying demands for more 
and more electric service by the increasing population, businesses 
and industries in that part of Florida served by F P & L, are real 
facts in this case and demand a better answer than anyone has ad
vanced who would have this Commission r evert to a philosophy that 
was incapable of meeting the demands of a booming economy. 

(b) Commission Findings 

Hith reference to this issue which concerns the type 
of rate base to be used in this proceeding for the purpose of 
fixing the rates to be charged for electricity by Florida Power 
and Light, whether sai d rate base shall be calculated on the 
basis of average year or year-end investment, we find that no 
sound basis, or compelling reason, has been made to apnear which 
would require the use of the average year investm~nt r ute base ; 
that, under exi sting circumstances and conditions, a t : rminal or 
year-end investment rate base is lawful , proper, reasonable, and 
in the public interest; that the use of the year-end investment 
rate base will constitute no bar to the fixing of just and reason
able rates t o be observed in the future by the respondent, Florida 
Power and Light Company; and that the use of the year-end rate 
base should be approved in this case. 

D. Components of the Rate Base 

There was a wide difference of opinion among the parties in 
this p~ceeding concerning the rate base on which Florida Power 
and Light should be allowed to earn a fair return. The rate base 
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proposed by Florida P & L was $706,431, 855, and by the City of 
Miami, $563,783,212 . General Services Administration proposed 
no total figure for rate base purposes but did interpose objec
tions to certain specific components of the rate ba::~e. fUami' s 
rate base proposal is on the basis of net ave rage investment for 
the twelve months ended December 30, 1963. Our own calculations 
result in a rate base in the amount of $637,826,667. Inasmuch 
as the proposal by the City of Miami is substantially affected 
by our previous findings in this Opinion and Order concerning 
the terminal or year-end rate base , 1~e will not attempt to re
concile the differences in the overall totals . Further, Miami's 
proposal is based on the twelve months ended December 30, 1963, 
whereas the company's and the Commission's are based on the test 
year ended September 30, 1964. We will, however, discuss various 
views as they relate to individual components included or dis
allowed in the final rate base as approved by the Commission. 

1. Electric Plant in Service 

Florida Power and Light began its rate base calculation on 
Witness Green's Exhibit 95 with investment in plant in service 
as shown on the Company's books at the end of the test period, 
September 30, 1964, in the amount of $767,959,802. No objections 
were made to the accuracy of these figures as representing the 
electric plant in service at that date. The Com~ission has, how
ever, raised a question concerning the amount an:l v:ill make an 
appropriate adjustment to eliminate the item in question. 

(a) Price Ad justments Credited to Plant \ccounts 

Several years ago the Federal Government established 
t hat various manufacturers had been guilty of violations of the 
Anti-Trust Laws through the medium of conspiracies to fix and 
control prices . When these violations became public knowledge 
it appeared to this Commission that public utilities in Florida 
may have been victimized by those manufacturers participating 
in the price control conspiracies . As a means of protecting the 
public interest this Commission formally directed all public 
utilities under its jurisdic tion, including Florida Power and 
Light, to take appropriate acti on to recover overpayments, if 
any, resulting from such anti-trust violations. From time to 
time, this Commission has recei1ed reports from pub!ic utilities 
under its jurisdiction advising it concerning the progress of 
any action that may have been initiated to recover any such over
payments. Most efforts in this regard have been exhausted and 
many of the public utilities in Florida have received substantial 
settlements consistent with settlement formulas which have been 
foll01~ed on a national basis. D..iring the hearings in this case, 
it 1<1as developed that Florida P & L had received substantial 
settlements subsequent t o the close of the test peri od ~ut had 
made no adjustments to recognize the settlements elthough the 
plant accounts had been credited with the proper amoun~s as 
directed by the Commission. Hitnesses for the utility were 
asked during cross examination by Commission's counsel for some 
explanation as to why appropriate adjustments had not been made 
in the proposed rate base . Frankly, we were not impressed with 
the answers given and feel that the rate base should be adjusted 
do1mward in an appropri ate amount. These settlements represent 
post-test period changes that were in the process of negotiation 
even during the test period, and should have been anticipated, or 
at least subsequently adjusted during the hearings. We have de
termined that the amount is $6,241,603 and to that extent the 
proposed r ate base is unreasonably inflated. 
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(b) Commission Findings 

On the basis of the record we find that tr.e item Utility 
Plant in Service on Exhibit ~5 in the amount or $767,959,802 is 
overstated by the amount or $6,241,603 which represents settlements 
received by Florida Power and Light resulting from price adjust
ments by certain manufacturers because of past anti - trust viola
tions; that the inflated Plant in Service item is unreasonable to 
that extent and should be reduced by the amount or $6,241,603, 
leaving in the rate base Utility Plant in Service in the amount 
of $761,718,199; and that Utility Plant in Service in the amount 
or $761,718,199 should be approved as a reasonable and proper 
component or the rate base . 

2. Construction Work in Progress 

This represents a controver sial item in the r ate base as 
prcposed by Florida P & L. Exhibit 95 includes $68, 546,081 for 
construction work in progress, and the company strongly contends 
that this full amount should be included. The City or Miami and 
General Services Administration both take the position that the 
entire amount should be excluded. There is probably greater 
unanimity in the treatment of this item by courts and commissions 
than any other in the entire regulatory process. Construction 
11ork in progress is almost universally excluded from the rate 
base by regulatory agencies when fixing public utility rates if 
interest during construction is capitalized. 

Historically, this Commi ssion has allowed as a part of the 
rate base that portion of ~onstruction work in progress outstand
ing at the end or the year which has actually been placed in 
service, but which is still carried in the construction work in 
progress account. The end of the year allowance has been in con
junction with the end of the year investment for rate making 
purposes . The Commission has also allowed the amount at the end 
of the test period on whi ch no interest has been capitalized; and 
in some cases has also allowed that portion or construction work 
in progress which would be put into service in the immediate future. 
Technically, all construction work in progress financed with in
vestors• funds should receive interest during construction charges . 
As a practical matter, however, small projects or short duration 
and inconsequential amounts or money cannot be subjected to the 
bookkeeping treatment which would result in interest charges to 
construction. The same is true generally with blanket work order 
type of construction projects. Most companies have a dollar limit 
and a fixed time on 1~hich they exclude the smaller projects from 
the interest during construction calculations. As a practical 
matter, this is the proper way t o approach the interest during 
construction problem. 

In 1962 however, this Commi ssion issued Order No. 3413 in 
Docket No . 6655, providing f or the optional treatment ~fall 
interest during construction, and further provided for the ex
clusion of construction work in progress from the rate base when 
interest is charged to construction . If interest is not capital
ized by the utility, the Order allows the inclusion or construc
tion work in pr ogress in the rate base. Florida Power and Light 
Company is the only major electric utility in the State which has 
elected to take advantage of the permissible provisions of this 
Order , This utility does not capitalize interest during construc
tion and, accordingly, has included construction work in progress 
in its proposed rate base. For tre past two years l'le have been 
engaged in a series of six major rate investigations in which one 
of our primary purposes has been to re-examine and re-evaluate 
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the entire range of our regulatory and rate making practices and 
philosophies to the end that any one or more of such practices 
or philosophies may be reaffirmed, revised, or abandoned, which
ever may appear to be in the best interests of the public. This 
permissive Order may have been reasonable and in the p·lblic in
terest at the time it was entered, but we are now convinced that 
it should be vacated and the applicable requirements of the Uniform 
System of Accountn strictly followed by all public utilities to 
which they apply. In a separate proceeding we will forthwith 
initiate appropriate proceedings to effect the cancellation of 
said Order No. 3413 in Docl<et No . 6655 . 

In the present case we have a public ut i lity that has brought 
itself within the provisions or a valid and outstanding Order of 
this Commission. As u result it has included in its proposed 
rate base the amount of $68, 546,081 for construction work in pro
gress. It does no t appear to be r easonable or equitable to immed
iately deny to said utility the full privileges extended by said 
permissive Order . At the same time, to further prolong the life 
and vitality of said Order would be unfair to the public . He 
believe that it would be reasonable and fair to all parties con
cerned to phase out over a period of three ~ears the construction 
work in progress in the amount of $68,546,081 . Under this process, 
we would deduct two-thirds of the $68,546, 081 from the rate base 
presently under consideration and no interest could be capitalized 
during the test period on any por tion or the entire amount. The 
utility would not be permitted to capitalize interest retroactively 
for construction worl< in progress during the test period, or prior 
thereto, when the utility 1~as taking advantage of the provisions 
of said Order No. 3413. The utility would, however, if it so 
desires, be permitted to b~gin the capitalization of interest at 
the end of the test period . In any event, however, the utility 
would be required to capitalize interest, beginning with the 
first of January, 1967, on all construction work then and there
after in progress but not completed and in service. In our opinion, 
this phasing-out procedure will provide a reasonable solution to a 
difficult problem without 1mposing an unreasonable burden on the 
ratepayers . Insofar as the utility is concerned, its expert \~it
ness, Mr. Green, testified that he would have included the same 
amount or construction ~1ork i n pr ogress in the rate base even if 
interest thereon had been capitalized by the utility. In which 
event we would , or couroe, have disallowed the entire amount . 
We are convinced that our proposed phasing-out procedure l~ill, 
li:cewise, impose no undue or unreasonable burden on the utility. 

(a) Commission Findings 

Based upon the record herein, we find that construction 
work 1n progress 1n the amount of $68,546, 081 should be reduced to 
the amount or $22, 848,693, which represents one-third ~hereof, and 
that the balance in the amount of $45,697,388 should be disallowed 
as a component part of the r ate base herein; that beginning with 
the first of January, 1967, Florida Power and Light should be re
quired t o capitalize interest on construction work then and there
after in progress but not completed and in service, as required by 
the Uniform System of Accounts; and that 3aid uti lity should not 
be permi tted to ret roactively capitalize interest on any construc
tion work that was in progress during the period when it was taking 
advantage of the permissible provisions or Order 3413 during or 
prior to the test year herein. 
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3. Property Held For Future Use 

Florida P & L has included in its rate base proposal property 
held for future use in the amount of $2,278 ,230, as shown on its 
Exhibit 95 . The Ci ty of Miami and Genera l Services both suggest 
the elimination of thi s item. With reference to this item, 1~e be
lieve the better practice is to view each situa tion on its own 
merits . Whether the property should be included is a matter of 
fact depending upon the utility's plans for its use. In Florida, 
at least, public utilities cannot, in the exercise of good business 
judgment, indefinitely postpone the acquisiti on of property neces
sary to f uture expansion. In many instances, a deferral of acquisi
tion or necessary p roperty would be very costly and imprudent and 
the management would be subject to criticism for delay. Properties 
in this category should be subjected to a reasonable test to deter
mine whether it should be included or excluded in the utility ' s 
rate base . If the property was acquired as the result of a definite 
plan for its use, and its use is imminent, then certainly it should 
be i ncluded. In considering the imminence of the property ' s use 
it is proper to look at the growth potential of the utility, its 
expansion plana, and the acquisition problems that might become 
involved at a later date. It is no longer realistic to apply a 
hard and fast rule to the inclusion or exclusion of property held 
for future use. The property held for future use shown on Exhibit 
95 meets the foregoing tests and should be included in the rate base 
We find, therefore, that this item in the amount of $2,278,230 shoul 
be included in the rate base. 

4. Materials and Supplies 

Florida P & L has included in its rate base the sum of 
$12,387,162 for materials ond supplies . The City or Miami objects 
to this item or, for that matter, any allowance for worldng capital 
because Florida P01~er and Light accrues a substanti al sum of money 
for Federal income taxes, property and other taxes, in advance of 
their due dates, and thereby enjoys the use and benefit thereof in 
its business . In its main Brief the City of Miami lumps together 
as \olorking Capital Requirements the three items of Materials and 
Supplies, including Fuel Stocks, in the amoun t of $12,209,448, 
Cash Requirements in the amount of $l0,692,149, and Bank Balance 
Requirements in t he amount of $7,000,000, to obtain total estimated 
Working Capital Requirements in the amount of $29,901,597. The 
City then goes on to offset against that amount what it calls 
Advance Contributions by Ratepayers in the total amount of 
$79,659,931. These so -called Advance Contributions by Ratepayers 
include Average Accruals for Federal Income Taxes, and property 
and other Taxes , in the amount of $34,000,000; Average Accumulated 
Deferred Taxes, resulting f r om Accelerated Amortization, i n the 
amount of $18,146,685; Average Reserve for Storm Damage in the 
amount of $10,961,091; Avernge Reserve f or Deferred Investment Tax 
Cr~dit in the amount or $1,619,363; Contributions in Aid or Con
struction in the amount of $3,932,792; and 5~ of Custvmers Depos
its in the amount of $11,000, 000 . The City then argues that to 
require the ratepayers to pay a return on such working capital 
in view of the advance contributions already made, would be tanta
mount to a re turn on funds which they have themselves provided . 
In its main Brief, l-1iami refers to cases which hold that it is 
proper to offset the working capital allowances with tax accruals . 
Actually, this Commission has followed that practice for many years 
and was sustained by the Supreme Court of Florida in the case of 
General Telephone Co , of Florida v , Carter , {l959) 115 So.2d 554. 
However, some determination should be made as to the proper amount 
to be allowed, as well ss the amount of the advance contributions 
used as an offset. Miami made neither determination i n this case 
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but rested on the assertion that the electric company had sufficient 
funds available from various accrual~or advance contributions, to 
offset its working capital requirements . 

(a) Commisoion Summary 

Working capltal i s a term that has r0~eivej zonsiderable 
attention from regulatory agencies and the courts . It is a subject 
about which a great deal has been written. Bonbright, in the 1961 
edition of his book on the Prlnc~ples of Public Utility R~tes, in
cludes the term in his definitLn of the actual-cost or net-invest
ment ctandard, \~hich otand ::~rd has been urged by Miami in t;his pro
ceedine; , and which st:-."ldarLl this Commission has follo\•1ed for many 
years. Bonbright sta t.es tllat : 

"In its modern form, the actual-cost or net-investment 
standard may be defined as one which measures the rate 
base by a summation of the actual legitimate costs of 
plant and equipment devoted to the public service (in
cluding or plus allowances for interest during construc
tion), with appropriate deductions for accrv.ed deprecia
tion and with reasonable allowances for wol'~~ing capital , " 

Working capital is generally understood as including an alJow
ance for materials and supplies, and cash, to enable the utility to 
meet current obligations as they arise and to operate economically 
and efficiently. The inclusion of some allo\~ance in the rate base 
for these items is so universal as to be almost taken for granted . 
The usual pr actice of most regulatory agencies is and has been to 
allow an amount representing a 13-month average balance for materia l 
and suppl:1es inventories, plus cash \~orking capital equivalent to 4', 
days oper ating expenses. 

(b ) Commission Findings 

With reference to materials and supplies \~e have followed 
the general practice of including i n the rate base an allowance 
equivalent to a 13-month average balance in the materi als and sup
plies account . The Company likewise used a 13-month average balance 
in this case . I n the present case we find that such an allowance is 
fair and reasonable . Our allowance for this item is $12, 387,162, 
based on a 13-month average balance in the materials and supplies 
account. We do not allow fuel balances in the general materials 
and supplies provision but allow fuel as a separate item when such 
allowance can be substantiated as r epresenting a fixed investment 
by the Company when related to the method of r ecording fuel inven
tory and payment therefor . 

\>lith reference to the Advance Contributions by Ratepayers \1hicll 
the City of Miami contends should be used as an offset against any 
working capital allowance, we have already indicated that we custom
arily use Federal Income Tax accruals to some extent for this pur
pose . We will discuss these various items and offsets in greater 
detail in a subsequent and a more appropriate por tion of this 
Opinion and Order . 

5. Fuel Inventories 

The Company included in its proposed rate baoe Fuel Inventories 
in the amount of $2,329,130. This represents a fixed investment in 
fuel whi ch is necessary in the operation of the utility ' s business . 
Florida Power and Light uses both fuel oil and natural gas for gen
erating purposes . In order to be reasonably sure of continuous 
generation in those plants where fuel oil is used, it is necessary 
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to have on hand at all t.imes an adequate supply of fuel. The 
amount included in the pr oposed rate base represents the 13-months 
average balance in the fuel account, commencing with September 1963 
and ending with September 1964 . This method of calculati on is con
sistent ~lith the Commisaion ' s normal practice 1n this matter and 
there 1~a s no objection t o including the amount in the proposed rate 
base. \ve find, therefore , that Fuel Inventories in the amount of 
$2,329 ,130 is ~ pr oper and reasonable amount to be included in the 
rate base for this purpose. 

6 . Natural Gas Requirements 

Florida Power and Light has included in its rate base an 
allowance f o r natural gao in the amount of $586,791 , which repre
sents the amount required for 15-days operation of those generating 
plants using natural gao . Such an allowance ia consistent with 
past practices of the Commission and is based on the time lag 1-1hich 
occurs between the usage of the natural gas in generati on and the 
corresponding revenue collection from the cuatomer. From time to 
time studie s should be conducted to ascertain any changes that may 
occur in this and o ther l ag periods . With the increasing use of 
computers by public utilities for billing and other purposes it ia 
quite probable that the lag period involved in the collection of 
r evenues from customers is gradually being reduced and, of course, 
should be r eflected in the operations of the util ity. No objection 
has been interposed t o the allowance of this item in the rate base. 
We find, therefore, that the proposed allowance in the rate base 
of $586,791 for natural gas requirements i s reaoonable and proper 
and should be allowed . 

7. Bank Balances 

Various public utilities under the jurisdiction of this Com
mission are becoming more and more i ns i stent in their contentions 
that they must maintain compensating and minimum bank balances in 
many banks in their service area and in the financial centers . 

(a) Minimum Bank Balances 

We have never made any allowance in the rate base for 
minimum bank balances. We recognize, however, that there are strong 
arguments in support of allol-1ing these balances since they represent 
~oney permanently and definitely tied up and unavailable f or other 
uses by the Company. Minimum bank balances become a fixed type of 
investment which is neceoaary in providing service t o the customer s . 
More and more regulatory agencies are making reasonable allowances 
in the rate base for this type of investment. In the present case, 
Florida Power and Light has taken the position that it needs 
$7,000, 000 in approximately 150 banks as minimum bani< requirements . 
In support of this figure, the Company submitted a list of 147 banks 
with the average weekly balances by banks for the 12 months ended 
September 30, 1964. The total average on that basis is $7,609 , 847, 
which was reduced to an even $7 million for r ate base purposes. 
Mr . Ben H. Fuqua, Vice President of the Company, tes tified concern
ing the need f or minimum bank balances. In justification of the 
proposed allowance of $7 million Mr. Fuqua testified that the Company 
operates in 555 cities, towns and communities, and serves nearly 
one milli on customers; that in order to service these customers , 
the Company has 48 different offices and 358 collection agencies 
where customers can pay bills conveniently; that the Company has 
literally thousands of checks in the procesa of clearance at all 
times, and engages in thousands of transactions every day involving 
money ; and that in his judgment the efficient operation of the 
business requires that the Company maintain minimum bank balances 
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in approximately 150 b~nks to the extent of at least $7 million . 
Mr. Fuqua also testified that the Company does not have t o pay 
any service charges to these banks although they do perform many 
service s for the Company , He expressed the opinion that the bank 
balances maintained by the Company in the various banks are respon
sible for the absence of any service charges . 

The City of l>11ami, in its main brief, took the same position 
Hith reference to this item that 1t did concerning Materials and 
Supplies, including Fuel Stocks, and Cash Requirements . The City's 
position was that the Company has in i ts possessi on and subject t o 
its use wha t the City calls Advance Contributions by Ratepayers. 
As we have al ready stated herein we will di scuss these various 
items and offsets in greater detail in a later part of this Opinio~ 
and Order. 

(b) Compensating Bank Balances 

In r ecent years some public utilities have been required 
to maintain substantial balances with lending banks in the finan
cial centers. ~fuen a loan is made by such a lending institution 
the borrower is required to keep 2~ of the loan on deposit with 
the bank making the loan . This occurs most often when a short term 
loan is made for construction purposes pending permanent financing. 
The effect, of course, is to increase the cost of money to the 
borrower. For example, if the bank loan was obtained at the rate 
of 4~ and a 2~ compensating balance was required, the result would 
be to increase the cos t of money to 5~ . 

In the present case the witness f or Florida P & L testified 
that the Company had never been required to maintain such compen
sating bank balances . The question, therefore, is not actually 
in~olved in this case . 

{c) Commission Findings 

We are no t convinced by the showing in this case that 
Florida Power and Light is required to maintain bank balances in 
the sum of $7 million in order t o operate efficiently. The balances 
used in support of the allowance do not appear to be directly re 
lated to minimum requirements, but are simply the average balances 
remaining from week to ~~eel< f or which the Company had no specific 
use in its daily operati ons . An analysis of the individual balances 
by banks discloses that balances of approximately $5 million are 
s hown f or only nine bunks , and for two of those the balances arc 
$2 million and $1.4 million, respec t ively . At the same time 56 of 
the banks shown have average balances of l ess than $10 thousand. 
While we are convinced that some al lowance s should be made in the 
rate base for minim·~ bank balances, we believe that the requested 
$7 million is excessive by a t least $5 .5 million. We find, there
f ore, that some allowance should be made for minimum bank balances ; 
that $1 .5 million is an adequate and reasonable al l owance for this 
purpose; and that said allowance should be sufficient t o enable the 
Company t o conduct its business e fficiently and with reasonable 
convenience f or its customers. 

8 . Cash Working Capital 

Florida P & L has included in its proposed r a t e base an allow
ance of $6, 585,542 for cash working capital. In the past, it has 
been the practice of the Commission to allow 45 days or 1/8 of 
operating expenses {excluding fuel), subject to cash outlay, as 
cash working capital. In making its calculations for this allowance, 
Florida Power and Light has followed our past method of calculating 
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cash 1•1orking capital requirements. The Company used 1/8 of opera
ting expenses less fuel and interchanged and purchased power cont. 
We conside r this the proper method to be used in calculating this 
al lowance. Items such as purchased and interchanged power and 
depreciation are excluded in the calculation since these items do 
not r epresent cash requirements by the Company . The 45 days is 
based on an estimated time l ag between the time servi ce is furnished 
and payment f or the service is received. The amount of money in
vested by the Company during the interim period represents a fixed 
investment on which the utility is entitled to earn a fair return 
just the same as if it represented physical plant in service. 

No objections have been made to this method of calculating 
the allowance for cash 1~orking capital. The primary objection 
made by the City of Miami 1~as based on its contention that the 
utility already has on hand substantial advance contributions by 
ratepayer s which shoul d be used to offset such an al l owance . \fu j lc 
the subject of offset s , such as those suggested by t he City of 
l'o!iami, will be discussed later, we note a t this point that it is 
the current practice of this Commission, and most regulatory agen
cies, t o include items such as materials and supplies and cash 
1~orl<ing capital in the rate base in specific amounts as found to 
be reasonable without deducting from said amounts any offsett1ng 
tax accruals that may be a vailable as a result of a lag in the 
payment o f such t axes . Such accruals as may be available as a 
result of tax payment lag are later deducted from the overall rate 
base in the same manner ao the depreciation reserve. This method 
a voids a negative working capital, and in our opinion, i s a better 
regulatory procedure . 

E. Deductions From The Rate Base 

The principal deduction in arriving at the net investment r ate 
base is the accrued depreciation or depreciation reserve . As we 
have al ready indicated, it is also our practi ce to make a deduction 
f or tax accruals that may be available through a lag in the pa~~cn~ 
of taxes. In this case there are sever al other deductions, or 
suggested deductions, that must be considered. 

1. Reserve for Depreciati on 

Florida Power and Light has deduc ted Depreciation Reserve in 
the amount of $156,090,831 from its proposed rate base. This is 
not the book amount of the Company's depreciati on reserve, but 
represents a reduction of $3,458,815 from the book amount . Florida 
P &: L supports thi s reduc tion in the reserve 11ith the argument that 
the reserve for depreciation should be adjusted t o reflect those 
dollars which have been accrued to the reserve by charges t o the 
depreciation expense but 1~hich actually ha ve not been collected 
from the customers. The argument is based on the theory that since 
these dollars ac tually have not been collected due to a 45- day lag 
in collection procedures, the Company should not be required to 
reduce its book plant in service by that amount. Although this 
argument may appear to be logical , the Company is advancing only 
one small portion of the overall picture regarding cash paymento 
lags and cash receipts l ags. While 1t may be true that the accrued 
depreciation reserve has not been collected from the customex' in 
its entirety, neither has the Company expended in every instance 
the full amount of some of the items advocated by it for inclusion 
in the rate base . For example, construction work in progress, 
materials and supplies, cash operating expenses, and in some in
stances even recorded plant in service, would all contain items 
represented at any given time by current liabilities shown on the 
Company books as payables f or which caoh expenditures actually have 
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not been made by the Company. If the Comm1aa1on 1s t o accept 
highly refined procedures in the Company's favor, oimilar refin~
ments ohould be carried through the entire r ate making procedure . 
To a large degree , ho1~cver, these refinements 1~ould be offsa tting 
and it is not necenaary t o consider this individual re f1nemc:1t an 
it pe~tains to the reserve f or depreciation . 

No objections have been interposed by the City o f Miami or 
General Services Administration t o the deduction o f the depr~cia
t i on r e serve . Nor has any objection been made to the Company' o 
proposed reduction in the depreciation reserve amount. Howevn~, 
lie cannot conclude from this record that the Company has j us t i fied 
l ts prOQOSed depreciation reserve reduction in the amount of 
$3,458,815. \ole find, therefore , that the reduction in the reoe.,\•e 
f or depreciation i n the amount of $3,458,815 is unrea sonable, i m
p roper and should be disallowed. We further find that the deprec:
a tion reserve in t he book amount of $159, 549,646 is the proper 
amount to be deducted in determining the net invc s trnent r ate bu::Je 
in this proceeding. 

2. Storm Damage Reserve 

In the past i t ha s been the practice of the Commission to 
recognize advance charges in anticipation of future casualty 
losses resulting from hurricanes or tropical disturbances , and 
allow such charges as legitimate operating expenses . These 
charges were placed in a storm damage reserve and the Commission 
customarily deducted the accumulated reserve from the rate base . 
Since these charges are recovered through operating expenses, 
the customer in effect has provided the dollars which go into 
the r e serve. These dol lars may be used by the utility in perma 
nent and fixed investments by the Company . For that reason , t he 
re3erve should be deducted from the rate base ao that the customer 
will not be required to provide a return on funds he has rurnishPd 
at no cost to the utility. 

In the case of Florida Power and Light the foregoing prac ticP. 
was followed by the Commission and the reserve was dedc~ted fro~ 
the rate base . However, a few years ago the Company funded i t a 
sco~ damage reserve and, since the dollars arc r cprc&cntcd by 
actual i nvestments in the fund ,. and cannot be used by the Comp~~y 
in purchasing plant, the Commission no longer deducts the r e serve 
from the rate base. 

The theory behind the establishment of the storm damage re
serve is sound and reasonable . However, the status of the reserve 
must be examined from time to time to be sure that it does not 
become so large that it will exceed the r easonable needs of the 
utility. After the hearings closed in this proceeding, the Com
mission entered a f ormal interim Order in this Docket requiring 
the Company to discontinue the annual charges to operating expenses 
for the benefit of its storm damage reserve . This reserve fund was 
started in 1947 and each year the Company made an annual charge, 
accrued at the r ate or $60,000 each month, to operating expenses 
and credited said amount to the reserve. In 1958 the reserve wa3 
funded when t he balance stood at $8 million. When the Commission's 
Order was issued in November 1965 the balance in the fund was $9.4 
million which was invested in shor t-term gover nment securities . 
Annually, the net income from the fund is credited to it, and in 
1964 this income credit amounted to $204,000. When t he Commission 
required the Company to discontinue the annual charges to operating 
expenses for the benefit of t he storm damage reserve the balance 
in the fund was only $320,000 less than the Company's total storm 
coat since the fund was created in 1947. The Commission found that 
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there was no further need for annual chargeo to operating expenses 
for the benefit of the reserve, but required the Company to con
tinue crediting to said fund the annual net income from the fund's 
investments. The Commission also required the Company to reduce 
its annual gross revenues by the amount of $1,456,600 which repre
sents tha annual charges to operating expenses, before taxes, for 
the benefit of said fund. The monthly accruals were discontinued 
at the end or 1965 and the Company's rates and charges \'lere reduced 
as required by the Commission. 

As a result of its interim Order herein, the Commission finds 
that there is no longer any issue involved in this proceeding con
cerning the Company's storm damage reserve and the annual charges 
to operating expenses for the benefit of said reserve. 

3. Contributions in Aid of Construction 

Florida Power and Light has deducted from its proposed rate 
base Contributions in Aid of Construction in the amount of 
$4,404,138

4 
and Customer Advances for Construction in the amount 

of $745,91 . Each of these represents plant investment fully 
provided by the customer at no cost whatever to the Company. It 
has been the practice of the Commission through the years to dedu~t 
these two items from the rate base for the simple reason that the 
customer should not be required to furnish the investment and then 
provide a return thereon for the benefit of the utility. There iR 
little or no controversy in regulatory circles regarding the deduc
tibility of these items. Neither is there any controversy in thi~ 
proceeding concer ning this matt er . The Company has deducted both 
items consistent with the long- standing practice of the Commission, 
and 1·1e find that such deductions are reasonable and proper. 

4. Customers ' Deposits 

Generally, in the past, the Commission has deducted total 
customer deposits from the rate base if no interest was paid on 
the deposi ts. I f intereot less than 6~ was paid we deducted a 
pro rata portion. For example, if 3~ was paid 1~e deducted 5~ 
of the total deposita. If 4~ was paid we deducted 1/3 of such 
deposits. However, in April 1963 the Commission adopted a rule 
requiring the payment of a minimum rate of 4~ interest on customer 
deposits. At the time the Commission adopted said rule requiring 
the payment of at least 4~ interest, some utilities were paying 
6~, some were paying 4~, some 3~, some 2%, and some were paying 
no interest whatever . The Commission ' s rule makes the payment of 
at least 4~ mandatory but permits the utilities to pay more if 
they so desire . Florida Power and Light has elected to continue 
paying the 6~ rate of interest it was paying long before the Com
mission's rule was adopted. 

\>/here a public utility pays the interest rate prescribed by 
the Commission, or more, on customers' deposits, the funds provided 
by such deposits cannot be considered ao intereot free money but 
fall in the same category as short-term borrowings or even long
term debt. We do not believe it would be proper to deduct any part 
of such deposita from the rate base, or use any portion thereof as 
an offset against some other allowance to which the utility would 
be entitled . Accordingly, we have given no consideration to such 
deposi t s as a deduction from the rate base or as an offset to some 
particular component of the rate base . 

5. Deductiono for Income Tax Payment Lag 

It is the practice of this Commission to make deductions from 
the rate base for tax accruals that may be available for a utility's 
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use through a lag in the payment of Federal income taxes. This 
practice has been approved by the Florida Supreme Court. Prior 
to the hearings in this case the deduction amounted to 50% of 
the annual Federal income taxes payable by the utility. The 
amount of the deduction was determined by prior studieo made by 
the Commission giving full consideration to monthly accruals , 
and subsequent payments in the year following the accrual . Com
missi on studies demonstrated that the utility had the use of at 
least fifty per cent of the annual accruals for the entire taxable 
year . Florida P & L is and has been familiar 1o11th this practice 
of the Commission, and has accepted its application on several 
occasions, when its rates \~ere being considered and adjusted . 
The Company, of course , is also familiar with the decision of the 
Florida Supreme Court approving this deduction . Respondent did 
not, however, include such an adjustment in its proposed r ate 
base as shown on its Exhibit 95. The failure to make provision 
for such an adjustment undoubtedly \~as due t o the change in 
Federal income tax payment requirements . The record shows that 
corporations had been requi r ed to accelerate their income tax 
payments t o the Federal government by progressive steps so that 
they would be paying on a current basis by the year 1971. Under 
the new schedule of payments, Respondent probably assumed that 
there would no longer be any deduction for income tax payment lag. 

(a) Commission Summary 

Requirements f or the payment of Federal income taxes by 
corporations, including Florida P & L, have no\~ been further accel
erated, and payments must be on a current basis by 1967. In 1967 
current Federal income taxes will be payable quarte rly during the 
taxable year. The re continue t o be effective, however, other pro
visions (1) that currenc year's tax payments may be computed on 
the basis of current year ' s rate applied to l ast year's income, 
and (2) that tax payments will be presumed to be on a current 
basis if at least 70% of the tax liability is paid during the 
t axable year . Most utilities take advantage of thi s 70% provision 
because of necessary year-end adjustments, but pay slightly more 
than the r·equired 7CJ/, in order to avoid any penalties if their 
calculations have been on the low side. The payment will vary up 
to 80% of the tax liability. In addition, the first $100,000 of 
tax liability may be paid during the first quarter of the follow
ing year. It is obvious from the new schedule of payment require
ments that utilities will no longer have the use of 50% of tax 
accrua l s during the taxable year. Our calculati ons sho\~, however, 
th~t there will continue to be a tax payment lag to the extent of 
at least 20% of the year 1 s tax accruals \~hich ~1111 have been pr o
vided by the ratepayer and which will be available for the utili
ties'use throughout the taxable year. 

(b) Commission Findi ngs 

In view of the fact t hat Florida P & L will have the use 
of at least 20% of its tax accrual s during the te st year for the 
full pe riod, we will substitute 20% of the annual Federal income 
tax accruals f or the 5Q% f orme rly deducted under our past procedure. 
Based upon the r ecord \~e find tha t 20% of Florida P & L 1 s Federal 
income tax accruals for the test period equate t o the sum of 
$7 ,707,383; tha t at least this amount is provided by the ratepayers 
of said Company; that the Company has the use of said amount or 
more for the full test period before it i s r equired for the payment 
of its full tax liabilitl; that 20% of said accruals, or its equiva
l ent the sum of $7,707, 383, is a fair, reasonable and proper amount 
to be deducted from Florida P & L 1 s rate base ; and that said deduc
tion should be made. 
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6. Deferred Income Taxes 

For several years, under applicable provisions of the Internal 
Revenue Code, public utilities have accumulated deferred Federal 
Income Taxes in substantial amounts. In the present proceedir.g 
Florida Power and Light has accumulated the sum of $17,397,089 i~ 
deferred income taxes, and $2,307,821 in investment tax credi~s. 
No one has suggested that these tax credits be deducted from the 
rate base , Some suggestion was made that they should be conside~P.d 
as an offset to any allowance for working capital. We do not co,, 
sider that any part of these credits should be deducted from the 
rate base. However, we do propose taking the deferred taxes into 
consideration as interest free money in our determination of the 
Company's cost of capital. For that reason, we will defer any 
further discussion of tax deferrals and investment tax credits 
until we reach that part of this Opinion and Order. 

F. Adjusted Year-end Net Investment Rate Base 

After giving consideration to the various adjustments dis
cussed herein, and giving effect to those which have been approv j, 
our calculation results in an Adjusted Year-end Net Investment R:!tr: 
Base of $637,826,667 . This compares with Florida P & L's propos~d 
r ate base of $706,431,855, and the City of Miami's rate base of 
$563,783,212 for the calendar year of 1963. 

1 . Commission Finding 

Based upon the record herein, and our findings in the fore
going part of this Opinion and Order, we find that an Adjusted 
Year-end Net Investment Rate Base of $637,826,667 represents the 
reasonable value of the property of Florida Power and Light 
Company, used and useful in serving the public in the State of 
Florida , on which it is entitled to earn a f air and reasonable 
return . 

V. NET OPERATING INCOME AND EARNED RATE OF RETIJRN 

It is the functi on of this portion of our Opinion and Order 
to determine Florida Power and Light ' s Net Operating Income for 
the test period, and its earned Rate of Return when that Net 
Operating Income is related to the test year Rate Base of 
$6?7,826,667, which we have pr eviously round to be the reasona0le 
value of the utility ' s property used and useful in serving the 
public . This is a necessary step i n the process of determining 
whether Respondent ' s earnings for the test period were reasonaul~, 
insufficient, or excessive. Net operating income represents the 
utjlity's excess operating revenues over and above ite legitimate 
operating expenses, and other revenue deductions. In order to 
determine this decisive figure, it is necessary to consider the 
utility's gross operating revenues, operating expenses, deprecia
tion expenses, taxes, any other allowable revenue deductions that 
may be applicable, and any adjustments that may be reasonable and 
proper . This we will do in this proceeding for the test period 
ended September 30, 1964, in the light of our findings herein 
concerning other related issues. 

A. Operating Revenues 

Operating Revenues for the test period ended September 30, 
1964, are shown by Florida P & L on its Exhibit 90 1n the sum 
or $233, 269,388. On Exhibit 96 Operating Revenues for the test 
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year are adjusted down1-1ard by the amount of $9,674,501, so that 
che adjusted amount is $223,594,887. The City of Miami, in its 
analysis of the utility's earnings, uoed Operating Revenues for 
the City's test year ended December 31, 1963, in the amount of 
$220,749,581 . The utility's adjustment in its Operating Revenue 
consists of two separate proposals totaling $9,674,501. The 
first adjustment in the amount of $6,296,330 1-1as made to annual
ize the rate reduction ordered by the Commission in the year 1964. 
The effect of this adjustment is to reduce revenues in the teet 
year to the level that would have obtained had the reduced rates 
been in effect for the full 12-months period of the test year. 
The second adjustment in the amount of $3,378,171 was made to 
give effect to the reduction in revenues, based on the test year, 
resulting from the Commission's Order requiring the Company to 
pass on to its customers the tax savings resulting from the re
duction in the Federal Income Tax rate from 5~ to 4~, effective 
for the year 1965. The Company contends that these represent 
certain known and measurable changes in its revenues. 

The City or Miami has taken no position with reference to 
these adjustments in the utility ' s Operating Revenues. General 
Services Administration, however, takes the position that the 
Commission should disallow the annualization of decreases in 
revenues due to rate reductions because the Company has not pro
posed any annualization of increases in net revenues. GSA con
tends that Florida Power and Light is experiencing very rapid, 
consistent, and predictable growth in terms of customers and 
peak loads, kilowatt hour sales per residential customer, sales 
for industrial use, actual loads and generating capability, and 
overall kilowatt hour sales. GSA also contends that the Company's 
increased loads will be served at reduced expenses, as indicated 
by a declining system heat rate, increased efficiency of nuclear 
plants, increased generating unit capacity factors , and better 
economic order of loading. The suggestion is then made by GSA 
that the Commission should give these factors weight in deter
mining a level of future rates, which will pass at least a part 
of these benefits along to the customers . The opinion is ex
pressed by GSA that the proper method of accomplishing its pro
posal is t o disallow the Company's proposed annualized decre~ses 
in revenues and increases in expenses. 

Frankly, we are not impressed with GSA ' s suggestion in this 
matter. Most of the factors enumerated by GSA already are bejng 
passed on to customers through built-in features of the fuel 
adJustment clause designed by the Commission and put into effect 
primarily for that purpose . We consider the proposed adjustments 
in Operating Revenueo as the proper method or recognizing and 
giving consideration to known and measurable changes in the 
utility 1 s revenues. We believe it would be grossly unfair and 
unreasonable to compel rate reductions during the test period 
and then refuse to recognize the effect of such reductions. 
We find, therefore, that the test year Operating Rever.•1es of 
:;"lorida Power and Light have been properly adjusted to chow known 
and measurable changes therein; that the resulting sum of 
$223,594,887 is the proper amount of operating revenues, adjusted, 
for the test year to be considered in calculating Respondent's 
net operating income for aaid period. 

B. Operating Expenses 

On its Exhibit 90, Florida Power and Light shows total 
Operating Expenses for the test year in the amount of $181,678,351. 
The total Operating Expenses are broken down into the follo1~ing 
categories and amounts : Operation Expense $78,126,935; Maintenance 
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Expense $12,384,289 ; Depreciation Ex~ense $27,670,519; Amortiza
tion of Limited-Term Electric Plant ~8,152; Taxes Other than 
Income Taxes $18,122,508 ; Income Taxes $46,026,677 ; and Taxes on 
Income Deferred in Prior Years($729,846). The resulting Net Opera
ting Income shown on Exhibit 90 after deducting total Operating 
Expenses of $181,678,351 from total Operating Revenues of 
$233, 269,388, is the sum of $51,591 , 037 . 

In its calculations for the calendar year 1963, the City of 
Miami has used total Operating Expenses (Including Taxes) in the 
amount of $174,105,669 , with a resulting Net Operating Income of 
$46,643,912. 

General Services has used no particular amount of Operating 
Expenses but has objected to the utility ' s proposed annualization 
of certain expenses on the same basis that it objected to the 
annualization of certain revenue reductions . We have already dis
cussed the merits of GSA's position on these particular matters 
and will not repeat the discussion here . 

Several adjustments have been proposed in its Operating 
Expenses by Florida Power and Light. In addition, the City of 
Miami and General Services Administration have registered strong 
objections to the utility's depreciation practices and rates, as 
•1ell as the resulting annual charges for depreciation expense . 
Some discussion of these various adjustments and objections to 
depreciation expense is appropriate at this point . 

1 . The Utility's Proposed Adjustments 

Florida Power and Light ' s first adjustment to 
Operating Expenses is a proposed annualization of Franchise and 
Gross Receipts Taxes for the effect of rate reductions required 
by the Commission in 1964 and 1965. This proposed adjustment is 
in the amount of $478,887, and has the effect of reducing Taxes 
Other Than Income Taxes from $18 ,122,508 to $17,643,621 . The 
next adjustment proposed by the Company gives effect to Salary 
and Wage Increases effective July 1, 1964 in the amount of 
$196,830, and September 26, 1964 in the amount of. $1,148,626 . 
These two adjustments, or annualizations of Salary and \olage 
Increases, have the effect of increasing Operating Expenses, for 
knO\m and measurable changes in costs by the total amount of 
$1,345,456. The Company's next adjustment related to increased 
pension costs . The increase in pension costs was determined 
by subtr acting the pension costs per books for the 12-months' 
period ended September 30, 1964, from the pension cost level 
established in December 1964. The r esulting increase amounted 
to $380,579 and represents a kn01m and measurable change in the 
Company's annual pension costs . The final adjustment concerned 
the reclassification of Account 426.1 - Charitable Donations 
and amounted to $151,881 . The total adjustments to the Company ' s 
Operation and Maintenance Expenses amounted to $1,877,916. 

We find no sound objection to these proposed adjustments 
to the utility's Operating Expenses \<lhich represent kno•m and 
measurable changes in the Company ' s costs of operation. We 
find t hat the proposed adjustments are proper and reasonable 
and should be approved . With respect to charitable donations 
•1e believe that some further discussion of the Commission's 
philosophy in this area is appropriate . 

(a) Charitable Contributions 

In another rate case just decided by the Commission, 
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involving Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company , General 
Services Administration register ed rather strong objections to 
the all owance of charitable contr ibutions as an operating ex
pense . For some reason, GSA registered no such objections in 
the present investigation of the rates of Florida Power and 
Light . Because objections sometimes are made to contributions 
of this character, and their classification as operating ex
penses, we feel that the item merits consider ation even in the 
absence of any specific objections by interveners . The Company 
contends that it is an integral and vitally important segment 
of each of the many communities in which it operates . Such com·· 
munities expect the utility t o be as good a citizen as any other 
company or corporation doing business within its limits . 
Charitable donations, in the opinion of the Company' s l•litness, 
Mr. Green, a re reasonable expenses of the electric business and 
should be so treated f or rate- making purposes . 

VIe recognize that there is a diversity of treatment of thi!O 
issue by regulatory agencies . Some a l low charitable contributionq 
as an operating expense , some do not . Some courts have approved 
the allowance, others have approved the disallowance. In ou1 
opinion, charitable contributions are a part of the utility's 
cost of doing business . Utilities are fair game for those who 
solicit contributions on behal f of a community ' s charities . 
In the case of Re General Telehhone Company of Florida, 
44 PUR 3d 241 (1962) we said t at : 

"* * * Public utilities must be good citizens 
and the public expects contributions such as 
these . I t would be a rather strained construct
ion to say that such items , in reasonable amounts, 
are not a permissible part of the operating costs 
of a public utility . He consider the amounts in
volved here as reasonable in amount and for proper 
purposes . " 

The above quotation from our decision in the General Telephone 
Case accurately defines our current position on this isoue . So 
l ong as the contributions are reasonable in amount we consider 
that they are properly chargeable to operating expenses for 
rate-making purposes . 

(b) Commission Findings 

Hith reference to the Company ' s proposed adjustments 
in its Operating Expenses for the test period ended September 30, 
1964, we find that each of said proposed adjustments is reasonable 
and proper and should be allowed, including the reclassification 
of Charitable Donations as operating expenses. These various 
adjustments have the effect of increasing the Company ' s operating 
and maintenance expenses f or the test year by the amount of 
$1,877,916, and to that extent should be approved . 

2 . Depreciation Practices and Rates 

One of the statutory duties of this Commission is the 
fixing of adequate, fair, and reasonable depreciation rates and 
charges for electric utilities under i ts j urisdiction . From the 
very beginning of this inves tigation, it has been recognized 
by all parties participating herein that one of the primary areas 
of consideration ~1ould be the depreciation rates, charges, and 
practic es of Florida Po~1er and Light . 
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This probably hac been one of the areas of greatest contro
versy in the entire investigation . The City of Miami and 
General Services have been severely critical of the depreciation 
rates, charges, and practices of this utility. The utility, 
on the other hand, has contended that its annual depreciation 
charges are reasonable. Testimony was presented by various 
parties concerning this important operating revenue deduction 
l·thich has a substantial impact on the ultimate cost of service 
to the ratepayer . 

Shortly after the public hearings closed in this investiga
tion, the Commission entered a formal interim Order concerning 
this phase of the investigation . In its interim Order No. 3926, 
dated November 10, 1965, the Commission revie1~ed the situation 
and stated its position in the follol~ing language : 

"In the present proceeding involving Florida 
Power and Light Company, lie have a situation which, 
in our opinion, callc for interim action without 
further delay . \ole have reference to the deprecia
tion rates, charges, and practices of said utility . 
He have given careful study to the testimony and 
exhibits presented herein by the utility and by 
intervenors covering this phase of the investiga
tion. Our consideration of this evidence in its 
entirety leads us to the conclusion that the de
preciation rates currently being charged by Florida 
Power and Light Company are in all probability ex
cessive . The present rates , and the resulting 
charges, have not been supported by sufficient 
evidence to justify permanent approval . On the 
other hand, the evidence presented by intervenors 
has been insufficient t o support the fixing of 
specific permanent rates at the substantially l ower 
levels advocated during the hearings . On the basis 
of evidence present ly before us, we are unable to 
fix adequate, fair, and reasonable depreciation 
rates on a functional basis as requi red by t he 
statutes of this State . It is clear to us that 
the satisfactory performance of our statutory 
duty requires that further studies should be made 
for the purpose of supplying sufficient evidence 
on the basis of which adequate, fair, and reasonable 
depreciation rates can be fixed . In a s ubsequent 
portion of this Order, we will outline our require
ments concerning the development of such further 
evidence concerning depreciation rates and charges . 

"In the meantime, v1e are not willing for the rate
payer to continue to bear the burden nf the utility'n 
current depreciation rates and charges . Rased on 
the utility's average depreciable plant in service 
for the 12 months ended September 30, 1965, which 
are the latest available figures, its annual de
preciation charges arc equivalent to a composite 
annual depreciation rate of approximately 3 . 95~ . 
Throughout this proceeding, the Commission has 
been asked to make various comparisons of rates, 
returns, and charges of different utilities . \~e 
recognize that such comparisons are subject to 
many justifiable objections . At the same time, 
they can be str ongly indicative of a situation 
that needs some corrective treatment. He are 
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conversant 11ith the current composite deprecia-
tion cha rges of t he other three major electric 
utilities in Florida under the jurisdiction of 
this Commission. Florida Pm~er Corporation ' s 
current composite depreciation rate is 3 . 05%; 
Ta mpa Electric Company ' s i s 3 . 0~; and Gulf 
Po1~er Company' o is 3. 21%. All four of these 
utilities operate within the same State, unde r 
climatic conditions which are not greatly dis
s imila r. Each of the four has experienced un-
usual gro11th durin& the past 15 to 20 year s . 
No complaint has been regis tcred l'li th the Com
mission concerning the depreciation rates of 
either of these electric utilities , excep t 
Florida Po11er and Light Company . Hhile ''~e would 
not feel j ustified in basing permanent deprecia
tion rates on such a comparison, 1·1e are convinced 
that a composite rate of 3 .30% constitutes the 
maximum \'lhich can be justi.fied a s a measure of 
the operating revenue deduction ~thich Florida 
Power and Light Company should be permitted to 
make for depreciation purpos es until such time as 
sufficient evidence can be produced on the basis 
of which the Commission can fix adequate , fair, 
and reasonable depreciation rates for application 
by functional gr oups to its depreciable plant . 
It should be pointed out here that deprec iation 
charges for the company's operations are derived 
properly by the application of appropriate rates 
t o the different classes of depreciable property, 
and not by the application of a composite rate to 
the depreciable property as a whole . However, in 
the present situation , we have no basis on vthich 
we can fix depreciation rates by functional groupti . 
At the same time, the utility is entitled to accrue 
depreciation charges on some reasonable basis pend
ing the fixing of depreciation rates by functional 
groups . On the basis of all available informatio:1 
before us, we have concluded that it \~ill be reason
able to permit the utility to accrue deprec i ation 
charges on the basis of 3.3~ on a tempo rary basis 
pending the final fixing of adequate, fair, and 
reasonable de~reciation rates . This composite 
rate of 3 . 30% is only slightly higher t han Gulf 
Power Company ' s 3 . 21~ and gives some rec ognition 
to the possibility that Florida P011er a nd Light 
Company ' s exceptional growth c r eates problems of 
obsolescence which may be more pronounced than 
othe r utilities , even in the same State .~· 

The Commission then requi red Florida Po1~er and Light t o 
discontinue accruing depreciation charges on the basis of its 
current practices at that time , but in lieu thereo f t o base 
its annual depreciation charges on a composite rate of 3. 30% 
applied to its average depreciable property for the period, 
on a temporary basis , until s uch time as the Commission may be 
abl e to determine and fix adequate , fair , and r easonable de
preciation r ates f or said utility . In its Order the Commi~sion 
noted that the effect o f said Order would be t o decrease the 
~ross revenue requirements of the Company by the nmount of 
$8,011, 300. An appropriate reduction in service r ates was 
reflected in all bills based on mete r readings taken on and 
after January 1, 1966 . 
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(a) Commission Summary 

Immediately following the issuance of Order 3926, 
supra, this Commission directed the four larBeot electric 
utilities under its jurisdiction to begin the preparation of 
s tatistical data for use by the Commission in considering the 
depreciation rates and charges of each of said utilities . Most 
of this information has already been furnished as required, and 
a committee of the Commiss ion ' s technical Staff is engaged in a 
depreciation study for each of said utilities based on said j n. 
formation . Hhen these depreciation studies have been complctec:. , 
the Commission \·till proceed l>tith t he necessary procedure for 
fixing adequate , fair, and reasonable depreciation rates to be 
observed by each of said electric utilities, including Florida 
Po\oter and Light Company. In the meantime, the present pro
ceeding will be concluded on the basis of the temporary de
preciation rates no\.s in effect and no further disposition o · 
t his issue 11111 be made in this investigation . 

(b) Commission Findings 

In view of the interim Order issued herein by the 
Commission establishing a composite depreciation rate or 3.YX"1 

to be observed by Florida Power and Light Company, on a tem,,c- ·:; •·y 
basis until the further Order or this Commission Nith refer .. •lc~ 
to said depreciation rates, He find that t he current deprecl l
tion study of Florida Po~ter and Light 1 s depreciation rates, 
cha~ges, and practices should continue until completed and 
penna.nent depreciation rates are fixed by this Commission f ·' • 
said utility, and that no further action concerning this is~uc 
i n the present investigation is necessary . 

C. Adjusted Net Operating Income 

The various adjustments which have been alloi<Jed, or dls 
alloHed, as the case may be, result in total Operating Expenoc: 
adjusted, for the test year in the amount of $175,587,616 . 
By deducting this amount of $175,587,616 from total Operating 
Revenues, adjusted , as previously determined herein, we arrive 
at Net Oper ating Income, adjusted, in the amount nf $48,007, 271. 

We find, on the basis of the record herein, that the S !m , 

of $!18,007,271 is the proper Net Operating Income, adjusted, 'ic..· 
he related to the rate base herein for the purpose of ascer .. u.i t · 
5.ng Respondent 1 s earned rate of return for the test year, a , 
adjusted herein . 

D. Respondent's Earned Rate of Return for Test Year 

\le have previously determined that the amount of $637, 8~6,66 
i s the Adjusted Year End Net Investment Rate Base for the tes t 
year ended September 30, 1964, \'lhich represents the reasonable 
;alue of Florida POI'Ier and Light 1 s property used and useful 
by said utility in providing service to the public, and on 
v1hich Florida Power and Light is entitled to earn a fair and 
reasonabl e return . 

Also, we have previously determined that. Florida Pol'ler and 
Light's Net Operating Income adjusted, for the test year, 
aforesaid, is the amount of $48,007,27l,which is the proper 
amount to be related t o said rate base of $637, 826,667 for the 
purpose of ascertaining Respondent's earned rate of return 
for the test year . 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 808

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



I 

I 

I 

Order No . 4078 
Docket No . 7759- EU 
Sheet 32 

Simple mathematics s how thnl Florida Pov1er and Light's 
Net Operating Income , adjusted , in the amount of $48, 007,27) 
Hhen related t o said rate base of $637,026,667, results in J.r'1 
Earned Rate of Return for the Company of 7 . 53% for the test 
year en~cd September 30, 1964. 

Whether said return of 7.53% is excessive, and, if so, 
to what extent, vlill depend upon what. is determined to be a 
fair and reasonable rate of return to be allowed the utility 
in this proceeding . That will be the function of the next 
portion of this Opinion and Order . 

VI. The Rate of Return 

Probably, the most important and complex function of a 
regulatory agency, in rate making, is that of fixing the rate 
of return which the utility will be allowed to earn . A cr.nmor• 
misconception in the public's mind is that a public utility i 
guaranteed a profit on its ~perations, or a return of some 
specified percentage . This, of course, is not true . Publ1c 
utili ties are not guaranteed that they 1-1ill earn any prof!. t. 
The lall does give them a right, however, to have an opport\~l' l ·:, 
to earn a fair and reasonable return on the value of their 
property used in the public service . The regulatory agenc r 'r. 
problem is to determine l'lhat will be a fair and reasonable 
return which the utility shall have an opportunity to earn 
under efficient and economical operation of its busineso . 

A. Rate-of- Return Concept 

Garfield and Lovejoy, in their recent book on Public 
Uwilitt Economics, state that the r ate-of- r eturn concept m• ... '" 
conver s the dollars earned on the rate base into a per cen ~gc 
figure, thus making the item more easily comparabl e liith th1 r 
in other companies or industries . In str essing the importan• r 
of this regulatory function , the authors point out that every 
utility must compete with regula ted and non-regulated induntrJ~~ 
alike for factor s of production-- land, labor, and capital; an~ 
that the amount of money in earnings alloHed by a. commission to 
attract capital sets a limit on what utilities can bid for the 
services of capital . If the rates they can pay do not m~et 
the competitive rate, then resources will seelt employment tr 
alternative activities. A regulatory commission, they con~lu1r, 
therefor e has a tremendous influence on r esource allocation t -:
cause it does , in effect, help to establish profit levelo fr r 
utilities . 

1 . Meaning and Purpose of Rate of Return . 

Rate of Return is variously defined by different writers . 
Generally, however, in publ ic utility regulation~ it is under
stood to be the measure of that amount of money, compensation, 
or return received by the stockholder s of the company over and 
above operating expenoes and other a l lowable revenue deduction 
It is from this return that the different classes of capital 
are compensated . Stated in another way, the return comprehends 
the interest payable by the company on its long-term debt, 
dividends on preferred stock, and earnings on common equity . 
The amount that may be available from this source as compensatitn 
for the different c l asses of capital depends on the amount of 
the rate base and the earned rate of return . Any change 1."1 
either of these factors can have a substantial impact on the 
ability of the utility to attract necessary capital; and on the 
cost of service, borne by the ratepayers of the utility, a ~ 11ell. 
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In Florida, our State Supreme Court, in the case of 
Jacksonville Gas Corp . v . Commission, (1951) 50 So . 2d 887, 
In holding that the regulator y body could reach a result thut 
is just and reasonable through the use of either an "actual 
cost" or a "present value" rate base, said that "This io true 
because there i s ever present one element, that is , the percen
tage of return \·thich may fluctuate ~tithin the boundaries of 
reasonableness and justness . " Further the Court said that, 
" ... changing conditions may be compensated from time to time 
by varying the percentage of return so that the holder of a 
share of stock \~ill receive an amount to \~hich he is at. the 
time fairly entitled . " Inherent in the Court's language , of 
course, is recognition that the regulatory body, in fixing the 
rate of return and, ultimately, the service rates calculated to 
produce that return, is required to give consideration to 
changing conditions, the rights of the shareholders at the l i me, 
and the rights of the utility's ratepayers to just and rcn~on
able rates . 

2 . Guidelines in Rate of Return Determination 

There is no e':clusive formula or method by means of 
Hhich a regulatory agency can determine what would be a fnil 
rate of return for a particular public utility . Existing cnn·· 
ditions and location of t he utility have an impact that musi oe 
conside red . This principle wao recognized by the Supreme 
Court of the United States in the case of Wilcox v . Consolidated 
Gas Co., {1909) 212 U. S . 19, cited in City of Minrni '~ef, --
where the Court said : 

"There is no particular rate of compensation which 
muzt in all cases and all parts of the country be 
regarded ns sufficient for capital invested in 
businesc enterpr ises . Such compensation must depend 
greatly upon cir cumstances and l0cality; among other 
things , the amount of risk in the business is a 
moct important ractor , ... " 

One decision of the United States Supreme Court , cited 
by almost everyone in any discussion or testimony concerninG 
the determination of a fair r ate of return, is found in the 
case of Bluefield \later \lorks & Impri~ment Co . v . Public 
Ser vice Com . , (I'92'JJ~o2 u.s . 679 . n its aedsion the Cuurt 
established lasting guidelines for such a determination in 
these Nords : 

"Hhat annual rate ~till constitute just compencnt 1on 
depends upon many circumstances and must be de
termined by the exercise of a fair and enlight..cn~ot 
judgment , having regard to all relevant facts . 
A public utility is entitled to such rates as 
\~ill permit it to earn a return . . . equal to 
that generally being made at the same time and 
in the same general part of the country on in
vestments in other business undertakings \~hich 
are attended by corresponding risks and uncer
tainties; but it has no constitutional right to 
pr ofit s Guch as are renlized or anticipated in 
highly profitable enter prises or speculative 
ventures . The return should be r easonably suf
ficient to assure confidence in the financial 
soundness of the utility and should be adequate, 
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under efficient and economical management, to 
maintain and support its credit and enable it 
to raise the money necessary for the proper 
discharge of its public duties . A rate of return 
may be reasonable at one time and become too high 
or too low by changes affecting opportunities for 
investment, the money market and business con
ditions generally. 11 

Many Courts and most regulatory commissions have had 
occasion to consider and discuss various approved guidelines 
used in fixing a fair rate of return. Virtually every rate 
case brings forth an abundance of expert testimony concerning 
the proper basis for fixing a fair rate of return . Guidelines 
are plentiful and they are used to support the testimony of 
most experts on the subject . The interpretation and applica
tion or the many guidelines frequently vary 11ith the munber of 
1·ritnesses on the ::;ubject, and further complicate an already 
complex and difficult problem . Some factors that go into 
this determination are more s usceptible to definite appraisa '. 
and measurement than others . The cost of long-tl:!rm debt and 
preferred stock, for example, usually presents no great preble! 
The ascertainment of the cost of common equity is another matte· 
The impact of the current economy and future trends , local anu 
national, are difficult to evaluate and relate to a particulr r 
utility and its problems . The condition of the money market, 
the moods and desires of investors, even the nation' s relaticnr 
with foreign countries, all may play an important part in a 
determination of the rate of return . They pose real problems 
in analysis and evaluation but must be taken into consideration 
by the regulatory agency . This is l>~here the testimony of the 
experts on such matters is important to the Commission because 
this function of the rate- making process requires the exercise 
l')f an informed judgment--and the ultimate determination draws 
heavily on t he judgment of the Commissioners . 

B. Position of the Parties on Rate of Return 

In this proceeding, the Respondent, Florida Power and 
Light, and two interveners, the City of Miami and General 
Services Administration, have taken three opposing positions 
H"i.th reference to the rate of return and its determination . 
Each presented its own rate of return testimony and gave de
tailed descriptions of their individual approach to the preble~. 
Hhile there 1·ras little agreement among their witnesses, they 
did agree apparently that there is a zone of reasonableness 
in calculating the rate of return \·rithin ~rhich a regulatory b<">dy 
can fix the rate of return 1·1ith assurance that it will not be 
disturbed by judicial reviel·1. In spite of the conflicts in 
testimony of this character, it is always helpful to regulator y 
agencies to have the fundamental and basic principles reviewed 
from time to time, and their interpretation and application in 
a particular case challenged and tested in the crucible of 
adversary participation and procedure . 

1 . Position of the City of Miami 

The City of Mi ami, through its Consultant, Mr . Hirsch, 
in this proceeding adopted a rate of return of 6~, based on a 
computed zone of reasonableness of 5 . 75~ to 6. 0%. Mr . Hirsch 
states that the fair rate of return to which a utility is 
entitled is a function of its cost of capital; and the cost 
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of capital includes interest on debt, dividends on preferred 
stock, reasonable dividenrls on the common s tock, and a fair 
margin for surplus. In discussing the determination of the 
cost of capital, the City calls attention to the fact that 
the rate paid by a utility on its fixed - income securities, as 
~rell as its total annual obligations, is fixed by contract at 
the time of the iss uance of these securities, the historical cost 
of \'lhich may be calculated from the utility's accounting record:;. 
It points out that \'lhile the cost of debt capital is seldom a 
controversial issue in a rate proceeding, the determination c L. 

t he cost of equity capital is a different matter . In pursuing 
its views on the cost of equity capital, the City declares 
t hat the proper determination of this cost entails an examint.tic:' 
of the merits of two leading standards currently espoused for 
rate- making purposes. One, earnings -price ratios, and t\'IO, 

earnings- equity ratios. In describing these tHo standards, 
the City states that earnings - price ratios generally favor the 
ratepayers, particularly under present-day market conditions . 
;rhile earnings-equity ratios are strongly advocated by the 
utilities for the benefit of their stockholders . 

In its main Brief, the City of Miami declares that in it ... 
determinati on of a fair rate of return for Florida Power and 
Light in this proceeding, 1t gave equal weight to earnings
Er ice and to earnings- equity ratios in adopting a return of 
6 .0%, based on a calculated zone of reasonableness of 5.75% to 
6.Q% . The City noted that it had used the average earnings
p rice ratios of Moody's 24 typical electric utilities as on~ 
of t he components in computing t he cost of common equity in 
i t s determination of a fair rate of return for Florida Power 
and Light . The City maintained that if it had used the 
Company's actual average earnings-price ratios instead of 
l~oody ' s 24 utilities, the resultant rate of return would have 
approximated 5. 5% . 

In its reply Brief, the City of t-11ami was extremely 
critical of the approach and testimony of the utility ' s rate 
of return witness , Mr . Charles A. O' Neil . The City pointed to 
the fact that Mr . O' Neil selected nine electric utilities as 
his benchmar k in applying his comparable earnings test to de
t ermine a fair rate of r eturn for Flor ida Povter and Light . 
Declaring that the validity of Mr . 0 'Neil' s estimated earnin~s
requirement on the Company ' s common stock depends largely on 
the degree of comparability of his nine benchmark utilities 
to Florida Po\·rer and Light, t he City proceeded to analyze 
the differences in the various utili t ies and Florida Power ar.t1 

Light, as developed on cross - examination . The City's analysis 
follows : 

"Thr ee of the 9 utilities he had select ed are 
located in Texas , where there is no State regu
lati on of electric utilities (T . 1538, 1539) . 
Only four of the remaining 6 utilities operate 
in so- called ' original cost ' jurisdictions, such 
as the State of Florida (T. 1534) . The six utili
ties, outside Texas, serve a combined total of 
784,568 electric customers, versus 860A851 cus
tomers in the line of Florida Power an "tight Co . 
alone; and the largest of these six utilities 
serves less than one- third the number of cus
tomers servedoy~a~mrer and Light Co . 
(T . 1539, 1540) . Only two of the 6 utilities, 
outside Texas, sell electricity exclusively, as 
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Florida Power and Light Co . ; Lheir combined 
number of customers is 326,920, or less than one
half the number of customers served by Florida 
PoHcr and Llght Co . ; their combined operating 
revenues are $84, o4l,OOO, or cli~htly over one
third the operating revenues of $220,750,00~ 
~lorida Pmo~er and Light Co . ; and their aggrc
~ate operating income is $19,667,000, versus 
$~~l0211000 for Florida Pouer and Light Co. (T. 
1~-15~6) . The four combination utilities, out
side Texas, sell substantial portions of natural 
gas and other utility service, in addition to 
electricity, thereby involving greater overall 
risks than Florida Power and LiBht Co. (T. 1547-
1551}. Although he acknowledged that the use of 
liberalized depreciation under Section 167 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 can have a significant 
impact on a utility ' s earnings and that Florida 
Power and Light Co . does not use liberalized de
preciation, he could not name all the utilities 
in his benchmark group which were using liberal
ized depreciation (T. 1551-1553). Although 
Florida PO\o~er and Light Co. does not charge any 
interest for construction ,.,.ork in progress, his 
9 benchmark utilities all charge nnd include ouch 
interest credit in their earnings, but he did not 
knO\o~ the interest rate charged by each utility, 
whether 4~, 5~ or 6~ (T. 1556-1559). He made no dP. 
tailed analysis of t he risk of each of his 9 se
lected utilities to determine comparability ~1ith 
that of Florida PO\·Jer and Light Co. , but arbi trar 1 1,1' 
asserted that collectivel y they 1o~ere reasonably 
comparable to Florida Po1o~er and Light Co. (T . 1570) . " 

The City of Miami concluded its crit1cism of Mr . O'NeiJ ' c 
testimony on fair rate of return with the declaration that j t 
possessed little evidentiary substance . 

The City of Miami, likewise, 1o~as critical of the rate of 
return testimony of GSA's witness, Mr. James K. Macintosh. The 
principal target of the City's criticiom was Mr. Macintosh' ., 
direct testimony that he had predicated his cost of common 
equity solely on the assumption "that investors can estimate 1.! ,:i 
reasonable certainty earnings per s hare three years in advance. 
that is, for example, the f96~ earnings-price ratio would 
relate ~60 market prices o 1963 earnings per share" (T . 213, 
214) . e City then quotes iTIIts reply Brief at some length 
f rom the City Attorney ' s erose-examination of Mr. Macintooh 
to illustrate its critical opinion of the method and result~ 
abnut which GSA's witness testified . The City concluded its 
c ritic ism of GSA' s ~1i tness by recalling that Mr. Macintos h had 
acknovlledged that if he had based his f orecast on a tl<~o-yea!' 
advance estimate, the fair rate of return would have been 5.9'1~, 
if based on a one-year advance estimate, it would have been 
5 .44~; and if based on concurrent earnings -price ratios, a fair 
rate or return ~10uld have been 5.0%. The City then expressed 
the opinion that the testimony of Mr . Macintosh on fair rat~ of 
return is of little probative value . 

2 . Position of General Services Administration 

GSA's rate of return philosophy as exemplified by the testi
mony of its witness, Mr . Macintosh, is firmly planted on tl ' 
principle that since the investment mRrkct is the ::ole sour-:P. 
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of al l corporate funds not generated internally, an objective 
analysis of the investment market is essential t o a determina
t ion of the terms on which investors 11ill commit their funds 
to a given corporate enterprise . Based upon an analysis of 
market data conducted by Mr . Macintosh, and used 1·1ith the in
formed judgment he 11o.s able t o bring to bear on the results of 
such analysis , GSA takes the position that t he fair and 
reasonable return l·thich Florida Poi'Ter and Light s hould be allOifed 
to earn on its net book cost rate base is not more than 6 . 73~ . 

In his presentation, Mr . Macintosh considered the four 
basic elements which are ordinarily considered in determining 
a fair r ate of return , that is , the cost of debt , the cost of 
preferred stock, the cost of c ommon equity, and the capital 
structure . 

With r eference to the cost of debt , Mr. t-1acintosh testified 
t hat he studied Florida Power and Light ' s 15 debt and debenture 
issues and concluded that the cost of debt t o Florida Power and 
Light on a net proceeds basis is 3 . 951%. Because Florida PoHer 
and Light has $36,250,000 of preferred s tock "'ith annual 
dividend requirements of $1, 614,750, Mr . Macintosh concluded 
the effective cost rate of preferred stock for the company i s 
4 . 495%. \'lith reference to the cost of equity, Mr. Macintosh ' s 
app roach was by means of investor appraisal of t he Company' s 
common stock . Mr. Macintosh made a 13-year study of earnings 
price ratios to determine investor appraisal and opinion of 
Florida Pol'ler and Light Company . The study reflects that on an 
annual cumulative basis the average earnings- price ratio for 
Florida PO\.,rer and Light ~<~as 5.81% for the period 1951- 1963. 
Ho1·1ever, Mr . l-1acintosh, taking the position that investors look 
t o the future, then related market Erices to earnings per share 
~hree years in the future, i . e . , 1960 Mar ket prices to 1963 
earnings per shar e . On this basis, he found that an earnings
price ratio of 9.68% was indicated . Using an average weighted 
pay- out ratio for the 1951- 1963 period of 48 . 30%, and a 10% 
allowance for corporate costs and pressure, Mr . Ma cintosh 
concluded that the c ost of equity for Florida Power and Light 
is 10. 7 56 . 

Having established the cost of debt, cost of preferred 
stock, and cost of equity, Mr . Macintosh then considered the 
capital structure as t he fourth basic e lement in determining 
the fair rate of return for Florida P01~er and Light . He 
approached this question in terms of the Company ' s average actwJ 
capital ization ratios for the 1951-1963 period A vthich consi5 ted 
of 50 . 15% debt , 9 .61% preferred stock and 40. l!j% equity . 

Using the figures he had developed for cost of debt of 
3 . 951%, cost of preferred s tock of 4 . 495%, and cost of equity 
of 10. 756%, and by applying t he capitalization r ati os of 50.15% 
debt, 9 . 67% preferred stock, and 40 . 18% common s tock equity, 
Mr . Macintosh determined that a fair rate of return f or Flori da 
P0v1er and Light should be 6 . 73% applied to an original cost or 
net investment r ate base . 

In its main Brief General Services Adminis tration was highly 
critical of the testimony of Florida Power and Light ' s witness, 
l-ir . O'Neil, and cont ended that on the basis of his mm exhjbits 
it was apparent that there was no comvarability between Florida 
Power and Light and the compAJJ1es used by Mr. O'Neil, and that 
his approach t<J detcrmintng tile cost of equity is fallacious . 
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3. Position of Florida PoHer and Light 

Florida Power and Light contends that it needs a return 
somewhere in the range of 7 .4~ to 8 .~ and supported its positi0n 
Hith the testimony of its expert witness, Mr. Charles A. O'Neil , 
Senior Vice President of Duff and Phelps, Inc., of Chicago, 
Illinois . Basing his approach on the decisions of t he United 
States Supreme Court in the case of .Bluefield \~ater and 
Im~rovement Co . v. Public Service Commiss ion, 262 U.S . 679 , 67 
L. d. 1176, PUR 19230 11, (1923), and the case of Federal 
Po11er Com. v. Hole Natural Gas Co., 320 U.S. 591, 88 L.Ed . 333, 
51 PUR NS 193, ( 944), Mr . 0 1Neil selected nine electric utili
ties for the purpose of his "comparable earnings" test and con
cluded that Florida Po1"er and Light ' s earnings requirements on 
its common stock equity should be no less than 13 per cent . Mr. 
O'Neil expressed the opinion that the overall rate of retutn 
must provide the cost of senior securities plus the earnings 
requirement on the common stock equity. The witness concluded 
that the 13 per cent earnings requirement on common stock 
equi ty ~s translated into a r esulting rate of return of 8.16~ . 
He further concluded that ~1hen applied to \Vi tness Green's 
proposed rate base of $70~,431,855, an overall rate of t•eturn 
of 7.4~ would produce a 13 .0% return on the Company ' s common 
stock equity. 

In its main Brief, Florida P01~er and Light contends that tht: 
t hrust of Mr . 0 'Neil ' s testimony is that ~~hatevcr rate of ret•Jn~ 
is allo\·led it must be such that when applied to the rate base " !' 
determined by the Commission, the total dollar return to the 
Company after expenses will pr ovide for all senior capital cost~ 
and produce 13.0% return on common stock equity . 

Mr. O'Neil, in his testimony, was critical of Mr. Hirsch ' s 
conclus~on that a fair rate of r eturn for Florida POiier and 
Light would be 6. ()%. He testified that he calculated a return ot • 
common stock equity that would result from a 6.0% overall rate cf 
return in terms of the Company's capitalization ratios and sen".n· 
security costs, and that the resulting return on common stoc:: 
equity would be about 8 . ()%. He then compared this with an 11 .5% 
average return f or the total electric utility industry and ex
pressed the opinion that the 8. 0% return 1·1ould not comply 1·1ith 
the dec~sion in the Hope Natural Gas case which requires that 
such a r eturn should be commensurate with returns on investments 
in other enterprises having corresponding r isks . Mr . O' Neil 
then applied another test t o the adequacy of the 6.0% return 
advocated by Mr . Hirsch . For this test he made a survey of the 
largest companies included in the Federal Power Commission 
Classes A and B electric utilities , about 120 in all, ~thich 
account in the aggregate for 95.~ of the total Classes A and 
B revenue . From this survey he detel'mined that this group of 
Class A and B electric utilities on the average earned 11.8% on 
common stock equity . Only t\W of the group earned less than 
8.0%. The Company contends that the 6.0% overall return ad
vocated by Mr. Hirsch 1~ould be confiscatory . 

C. Commission Summary and Findings 

An adequate rate of return is essential to every regulated 
public utility, because t here is a direct relationship bet~Teen 
such a return and the utility's ability to maintain its credi~ 
and attract necessary capital at reasonable interest rates . : . 
is regrettable that such an important factor should be so diffi
cult to ascertain with reasonable accuracy as to its sufficiency 
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and its fairness . If an allo1o~ed rate of return can be said t o 
be fair to the ratepayers and at the same time sufficient t o 
meet the needs of the public utility, regulation will have met 
its supreme responsibility in this phase of rate making. 

or course, it ~o~ould simplify matters considerably if the 
regulatory agency could say that all public utilities are en
titled to earn a return of 6, 7, or 8 per cent. However, resu
lation has never been able to come up l<~ith any sound and 
reasonable scheme which will develop the same return for any 
two utilities . Various factors affect the allo~o~able return; and 
vthat may be adequate for one may be too much, or too little, 
for another. Volumes have been written on the subject, and yet, 
the problem defies simplification . There is no cut-and- dried 
method , no plain-and-simple formula , by means of ~thich a regula
t ory agency can ascertain to a mathematical certainty what woulo 
be a fair and reasonable rate of return to be allol'led a particu 
lar utility. The record in this case abundantly testifies t o 
the truth of that statement . 

Three witnesses presented many paBes of testimony and 
several exhibits, concerning fair rate of return, and no two 
l'lere in agreement as to methods or results. The differences 
of opinion expressed by the rate-of-return witnesses in this 
pr oceeding are impressive . One \otitness, givin~ equal weight 
to earnings- price and earnings-equity ratios, adopted" a rate 
of return of 6 .0% based on a computed zone of reasonableness ~ r 
5 .75~ to 6.0%. Another 11itness, employing his version of thP 
"comparable earnings 11 test, and using f or that purpose a select.e 
list of nine electric utilities , concluded that the earnings 
requir ement on common stock equity was 13. 0%, which he then 
translated into an overall rate of return of 8 .~. The third 
\olitness , depending entirely on stock market appraisal, and 
relating market prices to earnings per share three years in ~he 
future , concluded that the cost of common equity for Florida 
Power and Light is 10. 75%, and t hat a fair rate of return l<~ouln 
be 6 . 73~ . The rate of return found by these three witnesses 
to be fair and reasonable range from a low of 6 .0% to a hiBh 
of 8 .~. It IIOUld appear reasonable to conclude from the 
testimony of these 11itnesses that the zone of reasonableness i "' 
this case must be somewhere bet11een 6 .~ and 8 .~. 

In public utility rate-making proceedings, witnesses for 
the utility understandably place considerable emphasis upon 
the interests of the equity Nmers. At the same time, opposing 
interests in such proceedings frequently take a restricted view 
of "{;he s ubject of rate of return . Hhile much or the testimony 
presented on this subject by various witnesses in this case is 
of value in helping the Commission to bring an informed judcrnent 
to bear on the problem, we are not convinced that the position 
of any one such witness, standing alone, can be conclusive on 
this matter . In the final analysis , the determination of ~he 
fair rate of return to be allowed in this proceeding mus t rcpr~
sent the exerci se of judgment by this Commission . 

In making our determination of a fair rate of return t o be 
allnwed Florida PoHer and Light in this case, many factors mus t 
be taken intn consideration . It has been said that a fair r eturr. 
is one which, under honest accounting and responsible managcmert . 
is just and reac,nable to both the public and the utility . CeJ· · 
tainly, this is a sensitive area in rate making which demand~ 
extreme nicety in balancing the investor and consumer inter~sts . 
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Our paramount duty in thic matter, as we conceive it t o be, 1c 
to protect the conswner or s ubscriber interests and, at t.he onm•3 
time, deal fairly 111th the utility; and that is, of course, in 
the final analysis, the polestar of regulation . 

1 . Commission Swnmary 

In our determination of a fair rate of return to be allouc>d 
Florida Power and Light in this proceeding , there are certain 
judicial guidelines that must be follo,~ed . There are certain 
factors that mus t be given consideration if the end result is 
to meet the ultimate test of reasonableness . At this point in 
the proceeding, \'le come face - to- face 11i th tile problem of 
selecting from the skein of apparently conflicting proposals 
those methods and procedures that are compatible with the 
judicial decisions uhich control our determination of a fair 
rate of return. Because of their importance in this a r ea of rl .• 
making, we feel that some further reference must be made 1D tt.c 
controlling guidelines laid d01m by the Courts . 'le revie11 c: L 
this time three outstanding and well - recognized decisions of 
the United States Supreme Court f or the purpose of underscori nr 
the primary principle to be observed in any determination of r 
fair rate of return . 

I n 1909, in the case of Willcox v. Consolidated Gas Co., 
212 U. S . 19, 53 L. Ed . 382, the Supreme Court began t o give 
expression to its developing concept of a fair return. The 
basic language in that dec ision has an important bearing on c~ t· 
present problem. The Court expressed its concept in these 
1~ords : 

"There ic no particular rate of compensation 
which must in all cases and all parts of the 
country be regarded as sufficient f or capital 
i nvested in business enterprises . Such compen
sation muot depend greatly upon circumstanceo 
and l ocality; among other things, the amount of 
ris k in the business is a moot 1m or tant factor, 
as we as e oca y w ere e us ness s 
conducted and the rate expected and usually realized 
there upon investments of a someuhat similar na
ture uith r egard to the ris k attendin~ them. 
There may be other matte r s ... 1hich, iri some caoeo, 
might also be properly taken into account in 
determining the rate 1~hich an investor might 
properly expect or hope to receive and \'lhich 
he would be entitled to without legislative 
interference . The less r islt{ t he less ri~ht 
to an* unusual returns upon he inves tmcn . 
One " o invests hie money in a busiriE'ss of o. 
somewha t hazardous character is very prope rly 
held t o have the right t o a larger retur n, with-
out l egisl ative i nterference, than can be ob-
tained from an i nvestment in governmental bondo 
or other perfectly safe s ecurity .. .. " 
(Emphasis supplied) 

In the Consolidated Gao Compan~ 
quoted, the element of risk an 
reasonableness of e. fair r e turn 
the cons ideration of regulatory 

caso, from which we have juot 
its imp0rtance in meaouring t he 
begins to stand out and d~manc 
bodies . 
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Of even more importance in the determination of a fair r ate 
of return is the Court's decision rendered in 1923 in the ca~c 
of Bluefield \>later Horks & Imlrovement Co. , v . Public Service 
Com., 262 U.S . 679, 67 L.Ed . 172. The controlling principle 
enunciated in that case is COUChed in the foll01'/ing language : 

Here, again, the Supreme Court emphasized the importance of r · · 
as a factor to be con~idered in any determination of a fa i r 
return . 

Further recognition of the risk factor, and the esscnti~
of its consideration in measuring the reasonableness of the 
return, is found in the 1944 decision of the Supreme Court ~~ 
the case of Federal Power Com. v . Hope Natural Gas Co., 
320 U. S . 591, 88 L.Ed . 33. Here, in the Hole ~atural Gas ca~r , 
the Court's rate of return concept became f rm y embedded in :-tr" 
public utility regulatory laws of this country. The Court ' s 
decision elaborated on previously established guides in these 
\10rds : 

" ... it is important that there be enough 
revenue not only for operating expenses but 
also for the capital costs of the business . 
These include service on the debt and dividends 
on the stock . • . . By that standard the re
turn to the equity owner should be commensurate 
with risks on investments in other ente rises 

av ~ corres~on n~ r s s . a re urn, moreover , 
shou be suf icien to assure confidence in the 
financial integrity of the enterprise, so as to 
maintain its credit and to attract capital." 
(Emphasis s upplied) 

There is, also, a decision by the Supreme Court of FloriJ: 
\thich has strong influence on our determination of a fair reh1 ... 
in this and other similar cases . In 1951, in the case of 
Jacksonville Gas Cory . v. Commies ion, 50 So . 2d 887 , the Flor ..... 
Supreme Court recogn zed that the rate of return may fluctuate 
within the boundaries of reasonableness and justness , and 
declared that : 

" ... changing conditions may be compensated 
from time t o time by varying the percentage 
of return ~o that the holder of a share o£ 
stock ~1ill receive an amount to \·lhich he is 
at the time fairly entitled . " 

As we understand these judicial guidelines to be oboerved 
in determining e. fair rate of return for a public utility ur.ror1r 
regulation, three basic principles must find expression in the 
regulatory agency ' s ultimate judgment. First, the return r.1u~:. 
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be sufficient t o assure confidence in the financial soundness 
of the utility. Second, the return must be adequate, under 
efficient and economical management, to maintain and support 
the utility ' s credit and enable it t o raise the money neces
sary f or the proper discharge of its public duties . Third, 
the return must be equal to that being made, at the same time 
and in the same gener al part of the country, on investments in 
other business undertakings which are attended by corresponding 
risks and uncertainties. Such a return, of course, must give 
ful l recognition to the overridi ng principle that there must be 
a balancing of inves tor and consumer interests . Just as the 
return must be fair and reasonable for the stockholders, so 
too, must the rates llhich produce that return be fair and 
reasonable for the ratepayers . 

Our observance of the judicial guidelines enumerated herein 
leads us logically into a consideration of the utility' s capital 
structure, the cos t of its outstanding debt, and the cost of its 
common equity capital . Once we have made a determination con
cerning these factor s , we Hill then be in a position t o ascertain 
what ,.,e consider t o be a fair rate of return to be allowed 
Florida. Po\lcr and Light in this proceeding . 

(a) Capital Structure 

The capital s tructure of a public utility has a 
direct influence on the total cost of capital. The cost of 
equity capital normally will be higher if there i s a large 
amount of outstanding debt . The risk is greater. As the 
senior securities become relatively smaller in amount, the 
risk to equity capital decreases and the cost, of course, be
comes correspondingly less . This explains, in part, why regula
tory agencies evidence considerable interest in the financial 
structures of public utilities under their jurisdiction. The 
ratio of the different classes of capital to the total capitali
zation influences the determination of a fair return allowance 
in rate- making proceedings . 

We have statutory jurisdiction over the issuance of se
curities by electric utilities and, of course, could control 
their capital structures through the authorizatjon of new 
secur ities . Nevertheless, capital structures, basically, fall 
within the prerogatives of management, and this i s as it should 
be , because of the impact capital ratios exert on the ability 
of the utility to maintain its credit and attract capital . 
Management lives from day- to- day with the intricate and complex 
problems of corporate finance, and has the responsibility of 
seeing that the utility has the financial ability t o meet its 
public duties . The invasion of the field of management in such 
a sensitive area is justified 0nly when the public interest r e
quires the exer cise of extreme measures for its protection and 
benefit . In the present situation no such compelling reason 
exists . 

There is no good reason in t he present proceeding, insofar 
as we have been able t o ascertain, why the actual capital 
structure of Flor ida Power and Light should not be used in de
terminLng its earnings r equirements . The Company introduced 
exhibits showing its capital s tructure as used by its wi tness, 
M.r . O'Neil. The classes and ratios s hown on the exhibit are 
as follows : 
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Amount in 
Capital Thousands Per Cent 

Mortgage Debt $ 256,024 40.02 
Debentures 8,465 1.32 
Mortgage Bonds, New ~1000 4~ :gj Total Debt $ 2 ,489 

Customer Deposits 22,19~ 3.47 
Preferred Stock ~5,92 ~ . 62 
Common Stock Equity 2 7, 164 4 .88 

Total Capitalization $ 639,772 Ioo.oo 
We have no disagreement with the foregoing statement of 

the Company's total capitalization, as far as it goes . \~e bel iP. J~, 
hO\tever, that the Company should have included Tax Credits which 
h~ve been accumulated under provisions of the Internal Revenue 
c~de. We have specific refe rence to Investment Tax Credits in 
t .,)\! amount of $2,308,000, and Acceler ated Amortization in the 
a!".ount of $17,397,000. These are funds which are available t o 
the utility free of any i nterest charge and may be and are use:1 
e.t \~ill for construction or other purposes. We restate the f r ..... 
go :ng capital structure t o include these two items in the fol: ·.; ,.., .. 
manner: 

Amount in 
Capital Thousands Pe r Cent 

Mor tgage Debt $ 256, 024 38 .8 
Debentur es 8,465 1.3 
Mortgage Bonds, New 30, 000 4.6 

Total Debt $ 294,489 '""'lTlr.'7 

Customer Deposits 22,19~ 3.4 
Preferred Stock 35,92 5.4 
Common Stock Equity 287,164 43J Inventory Tax Credit 2, 3o8 
Accelerated Amortization 17~~~7 2.6 

Total Capitalization $ 659,7 ~ 

(l) Co~issicn Findings 

Based upon the record herein, and in conform! ty \.;i ~.h th<. 
~oregoing summary, we find t hat t he capital structure of Florida 
Powe r and Light, for the test per iod, consists of the f ol l owi nr 
clusses, amounts and ratios: Mortgage Debt $256,024,000, or 3U . 8~; 
re·,entures $8,465,000, or 1 . 3~; Mortgage Bonds, New, $30,000,000 , 
or 4 .~; Total Debt $294,489,000, or 44 .7~; Customer Deposits 
$~2 ,193,000, or 3 . 4~· Preferred Stock $35, 926,000, or 5.4~; 
Co~on Stock Equity $207,164,000, or 43.5~; Inves tment Tax Credit 
$2.3o8,ooo, or .4~; Accelerated Amortization $17~3971000 , or 2.6%; 
making the Total Capitalization of the Company $b59,Q77,000. 

(b ) ~arnings Requirements on Tot a l Capital 

We have no particular problem with the earnings requt re
ments for the various classes of capital, other than Common St uck 
Equ i ty . For the purpose of this proceeding, we accept the Com~any' · 
es timates of earnings requirement of 4 . 05~ for total debt, 5 . 63~ 
for customer deposits, and 4 .49% for preferred stock. We cannot 
accept , however, its earnings requirement of 13.~ for Common 
St~k Equity . Entirely t oo many of the c ompanies on Res pondent ' s 
Exhibi t 97-A appear to lack the necessary comparability with 
Florida Power and Light t o give probative value t o t he c~~pletn 
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list. There appears to be little or no comparability, for example , 
betl'leen Florida Power and Light and Nevada Power . We would not 
consider either of the Texas companies as suitable for such a t est 
cince there is no state regulation in Texas. vie do not attach 
too much importance to the r evenue comparisons, but do consider 
im:;ortant such comparisons as increases in Kwh .. Sales, Capitalizat:l c '. 
and Average Annual Budgeted Increase in Gross Plant. Insofar a s 
Exhibit 97-A is concerned we attach some probative value to the 
comparisons with Tucson Gas and Electric, P. S . of New Mexico, 
Central Louisiana Electric and Sierra Pacific Power. For a bron= 
viewpoint we would also consider of some value the overall elect:l~ 
utility industry as represented by Classes A and B Electric 
Utili ties . In connection with the foregoing we attach particulnr 
s~ gnificance to Central Louisiana Electric's earnings of 12.9% 
on common equity . This is the nearest of any shO\in on the Exhibit 
to the 13 .~ claimed by Florida Po\~er and Light, and we include 
thls one as marking the extreme maximum in the permiosible range. 
=~ addition to the foregoing, we would include in our considera~lon 
t he 8 .~ that would be developed by the use of the 6.~ rate of 
r~turn advocated by the City of Miami . The Company has contended 
that earnings of 8.~ on its common stock equity would be con
fis:::atory. While we might not be ready to admit that such a lc·•.: 
return would be confiscatory, \~e must ae;ree that it is extremely 
l 0w in today's economy. We use the 8.~ earnings, then, as the 
extreme minimum in the permissible range. He also include in our 
consideration the 10.75 earnings on common stock equity as de
v~loped by GSA 1s \olitness, Mr. Macintosh, primarily because it 
ra: ls somewhere nea r the middle of the t\'lO extremes. We have te ·e, 
';hen, the following selections and estimates for comparison : 

Company or Source 

Florida Power and Light 

Classes A & B Electric Utilities 
~tcson Gas & Electric 
P. S. of New Mexico 
Central Louisiana Electric 
Sierra Pacific Power 

Based on Miami ' s 6. ($ 
Based on GSA ' s Testimony 

AVERAGE 

!t Earnings on 
Common Equity 

12 . 8 

11.5 
9.8 

12.3 
12.9 
10.7 

8.0 
10.75 

10.85 

We recognize that the "comparable earnings" test is an 
approved, even judicially required, factor in the determination 
of a fair rate of return. The "comparable earnings" test, potcnt l
ally, is a valid approach to such a determination, but its uJ.tiJ..:,:lt'l 
validity depends on t he comparability of the companies with which 
th~ comparison is made. Our problem in this case is not with the 
"comparable earnings" test, as such, but rather with the s election 
of t he companies for use in making the test . We have already i n
dicated the limited number of companies on Respondent's Exhibit 
97-A that we can consider as comparable with Florida Power and 
Light . 

We recognize, t oo , that other methods have been used as a 
tool in this important regulatory function . Other 
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methods have been advocated in this proceeding but we have heard 
objections to each suggested approach. In fact, ther e has been 
a noticeable effort on the part of the parties to completely 
destroy the opposing l•titnesses on fair rate of return. Neither 
pa~ty recognizes any probative value in the rate of return testi
mony offered by either of the others . In our consideration of 
t he problem, we are attempting to salvage as much as possible from 
t he various procedures suggested. 

Two of the interveners, General Services Administration anr. 
t he City of' Miami, have approached the determination of a fair 
rate of return by two variations of the market appr aisal method. 
':'I.e City's position on r ate of return is succinctly stated on 
page 39 of its main Brief in these words: 

'.'The City of Miami, in its determination of a 
fair rate of return for Florida Power & Light 
Co., 1n this proceeding, gave equal weight to 
earnings-price and t o earnings-equity ratios 
1n adopting a return of 6~, based on a 'zone 
of reasonableness ' of 5 . 75~ to 6~, ~xh . l; 
T . 1620-1627). II 

Frankly, earnings-price ratios have never been used by this 
Corr.mission 1n measuring the cost of common stock equity . He 
recognize that there was a time when many regulatory agencies 
usPd earnings-price ratios as a guide in measuring the cost of 
thi s class of capital. However, we do not believe that such r ccj )S 

are currently being used by many regulators . In fact~ we were 
somewhat surprised that Miami's consultant , Mr. Hirsch~ used it 
in his determination of a fair rate of return in this proceeding . 
I n view of an article by Mr . Hirsch, which was published on Febru
~ ry 16, 1961, in Public Utilities Fortnightly, we were under the 
impression that he had abandoned the earnings-price ratio approach 
.\s read 1nto the r ecord in this p r esent proceeding by Mr. O'Neil, 
witness for Florida Power and Light, Mr . Hirsch stated i n his 
art~cle that : 

"Earnings- price ratios, the traditional guide 
of many COI!Il'lissions in measuring the cost of 
common stock capital, seem to have foundered 
on the r ocks of an erratic stock market . Their 
validity has been impaired as a factor in the 
determination of a fair rate of return. Regula
tory expertise is becoming increasingly hardpresscd 
to restore their former cogency without inviting 
the danger of regulation by ear and its invidious 
implications ." 

We agree with the foregoing analysio of the impairment of 
the validity of the earnings-price ratios approach and have con
s idered its use by Mr . Hirsch, on behalf of the City of Miami, 
only as marking the extreme minimum in the permissible range of 
ea~nings on common equity 1n this proceeding. 

In cur recent Order in Docket 7756-TP1 Re : Rates and Charges 
of Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph. we had occasion to -
revie\1 various market appraisals as a method of determining a 
fair r ate of return. General Services Administration used Mr . 
James K. Macintosh, as its rate of return witness in that case, 
as it did in the present proceeding . In the Southern Bell case 
he used dividend-price ratios, with a three-year forecast of 
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investor appraisal, as t he prir:1ary basis f or his determina~ior r 
a fai r rate of return. In the present case , he used earnings
price r atios in lieu of dividend-price ratios , but continued to 
use his three-year f orecast or projection of investor appr a isa l . 
In the Southern Bell case we concluded that "The absence of any 
support f or the Witness• judgment dec ision in choosing his thre ·
year projection destroys , for us, any probative value that hi~ 
method othen:ise might ha ve . " In the present proceeding, we 
find the same lack of support in the record f or his judgment 
decision in choosing his three-year proj ection. rle have not, 
however, completely disregarded his conclusion thD.t a 10.75% 
ret urn on common stock capital would be reasonable. We have, 
as previously indicated herein, used his 10.75%, in combinatio~ 
with other available common equity earnings percentages, t o hPJD 
us arrive at our own conclus ion and judgment as to what lotould IJL 

a proper earnings rate on common stoclt equi ty for Florida Powc.c 
and Light in this case . 

{1) Commission Findings 

Based upon the entire record herein, and our analys i s 01 
the available information of record in this case, 1•1e find that thP. 
reasonable earnings requirement for common stock equity for F1:>rlc!o 
Power and Light is 10.85%; that the earnings requirement for ~~~ 
utility 1 s total debt is 4.05%, for customer s • deposits 5 .63%, a·~ 
for preferred stock 4.4~; and that said earnings perc entages 
are reasonable and proper for use in this proceeding in makin6 ~ 
determination of a fair r ate of return to be allowed Florida 
Power and Light Company. 

2. Fair Rate of Return 

We have made a determination already concerning Florida 
Power and Light 1 s actual capital structure , giving full r ecog:li
t ion to the source and character of the different cla sses of 
capital, so that the proper cost or earnings requirement can be 
assigned to each c lass. The capital structure which we have fo1l!l.:! 
to be reasonable and proper for the purpose of this proceeding L 
as f ollows : 

Capital 

Mortgage Debt 
Debentures 
Mortgage Bonds , N e\1 

Total Debt 

Cust omer Deposits 
Preferred Stock 
Common Stock Equity 
Inventory Tax Credit 
Accelerated Amortization 

Total Capitalization 

Amount in 
Thousands 

$ 256,024 
8,465 

30,000 
$ 294,489 

22,193 
35,926 

287,164 
2, 308 
17 ,~17 

$ 659, 7 

Per Cel"t 

38 .8 
1.3 
4 .6 

"1+4.7 

3.4 
5 .4 

43 .5 
. 4 

2.6 
lmJ:O 

We have also found that the earnings r equirement f or Florida 
Power and Light 1s debt is 4. 05%. If we apply this earnings re
quirement of 4.05% to the debt ratio of 44 . 7~, we find that 1 . 81~ 
r epresents the proper component for this class of capital in the 
r equired earning rate. Likewise, we have found that 5.63% is 
the earnings requirement for customer deposits . This in turn 
develops a component of .19% for this class of capital . Furthe~, 
we have found that 4.50% i s the preferred stock earnings requir e
ment. By the same mathematical process we ascertain that . 24% 
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is the proper component for preferred s tock in the required 
earning rate, Finally, by applying the 10. 85% earnings require
ment for common stock equity, which we have found to be reaaonabl ! 
for that class of capital, we arrive at 4 . 71% as the proper coc·
ponent for this class of capital in the earning rate dctermir.at~vn , 
Fy the foregoing process we ar rive at the following earnings re
quirement for Florida Power and Light's total capital : 

Class of Capital Capital Earnir:o:s 
Capital Ratio Co:>t CO!;!!EOI"oc''1 ! 

Long Term Debt 44. 7r$ 4 . 05% L8J...: 
Customer Deposits 3 .37 ~. 63 .14 Preferred Stock 5.50 .so . 2 
Common Equity 43.50 10. 85 4. 71 
Inv . Ta.x Credit . 34 
Ace. Amortization 2.64 

Ioo.tm ~ 

In our determination of a fair rate of return to be allo~tec 
Florida Power and Light Company in this proceeding, we have fu· .y 
wei~hed the requirements of the Company. We have taken into C >'l•. 
sideration the Company's financing record, its plant character. s-
tics , its past and prospective capital requirements , and its 
grol'lth experience in relation to the gro1~th and devel opment of 
its service area. We have considered prevailing interest rate:· 
and the current condition of the money market . We have given 
~~reful consideration to economic conditions in Florida, as we: l 
a::; on a national basis . He have given full consideration to t1.~ 

fact that, as this record fully shol'ls, the Florida economy i~ ex 
panding faster than any other State, and that Florida Power enc 
Light is g rowing at a faster rate than most electric utilities :1·1 
the United States . Our rate of return determination gives fUll 
recognition to the continuing need for larger and more effic-ient 
~enerating units, and expanded t ranBmission and distribution 
fac ilities, so that Florida ' s increas ing population, businessec , 
and industries, l ocated in the service area of this utility, .;, .. 
obt~in, when needed, the electric energy required for their 
physical com!'ort and economic well being. Finally, our determina-
tion of a fair rate of return has given full consideration to the 
mar.date of the United States Supreme Court that there must be 
er.r:.~gh revenue, not only for operating expenses , but also for -.h : 
c :.;ital costs of the business , \Othich include service on debt ar.c 
di~idends on the utility 's stock . 

(a) Commission Findings 

Based up~n the entire record herein, and in conformity 
...-i th the foregoing summary and applicable Court decisions , ~1e 
f ind that the fair rate of return to be allOI'Ied Florida Power nnd 
Light Company in this proceeding is 6 . 95% for ar>plication t o the 
adjusted year- end investment rate base of $637,526,667. He fu ... tl ~l· 
find that said rate of return cf 6 .95~ i s fair and r easor.able, 
and under efficient and economical management, should provide 
earnings which will be sufficient to assure confidence in the 
financial integrity ~f the business, t o enable the Company t o ~in
t&in its credit and attract necessary capital at reasonable rates ; 
and, at the same time, permit the utility to maintain service rate~ 
that will be fair and reasonable to its customers and ratepayers . 

VII . Revenue Reductions Required 

Having determined that a fair rate of return for Flcrjda 
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Power and Light Company is 6. 95%, and having determined also that 
the Company ' s earned rate of return for the test year \•las 7. 53,;, 
it becomes obvious that some revenue reductions are in order. 

A. Earnings Required for Fair Rate of Return 

By applying t he fair rate of return of 6 . 95~ to the previous~y 
es tablished rate base of $637,826,667, we now determine that tPe 
net operating income required to provide such a return is 
$44,328,980 . However, we have previously ascertained that the 
Company ' s return was substantially in excess of that a mount for 
the test year , 

1 . Excess Earnings 

The evidence shO\'IS, and we have found , that Florida 
Pm~er and Light's earned net operating income for the test year 
Has $48, 007,271. By subtracting the net operating income produced 
by the f air rate of return of 6. 95% in the amount of $44,328,980 
from the net operating income in the amount of $48,007,271, we 
find that Florida Po\>1er and Light 1 s present rates and charges 
produced $3,678,291 in excess of a fair return on the basis of ~l'e 
test year operations . 

2 . Revenue Reductions Required 

The excess earnings in the amount of $3, 678,291 repre
sents a net ~gure after making provisions for the payment of 
Feaeral Income Taxes and the State ' s public utility gross recei pts 
taxes of 1 . 5%, this net figure, therefore, must be expanded to 
gross operating revenues in order to ascertain the revenue re
ductions which must be reflected i n a proper adjustment or revision 
of the Company's tariffs of rates and charges. On the basis of 
the current Feder al Income Tax rate of 48%, and the State's grosc 
receipts tax rate of 1 . 5~, the expans i on factor is . 509639. I f 
we divide the excess net earnings in the amount of $3,678,291 
by the expansion factor of .509639, we get the corresponding gro~& 
revenue sum of $7,073,000, '"hich represents the excess gross rev ·· 
enues produced by Florida Power and Light's present rates and 
charges on the basis of the test year operations. However, some 
interim reductions have been required by the Commission that 
should be mentioned at this point . 

B. Interim Reductions 

During the pendency of this investigation, both formal and 
inf ormal, certain revenue reductions have been Ordered by the 
Commission. None of ~aid interim reductions, however, affect the 
gross reductions r equired by this Order . 

1. Reductions Already in Effect 

The Company ' s operating revenues , during the test yee.r 
and subsequently, have been substantially affected by several 
separate reductions required by the Commission. The effects of 
said reductions have been taken into consideration by the Commission 
and the Company so that the reductions required by this Order will 
be over and above all i .nteri.m reductions . 

(a) Reduction Due to Excess Earnings 

On May 1, 1964, during the informal stages of this 
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investigation, the Company put into effect, as Ordered by the 
Commission, a gross revenue reduction in the amount of $10 million 
en an annual basis . About $1.5 million of this amount was due 
to the 1964 reduction in the Federal Income tax rate from 52~ to 
50%. The balance of the 10 million dollars was due to excess 
earnings of the Company . 

(b) Reduction Due to Lower Income Tax Rate 

On February 1, 1965, by Order of the Commission, 
the Company put into effect a gross revenue reduction in the am0~t 
of $3,741,743 on an annual basis . This reduction \-las due to a 
f~rther reduction in the Federal Income tax rate from 50% to 48~. 

(c) Reduction Due to Lower Depreciation Rates 

Effective January 1, 1966, by Order of the Commisston . 
t he Co~any put into effect a gross revenue reduction in the am0unt 
of $9,467,900 on an annual basis . This reduction \'/as due to t~:o 
causes . First, the Commission required the Company to reduce its 
annual charges for depreciation expense; and second , the Commif5i~n 
required the Company to discontinue annual charges to operatinr; 
expenses for the benefit of its Storm Damage Reserve. 

{d) Total Interim and Final Reductions 

The tctal revenue reductions Ordered by the 
Commission , and made effective by the Company, duri ng the pendcnry 
of this investigation, both formal and informal, as well as the 
final reductions required by this Order, are as follows : 

Reduction of May 1, 1964, due primarily 
to excess earnings . • 

Reduction of February 1, 1965, due to 
lower i ncome tax rates • . . . • • • 

Reduction of January 1, 1966, due to changes 
in depreciation annual charges and storm 
damage accruals . . . • 

TOTAL INTERIM REDUCTIONS 

GROSS REDUCTIONS REQUIRED BY THIS ORDER 

TOTAL INTERIM AND FINAL REDUCTIONS • . . 

c . Implementing Current Revenue Reductions 

$10,000,000 

3,741,743 

9,467,900 

$23, 209 , C43 

7,073,000 

$30,282,643 

In order that the gross revenue reductions r equired herein, 
in the amount of $7,073,000, may be made effective, the Company 
will be required to file with the Commission for its approval 
apE~opriate tariff revisions and amendments on or before Novemner22, 
1966. Copies or proposed tarif f changes shall be served by 
Certified United States mail on all ~arties t o this proceeding. 
Any party of record uho has any objection to the design of said 
pr oposed rates and charges may file exceptions setting forth said 
objections and the basis therefor. Said exceptions shall be filed 
with the Commission on or before December 2, 1966. Oral argument 
on said exceptions , and the replies thereto, if any, shall be heard 
at such time and place as may be announced by t he Commission. 
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VIII. Excessive and Discriminatory Rates 

As we stated in the beginning of this Opinion and Order, 
General Services Administration ' s primary concern in this pro
ceeding involved two special rate situations which it claimed 

103, 

\>tere unreasonable and unla\'lful. In one instance, the claim \'Ia~ 
macie that certain rates were discriminatory against the United 
States Government , In the other instance, it claims that electric 
rates applicable to Air Force Bases in the territory served by 
Florida Power and Light are unjust and unreasonably high. In each 
instance, the claim of General Services Administr ation goes to 
the design of the particular rate or some related rate . The Co~~L~Y 
is being required to reduce its gross revenues by the amount of 
$7 ,073,000 . In the first instance, it \dll be the prerogative 
of management to determine how it will revise and amend its pr~sen+. 
tariffs to make said reductions effective . \lhen the proposed 
t c riff changes have been submitted to the Commission for its 
approval, any party of record having any objection to the desi&n 
of the new tariffs will have an opportunity to be heard on the 
basis of written exceptions . The two claims of General Service~ 
Administration fall in that class and any decision on the meri : s 
of either of said claims at this time woul d be premature. Any 
further ruling by the Commission on General Services' claims w_1l 
be reserved pending a renewal thereof by GSA, if and when it f 'l-
written exceptions to the proposed tariff changes submitted by 
Florida Power and Light Company in response to the requirement · 
of this Order. 

IX. Automatic Ad.1ustment Clauses 

Florida Po\'l'er and Light has incorporated in its tariffs on 
file with this Commission two automatic adjustment clauses. The 
first such clause relates to automatic adjustments for changes L
fucl prices . The second automatic adjustment clause is tied to 
a \lholesale commodity index . This second clause, the Conunodity 
Adjustment Clause, was not active during the test year but hns 
be(:;n act ivated by increases in the control ling index since the 
hearings closed in this case . 

It is our opinion that fuel adjustment clauses serve a mos t 
worthwhile purpose . HO\'Iever, such clauses should be re-examinec 
e..."!:i r evised from time to time so that they \iill be more closely 
rcl ll.ted to current prices of fuel. 

It is also our opinion that Commodity Adjustment Clauses 
can serve a very important and useful function in cases of extreme 
inflation . The Commodity Adjustment Clause, likewise, should 
be re- examined from time to time, and revised, if necessary, so 
that it will not develop additional revenues needlessly, or pe~r~,~ 
the function of basic rates . 

In the present proceeding, it is our opinion that the Fuel 
Adjustment Clause and the Commodity Adjustment Cl ause employed 
by Florida Power and Light should each be revised and more closely 
related to current prices. 

X. Pending Hotions and Objections 

During the hearings in this investigation many motions 
were made by various parties , as well as objections to evidence 
and procedures . Some of said motions and objections were di s 
posed of at the time, but many were taken under considera tion 
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and ruling thereon was deferred. In a proceeding as extensive 
as this one, obviously, it is not practicable to rule individu
ally in this Order on all the various poi.nts brought before us 
in the form of motions and objections by the various parties. 
Our objective has been to discuss and rule on those matters whic~ 
seemed of major importance in reaching a final decision on the 
reasonableness of Florida Power and Light's rates and charges, 
as well as the regulatory principles involved. However, broad 
conc1~erat1on has been given to all motions and objections though 
each may not be specifically treated herein. All motions and 
objections consistent with the findings and conclusions in this 
Opinion and Order are granted; those not consistent with our 
findings and decision herein are denied. 

XI. Commission Findings 

Throughout this Opinion and Order, \'te have set forth our 
findings with respect to each issue as the same was discussed . 
He now reaffirm and adopt each and all of said findings as set 
forth herein . 

In addition, we specifically find that the rates and charr,es 
of Florida Power and Light Company are excessive and unreasonahly 
high to the extent that annual gross revenues for the test yeal', 
on an annual basis, resulted in earnings in excess of 6 . 95~ wht n 
applied to the adjusted year-end net investment rate base which 
we have found to be $637,826,667; that said excess earnings, n .
s tated on a gross revenue basis, amount to the sum of $7,073,000; 
and that the Company's gross revenues for the test year should 
be reduced by said amount of $7,073, 000 . 

105, 

We further find that appropriate tariff changes should be 
filed with this Commission for its approval reducing the test ye~r 
r evenues by the amount of $7,073,000, 

\ole further find that the Company ' s Fuel Adjustment Clause, 
and its Commodity Adjustment Clause, should each be revised j.n 
keeping with the opinions expressed herein concerning said aujt:s ; ... 
ment clauses and their relation to current prices. 

0 R D E R 

NOW, THEREFORE, IN CONSIDERATION THEREOF, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that 
Fl orida Power and Light Company be and it is hereby directed ~~d 
r equired to file with this Commission, for its approval, appropriat~ 
tariff changes, and revised fuel and commodity adjustment clauses, 
consistent with the findings and opinions herein, which will have 
the effect of reducing the Company's annual gross operating 
r evenues, for the test year operations, in the amount of 
$7,073,000; that the Company's proposed tariff changes, and r e
vised fuel and commodity adjustment clauses , shall be filed or 
or before November 22, 1966, and served by Certified United 
States mail on all parties of record in this proceeding; that 
said parties of record, or any of them if they so desire, may file 
written exceptions to such changes or revisions as they desire to 
protest, setting forth the basis of their objections; said ex
ceptions shall be filed with the Commis3ion on,or be~ore, December 
2, 1966 and served on Florida Power and Light Company by Certifil.J 
United States mail; the Company may file written replies to such 
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exceptions on 1 or before, December 91 1966, with copies served 
as aforesaid on the party or parties filing such exceptions; and 
thereafter, or al arguments, if requested, on any such exceptions 
will be heard by the Commission at such time and place as may 
be s ubsequently announced . 

By ORDER of CHAIRMAN EDWIN L. MASON, COMMISSI ONER JERRY H, 
CARTER, and COMMISSIONER HILLIAM T. MAYO, as and constituting 
the Florida Public Service Commission, this 2nd day of Novembc-, 

1~ 

1966. --

r«M/w~-
ASSISTANT EXECtrriVE SECRETARY 

{S E A L) 
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ELECTRIC UTILITY TEN-YEAR SITE PLAN 

INFORMATION AND DATA REQUIREMENTS 

The Public Service Commission is responsible for ensuring that Florida’s electric utilities 

plan, develop, and maintain a coordinated electric power grid throughout the state. The 

Commission also must ensure that electric system reliability and integrity is maintained, that 

adequate electricity at a reasonable cost is provided, and that plant additions are cost-effective. In 

order to carry out these responsibilities, the Commission must have information sufficient to 

assure that an adequate, reliable, and cost-effective supply of electricity is planned and provided. 

To that end, the Ten-Year Site Plan shall include at a minimum the information and data 

specified in this form. Where numbered schedules are listed, the data required shall be reported 

on the schedules: 

Description of Existing Facilities 

A description of each existing generating and transmission facility shall be provided in 

the ten-year site plan to permit an evaluation of the capabilities of existing electric utility 

resources. The information to be provided shall include at least: 

1. A description of electric power generating facilities. 

2. Schedule 1: A tabular display of existing generating facilities as of December 31 

of the year prior to the year the plan is filed. 

3. An electric system map or maps showing all transmission lines with voltage rating 

of 230 kV or greater and all interties with voltage rating of 69 kV or greater. 

4. A map showing the reporting electric utility’s service area, where service area is 

defined as all areas in which the reporting utility provides electric service at both distribution and 

transmission levels. 
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Forecast of Electric Power Demand, and 

Energy Consumption 

The demand forecast provides a key element of the demonstration of the reliability need for 

additional generating capacity. The following data shall be provided for a ten year historical 

period and a ten year forecast period unless otherwise noted: 

 1. Schedules 2.1, 2.2, 2.3: Tabular displays of energy consumption (GWH) and 

number of customers by customer classification (residential, commercial, industrial, and other) 

within the reporting electric utility’s service area. Other sales and purchases within the state and 

out-of-state shall be included and identified. 

 2. Schedules 3.1, 3.2, 3.3: Tabular displays of base case winter and summer peak 

demand (MW), and net energy for load (GWH) in the reporting service area. Provide, if 

available, high and low ten year load forecasts of winter and summer peak demand, and net 

energy for load in the reporting service area based upon high and low rates of economic growth, 

using the format of tables 3.1-3.3. Provide the major assumptions for each growth scenario. If 

banded forecasts are not available, describe how the forecasts are tested for sensitivity to varying 

economic conditions and customer growth rates.  Provide the forecast sensitivities for winter and 

summer peak demand, and net energy for load. The tables shall include electric utility-sponsored 

residential and commercial/industrial Demand Side Management (DSM) data. 

 3. Schedule 4:  A tabular display of monthly peak demand and net energy for load 

for the most recent calendar year that actual data is available and for the first two forecast years. 

 4. Schedule 5:  A base case ten year fuel quantity forecast, in volumetric units such 

as tons of coal, cubic feet of natural gas, and barrels of oil for all fuels used to generate 
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electricity at t4~e electric utility generating facilities. The data shall be further broken down by 

type of unit within fuel type such as Combined Cycle (CC), Combustion Turbine (CT), and 

Steam. Include the most recent two years of actual data. 

 5. Schedules 6.1, 6.2: A base case ten year forecast showing the annual net energy 

for load (GWH), broken down by fuel type. Include separate categories for purchases from other 

utilities and for purchases from non-utility generators. The data shall be further broken down by 

type of unit within fuel type such as CC, CT, and Steam. Include the most recent two years of 

actual data. Also, convert the data described above into percent of net energy for load. 

Forecasting Methods and Procedures 

 Each electric utility shall provide documentation of the forecasting procedures used and 

the rationale for their use. Describe the types of data and data sources used, and discuss any 

significant assumptions and informed judgments implicit in the forecast. 

Forecast of Facilities Requirements 

 Each electric utility submitting a ten-year site plan shall illustrate how its existing and 

proposed generating facilities will provide for the forecasted load. The capacity forecast shall 

consider all existing generating capability and all plants currently under construction, and 

compare this total capability to projected demand plus required reserves to determine 

requirements for additional generating facilities. The requirements forecast shall identify all such 

facilities whose commercial operation is expected during the ten-year period following 

December 31 of the forecast year. Specific information to be provided in the forecast of facilities 

requirement shall include: 

 1. Schedules 7.1, 7.2: Tabular displays listing a ten-year projection of electric 

capacity, and summer and winter peak demand with resulting reserve margins. 
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 2. Schedule 8: A tabular display of the generating unit additions and changes, 

including unit specific data for each unit which is expected to commence commercial operation 

during the ten-year forecast period. 

 3. Schedule 9: A status report and specifications of proposed generating facilities. 

 4. Schedule 10: A status report and specifications of proposed directly associated 

transmission lines corresponding with proposed generating facilities. 

 5. Identify the supply-side resources, by year and type, that will need to be 

constructed by the electric utility or purchased from a non-utility source, after fully integrating 

cost-effective demand-side resources for the ten-year planning horizon. Include any repowerings, 

life extensions, and purchases from electric utility and non-utility sources. 

Other Planning Assumptions and Information 

 The ten year site plan shall provide sufficient information to assure the Commission that 

an adequate and reliable supply of electricity at the lowest cost possible is planned for the state’s 

electric needs. In addition to the data requirements previously identified, the ten-year site plan 

shall address the following specific areas of the plan including planning assumptions and plan 

sensitivity. 

 1. Describe how any transmission constraints were modeled and explain the impacts 

on the plan. Discuss any plans for alleviating any transmission constraints. 

 2. Discuss the extent to which the overall economics of the plan were analyzed. 

Discuss how the plan is determined to be cost effective. Discuss any changes in the generation 

expansion plan as a result of sensitivity tests to the base case load forecast. 

 3. Explain and discuss the assumptions used to derive the base case fuel price 
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forecast. Explain the extent to which the utility tested the sensitivity of the base case plan to high 

and low fuel price scenarios. If high and low fuel price sensitivities were performed, explain the 

changes made to the base case fuel price forecast to generate the sensitivities. If high and low 

fuel price scenarios were performed as part of the planning process, discuss the resulting 

changes, if any, in the generation expansion plan under the high and low fuel price scenario. If 

high and low fuel price sensitivities were not evaluated, describe how the base case plan is tested 

for sensitivity to varying fuel prices. 

 4. Describe how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with respect to holding the 

differential between oil/gas and coal constant over the planning horizon. 

 5. Describe how generating unit performance was modeled in the planning process. 

 6. Describe and discuss the financial assumptions used in the planning process. 

Discuss how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with respect to varying financial assumptions. 

 7. Describe in detail the electric utility’s Integrated Resource Planning process. 

Discuss whether the optimization was based on revenue requirements, rates, or total resource 

cost. 

 8. Define and discuss the electric utility’s generation and transmission reliability 

criteria. 

 9. Discuss how the electric utility verifies the durability of energy savings for its 

DSM programs. 

 10. Discuss how strategic concerns are incorporated in the planning process. 

 11. Describe the procurement process the electric utility intends to utilize to acquire 

the additional supply-side resources identified in the electric utility’s ten-year site plan. 

 12. Provide the transmission construction and upgrade plans for electric utility system 
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lines that must be certified under the Transmission Line Siting Act (403.52 - 403.536, F.S.) 

during the planning horizon. Also, provide the rationale for any new or upgraded line. 

Environmental and Land Use Information 

 1. The following information on potential sites for each new generating facility 

identified in the requirements forecast shall be provided if the utility has obtained a price for the 

site either through purchase, option, or other means: 

 a. A United States Geological Survey map at a scale of 1 inch:24,000 feet showing 

the general location of the potential site. 

 b. A description of the existing land use(s) of the site and adjacent area. 

 c. A description of the general environmental features in the vicinity of the site (i.e., 

wetlands, uplands, water bodies, other unique features, etc.). 

 d. A description of projected quantities of water needed for the following uses: 

 1) Industrial processing; 

 2) Industrial cooling; 

 3)  Other uses (such as domestic, irrigation, other potable or non-potable uses). 

 e. A description of potential water supply sources by type (including ground, 

surface, reclaimed wastewater, other) for each of the above uses. 

 2. The following information on each identified preferred site for each required 

facility shall be provided if the utility has obtained a price for the site either through purchase, 

option, or other means. These sites shall be fully disclosed in the ten-year site plan as soon as all 

parcels of land making up the site have either been purchased by, or are under option to, the 

utility or are the subject of condemnation proceedings. 
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Land and Environmental Features 

 a. A United States Geological Survey map at a scale of 1 inch: 24,000 feet showing 

the general location of the preferred site. 

 b. A map showing the general layout of the proposed facilities on the preferred site. 

 c. A map of the preferred site and adjacent areas in the vicinity of the preferred site, 

showing the level III, (or if level III is not available, the level II), Florida Land Use, Cover and 

Forms Classification System (FLUCCS) land use cover data. 

 d. A description of the existing land use(s) of the preferred site and adjacent areas. 

 e. A description of the general environmental features on and in the vicinity of the 

site (i.e., wetlands, uplands, water bodies, other unique features, etc.), including the following: 

  1) A description of the natural environment, including the types and acreages 

of the wetland systems, upland systems, water bodies, etc.; 

  2) A description of all known animal species designated by the state in 

Chapter 39-27, F.A.C., as threatened, endangered, or a species of special concern; plant species 

identified as state endangered or threatened in Rule 5B-40.0055, F.A.C.; or a plant or animal 

species listed in 50 C.F.R. § 17.11-12. 

  3) A statement indicating whether all or portions of the preferred site have 

been designated by the applicable regional planning council(s) as a natural resource of regional 

significance in their Strategic Regional Policy Plan(s) 

  4) A description of any other significant features on the preferred site. 

 f. A description of the design features and mitigation options being considered in 

the development of the preferred site. 

 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 838

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



 8 

 g. A description of local government future land use designations for the site and 

adjacent areas. 

 h. A description of the criteria used in the site selection process and the conclusions 

that resulted in the selection of the preferred site over other potential sites, including 

consideration of existing or proposed utility and other linear corridors.  

Water Supply 

 i. A general description of the existing ground and surface water resources of the 

preferred site and adjacent areas, including a description of any water resource caution areas 

identified by the applicable water management district(s). 

 j. A description of the geologic features of the preferred site and adjacent areas. 

 k. A description of projected quantities of water needed for the following uses: 

  1) Industrial processing. 

  2) Industrial cooling. 

  3) Other uses (such as domestic, irrigation, other potable or non-potable 

uses). 

 1. A description of potential water supply sources by type (including ground, 

surface, reclaimed wastewater, other) for each of the uses listed in subsection k. To the extent 

known, identify the specific aquifers or surface water bodies being considered. 

 m. A general description of the available water conservation strategies that are being 

considered in the project design to minimize water demands, including a description of how they 

may influence the selection and design of the facility’s cooling and processing methodologies. 

 n. A description of potential thermal, industrial, point, and non-point discharges and 

the applicable pollution control systems that are being considered in the project design to avoid 
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or minimize the adverse impacts of the proposed facility. 

 o. A general description of any proposed fuel delivery and storage and solid or 

liquid waste disposal facilities and the applicable design features and pollution control systems 

that are being considered to avoid or minimize adverse impacts to ground and surface water 

resources. 

Air and Noise Emissions 

 p. Estimates of air emissions and a description of potential control systems that are 

being considered (or used) in the project design to avoid or minimize the adverse impacts of the 

proposed facility. 

 q. Estimates of noise emissions and a description of potential control systems that 

are being considered (or used) in the project design to avoid or minimize the adverse impacts of 

the proposed facility. 

Other 

 3. Provide the status of the application for certification of the preferred site with the 

Department of Environmental Protection: certified, certification pending, or certification denied.  
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FLA. STAT. § 120.68 (1)(a), (7) 

Judicial review.— 

(1)(a) A party who is adversely affected by final agency action is entitled to judicial review. 

(7) The court shall remand a case to the agency for further proceedings consistent with the 

court’s decision or set aside agency action, as appropriate, when it finds that: 

(a) There has been no hearing prior to agency action and the reviewing court finds that the 

validity of the action depends upon disputed facts; 

(b) The agency’s action depends on any finding of fact that is not supported by competent, 

substantial evidence in the record of a hearing conducted pursuant to ss. 120.569 and 120.57; 

however, the court shall not substitute its judgment for that of the agency as to the weight of the 

evidence on any disputed finding of fact; 

(c) The fairness of the proceedings or the correctness of the action may have been impaired by 

a material error in procedure or a failure to follow prescribed procedure; 

(d) The agency has erroneously interpreted a provision of law and a correct interpretation 

compels a particular action; or 

(e) The agency’s exercise of discretion was: 

1. Outside the range of discretion delegated to the agency by law; 

2. Inconsistent with agency rule; 

3. Inconsistent with officially stated agency policy or a prior agency practice, if deviation 

therefrom is not explained by the agency; or 

4. Otherwise in violation of a constitutional or statutory provision; 

but the court shall not substitute its judgment for that of the agency on an issue of discretion. 
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FLA. STAT. § 186.801 (2) 

Ten-year site plans.— 

(2) Within 9 months after the receipt of the proposed plan, the commission shall make a 

preliminary study of such plan and classify it as “suitable” or “unsuitable.” The commission may 

suggest alternatives to the plan. All findings of the commission shall be made available to the 

Department of Environmental Protection for its consideration at any subsequent electrical power 

plant site certification proceedings. It is recognized that 10-year site plans submitted by an 

electric utility are tentative information for planning purposes only and may be amended at any 

time at the discretion of the utility upon written notification to the commission. A complete 

application for certification of an electrical power plant site under chapter 403, when such site is 

not designated in the current 10-year site plan of the applicant, shall constitute an amendment to 

the 10-year site plan. In its preliminary study of each 10-year site plan, the commission shall 

consider such plan as a planning document and shall review: 

(a) The need, including the need as determined by the commission, for electrical power in the 

area to be served. 

(b) The effect on fuel diversity within the state. 

(c) The anticipated environmental impact of each proposed electrical power plant site. 

(d) Possible alternatives to the proposed plan. 

(e) The views of appropriate local, state, and federal agencies, including the views of the 

appropriate water management district as to the availability of water and its recommendation as 

to the use by the proposed plant of salt water or fresh water for cooling purposes. 

(f) The extent to which the plan is consistent with the state comprehensive plan. 
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(g) The plan with respect to the information of the state on energy availability and 

consumption. 

(h) The amount of renewable energy resources the utility produces or purchases. 

(i) The amount of renewable energy resources the utility plans to produce or purchase over the 

10-year planning horizon and the means by which the production or purchases will be achieved. 

(j) A statement describing how the production and purchase of renewable energy resources 

impact the utility’s present and future capacity and energy needs. 
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FLA. STAT. § 187.101 

Description of plan; legislative intent; construction and application of plan.— 

(1) The State Comprehensive Plan shall provide long-range policy guidance for the orderly 

social, economic, and physical growth of the state. It shall be reviewed biennially by the 

Legislature, and implementation of its policies shall require legislative action unless otherwise 

specifically authorized by the constitution or law. 

(2) The State Comprehensive Plan is intended to be a direction-setting document. Its policies 

may be implemented only to the extent that financial resources are provided pursuant to 

legislative appropriation or grants or appropriations of any other public or private entities. The 

plan does not create regulatory authority or authorize the adoption of agency rules, criteria, or 

standards not otherwise authorized by law. 

(3) The goals and policies contained in the State Comprehensive Plan shall be reasonably 

applied where they are economically and environmentally feasible, not contrary to the public 

interest, and consistent with the protection of private property rights. The plan shall be construed 

and applied as a whole, and no specific goal or policy in the plan shall be construed or applied in 

isolation from the other goals and policies in the plan.  
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FLA. STAT. § 187.201 (11) 

State Comprehensive Plan adopted.—The Legislature hereby adopts as the State 

Comprehensive Plan the following specific goals and policies: 

(11) ENERGY.— 

(a) Goal.—Florida shall reduce its energy requirements through enhanced conservation and 

efficiency measures in all end-use sectors and shall reduce atmospheric carbon dioxide by 

promoting an increased use of renewable energy resources and low-carbon-emitting electric 

power plants. 

(b) Policies.— 

1. Continue to reduce per capita energy consumption. 

2. Encourage and provide incentives for consumer and producer energy conservation and 

establish acceptable energy performance standards for buildings and energy consuming items. 

3. Improve the efficiency of traffic flow on existing roads. 

4. Ensure energy efficiency in transportation design and planning and increase the availability 

of more efficient modes of transportation. 

5. Reduce the need for new power plants by encouraging end-use efficiency, reducing peak 

demand, and using cost-effective alternatives. 

6. Increase the efficient use of energy in design and operation of buildings, public utility 

systems, and other infrastructure and related equipment. 

7. Promote the development and application of solar energy technologies and passive solar 

design techniques. 

8. Provide information on energy conservation through active media campaigns. 
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9. Promote the use and development of renewable energy resources and low-carbon-emitting 

electric power plants. 

10. Develop and maintain energy preparedness plans that will be both practical and effective 

under circumstances of disrupted energy supplies or unexpected price surges. 
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FLA. STAT. § 366.01 

Legislative declaration.— 

The regulation of public utilities as defined herein is declared to be in the public interest and this 

chapter shall be deemed to be an exercise of the police power of the state for the protection of the 

public welfare and all the provisions hereof shall be liberally construed for the accomplishment 

of that purpose.
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FLA. STAT. § 366.041 

Rate fixing; adequacy of facilities as criterion.— 

(1) In fixing the just, reasonable, and compensatory rates, charges, fares, tolls, or rentals to be 

observed and charged for service within the state by any and all public utilities under its 

jurisdiction, the commission is authorized to give consideration, among other things, to the 

efficiency, sufficiency, and adequacy of the facilities provided and the services rendered; the cost 

of providing such service and the value of such service to the public; the ability of the utility to 

improve such service and facilities; and energy conservation and the efficient use of alternative 

energy resources; provided that no public utility shall be denied a reasonable rate of return upon 

its rate base in any order entered pursuant to such proceedings. In its consideration thereof, the 

commission shall have authority, and it shall be the commission’s duty, to hear service 

complaints, if any, that may be presented by subscribers and the public during any proceedings 

involving such rates, charges, fares, tolls, or rentals; however, no service complaints shall be 

taken up or considered by the commission at any proceedings involving rates, charges, fares, 

tolls, or rentals unless the utility has been given at least 30 days’ written notice thereof, and any 

proceeding may be extended, prior to final determination, for such period; further, no order 

hereunder shall be made effective until a reasonable time has been given the utility involved to 

correct the cause of service complaints, considering the factor of growth in the community and 

availability of necessary equipment. 

(2) The power and authority herein conferred upon the commission shall not cancel or amend 

any existing punitive powers of the commission but shall be supplementary thereto and shall be 

construed liberally to further the legislative intent that adequate service be rendered by public 
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utilities in the state in consideration for the rates, charges, fares, tolls, and rentals fixed by said 

commission and observed by said utilities under its jurisdiction. 

(3) The term “public utility” as used herein means all persons or corporations which the 

commission has the authority, power, and duty to regulate for the purpose of fixing rates and 

charges for services rendered and requiring the rendition of adequate service. 

(4) No electric utility may collect impact fees designed to recover capital costs in initiating new 

service unless the utility can demonstrate and the commission finds that such fees are fair, just, 

and reasonable and are collected from the ultimate utility customer of record at such time as or 

after permanent electric service is provided. This prohibition shall not apply to underground 

electric distribution lines or line extension charges collected pursuant to approved tariffs. 

 

  

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 851

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



11 
 

FLA. STAT. § 366.06(1) 

Rates; procedure for fixing and changing.— 

(1) A public utility shall not, directly or indirectly, charge or receive any rate not on file with 

the commission for the particular class of service involved, and no change shall be made in any 

schedule. All applications for changes in rates shall be made to the commission in writing under 

rules and regulations prescribed, and the commission shall have the authority to determine and 

fix fair, just, and reasonable rates that may be requested, demanded, charged, or collected by any 

public utility for its service. The commission shall investigate and determine the actual legitimate 

costs of the property of each utility company, actually used and useful in the public service, and 

shall keep a current record of the net investment of each public utility company in such property 

which value, as determined by the commission, shall be used for ratemaking purposes and shall 

be the money honestly and prudently invested by the public utility company in such property 

used and useful in serving the public, less accrued depreciation, and shall not include any 

goodwill or going-concern value or franchise value in excess of payment made therefor. In fixing 

fair, just, and reasonable rates for each customer class, the commission shall, to the extent 

practicable, consider the cost of providing service to the class, as well as the rate history, value of 

service, and experience of the public utility; the consumption and load characteristics of the 

various classes of customers; and public acceptance of rate structures. 
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FLA. STAT. § 366.81 

Legislative findings and intent.— 

The Legislature finds and declares that it is critical to utilize the most efficient and cost-effective 

demand-side renewable energy systems and conservation systems in order to protect the health, 

prosperity, and general welfare of the state and its citizens. Reduction in, and control of, the 

growth rates of electric consumption and of weather-sensitive peak demand are of particular 

importance. The Legislature further finds that the Florida Public Service Commission is the 

appropriate agency to adopt goals and approve plans related to the promotion of demand-side 

renewable energy systems and the conservation of electric energy and natural gas usage. The 

Legislature directs the commission to develop and adopt overall goals and authorizes the 

commission to require each utility to develop plans and implement programs for increasing 

energy efficiency and conservation and demand-side renewable energy systems within its service 

area, subject to the approval of the commission. Since solutions to our energy problems are 

complex, the Legislature intends that the use of solar energy, renewable energy sources, highly 

efficient systems, cogeneration, and load-control systems be encouraged. Accordingly, in 

exercising its jurisdiction, the commission shall not approve any rate or rate structure which 

discriminates against any class of customers on account of the use of such facilities, systems, or 

devices. This expression of legislative intent shall not be construed to preclude experimental 

rates, rate structures, or programs. The Legislature further finds and declares that ss. 366.80-

366.83 and 403.519 are to be liberally construed in order to meet the complex problems of 

reducing and controlling the growth rates of electric consumption and reducing the growth rates 

of weather-sensitive peak demand; increasing the overall efficiency and cost-effectiveness of 
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electricity and natural gas production and use; encouraging further development of demand-side 

renewable energy systems; and conserving expensive resources, particularly petroleum fuels.  
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FLA. STAT. § 366.91(1), (2)(d), (3)—(7) 

Renewable energy.— 

(1) The Legislature finds that it is in the public interest to promote the development of 

renewable energy resources in this state. Renewable energy resources have the potential to help 

diversify fuel types to meet Florida’s growing dependency on natural gas for electric production, 

minimize the volatility of fuel costs, encourage investment within the state, improve 

environmental conditions, and make Florida a leader in new and innovative technologies. 

(2) As used in this section, the term: 

(d) “Renewable energy” means electrical energy produced from a method that uses one or 

more of the following fuels or energy sources: hydrogen produced from sources other than fossil 

fuels, biomass, solar energy, geothermal energy, wind energy, ocean energy, and hydroelectric 

power. The term includes the alternative energy resource, waste heat, from sulfuric acid 

manufacturing operations and electrical energy produced using pipeline-quality synthetic gas 

produced from waste petroleum coke with carbon capture and sequestration. 

(3) On or before January 1, 2006, each public utility must continuously offer a purchase 

contract to producers of renewable energy. The commission shall establish requirements relating 

to the purchase of capacity and energy by public utilities from renewable energy producers and 

may adopt rules to administer this section. The contract shall contain payment provisions for 

energy and capacity which are based upon the utility’s full avoided costs, as defined in 

s. 366.051; however, capacity payments are not required if, due to the operational characteristics 

of the renewable energy generator or the anticipated peak and off-peak availability and capacity 

factor of the utility’s avoided unit, the producer is unlikely to provide any capacity value to the 

utility or the electric grid during the contract term. Each contract must provide a contract term of 
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at least 10 years. Prudent and reasonable costs associated with a renewable energy contract shall 

be recovered from the ratepayers of the contracting utility, without differentiation among 

customer classes, through the appropriate cost-recovery clause mechanism administered by the 

commission. 

(4) On or before January 1, 2006, each municipal electric utility and rural electric cooperative 

whose annual sales, as of July 1, 1993, to retail customers were greater than 2,000 gigawatt hours 

must continuously offer a purchase contract to producers of renewable energy containing 

payment provisions for energy and capacity which are based upon the utility’s or cooperative’s 

full avoided costs, as determined by the governing body of the municipal utility or cooperative; 

however, capacity payments are not required if, due to the operational characteristics of the 

renewable energy generator or the anticipated peak and off-peak availability and capacity factor 

of the utility’s avoided unit, the producer is unlikely to provide any capacity value to the utility 

or the electric grid during the contract term. Each contract must provide a contract term of at 

least 10 years. 

(5) On or before January 1, 2009, each public utility shall develop a standardized 

interconnection agreement and net metering program for customer-owned renewable generation. 

The commission shall establish requirements relating to the expedited interconnection and net 

metering of customer-owned renewable generation by public utilities and may adopt rules to 

administer this section. 

(6) On or before July 1, 2009, each municipal electric utility and each rural electric cooperative 

that sells electricity at retail shall develop a standardized interconnection agreement and net 

metering program for customer-owned renewable generation. Each governing authority shall 

establish requirements relating to the expedited interconnection and net metering of customer-
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owned generation. By April 1 of each year, each municipal electric utility and rural electric 

cooperative utility serving retail customers shall file a report with the commission detailing 

customer participation in the interconnection and net metering program, including, but not 

limited to, the number and total capacity of interconnected generating systems and the total 

energy net metered in the previous year. 

(7) Under the provisions of subsections (5) and (6), when a utility purchases power generated 

from biogas produced by the anaerobic digestion of agricultural waste, including food waste or 

other agricultural byproducts, net metering shall be available at a single metering point or as a 

part of conjunctive billing of multiple points for a customer at a single location, so long as the 

provision of such service and its associated charges, terms, and other conditions are not 

reasonably projected to result in higher cost electric service to the utility’s general body of 

ratepayers or adversely affect the adequacy or reliability of electric service to all customers, as 

determined by the commission for public utilities, or as determined by the governing authority of 

the municipal electric utility or rural electric cooperative that serves at retail.  
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FLA. STAT. § 403.502(4) 

Legislative intent.— 

The Legislature finds that the present and predicted growth in electric power demands in this 

state requires the development of a procedure for the selection and utilization of sites for 

electrical generating facilities and the identification of a state position with respect to each 

proposed site and its associated facilities. The Legislature recognizes that the selection of sites 

and the routing of associated facilities, including transmission lines, will have a significant 

impact upon the welfare of the population, the location and growth of industry, and the use of the 

natural resources of the state. The Legislature finds that the efficiency of the permit application 

and review process at both the state and local level would be improved with the implementation 

of a process whereby a permit application would be centrally coordinated and all permit 

decisions could be reviewed on the basis of standards and recommendations of the deciding 

agencies. It is the policy of this state that, while recognizing the pressing need for increased 

power generation facilities, the state shall ensure through available and reasonable methods that 

the location and operation of electrical power plants will produce minimal adverse effects on 

human health, the environment, the ecology of the land and its wildlife, and the ecology of state 

waters and their aquatic life and will not unduly conflict with the goals established by the 

applicable local comprehensive plans. It is the intent to seek courses of action that will fully 

balance the increasing demands for electrical power plant location and operation with the broad 

interests of the public. Such action will be based on these premises: 

(4) To assure the citizens of Florida that renewable energy sources and technologies, as well as 

conservation measures, are utilized to the extent reasonably available. 
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FLA. STAT. § 403.519 (3) 

Exclusive forum for determination of need.— 

(3) The commission shall be the sole forum for the determination of this matter, which 

accordingly shall not be raised in any other forum or in the review of proceedings in such other 

forum. In making its determination, the commission shall take into account the need for electric 

system reliability and integrity, the need for adequate electricity at a reasonable cost, the need for 

fuel diversity and supply reliability, whether the proposed plant is the most cost-effective 

alternative available, and whether renewable energy sources and technologies, as well as 

conservation measures, are utilized to the extent reasonably available. The commission shall also 

expressly consider the conservation measures taken by or reasonably available to the applicant or 

its members which might mitigate the need for the proposed plant and other matters within its 

jurisdiction which it deems relevant. The commission’s determination of need for an electrical 

power plant shall create a presumption of public need and necessity and shall serve as the 

commission’s report required by s.403.507(4). An order entered pursuant to this section 

constitutes final agency action. 
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KeyCite Yellow Flag - Negative Treatment

 Reconsideration Granted in Part by In Re: Petition of Florida Power and Light Company for an Increase in Its and Charges., Fla.P.S.C., December

28, 1984

84 FPSC 7:136, 1984 WL 918968 (Fla.P.S.C.)

In Re: Petition of Florida Power and Light Company for an Increase in Its Rates and Charges.

Docket No. 830465-EI
Order No. 13537

Florida Public Service Commission
July 24, 1984

APPEARANCES: MATTHEW M. CHILDS, Esquire, JOHN T. BUTLER, Esquire, and CHARLES GUYTON,
Esquire, Steel, Hector and Davis, Suite 320, Barnett Bank Building, 315 South Calhoun Street, Tallahassee, Florida
32301, and MORRIS SHELKOFSKY, Esquire, 9250 West Flagler Street, Miami, Florida 33152, for Florida Power and
Light Company JACK SHREVE, Esquire, Public Counsel, STEVE BURGESS, Esquire, CAROLYN OLIVE, Esquire,
and STEPHEN FOGEL, Esquire, Office of Public Counsel, Room 4, Holland Building, Tallahassee, Florida 32301, for
the Citizens of the State of Florida THOMAS F. WOODS, Esquire, Woods & Carlson, 1030 East Lafayette Street, Suite
112, Tallahassee, Florida 32301, for Florida Hotel & Motel Association GEORGE B. STALLINGS, JR., Esquire, P. O.
Box 13, Ortega Station, 5411 Ortega Boulevard, Jacksonville, Florida 32210, for Florida Retail Federation MILDRED
E. V. PITTS, Esquire, Office of General Counsel - LK, Room 4002, 18th & F Streets, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20405,
for General Services Administration MARK H. RICHARD, Esquire, Law Offices of Neil Chonin, P.A., 304 Palermo
Avenue, Coral Gables, Florida 33134, for Floridians United for Safe Energy, Inc. IRA DANIEL TOKAYER, Esquire,
1626 Dade County Courthouse, 73 West Flagler Street, Miami, Florida 33130, for Metropolitan Dade County JOHN W.
MCWHIRTER, JR., Esquire, and JOSEPH A. MCGLOTHLIN, Esquire, Lawson, McWhirter, Grandoff & Reeves, 201
East Kennedy Boulevard, Suite 821, P. O. Box 3350, Tampa, Florida 33601, for Florida Industrial Power Users Group
ROBERT D. ZAHNER, Esquire, City Hall - 405 Biltmore Way, Coral Gables, Florida 33134, for City of Coral Gables
MICHAEL B. TWOMEY, Esquire, J. ROGER HOWE, Esquire, CARRIE J. HIGHTMAN, Esquire, and JOSE DIEZ-
ARGUELLES, Esquire, 101 East Gaines Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32301, for the Commission Staff PRENTICE P.
PRUITT, Esquire, 101 East Gaines Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32301, counsel to the Commissioners

Before Gerald L. Gunter, Chairman, Joseph P. Cresse, John R. Marks, III, Katie Nichols and Susan W. Leisner,
Commissioners.
ORDER AUTHORIZING CERTAIN INCREASES

BY THE COMMISSION:

Pursuant to duly given Notice, the Florida Public Service Commission held public hearings in this docket on January
30, 1984, in Miami, Florida; February 3, 1984 in Fort Lauderdale, Florida; February 13, 1984, in Sarasota, Florida;
February 16, 1984, in Daytona Beach, Florida; February 20, 1984, in Fort Myers, Florida; March 30, 1984, in Palm
Beach Gardens, Florida, and in Tallahassee, Florida, on April 9-13, 16, and 18-20, 1984. Having considered the record
herein, the Commission now enters its final order.

SUMMARY OF DECISION

In this Order, we have determined that Florida Power and Light Company (FPL, the Utility or the Company) should be
authorized an increase in gross revenues of $81,464,000 for the test year 1984 and $114,984,000 for the 1985 “subsequent
year” adjustment. In reaching this decision, we have concluded that FPL should have an opportunity to earn 15.6%
on its common equity capital. Construction Work in Progress (CWIP) included in rate base has been reduced from the
$267,631,000 authorized in FPL's last rate case to zero. We have disallowed in excess of $84 million of FPL's projected
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1984 Operating and Maintenance (O&M) expenses because the Company failed to carry its burden of proving the
expenses projected were to be reasonably and prudently incurred and necessary to the provision of electric service to
its customers. In the rate design area, we have eliminated mandatory time-of-use rates to allow customers additional
freedom of choice. An index to this order appears on Appendix A and summary statements of our adjustments are set
forth on Appendices B and C.

BACKGROUND

This proceeding was commenced on November 23, 1983 by the filing of FPL's petition for a rate increase designed
to produce $335,274,000 in additional annual revenues in 1984 and $120,279,000 in additional revenues in 1985. We
suspended the proposed rates on January 23, 1984 by the issuance of Order No. 12919. As also noted in Order No. 12919,
we denied FPL's alternative requests for interim rate relief.

Extensive public hearings have been held on FPL's rate request. These hearings extended over 15 days and resulted
in a record comprising over 4,000 pages of transcript and over 145 exhibits. We have had the active participation of
numerous parties, including the Public Counsel, other representatives of the public, governmental agencies and large
industrial customers.

THE PARTIES

Florida Power and Light Company

Florida Power and Light Company has been engaged in the electric utility business since 1925. It operates in 35 counties
in the State of Florida, serving an area of approximately 27,650 square miles with an estimated population of 5.6 million.
As of year end 1983, FPL served approximately 2.5 million customers in some 700 communities. For the 12 months
ended December 31, 1983 52.5% of FPL's operating revenues were derived from residential sales, 34.6% from commercial
sales and 12.9% from other sources.

FPL generates its power from 28 steam turbines, 2 combined cycle units, 48 gas turbines and 10 diesel units. Four of
the Company's steam turbine units are nuclear-fueled, while the remainder are either oil or oil/gas fired. FPL's total net
summer generating capability is 13,470 megawatts (MW). FPL has interconnections and/or interchange agreements with
numerous Florida electric utilities, and purchases “coal-by-wire” from Georgia Power Company and Southern Services,
Inc. FPL reached its 60-minute net peak of 10,676 MW on July 25, 1983. The generated or purchased power reaches the
utility's customers through 4,565 miles of transmission line and some 42,042 miles of distribution line.

FPL's last full rate case was in 1982 (Order No. 11437, Docket No. 820097-EU, issued 12/22/82). In that case,
we authorized a gross annual revenue increase of $100,805,000 out of the $281,000,000 requested. Additionally, we
determined that FPL's fair rate of return on equity fell within the range of 14.85% - 16.85% and utilized 15.85% in
establishing FPL's overall rate of return of 10.83%. We denied FPL's Nuclear Power Plant Cost Recovery Factor, which
was related to its then uncompleted St. Lucie Unit No. 2, but retained jurisdiction to consider the inclusion of that unit
in rate base at a later date.

In 1983, we held additional hearings on the inclusion of St. Lucie 2 in rate base and on August 9, 1983, we issued Order
No. 12348, which authorized FPL to increase its rates so as to generate additional gross annual revenues of $237,816,000.
These revised rates became effective 30 days after the unit was placed into commercial operation and consisted of an
annual incremental rate base revenue requirement of $121,169,000 for the then $1.1 billion plant and an incremental
operating expenses revenue requirement of $116,647,000 related to the plant. FPL witnesses testified that St. Lucie 2 was
expected to realize $179 million in fuel savings compared to the oil-fired generation it displaced during its first year of
operation. Although we reduced FPL's oil inventory working capital allowance by over $39,000,000 and established a
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special Generating Performance Incentive Factor (GPIF) for the unit, we left its overall rate of return at the previously
authorized 10.83% and did not otherwise modify the rates approved in 1982.

By its present petition, FPL has requested gross annual revenue increases of $335,274,000 and $120,279,000 for 1984
and 1985, respectively. These increases, according to the Company, are necessary to provide it with the opportunity to
earn an overall rate of return of 11.18%, which it alleges is fair and reasonable under prevailing conditions and which
would allow for a rate of return on common equity of 17.35%.

Public Counsel

Pursuant to Section 350.061, Florida Statutes, the Public Counsel is appointed by the Joint Legislature Auditing
Committee to represent the general public of Florida before the Florida Public Service Commission.

The Office of Public Counsel (Public Counsel) presented the testimony of two witnesses during this proceeding. Public
Counsel proposed that the Commission establish an average rate base of $5,674,890,000, a return on equity of 14.5%,
and an overall rate of return of 9.80%, for 1984. This results in a net revenue decrease of $113,071,000 for 1984. For
1985, Public Counsel alleged that the Company should get a revenue increase of $24,468,000.

Florida Industrial Power Users Group

Several industrial customers of FPL who are members of the Florida Industrial Power Users Group (FIPUG) intervened
in this proceeding. FIPUG presented the testimony of four witnesses in the areas of cost of service and rate design.
FIPUG advocated the use of the average of the summer and winter peaks cost of service methodology. Additionally,
FIPUG sought the elimination of mandatory time-of-use rates.

Florida Retail Federation, Inc.

The Florida Retail Federation, Inc. (FRF) is a not-for-profit corporation representing numerous retail establishments,
some of whom are customers of FPL. The FRF intervened in this proceeding and presented the testimony of one witness
in the area of rate structure.

Metropolitan Dade County Consumer Advocate

The Consumer Advocate of Metropolitan Dade County is a charged with the responsibility of representing the “public
interest” of the Citizens of Dade County. Although he was granted intervenor status, the Dade Consumer Advocate did
not appear at the hearings in this case.

Floridians United for Safe Energy

Floridians United for Safe Energy (FUSE) intervened in this proceeding. FUSE presented no witnesses, but cross-
examined several witnesses and took positions on several issues, including rate base and net operating income.

The Commission Staff

The Commission Staff participated in the proceedings and presented the testimony of five witnesses dealing with
comparative Utility statistics, accounting and financial matters, cost of captial, rate design, and customer complaints.
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DENIAL OF FPL'S MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF
ORDER NO. 12919, WHICH DENIED INTERIM RATE RELIEF

By Order No. 12919, issued January 23, 1984, we suspended FPL's rate schedules designed to produce $335,274,000 in
additional annual revenues in 1984 and $120,279,000 in additional revenues in 1985 and denied FPL's alternative requests
for interim rate relief. FPL's interim request for $227,000,000, pursuant to Section 366.06(3), Florida Statutes, was denied
because a proper analysis of that request would require the rapid resolution of several issues raised in the permanent
request, which we determined would require a hearing. The Company's alternative interim request for $63,905,000, made
pursuant to Section 366.071, Florida Statutes, (the Interim Statute) was denied because the Utility was not entitled to
interim relief after the Commission made several adjustments to FPL's calculation. The most significant adjustments
were:

1. Reducing FPL's requested CWIP of $294,193,000 by $26,562,000 to the $267,631,000 of CWIP allowed in rate base
in FPL's last rate case;

2. The disallowance of $47,566,000 of O&M expense over and above the Consumer Price Index (CPI) and customer
growth level approved in FPL's last rate case because the Utility did not offer persuasive justification for the increase
despite the fact that they were specifically put on notice in the last rate case of our concern with the rapidly rising O&M
costs; and

3. The inclusion in net income of $119,276,000 related to the inclusion of St. Lucie 2 in rate base.

By its Motion for Reconsideration, FPL asks that we reconsider the above-mentioned adjustments. Specifically, FPL
argues:

1. The $47,566,000 of disallowed non-fuel O&M expenses were actually incurred by FPL during the interim test year.
The rate order in FPL's last case did not make an “adjustment” limiting FPL's growth in O&M expenses to CPI and
customer growth and, thus, the Commission's disallowance was not an “adjustment” permitted by Section 366.071,
Florida Statutes. The effect of this disallowance is to apply “non-rule policy” not noticed, decided or supported by the
record in any case. FPL also argues that it met the statutory requirement of making a prima facie case and that it was
entitled to interim relief because these expenses were prudent.

2. FPL says that the St. Lucie 2 adjustment was not an adjustment consistent with the most recent rate case and was
not proper because it adjusted the “required rate of return” when the statute only makes provision for adjustments to
“achieved rate of return.” FPL believes that neither the adjustment to the required nor the achieved rates of return are
allowed under the interim statute. Even if these types of adjustments were allowed under the interim statute, FPL says
that they are unfair because they only address revenues attributed to St. Lucie 2 and not significant increases in plant-
in-service and O&M expenses related to that plant.

3. FPL states that its calculation of $294,193,000 of CWIP was consistent with the way CWIP was calculated in its last
case and, thus, its request should have been allowed.

In its response to FPL's motion, Public Counsel addressed FPL's arguments as follows:

1. The Commission adequately warned FPL in its last rate order that it might hold the Utility to its stated goal of keeping
increases in non-fuel O&M expenses at or below CPI and customer growth. The Commission is now merely holding the
Utility to that test of reasonableness and, thus, the disallowance of $47 million was appropriate.
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2. With regard to the St. Lucie 2 adjustment, Public Counsel states that FPL received the benefit of a favorable departure
from traditional ratesetting procedures and, thus, was granted an opportunity to earn 15.85% on its equity in St. Lucie
2. Under these circumstances, Public Counsel argues that the Commission wisely and correctly imputed the earnings on
St. Lucie 2 in the interim test year.

3. Public Counsel argues that the Commission allowed a constant dollar amount of CWIP ($267 million) in rate base
in order to ensure the Utility's financial integrity. Accordingly, Public Counsel urges the Commission not to modify its
decision on CWIP.

For the reasons that follow, we deny FPL's Motion for Reconsideration:

Disallowance of Non-Fuel O&M Expenses Exceeding CPI and Customer Growth

As noted by Public Counsel, we adequately placed FPL on notice that we might hold it to its stated company policy
of limiting non-fuel O&M to CPI and customer growth. We merely carried out our announced intention. As will be
discussed more fully in a later section of this order, FPL has failed to support, and we have disallowed as unreasonable,
over $82,000,000 of O&M expenses which exceeded the CPI and customer growth standard in 1984 and over $85,000,000
of similar O&M expenses in 1985.

We believe that our $47,566,000 disallowance of non-fuel O&M expense was an appropriate adjustment consistent with
those used in the Utility's last rate case and that, therefore, it is a legally acceptable and logical method of interpreting
the interim statute. Accordingly, we decline to modify our decision on this point.

The St. Lucie 2 Adjustment

As described earlier in this order, we, by Order No. 12348, issued August 9, 1983, included in FPL's rate base a
jurisdictional incremental rate base addition related to the Company's St. Lucie No. 2 nuclear unit in the amount of
$1,101,351,000. This limited proceeding resulted in a jurisdictional incremental rate base revenue requirement related to
St. Lucie 2 in the amount of $121,169,000 and a jurisdictional incremental operating expenses revenue requirement of
$116,647,000 for a total increase in gross annual revenues of $237,816,000. The new rates were to be effective upon the
placement of St. Lucie 2 into commercial service and applicable to meter readings 30 days later. St. Lucie 2 was later
placed into commercial service and the new rates became effective on September 7, 1983, and applicable to billings on
October 7, 1983.

On November 23, 1983, after the new St. Lucie 2 rates became effective, FPL filed its petition in this docket utilizing
calendar year 1984 as the test year. The Company's interim rate request pursuant to Section 366.071, Florida Statutes,
(the Interim Statute) was based upon a test year ending July 31, 1983. Thus, whether by design or chance, FPL's interim
test year included no portion of the additional $237,816,000 in gross annual revenues it had already begun collecting
pursuant to Order No. 12348. Stated in simple terms, FPL asked us to calculate their interim rates, and wanted us, in
doing so, to ignore the reality that they were already collecting rates designed to recover over $237 million more annually
than authorized in its last full rate case.

FPL's major argument is that the Commission should, for the purposes of calculating interim rates, ignore the effects of
placing St. Lucie 2 in rate base because the resulting adjustment is “not an adjustment consistent with that used in the
most recent rate case.” Such an argument suggests that the interim statute requires that we ignore the reality of our 1983
inclusion of almost $1.5 billion of plant-in-service in rate base and the approval in rates of the associated O&M costs
concurrently with that unit being placed into commercial service. FPL praised the Commission's progressive procedures
with regard to the inclusion of that plant, but now rejects a construction of the interim statute which is not only supported
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by logic and reason but which also benefits the Utility's ratepayers. We believe that our adjustments to both the achieved
and required rates of return related to the inclusion of St. Lucie 2 are appropriate and consistent with our discretion
pursuant to Chapter 366, Florida Statutes, and in the public interest. Accordingly, we decline to modify our decision
on this point.

The Exclusion of a Portion of the Requested CWIP

In our calculation of whether FPL was entitled to any interim rate relief in this proceeding, we included some $267 million
of CWIP in rate base, which was the identical amount included in FPL's last full rate case. In doing so, we declined to
include the total amount of $294,193,000 requested, which FPL stated was calculated in a manner consistent with the
way the $267 million had previously been calculated.

As is more fully discussed in a later section of this order, we have reaffirmed our policy of including CWIP in rate base
only when necessary to maintain the financial integrity of the Utility. When we approved the inclusion of some $267
million of CWIP in FPL's rate base in 1982, the Company had over $1 billion of its investment in St. Lucie 2 accruing
a non-cash, AFUDC return. In 1982 FPL needed $267 million of CWIP in rate base to preserve its financial integrity
and we authorized its inclusion. However, by the time we considered FPL's interim request in this case, we had included
almost $1.5 billion of plant in service related to St. Lucie 2 in rate base, thereby profoundly reducing the percentage of
FPL's investment earning an AFUDC return and significantly enhancing the Company's financial integrity. Whether we
should have included up to $267 million of CWIP in rate base when calculating FPL's entitlement to interim rate relief
may be debatable, but whether we should have included more is, in our opinion, not. For the reasons given, we deny
FPL's Motion for Reconsideration of Order No. 12919 in its entirety.

REVENUE REQUIREMENTS DETERMINATION

The revenue requirements of a utility are derived by establishing its rate base, net operating income and fair rate of return.
A test period of operations, traditionally based upon one year of operations, is used to derive these factors. Multiplying
the rate base by the fair rate of return provides the net operating income the utility is permitted to earn. Comparing
the permitted net operating income with the test year net operating income determines the net operating deficiency or
excess. The total test year revenue deficiency or excess is determined by adjusting the deficiency or excess by the revenue
expansion factor.

THE TEST YEAR

The function of a test year in a rate case is to provide a set period of utility operations that may be analyzed so as to
allow the Commission to set reasonable rates for the period the rates will be in effect. A test period may be based upon
an historic test year with such adjustments as will make it reflect typical conditions in the immediate future, and make it
reasonably representative of expected future operations. Alternatively, a test period may be based upon a projected test
year which, if appropriately developed and adjusted, may reasonably represent expected future operations.

As in other recent major electric utility rate cases, this case is predicated upon projected test years. FPL proposed to
use calendar year 1984 as its base test year and calendar year 1985 as its “subsequent year” test year and received
preliminary approval of these test years at the outset of the proceedings. Having considered the record herein, we affirm
the appropriateness of these test years for the purposes of this case. As adjusted herein, we believe the test periods
reasonably represent expected operations during the periods the approved rates will be in effect.
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Minimum filing requirements (MFRs) Schedule F-15 provides an overview of the assumptions used by the Company
in projecting its test years. Differing from its most recent rate cases, the Company's base test year was predicated on its
normal budget for the prior year, 1983.

The Company's requests were based upon projected data from the following processes:

A. Energy Management Planning

The Energy Management Planning Department projects, in the regular course of business, customers, net energy for
load, energy sales (KWH), and peak load. It also prepares inflation and economic forecasts.

B. System Planning

The System Planning Department projects, in the regular course of business, the generation expansion plan to meet the
peak load and the bulk transmission system needed for the generation expansion plan. The net energy for load data,
along with fuel prices, heat rates, plant outage schedules and interchange projections, is entered into PROMOD, which
calculates fuel expense.

C. O&M Expense Forecast

The Operation and Maintenance (O&M) forecasts were prepared using the Integrated Planning and Control (IPC)
process. The IPC process consists of two general phases. In the first phase, a manager examines his current level of
operation, estimates the actual expenses for the year and then makes adjustments to that estimate for inflation, customer
growth and other non-controllable factors. After identifying those items over which the manager cannot exercise control,
the next step is to eliminate non-recurring events or completed projects.

The manager then adds the impact of new actions started in the prior year. The difference between a fully operational
program and the first year start-up effort is called, “Management Action Carry Over”. Thus, a manager completes the
first of the two phases and establishes a preliminary planning base.

The second phase is used to clearly highlight to the Budget Committee any new actions that are being proposed for
the ensuing year. New actions may range from inspecting, repairing or overhauling a power plant to a request for an
additional employee.

The IPC process as described was executed in several discrete steps. First, various responsibility areas in the Company
were requested to supply the assumptions necessary for the forecast. These assumptions included projections of the CPI
increase, customer growth, postage, telephone rates, etc.

Next a letter was sent to all department heads and division vice presidents requesting that they prepare O&M forecasts
for 1984 and 1985 for their responsibility areas.

When the items described above were complete, the Management Control Department (Management Control) received
the IPC packages from each department or division.

The information was then taken to the Budget Committee for their review and approval, however, the operating budget
is not approved by the Board of Directors.
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D. Capital Expenditures Forecast

Florida Power and Light Company utilizes both an annual capital expenditures budgeting system and a five-year forecast
of capital expenditures. The budget is prepared and revised as appropriate. The five-year forecast is also updated
throughout the year as recognized changes to the Company's plans occur.

When the departments and divisions were requested to prepare a new forecast of O&M expenses for the Rate of Return
Model, they were also asked to review and update the Five-Year Capital Expenditures Forecast. They were further
requested to document any project with expenditures of at least $5,000,000 that would be in process during 1984 or 1985.
New month-by-month projections of expenditures through the end of 1985 were prepared and, if the project extended
beyond that date, annual projections were made through the project's expected completion date. The total Five-Year
Capital Expenditures Forecast was subsequently reviewed and approved by the Budget Committee.

E. Rate of Return Model

There are two parts to the Rate of Return Model - the property module and the financial module.

The property module input is the data from the capital expenditures forecast, plus information on plant in-service dates,
projected retirements and AFUDC rates. It then calculates, by month, balances for plant in service, construction work in
progress, future use property, accumulated depreciation and accumulated amortization, and depreciation expense and
AFUDC.

The financial module uses the output from the property module, the forecast of operation and maintenance expense,
PROMOD, and certain other information and constructs an income statement and rate base.

The output of the Rate of Return Model is combined with other information to develop balance sheets for each month.
This data is then used to determine working capital requirements.

In developing data for 1984 and 1985, actual data for the four months ended April 30, 1983 was used as a starting
point. Projected data for the last eight months of 1983 and for all of 1984 and 1985 was then developed. Prior year
(1983) data included in any presentation consisted of actual 1983 data through April 30, 1983 and projected data for
the May through December 1983 period. The results of the Rate of Return Model, as described above, were used to
develop the 1984 and 1985 requests after certain Company and Commission adjustments from the last rate case, along
with jurisdictionalization.

On the basis of the foregoing, we find that the Company's rate base, net operating income and capital structure are
generally based upon reasonable projections and assumptions and that the methodology employed by the Company in
preparing its case also appears to be reasonable. There are, however, certain areas where we question the reasonableness
of specific projections and assumptions and we shall identify and address these specific areas as they appear throughout
the order. Except for these specific areas, the evidence presented demonstrates that the assumptions and projections
relied upon by the Company in presenting its 1984 test year data are reasonable and may be relied upon as a basis for
setting rates. As will be more fully discussed in a later section on the subsequent year adjustment, the accuracy of the
1985 projections and assumptions may be subject to additional review.

RATE BASE

To establish the Company's overall revenue requirements, we must determine the value of its “rate base,” which
represents the investment on which the Company is entitled to earn a reasonable return. A utility's rate base is
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comprised of various components. These include: (1) net utility plant-in-service, which is comprised of plant-in-service
less accumulated depreciation and amortization, (2) total net utility plant, which is comprised of net utility plant-in-
service, CWIP (where appropriate, plant held for future use, and nuclear fuel, and (3) working capital.

FPL has submitted a proposed jurisdictional rate base of $6,372,388,000 for 1984 and $6,725,149,000 for 1985. Evidence
developed during the course of these proceedings has led us to reduce the 1984 amount to $5,813,566,000 and the 1985
amount to $6,184,410,000. Our adjustments are set forth as follows:

1984

 

 

    Per Company

 

Adjustments

 

As Adjusted

 

 

 

       

A.

 

Utility Plant-in-Service

 

$ 7,312,411,000

 

$( 69,690,000)

 

$ 7,242,721,000

 

 

 

       

B.

 

Accumulated Depreciation and

Amortization

 

(1,677,294,000)

 

( 9,952,000)

 

(1,687,246,000)

 

 

 

       

C.

 

Net Utility Plant-in-Service

 

5,635,117,000

 

( 79,642,000)

 

5,555,475,000

 

 

 

       

D.

 

Construction Work in Progress

 

331,951,000

 

(331,951,000)

 

-0-

 

 

 

       

E.

 

Property Held for Future Use

 

37,393,000

 

( 393,000)

 

37,000,000

 

 

 

       

F.

 

Nuclear Fuel (Net)

 

166,066,000

 

( 65,215,000)

 

100,851,000

 

 

 

       

G.

 

Net Utility Plant

 

6,170,527,000

 

(477,201,000)

 

5,693,326,000

 

 

 

       

H.

 

Working Capital

 

201,861,000

 

( 81,621,000)

 

120,240,000

 

 

 

       

I.

 

Total Rate Base

 

$ 6,372,388,000

 

$(558,822,000)

 

$ 5,813,566,000

 

 

 

       

1985
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    Per Company

 

Adjustments

 

As Adjusted

 

 

 

       

A.

 

Utility Plant in Service

 

$ 7,875,045,000

 

$( 21,668,000)

 

$ 7,853,377,000

 

 

 

       

B.

 

Accumulated Depreciation and

Amortization

 

(1,939,193,000)

 

( 37,467,000)

 

(1,976,660,000)

 

 

 

       

C.

 

Net Utility Plant in Service

 

5,935,852,000

 

( 59,135,000)

 

5,876,717,000

 

 

 

       

D.

 

Construction Work in Progress

 

339,911,000

 

(339,911,000)

 

-0-

 

 

 

       

E.

 

Property Held for Future Use

 

38,717,000

 

( 92,000)

 

38,625,000

 

 

 

       

F.

 

Nuclear Fuel (Net)

 

219,923,000

 

( 63,576,000)

 

156,347,000

 

 

 

       

G.

 

Net Utility Plant

 

6,534,403,000

 

(462,714,000)

 

6,071,689,000

 

 

 

       

H.

 

Working Capital

 

190,746,000

 

( 78,025,000)

 

112,721,000

 

 

 

       

I.

 

Total Rate Base

 

$ 6,725,149,000

 

$(540,739,000)

 

$ 6,184,410,000

 

A. Utility Plant in Service

The amount of utility plant in service originally proposed by the Company was $7,312,411,000 for 1984 and
$7,875,045,000 for 1985. We have made certain adjustments, described below, which reduce utility plant in service to
$7,242,721,000 for 1984 and $7,853,377,000 for 1985.

1. Masonary Wall Repairs

Subsequent to its filing, the Company identified an error concerning the recording of certain masonary wall repairs at
its nuclear plants. The repairs were properly charged to O&M expenses but they were also mistakenly capitalized and
included in plant-in-service. The appropriate adjustments to correct the error are to reduce plant in service by $3,463,000
in 1984 and $4,922,000 in 1985.
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2. Litigation Items

As is more fully described in Orders Nos. 10306 and 11437, we have in FPL's last two rate cases made certain decisions
involving the so-called “Litigation Items”: the Martin Dam, the Expanded Fuel Storage Facilities at Turkey Point, and
the Steam Generator Repairs at Turkey Point. Consistent with those previous orders, FPL has removed from plant-
in-service the amounts associated with the litigation items. However, subsequent to its filing in this case, FPL received
settlement proceeds of $12,231,387 related to the first reracking of the spent fuel nuclear fuel pits at Turkey Point. This
settlement, received on June 1, 1984, consists of $9,473,242 of principal plus $2,758,145 of court-awarded interest. As of
June 1, 1984, the Company's investment in the reracking was $12,704,420 less accumulated depreciation of $2,911,066.
In addition, the Company had deferred carrying charges of $3,457,037 and deferred depreciation expense of $610,573,
which are working capital items, the treatment of which will be addressed in a later section.

Since the litigation concerning this item appears to be concluded, we shall allow the Company to include the net plant-
in-service balance of $3,231,178 ($12,704,420-$9,473,242) and the accumulated depreciation of $2,911,066 in rate base
as of June 1, 1984. On a 13-month average basis, the resulting jurisdictional increases in plant-in-service are $1,639,000
for 1984 and $3,141,000 for 1985. In addition, accumulated depreciation will increase by $1,479,000 and $2,843,000 for
1984 and 1985, respectively, on a jurisdictional basis.

In its projections, the Company also included the cost of the second reracking of the Turkey Point Expanded Fuel Storage
Facilities in plant in service as of June 1985. Per Mr. Hudiburg's Exhibit No. 1-A, the Court ruled that Westinghouse
would be responsible for the second reracking of the storage facilities. Since Westinghouse will bear the cost of the
second reracking, there will not be any additional plant-in-service, in terms of dollars, upon which the ratepayer would
be required to provide a return. We have determined, therefore, that the cost of the second reracking should be excluded
from rate base. This results in a $4,250,000 decrease in plant in service, and a $51,000 reduction in accumulated
depreciation for the year 1985.

3. Jurisdictional Separation Factors

As is more fully explained in the “Jurisdictional Separation” portion of this order, we decline to accept FPL's proposed
separation factors based upon the Company's July 1983 forecast and instead utilized separation factors based upon the
Company's December 1983 forecast. The resulting adjustments to reflect the approved separation factors are to reduce
plant in service by $67,866,000 in 1984 and by $15,637,000 in 1985.

B. Accumulated Depreciation and Amortization

The amount of accumulated depreciation and amortization originally proposed by the Company was $1,677,294,000
for 1984 and $1,939,193,000 for 1985. The net adjustment to this account is an increase of $9,952,000 in 1984 and an
increase of $37,467,000 in 1985.

  1984
 

1985
 

 
 

   

Amount Requested
 

$(1,677,294,000)
 

$(1,939,193,000)
 

Adjustments:
 

   

1. Masonary Wall Repair
 

50,000
 

220,000
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2. Turkey Point - Rerack No. 1
 

( 1,479,000)
 

( 2,843,000)
 

3. Turkey Point - Rerack No. 2
 

-0-
 

51,000
 

4. Separation Factors
 

13,363,000
 

3,471,000)
 

5. Turkey point - Cost of
Removal
 

( 14,395,000)
 

( 14,942,000)
 

6. Depreciation Rates
 

( 7,491,000)
 

( 23,424,000)
 

Total Adjustments
 

( 9,952,000)
 

( 37,467,000)
 

Adjusted Accum. Depre. &
Amort.
 

$(1,687,246,000)
 

$(1,976,660,000)
 

Adjustments No. 1, No. 2, No. 3, and No. 4 represent the effects on accumulated depreciation as a result of the previous
adjustments made to plant-in-service.

1. Turkey Point Cost of Removal

In another matter related to the “Litigation Items,” witness H. Williams testified that an error had been made in the
original filing concerning the exclusion of all items subject to pending litigation. This error is related to the cost of removal
of the Turkey Point steam generators that was included in accumulated depreciation in the jurisdictional amounts of
$14,395,000 and $14,942,000 for 1984 and 1985, respectively. In our opinion, these amounts should be removed from
accumulated depreciation until the pending litigation is concluded. This adjustment increases accumulated depreciation
and results in a decrease in rate base for 1984 and 1985.

2. Depreciation Rates

The Company's filing reflected a level of accumulated depreciation based on revised depreciation rates submitted in
Docket No. 830328-EU. In that docket, however, the Commission denied the Company's request to revise its depreciation
rates and ordered that the Company continue to use its existing depreciation rates. As a result, the accumulated
depreciation, as filed by the Company, is understated by $7,491,000 for 1984 and by $23,424,000 for 1985 on a
jurisdictional basis. We find that this adjustment is appropriate to reflect the proper levels of accumulated depreciation
for 1984 and 1985. As result of this decision, it is also necessary to increase the depreciation expense in the income
statement by $10,366,000 and $11,013,000 for 1984 and 1985, respectively.

C. Net Utility Plant-in-Service

Net utility plant-in-service is comprised of utility plant-in-service, less accumulated depreciation and amortization. We
find that the appropriate amount of net utility plant-in-service for test year 1984 is $5,555,475,000 and $5,876,717,000
for test year 1985.

D. Construction Work in Progress (CWIP)

The Company's investment in plant under construction can be accounted for by either of two methods. An Allowance
for Funds Used During Construction (AFUDC) may be applied to the balance to be capitalized and later recovered
through depreciation charges once the plant is placed in service. When this method is chosen, the financial statements of
the Company reflect income “credits” associated with AFUDC, but the Utility realizes no current cash earnings from
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the investment in CWIP. Alternatively, CWIP may be included as a portion of rate base. Where this treatment is allowed,
CWIP generates cash earnings, which provide cash flow and an increase in coverage ratios. Of course, no AFUDC is
taken on that portion of CWIP which is included in rate base.

In recent cases, we have recognized that both proponents of the inclusion of CWIP in rate base and those who resist
its inclusion have advanced arguments having merit in support of their respective positions, and those arguments have
been repeated in this case. Where necessary to provide and maintain adequate financial integrity, we have included what
we deem to be an appropriate amount of CWIP in rate base for the purpose of maintaining the financial integrity of
the Company on the conviction that the resulting financial ratings of the Utility would lead to a lower cost of capital.
It follows, however, that only that amount of CWIP needed to assure adequate financial integrity should be placed in
rate base. This criterion, and not the Company's effort to arrive at an amount representative of future balances, will
govern our decision.

In FPL's last rate case, we included $267,631,000 of CWIP in rate base because we found that amount would provide
the cash flow necessary to assure the Company's financial integrity. In that case, FPL's projected 13-month average total
company CWIP for 1982 was $1,234,196,000, most of which was related to its then uncompleted St. Lucie 2 nuclear unit.
Utilizing the financial integrity model developed by Dr. Eugene Brigham, our Staff concluded that the inclusion of the
$267,631,000 of CWIP in rate base would allow FPL to achieve times interest earned (TIE) coverage ratios of 3.1 and
1.6, with and without AFUDC, respectively. We found that those ratios, if achieved, would provide FPL with adequate
financial integrity to maintain its A bond rating. In this case, FPL's total jurisdictional request for CWIP in rate base
is $331,951,000 for 1984 and $339,911,000 for 1985.

Following FPL's last full rate case, the Company's investment in St. Lucie No. 2 was placed in rate base in a limited
proceeding (See Order No. 12348), which had the effect of significantly decreasing the amount of CWIP earning AFUDC.
This action, coupled with relatively stable bond yields, declining construction expenditures and rising internal cash
generation should result in FPL achieving higher TIE ratios, lower AFUDC/net income ratios and higher returns on
equity (ROE) in both 1984 and 1985. Based upon these trends, Staff witness Scott Wilson concluded that CWIP should
be included in rate base in amounts necessary to obtain 1985 “market” indicators of:

TIE including AFUDC
 

3.3x
 

 
TIE excluding AFUDC
 

2.8x
 

 
AFUDC/NI
 

30%
 

 
Earned ROE
 

14.5%
 

Evidence in the record (Ex. 10-E) indicated that FPL would have investments in projects not earning AFUDC in the
amount of $98,041,000 for 1984 and $106,590,000 for 1985. Utilizing the financial integrity test, our Staff determined that
including the projects not earning AFUDC in rate base should result in achieved “market” ratios in both 1984 and 1985
that exceeded the financial indicators testified to by Mr. Wilson. Accordingly, our Staff recommended that we include
in rate base $98,041,000 of CWIP not otherwise earning AFUDC in 1984 and $106,590,000 of that type CWIP in 1985.

As announced repeatedly in our more recent electric rate cases, our decision to include CWIP in rate base has been
founded on our overriding concern of providing the particular utility with an opportunity to achieve and maintain
adequate financial integrity. In this case, we have determined that even without the inclusion of any CWIP in rate base,
FPL should be able to maintain its financial integrity in 1984 and 1985. Accordingly, we find that it is not necessary
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to include any CWIP or Nuclear Fuel in Process (NFIP) in rate base in either 1984 or 1985 in order to maintain FPL's
financial integrity.

We understand from this record that FPL's inability to earn AFUDC on the amounts previously described is the
result of several factors, including the manner in which the Company keeps its books and governmental rules or
regulations prohibiting or limiting the utility's ability to earn AFUDC on projects of limited duration or cost. We are
not unsympathetic to this situation and have increased FPL's working capital allowance by $854,000 in 1984 and by
$195,000 in 1985 to account for certain non-AFUDC projects we found should be reclassified as working capital related.
With regard to the remaining non-AFUDC projects, the record is not sufficiently adequate to determine with precision
which projects are ineligible for AFUDC because of the Utility's accounting practices and which, if any, are ineligible
because of governmental regulation. In any event, we shall, in the near future, initiate a workshop to investigate possible
methods of reducing or eliminating projects ineligible for AFUDC due to governmental rule or regulation, if any, and
in the meantime any rules we have are waived so that the Company can appropriately use AFUDC on projects under
construction. Our final policy and decision on this subject will await further orders as a result of the workshop and
further hearings, if necessary.

E. Property Held For Future Use

FPL originally proposed to include $37,393,000 and $38,717,000 for property held for future use for 1984 and 1985,
respectively. As a result of our adjustments to the Company's jurisdictional separation factors, plant held for future use
is reduced $393,000 in 1984 and $92,000 in 1985. Accordingly, we approve plant held for future use in the amount of
$37,000,000 for 1984 and $38,625,000 for 1985.

F. Nuclear Fuel (Net)

FPL has proposed that the jurisdictional amount of net nuclear fuel to be included in rate base in 1984 is $166,066,000
and $219,923,000 in 1985. These amounts are comprised of the following accounts:

120.1 & 120.2
 

In process of refinement and stock
 

 
120.3
 

In reactor
 

 
120.4
 

Spent fuel
 

 
120.5
 

Accumulated Amortization
 

Based upon the record in this case, we find that Nuclear Fuel in Process (NFIP) is similar to and should be treated in
the same manner as CWIP. That is to say that NFIP should not be included in rate base unless its inclusion is necessary
to maintain the financial integrity of the Company. In accordance with our earlier discussed conclusions regarding the
inclusion of CWIP in rate base, we find that it is not necessary to include any NFIP in rate base in order to maintain
FPL's financial integrity. After we remove $61,079,000 of NFIP and $4,136,000 related to our adjustments to FPL's
jurisdictional separation factors, approved net nuclear fuel included in rate base for 1984 is $100,851,000. For 1985, we
have removed $62,877,000 of NFIP and $699,000 related to the jurisdictional separation factors leaving approved net
nuclear fuel for 1985 in the amount of $156,347,000.
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G. Net Utility Plant

Based upon the adjustments discussed above, total net utility plant for test year 1984 is $5,693,326,000, while the
approved amount for 1985 is $6,071,689,000.

H. Working Capital

A traditional component of rate base is the value of the working capital committed to utility operations. In recent cases
we have applied the balance sheet approach to determine the working capital allowance, as opposed to the “formula”
approach previously utilized. The balance sheet approach generally defines working capital as current assets and deferred
debits that are utility related and do not already earn a return, less current liabilities, deferred credits and operating
reserves that are utility related and upon which the Company does not already pay a return.

FPL has proposed a working capital allowance of $201,861,000 for 1984 and $190,746,000 for 1985. We have determined
that the appropriate working capital allowances are $120,240,000 for 1984 and $112,721,000 for 1985. Our adjustments
are set forth as follows:

1984
 

1985
 

 
Working
Capital
Allowance
Per
Company
 

$201,861,000
 

$190,746,000
 

 
Adjustments:
 

   

 
 

     

1.
 

Litigation Items-Turkey Point
Spent Fuel Pits
 

430,000
 

673,000
 

2.
 

Power Resources Accrued
Liabilities
 

( 17,000)
 

( 28,000)
 

3.
 

Unit Power Sales Capacity
Charge
 

9,747,000
 

25,347,000
 

4.
 

Short Term Debt Interest
 

358,000
 

436,000
 

5.
 

Unbilled Revenue
 

2,835,000
 

2,897,000
 

6.
 

Gain on Sale
 

(10,963,000)
 

( 8,560,000)
 

7.
 

Prepaid Interest on Commercial
Paper
 

( 179,000)
 

( 168,000)
 

8.
 

Conservation Clause
Overrecovery
 

( 240,000)
 

-0-
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9.
 

Oil Backout Clause
Overrecovery
 

( 4,775,000)
 

( 2,655,000)
 

10.
 

Pole Attachment Rental
Expense
 

( 4,503,000)
 

( 5,518,000)
 

11.
 

Employee Loans
 

( 1,402,000)
 

( 2,401,000)
 

12.
 

Oil Inventory
 

(24,418,000)
 

(37,557,000)
 

13.
 

Unavailable Oil
 

( 9,643,000)
 

(10,010,000)
 

14.
 

Cash
 

( 115,000)
 

( 331,000)
 

15.
 

Construction Working Funds
 

( 551,000)
 

( 526,000)
 

16.
 

Accounts Payable
 

(16,000,000)
 

(20,400,000)
 

17.
 

Bechtel Advance Payments
 

(10,338,000)
 

( 9,827,000)
 

18.
 

Jobbing Account
 

( 6,912,000)
 

( 7,319,000)
 

19.
 

Accounts Receivable in CWIP
 

854,000
 

195,000
 

20.
 

Separation Factor
 

( 5,729,000)
 

( 1,209,000)
 

21.
 

Energy Store
 

( 60,000)
 

( 60,000)
 

22.
 

Operating Reserves
 

-0-
 

( 1,060,000)
 

Total Adjustments
 

(81,621,000)
 

(78,025,000)
 

 
 

     

Adjusted Working Capital
 

$120,240,000
 

$112,721,000
 

1. Litigation Items

The previously discussed adjustments to the litigation items related to the spent nuclear fuel pits at Turkey Point result in
an increase in working capital. On June 1, 1984, the Company received a settlement from Westinghouse of $12,231,387
which included $2,758,145 of court-awarded interest. As of June 1, 1984, the Company had recorded deferred carrying
charges of $3,457,037 and deferred depreciation expense of $610,573, which is a total deferral of $4,067,610. After
reductions for the interest recovered and for a portion of the deferred depreciation no longer appropriate for recovery,
the net underrecovered deferral is $855,000 at June 1, 1984. Consistent with our decision to allow the inclusion of the net
investment, after settlement, related to the spent nuclear fuel pits, we shall allow the Company to recover the net deferred
costs over a five-year period. On a jurisdictional 13-month average basis, working capital should be increased by $430,000
in 1984 and by $673,000 in 1985, which represents a five-year amortization beginning in June 1984. This also results in
an increase to the depreciation and amortization expense of $98,000 and $168,000 in 1984 and 1985, respectively.

2. Power Resources Accrued Liabilities
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Per Exhibit 2-A, FPL has proposed an adjustment to working capital to correct “accrued liabilities - power resources”
to correct an error in its original filing. The adjustment, which we approve, reduces working capital by $17,000 in 1984
and by $28,000 in 1985.

3. Unit Power Sales Capacity Charge

FPL's original filing incorrectly assumed that the payment of Unit Power capacity charges to the Southern Company
was made with a one-month lag, when, in fact, the payment is made in the month the expense is incurred. The necessary
correction is to increase working capital by $9,747,000 in 1984 and by $25,347,000 in 1985.

4. Short-Term Debt Interest

In its original filing, FPL incorrectly assumed that short-term debt interest was paid with a one-month lag. The necessary
correction is to increase working capital by $358,000 in 1984 and by $436,000 in 1985.

5. Unbilled Revenue

In preparing its original filing, FPL failed to synchronize the starting date used in forecasting unbilled revenues with
the starting date used in forecasting its other projections. The adjustment necessary to correct this error is to increase
working capital by $2,835,000 in 1984 and by $2,897,000 in 1985.

6. Gain on Sale of Land

As evidenced by Exhibit No. 10-B, FPL has included in working capital the unamortized gains on the sale of future use
property and on a portion of St. Lucie No. 2 in the amounts (system) of $7,292,322 for 1984 and $6,595,457 for 1985.
FPL has not, however, included any of the actual or imputed gains on the sale or transfer of Account 101 property or
future use property, which are $11,418,500 for 1984 and $8,813,633 for 1985. FPL states that unamortized imputed gains
on transfers to subsidiaries should not be included in working capital because the transactions generate no cash. It also
contends that the actual gains from the sale of utility plant in Account 101 should not be included in working capital
based on the premise that the ratepayers only pay for the use of Utility assets which are owned by the stockholders.
Therefore, FPL asserts that any gains on this type of property should be attributed to the stockholders. Public Counsel,
on the other hand, states that all actual and imputed gains from the sale or transfer of both Utility property and future use
property should be included above the line for ratemaking purposes unless the property was never included in rate base.

We have addressed the issue of the actual sale of Utility property in FPL's last full rate case and in a number of other rate
cases. In those cases, we determined that gains or losses on the disposition of property devoted to, or formerly devoted
to, public service should be recognized above the line and that those gains or losses, if prudent, should be amortized over
a five-year period. We reaffirm our existing policy on this issue.

FPL has also transferred certain Utility and future use property to its subsidiary, West Flagler Investment Corporation
(WFIC). Because the Company transferred the assets to WFIC at book value rather than through a sale, no cash was
realized and no imputed gains were included in FPL's rate filing. FPL witness H. Williams acknowledged though that,
had the property been sold to an unrelated third party, any unamortized gain would have been included in working
capital.

We believe that any transfer of property to a subsidiary or affiliated company should be treated as though the property
was actually sold to that party and that any imputed gains on the transfer should be recognized and be reflected in
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working capital. This treatment is consistent with our decision in Tampa Electric Company's 1982 rate case (Docket No.
820007-EU, Order No. 11307) and will serve to eliminate any incentive a utility might have of purchasing and holding in
rate base property which could later be transferred to an affiliated company that would realize a gain on the property's
subsequent sale. The net effect of this adjustment is to reduce working capital by $10,963,000 in 1984 and by $8,560,000
in 1985. The Company retains the option to sell the surplus property to a third party, but a transfer at the Company's
option should not deprive the ratepayers of their fair share of gains.

7. Prepaid Interest on Commercial Paper

When FPL borrows through commercial paper, it prepays the interest. Thus, if the Company borrowed $1,000,000 at
10% interest, it would actually only receive $900,000, assuming the loan was for one year. FPL would then include the
$100,000 interest as a prepayment in working capital (an increase) and would include $1,000,000 as short-term debt in
its capital structure. When the loan was repaid, FPL would return $1,000,000 to the lender.

Consistent with our treatment of this issue in Tampa Electric Company's most recent rate case, we shall exclude prepaid
interest from the Company's working capital allowance. The appropriate adjustment is to reduce working capital by
$179,000 in 1984 and by $168,000 in 1985.

8. Conservation Clause Overrecovery

In this case, FPL has excluded from its calculation of working capital a $240,000 net overrecovery in its energy
conservation cost recovery (ECCR) clause. FPL contends that both overrecoveries and underrecoveries should be
excluded from working capital because it receives interest on underrecoveries and pays interest on overrecoveries. During
his cross-examination, FPL witness H. Williams acknowledged that, if overrecoveries were excluded, working capital
would be increased and the Company would earn a return on the amount of the underrecovery that was excluded. Stated
simply, the ratepayers would provide the interest that the Company return to them in the consrvation clause proceedings
for overrecoveries.

In Order No. 9273, Docket No., 74680-CI, we determined that interest should be applied to over/underrecoveries in
order to counter any incentive to bias projections in either direction. If the ratepayer has to provide the interest on both
over/under-recoveries, the Company will have no incentive to make its projections as accurate as possible.

In FPL's last rate case and in subsequent rate cases involving other electric utilities, we have consistently determined that
adjustment clause overrecoveries should be included as a reduction to working capital. The appropriate adjustment is
to reduce working capital by $240,000 in 1984. No adjustment is necessary for 1985 because the Company has properly
excluded its projected 1985 underrecovery of $36,000.

9. Oil Backout Clause Overrecovery

FPL has projected net overrecoveries of $4,775,000 for 1984 and $2,655,000 for 1985 in its Oil Backout Recovery Clause
that have been excluded from its calculation of working capital. Consistent with our decision in the previous issue, the
appropriate adjustments are to reduce working capital by $4,775,000 for 1984 and by $2,655,000 for 1985.

10. Pole Attachment Rental Expense

FPL has included in its working capital allowance $4,503,000 in 1984 and $5,518,000 in 1985 of rent receivable from
parties contracting with it to jointly utilize its poles for cablevision, telephone lines and the like. The receivable exists
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because of FPL's practice of billing the pole attachment rents in arrears on an annual basis. In FPL's last rate case, we
stated that we thought it inequitable for FPL to expect its ratepayers, who are billed monthly, to bear the carrying costs
associated with billing for pole attachment rents on an annual basis in arrears. We have not changed our policy. The
necessary adjustments are to reduce working capital by $4,503,000 in 1984 and by $5,518,000 in 1985.

11. Employee Loans

FPL has included in working capital allowance $8,165,690 for 1984 and $9,889,544 for 1985 employee loans in Account
143, Other Accounts Receivable. These interest-free loans are for financing employee vehicles used on company business,
assisting employees with the cost of relocating, and for financing employees' job-related educational efforts. FPL
maintains that these loans are related to specific, legitimate business purposes and are necessary to retain qualified
employees. Public Counsel contends that the loans are not related to the provision of electrical service and that they,
therefore, should not earn a return as a component of working capital. In FPL's last rate case, we agreed with Public
Counsel and eliminated all such employee loans from working capital.

In this case, FPL spent considerable time and effort attempting to demonstrate that the employee loans for vehicles used
in company operations were a cost-effective alternative to the Company purchasing and maintaining the vehicles itself.
We believe that the Company successfully demonstrated that the employee loans for vehicles are utility related and a cost-
effective alternative to owning the necessary vehicles. Accordingly, we shall include in working capital the $6,763,000
related to contract vehicle loans for 1984. FPL had projected employee loans for contract vehicles to be $8,023,000 in
1985, which is approximately a 19% increase over the amount allowed for 1984. In the absence of competent, substantial
evidence to specifically support an almost 19% increase in this program in one year, we decline to approve FPL's 1985
projected amount. Rather, we shall approve for 1985 the approved amount for 1984 increased by the approved CPI and
customer growth percentage for 1984.

We shall continue to exclude employee loans related to relocations and educational assistance. The net effect is to reduce
working capital by $1,402,000 in 1984 and by $2,401,000 in 1985.

12. Fuel Inventory

Fuel inventory is an element of working capital and, as such, the Company should earn a return on its investment in
fuel stocks that are reasonably and prudently included in fuel inventory. Determining the amount of fuel inventory
to be included in rate base involves a balancing process with many subjective factors. On the one hand, there is the
overriding concern that fuel inventory be adequate to reasonably ensure the continuous generation of electricity and
to avoid disruptions of service. On the other hand, is the desire to not require the ratepayers to support investment
in fuel inventory beyond the amount necessary for the dependable operation of the generating system. In making this
determination, it is necessary to examine the fuel mix of the Utility, historical consumption rates, potential consumption
rates, the source-to-plant distance for each type of fuel, and potential bottlenecks that may impede the flow of fuel in
the transportation system. Additionally, we must examine the potential for labor and weather-related disruptions at the
source of the fuel as well as along the transportation chain, and we must be particularly careful to not allow excessive
estimates to be included using forecasted data.

FPL's original filing in this case included a June, 1983 projection of fuel cost rates and volumes to be utilized in calculating
the fuel inventory component of its working capital allowance. Subsequent to its actual rate case filing, FPL performed
a re-evaluation of its fuel inventory needs, which utilized a “building-block” approach. Later still, approximately a week
prior to the beginning of the hearing, FPL filed a computer-generated, quantitative analysis for heavy oil inventory.
The Company attempted to introduce this quantitative analysis into the record through Mr. Cook, but Public Counsel's
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objection that the document should be rejected because there was inadequate time for the parties to study it was sustained.
Accordingly, we shall direct our efforts at analyzing FPL's so-called “building-block” inventory approach.

Prior to beginning our inventory analysis, though, a review of our decision on this issue in FPL's 1982 rate case may
be instructive. In its 1982 filing FPL requested in inventory 5,861,000 barrels of heavy oil at an average price of $32.20/
barrel for a total of $188,711,000. FPL's requested light oil inventory for its 1982 case was 854,000 barrels at a total value
of $32,745,000. In that case, we found that:

FPL's fuel inventory policy, as stated, is vague and subjective to such a degree as to not provide a valid benchmark, with
which to evaluate the Company's fuel inventory levels in the 1982 test year.
Accordingly, we used the mid-point, or 52.5 days, of the 40 to 65 burn days of inventory that the Company said it tried
to maintain as necessary in establishing its approved inventory levels. Utilizing this benchmark, we approved 4,941,000
barrels of heavy oil, plus 466,000 barrels of non-recoverable, tank bottom oil for a total of 5,407,000 barrels of heavy
oil in inventory. In calculating the Company's light oil inventory (used primarily for peakers), we multiplied 52.5 days
times FPL's highest daily burn rate for either 1981 or 1982 of 4,184 barrels per day, which, when added to 71,000 barrels
of non-recoverable light oil, resulted in an approved light oil inventory of 291,000 barrels.

In Order No. 12348, which addressed the inclusion of St. Lucie No. 2 in FPL's rate base, we determined that this fourth
nuclear generating unit would displace heavy oil inventory equal to 1,210,178 barrels. Additionally, FPL witness Cook
testified that unrecoverable heavy oil should have been established at 319,000 barrels rather than the 466,000 barrels
allowed in the main case. These two adjustments led to an approved heavy oil inventory, including non-recoverable oil,
of 4,049,822 barrels after the commercial operation of St. Lucie 2.

In the present case, utilizing its “building-block” approach, FPL requested 3,378,000 barrels of heavy oil in inventory
in 1984 and 3,049,000 barrels in 1985. When the 319,000 barrels of unrecoverable heavy oil, now expensed through the
fuel adjustment clause, were removed this left FPL's request at 3,059,000 barrels for 1984 and 2,730,000 barrels for 1985.
FPL's light oil inventory request was 537,000 barrels for 1984 and 534,000 barrels in 1985.

Heavy Oil Inventory

FPL's building-block analysis is composed of three blocks. The first block contains unavailable oil and volumes of oil
FPL has calculated are necessary in its storage tanks to keep them from either blowing or floating away due to the
high winds, heavy rains or sea surges associated with hurricanes. The parties had stipulated that unavailable heavy oil
consisted of 319,000 barrels and in its brief FPL reduced its request for hurricane protection from 808,000 barrels to
369,000 barrels, bringing the total for the first block to 688,000 barrels for both 1984 and 1985. Based upon the evidence
in this record, we approve these amounts.

FPL's second building-block is directly related to planned burn and attempts to take into consideration cargo size
constraints, physical constraints at ports, terminals and plants, lead times for transfers from terminals to plants, and
typical delays in deliveries. FPL determined that the second block should contain a volume level equivalent to 30 days
planned burn. Based upon PROMOD computer projections, FPL forecast 30 days planned burn to equate to 1,615,000
barrels in 1984 and 994,000 barrels in 1985. FPL's forecast 30-day burns were calculated using a 12-month average. We
have recalculated the 30-day burns utilizing 13-month averages and approve block 2 amounts of 1,568,191 barrels for
1984 and 1,005,429 barrels for 1985.

The Company's third building-block of heavy oil which it maintains should be kept in inventory is to minimize the
adverse consequences of major unplanned events. These “events” and the amounts requested each year are as follows:
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    1984

 

  1985

 

 

 

 

         

1.

 

Unplanned fossil outages

 

116,000

 

bbls

 

83,000

 

bbls

 

 

 

         

2.

 

Loss of 1 nuclear unit for 3 weeks

 

556,000

 

  556,000

 

 

 

 

         

3.

 

Simultaneous loss of second nuclear unit for 2

weeks

 

371,000

 

  371,000

 

 

 

 

         

4.

 

Loss of interruptible gas for 1 week during winter

heating season

 

32,000

 

  42,000

 

 

 

 

         

5.

 

Loss of coal-by-wire in 1985

 

0

 

  315,000

 

 

 

 

         

Total

 

1,075,000

 

  1,367,000

 

 

We have made certain adjustments to FPL's requested block 3. First, while we acknowledge that it is desirable for FPL to
carry sufficient oil inventory to replace the loss of one nuclear unit for the period of time required to receive spot fuel, we
have, based upon the record, reduced the period of time required to receive spot fuel from the 21 days requested by FPL
to 18 days. Furthermore, we reject the 315,000 barrels associated with the loss of coal-by-wire in 1985 as being conjectural
and, therefore, unnecessary in view of the amounts approved for the proceeding four contingencies. Our adjustments
reduce block 3 by 79,429 barrels in 1984 and by 394,429 barrels in 1985. Our net adjustments result in approved heavy
oil inventories of 2,932,762 barrels in 1984 and 2,347,000 barrels in 1985. In calculating the value of these inventories, we
have utilized FPL's more recent December 1983 price forecast, which was included in its calculation of April-September,
1984 fuel adjustment projections. These amounts are $29.36/barrel in 1984 and $30.58/barrel in 1985. Thus, we approve
for inclusion in working capital heavy fuel inventory of $86,105,892 in 1984 and $71,771,260 in 1985.

Light Fuel Oil

In its initial filing, FPL requested 537,000 barrels of light oil inventory at $37.18/barrel for a total of $19,965,000 in
1984, and 534,000 barrels at $37.23/barrel for a total of $19,879,000 in 1985. FPL justifies these requests by saying that
an average of 83,000 barrels of light oil is required each year for hurricane protection and that over 450,000 barrels is
required each year to meet contingencies.

Rather than merely allow FPL the 12-month average of light oil to meet the required protection during the months of
the hurricane season, we shall allow in inventory the 144,041 barrels the Company deems necessary during the hurricane
season. We do this because we consider it economically impracticable to shift inventory so substantially during the year.

Light oil is used primarily in “peaking” units, the vast majority of which are industrial jet engines connected to electrical
generators. Their virtue is a relatively low capital cost per KW. Their liability is an extremely high cost per KWH
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generated due to their high cost fuel (light oil) and their relatively poor heat rate. Accordingly, they are normally used
to provide generation: 1) while available lower-cost generation is being brought on line; 2) in geographic areas where
lower-cost generation cannot be “imported”; and 3) when no lower-cost generation is available and peaking power must
be utilized to meet system demand. Thus, peaking generation and, hence, light oil are normally used as a “last resort.”
This is borne out by the fact that only 71,855 and 84,410 barrels of light oil were burned in 1982 and 1983, respectively.
Examining actual and projected data for the five-year period January 1980-December, 1985, we find that August, 1980
had the highest daily burn rate of 4,107 barrels for the period. Since August, 1980, FPL has added a new nuclear plant,
has significantly larger coal-by-wire imports and a larger reserve margin, each of which argue for a lower probability of
having to resort to the extensive use of peaking generation. In view of these factors, we consider FPL's claimed need for
over 450,000 barrels of light oil per year to meet contingencies to be excessive and unsupported by competent, substantial
evidence. Accordingly, we shall apply the generic light oil policy stated in Order No. 12645 to evaluate FPL's light fuel
oil inventory request.

The generic light fuel oil policy provides for an inventory level equivalent to 30 days at a reasonably high average daily
rate of burn. Utilizing FPL's highest average daily burn during the 1980-1985 period, results in a 30-day burn level of
123,210 barrels. When we add this amount to the previously discussed hurricane protection level, we approve a total light
oil inventory level of 267,251 barrels each for the years 1984 and 1985. These amounts, when multiplied times the revised
price levels of $37.46/barrel in 1984 and $37.43/barrel in 1985 result in approved light oil inventories of $10,011,222 and
$10,003,205 for 1984 and 1985, respectively. Total oil inventory levels, then, are $96,117,114 for 1984 and $81,774,465
for 1985. Our adjustments necessitate a $24,418,000 reduction to working capital in 1984 and a $37,557,000 reduction
in 1985.

13. Unavailable Oil

Unavailable or non-recoverable oil is the collective volume of oil at the bottom of each tank that is not recoverable due to
the piping and valve arrangements of the tanks as well as to the sediment that has settled to the tank bottoms. Pursuant
to Order No. 12645, entered in the generic fuel docket, FPL has expensed the value of unavailable heavy and light oil
through the fuel adjustment clause (see Order No. 13092). However, because Order No. 13092 was entered subsequent
to FPL's filing in this case, the Company's filing still includes the value of the unavailable oil in both 1984 and 1985. The
parties have stipulated and we accept that the appropriate adjustments to remove nonrecoverable oil are 319,000 barrels
of heavy oil and 32,000 barrels of light oil, the jurisdictional value of which is $9,643,000 in 1984 and $10,010,000 in 1985.

14. Cash

FPL has requested “cash balances” of $3,095,309 for 1984 and $3,469,422 for 1985.

The cash balance projections are essentially a consequence of FPL's other projections. FPL's 1983 actual average cash
balance was $2,896,371. Absent record evidence that the yearly increases in this account are appropriate, we shall approve
balances that more closely approximate the expected inflation in those years. Accordingly, we approve cash balances
of $3,000,000 in 1984 and $3,150,000 in 1985, which require a reduction of working capital of $115,000 in 1984 and a
reduction of $331,000 in 1985.

15. Construction Working Funds

FPL has included in working capital $551,000 in 1984 and $526,000 in 1985 related to working funds for construction,
which represent monies advanced to Ebasco Services and United Engineering for the stated purpose of reducing the cost
of construction projects those companies are doing for the Utility by eliminating their need to seek financing elsewhere
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at a higher cost. The Company contends that these advance payments are made only when they will serve to reduce the
cost of construction projects.

We see no evidentiary basis supporting FPL's proposition that this methodology is cost-effective and in the interest of
either the Company or its ratepayers. When one considers the approximate doubling of the revenue requirement caused
by the tax effect, it appears that FPL's financing cost rate would have to approximate one-half of that of the construction
companies before there could begin to be a savings to the utility or its customers. There being no such evidence in the
record, we shall reduce working capital by $551,000 in 1984 and $526,000 in 1985.

16. Accounts Payable

FPL has included $84,335,273 of cost-free accounts payable in their working capital calculation for 1984 and $79,854,652
for 1985. These payables consist of fuel payables and other accounts payable. The Company states that the fuel
payables are based on the monthly relationship between fuel payable and purchases based on actual data. The resulting
relationship is then applied to the projected fuel purchases from the PROMOD model.

Public Counsel contends that the Company's accounts payable are under-projected and uses a specific comparison to
demonstrate his point. He points out that 1982 actual accounts payable were $98,600,000 and increased to $100,300,000
in 1983. Public Counsel submits that it is unlikely that this account will decrease by some $16,000,000 from 1983 to 1984.

We agree with Public Counsel. With fuel costs increasing from year to year, one would expect that fuel payables would
increase as well. There is no competent substantial evidence in this case to support the Utility's projections that payables
will decrease in the face of rising costs. The appropriate adjustment is to reduce working capital $16,000,000 for 1984
and by $20,400,000 for 1985 on the assumption that payables will remain at their 1983 actual level.

17. Bechtel Advance Payments

The Company has included in working capital deferred debits of $10,403,225 in 1984 and $9,849,602 in 1985 related to
advance payments it makes to Bechtel to cover construction costs in the following month.

This issue is similar to the earlier discussed Construction Working Funds issue and, as there, we see no competent
substantial evidence proving that making advance payments to this construction firm is cost-effective and, therefore,
beneficial to either the Utility or its ratepayers. Accordingly, we reduce working capital $10,338,000 in 1984 and
$9,827,000 in 1985.

18. Jobbing Account

FPL has included in its calculation of working capital $8,565,245 in 1984 and $9,069,524 in 1985 related to Account
No. 174.100 - the jobbing account. The Company contends that this account represents work done for and billed to
customers, as well as the accumulation of amounts to be recovered from third parties, which are primarily insurance
companies. Public Counsel, on the other hand, contends that this account does not represent an asset devoted to the
provision of utility service and, further, that any return required should be recovered from those for whom the jobs were
performed.

We agree with Public Counsel that this account is non-utility. In fact, it appears from the record that this account relates
to work FPL does as an independent contractor when, for example, it installs a customer-owned transformer for an
industrial customer or installs distribution lines within an industrial customer's property. The appropriate adjustment
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is to net Account 174 - Jobbing Account and Account 242 - Miscellaneous Liabilities, which results in a reduction to
working capital of $6,912,000 in 1984 and a reduction of $7,319,000 in 1985.

19. Accounts Receivable in CWIP

This issue involves the working capital impact of our earlier discussed decision to not include any CWIP in rate base.
The appropriate adjustment is to increase working capital by $854,000 in 1984 and by $195,000 in 1985.

20. Jurisdictional Separation Factors

As was previously discussed in the plant-in-service section of this order and as will be more thoroughly explained in a
later section devoted to Jurisdictional Separation, we have modified the jurisdictional separation factors proposed by
FPL. The working capital adjustments necessary to reflect our modification are a reduction of $5,729,000 in 1984 and
a reduction of $1,209,000 in 1985.

21. The Energy Store

In its original filing, FPL included in its calculation of working capital $60,000 for each test year related to inventory at
its Energy Stores. Subsequently, the Company, Staff and Public Counsel agreed that these amounts should be removed.
We approve a reduction to working capital of $60,000 each for 1984 and 1985.

22. Operating Reserves

FPL has included in its calculation of working capital deferred debits relating to operating reserves in the amount of
$8,839,000 for 1984 and $8,647,000 for 1985. These deferred debits are related to expected future payments to be made
from a self-insured injuries and damages reserve.

We can find no competent substantial evidence to support these expected payments decreasing from 1984 to 1985 in
the face of almost every other cost increasing. Accordingly, we shall approve the 1984 amount of $8,839,000 but shall
increase the 1985 amount by multiplying the 1984 amount times the 9.82% CPI and customer growth factor projected
from 1984 to 1985. This results in a 1985 amount of $9,706,000, which requires a $1,060,000 reduction to working capital
for the year 1985.

Adjusted Working Capital

The net effect of our adjustments is to reduce working captial by $81,621,000 in 1984 and by $78,025,000 in 1985. These
adjustments result in approved working capital allowances of $120,240,000 in 1984 and $112,721,000 in 1985.

I. Total Rate Base

Based upon total test year net utility plant of $5,693,326,000 and working capital of $120,240,000, the total 1984 test
year rate base is $5,813,566,000. The 1985 total rate base is $6,184,410,000 based upon net utility plant of $6,071,689,000
and working capital of $112,721,000.

FAIR RATE OF RETURN
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The Commission must establish the fair rate of return which the Company should be authorized to receive on its
investment in rate base. The fair rate of return should be established so as to maintain the Company's financial integrity
and to enable it to acquire needed capital at reasonable costs.

Capital Structure

The ultimate goal of providing a fair return is to allow an appropriate return on equity investment in rate base. Because,
as a general rule, sources of capital cannot be clearly associated with specific utility property, the Commission has
traditionally considered all sources of capital (with appropriate adjustments) in establishing a fair rate of return.

The establishment of a utility's capital structure serves to identify the sources of capital employed by a utility, together
with the amounts and cost rates associated with each. After establishing the sources of capital, all capital costs, including
the cost of equity capital, are allocated according to their relative proportion to total cost of capital. The weighted
components are then added to provide a composite or overall cost of capital. The weighted cost of capital multiplied by
the net utility rate base produces an appropriate return on rate base, including a return on equity capital in rate base.
The return is also sufficient to recover the annual cost of other types of capital, including debt.

Since a return on all sources of capital is provided by this treatment, actual debt and similar capital costs are not included
in test year operating expenses, but are treated “below the line.” This assures that such capital costs are not double-
counted for ratemaking purposes.

An appropriate capital structure is both economical and efficient. Such a capital structure should minimize the cost of
capital by obtaining capital through an appropriate balance of equity and the other components. The capital structure
used for ratemaking purposes for a particular company should bear an appropriate relationship to the actual sources
of capital to the Company.

Consistent with our decision to employ projected test periods in this case, we have decided to utilize the capital structures
projected by the Company to be in place in the years 1984 and 1985. We have adjusted the system capital structure to
remove capital that is not being utilized to fund the jurisdictional rate base. Such adjustments are necessary to reconcile
rate base with capital structure. The types and proportions of capital will be developed in a following schedule.

We have also determined to use 13-month average capital structures with average cost rates.

Approved Capital Structure and Fair Rate of Return

Based upon our review of the record, we approve the following capital structures for 1984 and 1985:

Florida Power and Light Company Capital Structure 13-Month Average 1984

Class of Capital

 

Projected Average $

Amount

 

Percentage of Total

Capital

 

Cost

Rate

 

Weighted Cost

Rate

 

    (000)

 

%

 

%

 

%

 

 

 

         

1.

 

Long-Term Debt

 

2,234,039

 

38.4280

 

10.76

 

4.1349

 

2. Short-Term Debt 39,701 0.6829 10.08 0.0688
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3.

 

Preferred Stock

 

422,479

 

7.2671

 

9.10

 

0.6613

 

4.

 

Customer Deposits

 

114,424

 

1.9682

 

7.30

 

0.1437

 

5.

 

Common Equity

 

1,817,934

 

31.2705

 

15.60

 

4.8782

 

6.

 

Tax Credits - Zero

Cost

 

5,864

 

0.1009

 

0.00

 

0.000

 

  Tax Credits -

Weighted Cost

 

372,282

 

6.4037

 

10.56

 

0.6764

 

7.

 

Deferred Income

Taxes

 

806,645

 

13.8787

 

0.00

 

0.0000

 

 

 

         

  Total

 

$5,813,568

 

100.00

 

  10.5633

 

RANGE ON RETURN ON EQUITY IS PLUS OR MINUS 1%
RANGE ON OVERALL RATE OF RETURN IS 10.23% to 10.90%

Florida Power and Light Company Capital Structure 13-Month Average 1985

Class of Capital

 

Projected Average $

Amount

 

Percentage of Total

Capital

 

Cost

Rate

 

Weighted Cost

Rate

 

    (000)

 

%

 

%

 

%

 

 

 

         

1.

 

Long-Term Debt

 

2,206,840

 

35.6839

 

10.64

 

3.7968

 

2.

 

Short-Term Debt

 

45,296

 

0.7324

 

10.59

 

0.0776

 

3.

 

Preferred Stock

 

451,061

 

7.2935

 

9.20

 

0.6710

 

4.

 

Customer Deposits

 

126,717

 

2.0490

 

7.27

 

0.1490

 

5.

 

Common Equity

 

1,983,498

 

32.0726

 

15.60

 

5.0033

 

6.

 

Tax Credits - Zero

Cost

 

5,454

 

0.0882

 

0.00

 

0.000

 

  Tax Credits -

Weighted Cost

 

416,707

 

6.7380

 

10.40

 

0.7006

 

7.

 

Deferred Income

Taxes

 

948,836

 

15.3424

 

0.00

 

0.0000

 

 

 

         

  Total

 

$6,184,410

 

100.00

 

  10.3983
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RANGE ON RETURN ON EQUITY IS PLUS OR MINUS 1%
RANGE ON OVERALL RATE OF RETURN IS 10.05% to 10.74%

1. Cost of Long-Term Debt

The projected long-term debt interest rates filed by the Company were accepted. Based upon our reconciliation of the
capital structure with the approved rate base, the appropriate long-term debt component of the capital structure is a
13-month average balance of $2,234,039,000 with a cost rate of 10.76% for 1984 and $2,206,840,000 with a cost rate
of 10.64% for 1985.

2. Short-Term Debt

The Company's proposed interest rate for short-term debt has been adjusted to recognize the effective interest rate
attributable to issuing commercial paper at a discount. FPL's short-term debt is approved at $39,701,000 with a cost rate
of 10.08% for 1984 and $45,296,000 at 10.59% for 1985.

3. Cost of Preferred Stock

The Company's proposed cost rate for preferred stock has been accepted. The appropriate level and cost of preferred
stock for 1984 is $422,479,000 at 9.10% and, for 1985, it is $451,061,000 at 9.20%.

4. Customer Deposits

We routinely consider, for ratemaking purposes, only the jurisdictional percentage of a given account, or that amount
related to the utility's retail customers. In this case, FPL's wholesale customers are not required to make deposits and
should not benefit by an allocation of the relatively lower cost customer deposits, which are supplied solely by the
retail customers. Public Counsel proposed in this case to allocate all customer deposits to the final jurisdictional capital
structure without regard to any rate base reconciliation adjustments. This proposal assumed that all customer deposits,
being furnished solely by Florida's jurisdictional retail customers, should not be reduced for any rate base disallowance,
particularly in a case such as this based upon projected data. Although implicitly attractive, this proposal would ignore
the fact that sources of capital, once received by the Company, are intermingled and support all operations. We do,
however, agree that all customer deposits remaining after reconciliation of capital structure and rate base belong in
the jurisdictional capital structure. We therefore conclude that, in this case, the wiser course is to continue our present
practice and approve customer deposits of $114,424,000 at 7.30% for 1984 and $126,717,000 at 7.27% for 1985. These
interest rates recognize that, although the established rate is 8%, the existence of inactive accounts results in a lower
effective rate.

5. Equity Capital

To arrive at an overall fair rate of return, it is necessary that we utilize our judgment to establish an allowable return
on common equity capital.

Amount of Common Equity

Consistent with our adjustments to the Company's proposed rate base, we find that the appropriate amount of equity
capital is $1,817,934,000 for 1984 and $1,983,498,000 for 1985.
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Cost of Equity Capital

Dr. John K. Langum, testifying on behalf of the Company, utilized three principal methodologies in arriving at a fair
rate of return on common equity capital: Comparable Earnings Analysis; Discounted Cash Flow Analysis (DCF); and
a Risk Premium Analysis. Dr. Langum compared FPL to a group of 22 operating electric utilities. In selecting the group
of comparison electric utilities, Dr. Langum reviewed their financial strength, the grade and ranking of their common
and preferred stock, and the rating of their first mortgage bonds. He also reviewed various other measures of investment
stature. Dr. Langum based his cost of common equity recommendation on the principles of commensurate return and
attraction of capital on fair and reasonable terms and maintenance of credit and support of financial integrity. Dr.
Langum utilized the allowed rate of return on common equity for his comparison electric utilities and the actual earnings
experience of unregulated firms with a Moody's quality ranking of High Grade. Dr. Langum concluded that FPL should
be allowed to earn no less than 17.0% on its common equity because the comparison group of high grade industrials
earned 17.74% on common equity, on average, during the period 1972-1982.

Based on the allowed fair rate of return on common equity authorized for the comparison electric utilities during the
period 1980-1983, Dr. Langum concluded FPL should be afforded the opportunity of earning in the range of 17.0% -
17.50%.

Dr. Langum conducted DCF analyses for FPL, his group of comparison electrics, and all electric utilities that issued
common stock between January '82 - August '83. Dr. Langum used either current dividend yields (current dividend
divided by current market price) or averages of historical current dividend yields to determine the dividend yields for the
DCF analyses. His estimates of expected dividend growth included the most recent dividend growth as shown in actual
common stock prospectuses, investment house forecasts of dividend growth, and actual average dividend growth. The
results of Dr. Langum's DCF analyses used in determining his DCF cost of common equity ranged between 17.72% -
20.22% for FPL; 17.14% - 18.56% for the comparison electrics; and 16.55% - 21.0% for the utilities that issued common
stock in 1982 or 1983. All of Dr. Langum's DCF results included an adjustment of 3.75% for issuance expense. Dr.
Langum concluded the DCF cost of common equity to be in the range of 17.0% - 18.0%.

In performing the Equity Risk Premium Analysis, Dr. Langum added an equity risk premium of 5.1% (the arithmetic
annual mean return of common stocks over corporate bonds for the period 1972-1981 obtained from the 1982 edition of
Stocks, Bonds, Bills, and Inflation: The Past and Future by Ibbotson and Sinquefield) to the 12.9% interest rate offered
on FPL's September, 1983 issue of First Mortgage Bonds. This resulted in an Equity Risk Premium cost of common
equity of 18.0%.

As a check on the criteria to support present bond ratings and provide an opportunity for improvement, Dr. Langum
compared FPL's projected times-interest-earned (TIE) ratio excluding AFUDC to the TIE ratio excluding AFUDC
necessary to support double A and single A ratings. Dr. Langum determined that the TIE ratio excluding AFUDC should
be at a level of 3.5x for double A ratings, and at least 3.0x for single A ratings. Based upon his 17.33% recommended
allowed return on common equity, Dr. Langum projected FPL's TIE ratio excluding AFUDC to be 3.69x.

Dr. Langum concluded that given the capital structure ratios, the cost of debt and preferred stock, and the appropriate
amount of CWIP included in rate base, a 17.33% allowed return on common equity would provide for the attraction of
capital on fair and reasonable terms and for maintenance of credit and support of financial integrity.

Mr. J. L. Howard, testifying on behalf of the Company, also presented three methods of estimating FPL's cost of common
equity capital: Discounted Cash Flow Model (DCF); Comparable Earnings Analysis; and a Risk Premium Analysis.

Mr. Howard used a quarterly DCF model that recognizes that investors receive their dividends quarterly. A dividend
yield of 10.14% was derived using the average 12-month expected dividend from the period January-October, 1983
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($3.65), the average of the high and low market price from the same period ($37.65), and a 7.4% expected dividend
growth rate. The expected dividend growth rate was calculated by averaging five investment house 5-year forecasts of
FPL's dividend growth. Combining the dividend yield with the dividend growth factor and making a 5% adjustment for
market pressure and issuance expense, Mr. Howard concluded FPL's DCF cost of common equity to be 18.05%.

To support his DCF findings, Mr. Howard presented a Comparable Earnings Analysis. Mr. Howard selected a reference
group of fifty companies comparable to FPL. His selection criteria included Value Line's Safety Ranking and Beta
Coefficient, and Standard and Poor's Stock Ranking and Bond Rating. In addition, every company whose market-to-
book ratio was below 100% was eliminated. The analysis indicated that investors require an average return of at least
17.42% to invest in the common stock of non-utility companies of comparable risk.

As a check of his DCF and Comparable Earnings Analyses, Mr. Howard conducted a Risk Premium Analysis. Mr.
Howard concluded FPL's Risk Premium Cost of common equity to be approximately 18.4%. This was determined by
adding a 5.5% equity risk premium (the geometric mean return of common stocks over corporate bonds for the period
1926-1981 obtained from the 1982 edition of Stocks, Bonds, Bills, and Inflation: The Past and Future by Ibbotson and
Sinquefield) to the 12.9% interest rate offered on FPL's September, 1983 issue of First Mortgage Bonds.

Based on the results of his various equity costing analyses, Mr. Howard concluded FPL's cost of common equity to be
not less than 17.42% nor more than 18.05%.

Mr. James D. Rothschild, testifying for the Citizens of the State of Florida presented a Discounted Cash Flow Analysis
and a Comparable Earnings Analysis.

Mr. Rothschild relied upon the theory that the appropriate cost of equity for purposes of rate regulation is the earned
rate of return which would make the marketplace valuation of a Company's used and useful net assets equal to the total
book value of the common stock (i.e., the market-to-book ratio equals 1.0). Mr. Rothschild performed DCF analyses
for the Moody's 24 electric utilities and for FPL using an “internally consistent” DCF methodology. Mr. Rothschild
used current dividend yields adjusted for a possible increase in interest rates. For the Moody's 24, the dividend yield was
11.20%-11.45% and for FPL the dividend yield was 8.94%-9.19%.

The expected growth rate for the Moody's 24 and FPL was derived using the “internally consistent” methodology
also known as the earnings retention method. Under Mr. Rothschild's assumptions, the dividend yield, expected
return on equity, and market-to-book ratio combine to produce retention rates of 22.8%-25.63% for the Moody's
24 and 30.51%-35.30% for FPL. These retention rates in conjunction with the estimated returns on equity of
13.5%-14.0% for the Moody's 24 and 13.5%-14.5% for FPL resulted in expected growth rates of 2.82%-3.32% for the
Moody's 24 and 4.29%-5.59% for FPL. After adjustments for issuance expense and capital structure differentials, Mr.
Rothschild determined the DCF Cost of common equity capital to be between 14.18%-14.96% for the Moody's 24 and
13.42%-14.72% for FPL.

Mr. Rothschild presented a Comparable Earnings Analysis to support his DCF findings. The analysis was developed
by examining the earnings of industrial companies with achieved market-to-book ratios of approximately 1.0. Based on
the results of his analyses, Mr. Rothschild concluded the cost of common equity capital for FPL to be in the range of
14.25%-14.75%.

Mr. Philip R. Winter, testifying on behalf of the Federal Executive Agencies presented a Discounted Cash Flow Analysis;
a Risk Premium Analysis; and a Market-to-Book Ratio Analysis. Mr. Winter relied on a “two-stage” DCF model. He
computed his dividend yield (8.93%) using end-of-week stock prices and effective dividend rates from the period 11/4/83
through 2/17/84. His short-term (6.0%-6.5%) and long-term (4.5%-5.5%) expected dividend growth rates were derived
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using historical rates as well as investment house forecasts. Mr. Winter's DCF results, adjusted for market pressure and
issuance expense, indicated investor requirements of 14.35%-15.28% on common equity capital for FPL.

As a check of his DCF findings, Mr. Winter presented a risk premium analysis. He calculated an equity-debt risk premium
of 290 to 387 basis points based on the available returns of Moody's 24 utilities over the available returns on government
bonds for all whole year holding periods of one year to ten years between 1929-1982.

As a further check of his DCF results, Mr. Winter conducted a market-to-book ratio analysis by fitting a regression
equation to twenty-six data points using the market-to-book ratio as the dependent variable and expected ROE and
financial strength as independent variables. The data was compiled from Value Line using electric utilities that had
financial strength ratings of B++ or above.

Based on his regression equation, Mr. Winter concluded that his DCF range of 14.31% to 15.24% corresponded to
a market-to-book ratio range of 1.03 - 1.07. Based on these results, Mr. Winter concluded that his DCF results were
reasonable and should offer the company the opportunity to sell new equity with net proceeds near book value. Mr.
Winter concluded the cost of common equity capital to FPL to be in the range of 14.35%-15.28%.

Mr. Steven F. Clinger, appearing on behalf of the Florida Public Service Commission staff presented four cost of equity
analyses: a Discounted Cash Flow Analysis; a Capital Asset Pricing Model; an Earnings/Price Analysis; and a Risk
Premium Regression Analysis. Using the DCF, CAPM, and E/P analyses, Mr. Clinger developed a quarterly interval
weighted average cost of common equity for an index of high quality electric utilities (including FPL) for June '83,
September '83 and December '83.

Mr. Clinger used two broad measures of overall investment risk to select his index of high quality electric utilities: S&P's
Stock Ranking and Value Line's Stock Safety Ranking. In his DCF analysis, Mr. Clinger used a finite, variable growth
rate DCF model. The dividend yields were determined by dividing the next twelve months expected dividend payment
by the then current stock price. The dividend growth rates for the initial non-constant growth period (years 1-4) were
taken from Value Line. The expected long-term constant dividend growth rates for the years 5-30 were calculated by the
b times r method using dividend, earnings, and book value information obtained from Value Line. By calculating the
annual expected cash flows over the investment horizon and solving for the investor required rate of return, Mr. Clinger
concluded the Electric Utility Index's DCF cost of common equity to be 15.0%.

To support his DCF analysis, Mr. Clinger presented a Capital Asset Pricing Model. The risk free rates used were the
then current yields of long term treasury bonds. The market return was estimated by adding an equity-debt risk premium
of 6.1% to the risk free rate. The 6.1% risk premium, representing the earned returns on long-term U.S. Treasury Bonds
over the earned returns on common stock for the period 1926-1981, was obtained from the 1982 edition of Stocks, Bonds,
Bills, and Inflation: The Past and Future by Ibbotson and Sinquefield. The beta values were obtained from Value Line.
The CAPM indicated a cost of equity to the Electric Utility Index of 15.6%.

As a further check of his DCF analysis, Mr. Clinger presented an Earnings/Price Analysis. Using an expected earnings-
per-share amount (current earnings adjusted for one period's growth) and the then current market price, the model
yielded a cost of common equity to the index of 14.6%.

In addition to the DCF, CAPM, and E/P Analyses, Mr. Clinger presented an independently developed Risk Premium
Regression Analysis. This approach assumes the cost of common equity is a function of the Company's cost of debt.
Applying Eggert Economic Enterprises' consensus forecast of 1984 A+/A1 bond yields to his regression equation, Mr.
Clinger determined FPL's 1984 cost of common equity to be 15.7%.
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Based on his analyses, Mr. Clinger concluded the cost of common equity capital for FPL to be in the range of 15.1% -
15.7% with a midpoint of 15.4%. Mr. Clinger updated his testimony at the hearing, resulting in a recommended cost of
common equity range of 15.1% - 15.8% with a midpoint of 15.45%.

We discount the use of the results of Dr. Langum's DCF analyses due to his use of expected dividend growth rates that do
not reflect investors' long-term dividend growth expectations. We discount the use of Mr. Howard's DCF results because
his quarterly DCF model is misspecified and misapplied. It fails to consider reinvestment (the time value of money), and
does not produce a yield equivalent to the annual model. We discount Dr. Langum's, Mr. Howard's and Mr. Rothschild's
use of the Comparable Earnings technique due to the inherent practical and conceptual problems associated with this
technique which none of these witnesses were able to overcome. Based on the evidence in the record and a review of
the equity costing methodologies presented, we adopt an allowed rate of return on common equity capital for Florida
Power and Light Company of 15.60% for 1984 and 1985.

6. & 7. Tax Credits and Deferred Taxes

Certain tax credits are recognized as a source of capital having no cost to the utility, thereby reducing the overall cost
of capital. Other tax credits are apparently required by the Internal Revenue Code to be allowed to earn the overall cost
of capital calculated without regard to the existence of the tax credits. Deferred taxes arise from depreciation book-tax
timing differences and are also treated as zero-cost capital. Public Counsel proposed that tax credits and deferred taxes
be treated similarly to his suggestion for customer deposits: these balances should be unaffected by any disallowance
of items in rate base that did not give rise to the credits or deferred taxes when rate base is reconciled with the capital
structure. We believe tax credits and deferred taxes should be construed as supporting all assets on a pro rata basis. We
therefore include $5,864,000 of zero-cost tax credits for 1984 and $5,454,000 for 1985 in FPL's capital structures. Tax
credits allowed in the overall return are $372,282,000 for 1984 and $416,707,000 for 1985. Deferred taxes are $806,645,000
for 1984 and $948,836,000 for 1985.

NET OPERATING INCOME

Having established the Company's rate base, and fair rate of return, the next step in the revenue requirements
determination is to ascertain the net operating income applicable to the test period. The formula for determining NOI
is Operating Revenues less Operating Expenses equals NOI.

The Company has proposed a test year net operating income of $543,600,000 in 1984 and $506,760,000 in 1985. Evidence
developed during these proceedings has led us to increase these amounts to $573,103,000 for 1984 and $542,405,000 for
1985.

Our adjustments are set forth as follows:

1984

 

 

    Per Company

 

Adjustments

 

As Adjusted

 

I.

 

Operating Revenues

 

$3,200,982,000

 

$ 7,756,000

 

$3,208,738,000

 

 

 

       

  Less Fuel and Conservation

 

(1,310,601,000)

 

0

 

(1,310,601,000)
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  Base Operating Revenues

 

1,890,381,000

 

7,756,000

 

1,898,137,000

 

 

 

       

II.

 

Operating Expenses

 

     

 

 

       

  A. Operation and Maintenance

 

2,032,110,000

 

( 119,269,000)

 

1,912,841,000

 

 

 

       

  Less Fuel and Conservation

 

(1,249,025,000)

 

0

 

(1,249,025,000)

 

 

 

       

  Base Operating and

Maintenance

 

783,085,000

 

( 119,269,000)

 

663,816,000

 

 

 

       

  B. Depreciation and

Amortization

 

245,486,000

 

6,985,000

 

252,417,000

 

 

 

       

  C. Decommissioning

 

18,384,000

 

( 251,000)

 

18,133,000

 

 

 

       

  D. Amortization of Property

Loss

 

2,127,000

 

( 22,000)

 

2,105,000

 

 

 

       

  E. Taxes Other Than Income

Taxes

 

127,446,000

 

( 20,031,000)

 

107,415,000

 

 

 

       

  F. Income Taxes - Current

 

97,890,000

 

40,899,000

 

138,789,000

 

 

 

       

  G. Deferred Income Taxes

(Net)

 

109,374,000

 

11,591,000

 

120,965,000

 

 

 

       

  H. Investment Tax Credit (Net)

 

28,617,000

 

( 875,000)

 

27,742,000

 

 

 

       

  I. Gain on Sale of Plant

 

( 4,052,000)

 

( 2,350,000)

 

( 6,402,000)
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  Total Operating Expenses

 

2,657,382,000

 

(1,332,348,000

 

1,325,034,000

 

 

 

       

III.

 

Net Operating Income

 

$ 543,600,000

 

$ 29,503,000

 

$ 573,103,000

 

1985

 

 

    Per Company

 

Adjustments

 

As Adjusted

 

I.

 

Operating Revenues

 

$3,409,584,000

 

$ 14,686,000

 

$3,424,270,000

 

 

 

       

  Less Fuel and Conservation

 

(1,449,273,000)

 

0

 

(1,449,273,000)

 

 

 

       

  Base Operating and

Maintenance

 

1,960,311,000

 

14,686,000

 

1,974,997,000

 

II.

 

Operating Expenses

 

     

 

 

       

  A. Operation and Maintenance

 

2,281,924,000

 

( 80,702,000)

 

2,201,222,000

 

 

 

       

  Less Fuel and Conservation

 

(1,428,454,000)

 

0

 

(1,428,454,000)

 

  Base Operating Revenues

 

853,470,000

 

( 80,702,000)

 

772,768,000

 

 

 

       

  B. Depreciation and

Amortization

 

264,172,000

 

9,174,000

 

273,346,000

 

 

 

       

  C. Decommissioning

 

18,878,000

 

( 56,000)

 

18,822,000

 

 

 

       

  D. Amortization of Property

Loss

 

2,184,000

 

( 7,000)

 

2,177,000

 

 

 

       

  E. Taxes Other Than Income

Taxes

 

135,313,000

 

( 21,313,000)

 

114,000,000

 

 

 

       

  F. Income Taxes - Current 47,561,000 63,244,000 110,805,000
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  G. Deferred Income Taxes

(Net)

 

126,079,000

 

( 8,919,000)

 

117,160,000

 

 

 

       

  H. Investment Tax Credit (Net)

 

31,166,000

 

( 725,000)

 

30,441,000

 

 

 

       

  I. Gain on Sale of Plant

 

( 4,453,000)

 

( 2,474,000)

 

( 6,927,000)

 

 

 

       

  Total Operating Expenses

 

2,902,824,000

 

(1,470,232,000

 

1,432,592,000

 

 

 

       

III.

 

Net Operating Income

 

$ 506,760,000

 

$ 35,645,000

 

$ 542,405,000

 

I. Operating Revenues

The Company proposed test year operating revenues for 1984 of $3,200,982,000 and $3,409,584,000 for 1985. We have
made adjustments decreasing operating revenues for 1984 by a total of $1,302,845,000 and decreasing 1985 operating
revenues by a total of $1,434,587,000. These adjustments result in approved operating revenue amounts of $1,898,137,000
for 1984 and $1,974,997,000 for 1985. The adjustments are as follows:

  1984
 

1985
 

Company Test Year Revenues
 

$3,200,982,000
 

$3,409,584,000
 

Adjustments:
 

   

A. Unbilled Revenues
 

102,000
 

17,000
 

B. Parrish Lake Revenue
 

130,000
 

142,000
 

C. Jurisdictional Separation
Factors
 

( 158,000)
 

( 33,000)
 

D. Revenue Forecast
 

7,682,000
 

14,560,000
 

E. Fuel
 

(1,269,049,000)
 

(1,404,442,000)
 

F. Conservation
 

( 41,552,000)
 

( 44,831,000)
 

Total Adjustments
 

(1,302,845,000)
 

(1,434,587,000)
 

Adjusted Operating Revenue
 

$1,898,137,000
 

$1,974,997,000
 

A. Unbilled Revenues
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As previously discussed in this order, we increased working capital by $2,835,000 for 1984 and by $2,897,000 for 1985
based on a recalculation of retail unbilled revenues. The corresponding NOI adjustments are to increase revenues
$102,000 in 1984 and $17,000 in 1985.

B. Parrish Lake Revenue

The Company inadvertently entered the revenues associated with Parrish Lake Park as a negative amount. The necessary
adjustment to correct this error is to increase revenues by $130,000 in 1984 and $142,000 in 1985.

C. Jurisdictional Separation Factors

As a result of our having modified FPL's proposed jurisdictional separation factors, it is necessary to decrease revenues
by $158,000 in 1984 and by $33,000 in 1985.

D. Revenue Forecast

As is more fully discussed in the rate design section of this order, FPL's original customer and sales forecasts were
prepared in the fall of 1982. We found these forecasts to be unreasonable and, instead, utilized an updated forecast
prepared by FPL in December 1983. The resulting increases in both forecasted sales and customers results in higher
revenues than contained in the original filing. The necessary adjustment is to increase revenues by $7,682,000 in 1984
and by $14,560,000 in 1985.

E. Fuel Revenues

Fuel revenues, although recovered through the Company's fuel and purchased power cost recovery clause, were included
in FPL's original filing. We determine that fuel revenues and expenses, as “breakeven” items, should be “equalized” or
removed from the case because they are not recovered through the Utility's base rates. The Company, Staff and Public
Counsel stipulated that the following adjustments were necessary to remove fuel revenues and expenses:

$(000)

  1984
 

1985
 

 
 

   

Fuel Operating Revenues
 

$1,269,049
 

$1,404,442
 

 
 

   

O&M - Fuel
 

1,211,339
 

1,383,989
 

 
 

   

Deferred Expense
 

37,686
 

1,469
 

 
 

   

Taxes Other Than Income
 

20,024
 

21,921
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Income Taxes - Current
 

(19,066)
 

(1,428)
 

 
 

   

Deferred Income Taxes
 

19,066
 

1,429
 

 
 

   

Total Fuel Expenses
 

$1,269,049
 

$1,404,442
 

 
 

   

Net Operating Income
 

-0-
 

-0-
 

We approve these adjustments and decrease revenues by $1,269,049,000 in 1984 and $1,404,442,000 in 1985.

F. Conservation Revenues

In a similar manner to fuel, FPL's approved conservation costs are recovered through its energy conservation cost
recovery clause and not through its base rates. Notwithstanding this fact, conservation revenues and expenses were
included in FPL's original filing. As with fuel, the Company, the Staff and Public Counsel stipulated that conservation
revenues and expenses have been equalized. The necessary adjustments to remove conservation revenues and expenses
are:

$(000)

  1984
 

1985
 

 
 

   

Conservation Operating Revenues
 

$41,552
 

$44,831
 

 
 

   

O&M - Other
 

39,813
 

42,996
 

 
 

   

Depreciation
 

1,101
 

1,156
 

 
 

   

Taxes Other Than Income
 

639
 

680
 

 
 

   

Income Taxes - Current
 

(133)
 

(435)
 

 
 

   

Deferred Income Taxes
 

132
 

434
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Total Conservation Expenses
 

$41,552
 

$44,831
 

 
 

   

Net Operating Income
 

-0-
 

-0-
 

We approve these adjustments and decrease revenues by $41,552,000 for 1984 and by $44,831,000 for 1985.

II. Operating Expenses

A. Operating and Maintenance

The Company has proposed test year operating and maintenance expenses of $2,032,110,000 for 1984 and $2,281,924,000
for 1985. We have determined that these amounts should be reduced to $663,816,000 for 1984 and $772,768,000 for
1985 as follows:

    1984
 

1985
 

 
 

     

Operations and Maintenance
Expenses Per Company
 

$2,032,110,000
 

$2,281,924,000
 

 
 

     

Adjustments:
 

   

 
 

     

1.
 

Pole Attachment Rental
Expense
 

5,579,000
 

6,136,000
 

2.
 

Conservation Expense Error
 

( 1,152,000)
 

( 1,944,000)
 

3.
 

Charitable Contributions
 

( 556,000)
 

( 434,000)
 

4.
 

Interest on IRS Tax
Deficiencies
 

( 798,000)
 

( 807,000)
 

5.
 

Industry Association Dues
 

( 406,000)
 

( 423,000)
 

6.
 

Rate Case Expenses
 

( 402,000)
 

-0-
 

7.
 

Advertising Expenses
 

( 237,000)
 

( 254,000)
 

8.
 

O&M Reasonableness
 

( 82,022,000)
 

( 85,767,000)
 

9.
 

Juno Relocation Costs
 

( 724,000)
 

( 1,466,000)
 

10.
 

Recoverable Fuel Expenses
 

(1,249,025,000)
 

(1,382,520,000)
 

11.
 

Recoverable Conservation
Expenses
 

( 39,813,000)
 

( 42,996,000)
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12.
 

Economy Energy Sales Profits
 

1,262,000
 

1,320,000
 

13.
 

Separation Factors
 

-0-
 

( 1,000)
 

 
 

     

Total Adjustments
 

(1,368,294,000)
 

(1,509,156,000)
 

 
 

     

Adjusted O&M Expenses
 

$ 663,816,000
 

$ 772,768,000
 

1. Pole Attachment Rental Expense

In its original filing, FPL failed to include the expenses related to its attachments on Southern Bell's poles. The
adjustments to correct this error are to increase expenses by $5,579,000 in 1984 and by $6,136,000 in 1985.

2. Conservation Expense Error

FPL witness Gower proposed a reduction in O&M expense in order to equate the amounts entered in the Company's rate
of return model with its projected conservation program expenditures. Specifically, he stated that the amount included
in FPL's forecast was higher than it should have been and his adjustment was necessary to correct the overstatement.
We agree and reduce O&M by $1,152,000 in 1984 and $1,944,000 in 1985.

3. Charitable Contributions

Consistent with our decisions in FPL's last two rate cases, we remove from operating expenses $556,000 of charitable
contributions in 1984 and $434,000 in 1985. FPL may, of course, continue to make contributions to charities; our decision
merely provides that the stockholders, and Federal and State governments make the contributions, not the ratepayers.

4. Interest on IRS Tax Deficiencies

FPL has proposed to include in O&M certain amounts of interest on Internal Revenue Service income tax deficiencies and
refunds. The Company argues that these deficiencies result from it occasionally being overruled by the IRS on aggressive
positions it takes in computing its taxes. Furthermore, FPL states that the IRS frequently adopts a compromise position
after negotiations so that even a deficiency determination may result in lower current taxes than would be the case had
the Company initially adopted a more conservative tax position.

We find that FPL has failed to demonstrate that its actions leading to the imposition of interest charges by the IRS are
in the best interest of itself or its ratepayers. Accordingly, the interest charges are disallowed as being neither prudent
nor reasonable. The necessary adjustments are to reduce O&M expense by $798,000 in 1984 and $807,000 in 1985.

5. Industry Association Dues

FPL has included in its filing a request for industry association dues of $1,805,343 in 1984 and $1,944,764 for 1985. Of
these dues, FPL has requested $425,269 and $449,510 for 1984 and 1985, respectively, for administrative dues to the
Edison Electric Institute (EEI). With regard to these dues, FPL witness Bauer acknowledged during cross-examination
by Commissioner Cresse that 18% to 20% are for direct lobbying or in support of direct lobbying. However, the NARUC
Staff Subcommittee on Accounts in its Preliminary Report stated that, in the absence of an adequate segregation of
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EEI expenditures, it favored an allocation of from 1/4 to 1/3 of EEI administrative dues payments to be borne by the
shareholders. We find that FPL has not presented an adequate segregation of EEI expenditures and in the absence of
such a segregation shall conservatively disallow 1/3 of the administrative dues FPL pays to EEI in each year as being for
lobbying or lobbying-related. While in many instances EEI lobbying efforts are beneficial to the ratepayers, we believe
it is the best policy not to study the purpose of lobbying expenses, but instead to disallow all lobbying expenses rather
than attempt to make a subjective judgment on the reasonableness of the lobbying effort.

FPL has also requested $178,059 in 1984 and $188,208 in 1985 for the EEI's Media Communications Program. As
evidenced by the record, this program is administered separately from other EEI operations and is supported by
voluntary contributions from its member utilities. We consider that this program is not necessary to the provision of
adequate and efficient electrical service and, therefore, disallow the associated contributions.

FPL has also requested total dues to the Atomic Industrial Forum in the amount of $100,000 for 1984 and $103,000
for 1985. We consider these dues to be for lobbying efforts and disallow them. We also disallow as being non-utility the
requested dues for the Broward County Hotel and Motel Association, the Melbourne Restaurant Association, and the
Miami Beach Resort Hotel. Our total adjustments are to reduce O&M by $406,000 in 1984 and $423,000 in 1985.

6. Rate Case Expense

FPL has included total amounts of rate case expense in its projections of $875,000 for 1984 and $438,000 for 1985. These
amounts include an amortization for the Company's 1982 rate case expense as well as for this case. Public Counsel has
proposed, as he did in FPL's last rate case, that rate case expense should be shared equally between the Utility's investors
and ratepayers. Once again, we must reject Public Counsel's proposition for the reason that rate case expense is a cost
of doing business, which should be fully recognized.

FPL's requested amounts are based upon an amortization period that begins when the new rates become effective.
However, we believe that the amortization should begin with the beginning of the test year since a full year of the
amortization of rate case expense is included in the income statement. Additionally, FPL has included a full year's
amortization of its last rate increase in its present request. However, because the Company's present rates will have been
in effect for approximately a year and seven months prior to the new rates in this case becoming effective, FPL will
have already recovered the majority of its expenses from previous cases. To compensate for this factor, we shall remove
$615,000 of rate case amortization associated with the Company's last case in Docket No. 820097-EU.

The net effect of our adjustments is to decrease O&M by $402,000 for 1984.

7. Advertising Expenses

FPL originally requested advertising expenses of $4,486,721 for 1984 and $4,759,296 for 1985. Subsequent to its filing,
FPL identified an error and recommended that Account No. 909.5, Other Advertising, be reduced to zero. Public Counsel
agrees with these reductions and has also recommended that institutional advertising be disallowed as well.

We agree with Public Counsel that the institutional advertising is of a promotional or image-building nature, which
should be disallowed. The necessary adjustments are to reduce O&M expense by $237,000 in 1984 and by $254,000 in
1985.

8. O&M Reasonableness
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By far, the most significant disallowances we have made in this case are those in which we have reduced FPL's operating
and maintenance expenses (O&M) as a result of the Company's failure to adequately control their O&M expenditures or
to prove by competent substantial evidence that all of those projected expenses for the years 1984 and 1985 are reasonable
and prudent. The net effect of our adjustments on this major issue is to reduce the requested 1984 O&M by $82,022,000
and that requested for 1985 by $85,767,000. Because these adjustments are so significant and also represent a recurring
problem, we think it especially important that the reader fully understand the nature of the problem, the facts bearing
on this issue and the logic supporting our decision.

The simple basic problem is that FPL's base electric rates, and the costs that comprise them, have for many years
consistently grown at a rate in excess of that accounted for by a compound factor including the Utility's increases in new
customers and general inflation as measured by the Consumer Price Index (CPI). Beginning in 1973 and throughout most
of the 1970's, overall electric rates were impacted most dramatically by rising fuel costs. For a few years now fuel prices
have generally stabilized, even though low sulfur fuel has recently increased and have contributed less to the continued
rise in electric rates. In any event, the Commission has for a number of years provided for the full recovery of reasonably
and prudently-incurred fuel costs through the Fuel Cost and Purchased Power Recovery Clause (presently Docket No.
840001-EI). As discussed previously, the revenues and expenses associated with fuel and purchased power, as well as the
Company's conservation programs, have been equalized or removed from this case. However, even with these potentially
volatile costs removed from consideration, FPL's O&M expenses continued to outstrip a level of growth explained by
customer growth and increases in the CPI.

In the Company's 1982 rate case, we inquired of Mr. Hudiburg what the Utility was doing to keep the rate of growth of
O&M expenses in check. He responded that it was management's long-term goal to keep the overall rate of increase in
these expenses at or below the level accounted for by customer growth and increases in the CPI. As a result, we noted
the following, at page 34 of Order No. 11437, which is the final order entered in FPL's 1982 rate case:

With regard to the overall increase in operating and maintenance expenses, we note that the Company has expressed a
goal of limiting increases in these expenses to a percentage equal to the combined growth in customers and the rate of
inflation. In this Company's next rate case we intend to closely examine the Company's percentage growth in operating
and maintenance expense and may, if we deem it appropriate, hold the Company to its stated goal. (Emphasis supplied.)

As noted at page 6 of this order, a primary reason for our denial of FPL's request for interim rates was its failure to justify
an increase in its 1982 to 1983 O&M costs of $47,566,000 over and above that accounted for by increases in the CPI and
customer growth. Seeking additional information on O&M increases beyond the CPI and customer growth level, we
requested that FPL prepare a table depicting a comparison of the Company's actual 1979-1983 and budgeted 1984 and
1985 (total company) O&M expenses, excluding fuel, interchange, net purchased power, conservation and COM/CWM
costs with amounts which assumed a 1979 base year adjusted for CPI and customer growth. The Company supplied the
following table, which appeared at page 32 of the Prehearing Order:

The following table depicts a comparison of FPL's actual 1979-1983 and budgeted 1984 and 1985 (total company) O&M
expenses, excluding fuel interchange, net purchase power, conservation, and COM/CWM costs with amounts which
assume a 1979 base year adjusted for CPI and customer growth:

($000)

Year

 

Amount

 

Compound Multiplier

 

Benchmark

 

Difference from Benchmark

 

 

1979

 

Actual

 

361,176

 

1.0000

 

361,176

 

0

 

1980 Actual 446,726 1.1958 431,894 14,832
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1981

 

Actual

 

541,559

 

1.3804

 

498,567

 

42,992

 

1982

 

Actual

 

610,410

 

1.5118

 

546,026

 

64,384

 

1983

 

Est/Act

 

702,383

 

1.6062

 

580,121

 

122,262

 

1983

 

Actual

 

699,096

 

1.6077

 

580,663

 

118,433

 

1984

 

Forecast

 

759,030

 

1.7483

 

631,444

 

127,586

 

1985

 

Forecast

 

817,520

 

1.9149

 

691,616

 

125,904

 

The following data were used to construct the CPI and customer growth multiplier:

Reference Data for Compound Multiplier:

Year
 

Customers
 

Ave CPI
 

 
1979
 

Actual
 

2,074,340
 

217.4
 

1980
 

Actual
 

2,184,985
 

246.8
 

1981
 

Actual
 

2,285,187
 

272.4
 

1982
 

Actual
 

2,358,168
 

289.1
 

1983
 

Est/Act
 

2,420,924
 

299.2
 

1983
 

Actual
 

2,429,690
 

298.4
 

1984
 

Forecast
 

2,509,266
 

314.2
 

1985
 

Forecast
 

2,600,195
 

332.1
 

So, for example, the CPI increased 44.53% from 1979 to 1984 (314.2 / 217.4 = 1.4453 = 44.53% increase) while customers
increased 20.97% (2,509,266 / 2,074,340 = 1.2097%) during the same period. The sum of the two equals a 65.49% increase
from 1979 to 1984. To get the compound multiplier we multiply 44.53 x 20.97 = 9.34, which we add to the sum of those
two numbers to get 1.7483 CPI and customer growth factor.

Multiplying FPL's 1979 base year O&M expenditures of $361,176,000 times the CPI and customer growth compound
multiplier of 1.7483 results in a 1984 O&M benchmark of $631,444,000. Stated another way, had FPL's management
been successful at keeping the rate of growth of O&M expenses equal to the combined rate of CPI and customer growth,
their forecasted non-fuel/conservation O&M costs for 1984 would have been $631,444,000. The long-term goal was not
met over this five year period and requested O&M costs in the 1984 test year were $759,030,000 or $127,586,000 over
and above the increase explained by CPI and customer growth. Similarly, for the 1985 test year, FPL's requested non-
fuel/conservation of $817,520,000 is $125,904,000 in excess of the $691,616,000 that would have been required had O&M
costs held the line with CPI and customer growth since 1979.

FPL and other regulated utilities are entitled to recover through their rates prudently and reasonably-incurred expenses,
necessary to the provision of adequate, sufficient and efficient service. The law provides that entitlement, but no more.
Thus, the burden of establishing its O&M expenses as prudent and reasonable rests with the Utility and the responsibility

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 901

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



In Re: Petition of Florida Power and Light Company for an..., 84 FPSC 7:136 (1984)

 © 2017 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 42

of holding the Utility to its proof rests with this Commission. We want to make abundantly clear that our use of the CPI
and customer growth comparison factor is not a statement that all expense increases above CPI and customer growth
are prima facie unreasonable or imprudent. On the other hand, we do not imply that all expenses increasing at a rate
below CPI and customer growth are automatically reasonable and prudent. Rather, we use this standard to “flag” certain
expenses that because of their dramatic rates of growth demand a greater level of scrutiny and we expect our Staff to
develop further refinements in our analysis of “necessary costs.”

Once the general area of O&M expenses had been identified as significantly exceeding the CPI and customer growth
factor, we examined FPL's filing to ascertain whether the Company had carried its burden of demonstrating that its
expenses were reasonably and prudently-incurred. For the most part, the pre-filed testimony did not specifically address
increased costs, but, rather, described what amount was being spent and on what.

The Commission was not convinced, after hearing the testimony, that the Company had “justified” the increased cost
levels being requested. Rather, the Commission considered that the Utility had merely “explained” the increases, which
is akin to reporting that something has or will take place without offering competent evidence that that thing is necessary,
or, if necessary, at a cost that is reasonable.

During the first week of hearings, the Commission offered the Company an additional opportunity to justify the
significant number of increased items that had been left wanting. The Company accepted this offer and as a result
prepared late-filed exhibit No. 4M/5H, which detailed some 27 specific activities and attempted to justify why those
activities increased at a rate faster than CPI and customer growth.

The table below was submitted by FPL witness Dady as late-filed Exhibit 4P at the request of the Commission. Its
purpose was to place the 27 activities discussed in Exhibit No. 4M/5H in the nine major functional accounts shown.

TABLE 1

O&M INCREASES BY FUNCTIONAL ACCOUNT 1979 ACTUAL TO 1984 FORECAST A1  ($000)

At our request, FPL provided the following table, which “functionalized” each of the 27 activities in Exhibit No. 4M/5H
into the appropriate functional account. This table resulted in a more detailed explanation of how the amounts in excess
of the 1984 CPI and customer growth benchmark are distributed among the Company's major functions. For example,
the table reveals that a portion of the $21,680,000 above the 1984 benchmark for “Pay Rate Increase for Existing
Employees” is spread among each of the nine major functional accounts, with the largest portion ($5,919,000) residing
in distribution.

TABLE 2

FUNCTIONALIZATION OF LATE FILED EXHIBIT 4M/5H BY ITEM

  Differential

 

Prod

Steam

 

Prod

Nuclear

 

Prod

Other

 

Other

Power

Supply

 

Trans

 

Dist

 

Cust

Accts

 

Cust

Serv &

Info

 

A&G

 

Total

 

 

 

                     

St. Lucie

Unit #2

 

$

10,710

 

$

1,285

 

$

9,425

 

              $

10,710
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Martin

Plant Op.

 

7,819

 

6,451

 

  1,368

 

            7,819

 

Cutler Plant

Op.

 

3,615

 

2,982

 

  633

 

            3,615

 

Riveria

Plant Op.

(1&2)

 

1,351

 

1,115

 

  236

 

            1,351

 

St. Lucie

Unit #1

Rotor

Refurb.

 

10,500

 

1,260

 

9,240

 

              10,500

 

NRC

Mandated

Work

 

2,690

 

  2,208

 

            482

 

2,690

 

NRC Req.

Personnel

Adds.

 

5,511

 

661

 

4,850

 

              5,511

 

Nuclear

Emer.

Planning

 

2,000

 

240

 

1,760

 

              2,000

 

Putnam

Pipeline

Amort.

 

1,114

 

919

 

  195

 

            1,114

 

Boiler Mod.

Study

 

2,000

 

1,650

 

  350

 

            2,000

 

R&D

Expenditures

 

1,076

 

28

 

51

 

2

 

  15

 

5

 

    975

 

1,076

 

Pay Rate

Increase

for Existing

Employees

 

21,680

 

3,621

 

2,016

 

499

 

65

 

1,192

 

5,919

 

3,837

 

87

 

4,444

 

21,680

 

Prop.

& Liab.

Insurance

 

18,801

 

602

 

263

 

56

 

    (19)

 

    11,148

 

18,801

 

Pension &

Welfare

 

11,503

 

                11,503

 

11,503

 

Computer

Services

 

7,408

 

            1,222

 

  6,186

 

7,408

 

Telephone

Expenses

 

1,252

 

            207

 

  1,045

 

1,252

 

Rate Reg.

Expense

 

629

 

                629

 

629
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Juno Bch.

Fac. Op.

 

1,073

 

            177

 

  896

 

1,073

 

Juno Bch.

Relocation

Expenses

 

750

 

                750

 

750

 

Biweekly

Payroll Adj.

 

5,895

 

    407

 

      (124)

 

  5,612

 

5,895

 

Rented

Office

Space

 

581

 

                581

 

581

 

Contract

Line

Clearing

 

1,891

 

          1,891

 

      1,891

 

Vehicles-

Company

 

4,694

 

        276

 

2,614

 

1,360

 

54

 

390

 

4,694

 

Uncollectible

Accounts

Receivable

 

2,319

 

            2,319

 

    2,319

 

Transmission

Ops.

 

943

 

        943

 

        943

 

Arbitration

Case-CM/

DM

 

913

 

        54

 

508

 

264

 

11

 

76

 

913

 

Division

Programs

 

11,101

 

        653

 

6,181

 

3,216

 

129

 

922

 

11,101

 

Rounding

Between

Functions

 

0

 

12

 

3

 

4

 

(9)

 

(7)

 

(7)

 

8

 

1

 

(5)

 

0

 

 

 

                     

Total Per

LF Exh. 4P

 

$139,819

 

$20,826

 

$29,816

 

$3,750

 

$ 56

 

$3,126

 

$17,092

 

$12,486

 

$ 282

 

$52,385

 

$139,819

 

As may be seen from the first table, FPL's forecast 1984 O&M expenditures of $759,030,000 were $127,586,000 in
excess of the 1984 benchmark of $631,440,000. As a result of our review of the record in this case, we have disallowed
as either unreasonable or unproved $81,919,000 of projected 1984 O&M costs in excess of the CPI and customer
growth benchmark. Our net adjustments per functional account are set out in the table below and the rationale for the
adjustments follows:

Function

 

1979

Actual

 

1984

Benchmark

 

1984

Forecast

 

Difference

 

Amount

Justified

 

Remaining

Difference

 

Amount

Allowed

 

Juris. 3

Factor

 

Juris.

Amt.

Allow
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Production

-

Steam a1

 

$

44,670

 

$

64,771

 

$

98,255

 

$

33,484

 

$

12,869

 

$ 20,615

 

$

77,640

 

.93836

 

$

72,854

 

 

 

                 

Production

-

Nuclear a1

 

44,702

 

64,817

 

96,962

 

32,145

 

31,192

 

953

 

96,009

 

.9383

 

90,085

 

 

 

                 

Production

- Other a1

 

11,289

 

16,369

 

18,554

 

2,185

 

56

 

2,129

 

16,425

 

.93748

 

15,398

 

 

 

                 

Other

Power

Supply

 

757

 

1,097

 

1,427

 

330

 

330

 
0 2

 

1,427

 

.93748

 

1,338

 

 

 

                 

Transmission

 

13,066

 

22,843

 

28,215

 

5,372

 

922

 

4,450

 

23,765

 

.94101

 

22,363

 

 

 

                 

Distribution

 

77,609

 

135,684

 

157,093

 

21,409

 

10,679

 

10,730

 

146,363

 

.99826

 

146,108

 

 

 

                 

Customer

Accounts

 

42,417

 

74,158

 

85,260

 

11,102

 

5,543

 

5,559

 

79,701

 

.99893

 

79,616

 

 

 

                 

Cust.

Service

and Info.

 

7,243

 

12,663

 

4,752

 

( 7,911)

 

0

 
( 7,911) 1

 

12,663

 

.99893

 

12,649

 

 

 

                 

Administration

and

General

 

119,423

 

208,786

 

268,512

 

59,726

 

14,332

 

45,394

 

223,118

 

.97062

 

216,563

 

 

 

                 

Total

 

$361,176

 

$601,188

 

$759,030

 

$157,842

 

$

75,923

 

$ 81,919

 

$677,111

 

  $656,975
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Appropriateness of CPI and Customer Growth Benchmark

As was discussed earlier, our use of the CPI and customer growth benchmark comparison resulted, in part, from Mr.
Hudiburg's statement that keeping O&M costs within CPI and customer growth was a long-term goal of the Company.
However, the record in this case reveals that allowing both CPI and customer growth is not appropriate for all categories
of expenses. Specifically, we find that production plant O&M should only be inflated for the CPI increases and not for
customer growth. This is so, because, unlike customer or line crew personnel whose numbers have a logical and fairly
direct correlation to the number of customers served, generating plant is built to serve a certain maximum load and
its non-fuel O&M expenses do not rise as a result of new customers being added to the system, but, rather, rise when
new plant is built. Accordingly, we have inflated the three production functions by only the increases in the CPI. This
adjustment results in a decrease to the 1984 benchmark for these functions in the amount of $30,030,000 as shown below.

  CPI & Customer Growth
 

CPI Only
 

Production - Steam
 

$ 78,097,000
 

$ 64,771,000
 

Production - Nuclear
 

78,153,000
 

64,817,000
 

Production - Other
 

19,737,000
 

16,369,000
 

  $175,987,000
 

$145,957,000
 

  -145,957,000
 

 

  $ 30,030,000
 

 

Instead of granting a customer growth factor to Production Plant, we have analyzed the specific additions to plant in
these categories and allowed certain increased O&M expenses associated with those additions.

St. Lucie Unit No. 2

As reflected in Exhibit No. 4M/5H, 1984 O&M expenses projected for St. Lucie 2 nuclear unit were $10,710,000. Because
this unit was not in service in 1979 and, therefore, has no base year for expansion by the CPI, we have included the entire
$10,710,000 projected by the Company in allowable 1984 O&M.

Martin Plant Operation

FPL's Martin Plant units were only beginning operations in 1979 and they also have no representative 1979 O&M base.
Accordingly, we have included the entire $8,476,000 FPL has forecast for these units in allowable 1984 O&M.

Cutler and Riveria Plant Operation

The Cutler and Riveria generating plants were in extended cold standby in 1979 and, therefore, had only relatively
minimal O&M costs during that yea. Because these units have now been reactivated, we have included the full amounts
projected by FPL of $4,300,000 for Culter and $2,750,000 for Riveria in allowable 1984 O&M.
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The above production plant adjustments increase allowable 1984 O&M by a total of $26,636,000. However, since FPL's
1979 actual O&M costs include $1,568,000 related to the Martin, Cutler and Riveria plants, which has already been
increased for CPI only and included in allowable O&M, we must subtract that amount so as to not double-count on
inflation. ($1,568,000 x 1.45 = $2,273,000). The resulting net increase in allowable 1984 O&M costs due to the addition
or reactivation of these four generating plants since 1979 is $23,963,000.

St. Lucie Unit No. 1 Rotor Refurbishment

FPL has included in 1984 O&M $10,500,000 related to the repair or replacement of cracked rotor disks in the St. Lucie
Unit 1 turbine rotor. Because there was no comparable repair item in the Company's 1979 base year, we will include
this amount in the allowable 1984 O&M.

NRC Mandated Work

The Company has included in 1984 O&M $8,900,000 related to certain work at its four nuclear generating units, which
has been mandated by the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). FPL states that completing this work is a
condition of the plants' operating licenses and, further, that the level of work bears no correlation to either customer
growth or inflation. We agree that these increased costs are not logically related to either inflation or customer growth
and, further, that they are mandated by an appropriate governmental agency. Accordingly, we shall approve this amount,
minus the $3,552,000 in the 1979 base expanded for the CPI increases that we had already included in allowable 1984
O&M.

NRC Required Personnel Additions

FPL states that the impact of NRC requirements since 1979 has resulted in the addition of 230 personnel to the Company.
As with the previously-discussed NRC mandated work, FPL states that these personnel are required as a condition of
its operating licenses and, further, that the costs associated with these additional personnel are correlated with neither
the CPI nor customer growth. We agree, and because there is no base amount for this category in 1979, we shall include
the entire $5,511,000 projected.

Nuclear Emergency Planning

Radiological emergency response plans and preparedness requirements of the NRC are established by federal rule.
Additionally, Section 252.60, Florida Statutes, has established that the state and its political subdivisions are not
responsible for funding programs for radiological emergencies. Consequently, FPL has forecast $2,000,000 for nuclear
emergency planning funding for 1984. We agree that this is an appropriate expenditure and, because there was no
comparable expenditure in 1979, we shall include the entire $2,000,000 in allowable 1984 O&M.

Putnam Pipeline Amortization

FPL contracted with Florida Gas to build a pipeline to the Utility's Putnam Plant in order to allow that plant to burn
natural gas. In 1982, this Commission ordered FPL to amortize the costs related to the pipeline through base rates over
five years beginning in October 1982. There was no comparable cost in 1979, therefore, we shall include the full amount
of the amortization of $1,114,000. The Company projected reduced plant O&M expenses related to the use of gas in the
amount of $2,100,000, which we have recognized.
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Boiler Modification Study

FPL included $2,000,000 in 1984 O&M related to studies to determine what modifications are necessary to accommodate
cyclical operations on its Foster Wheeler boilers. The purpose of the studies is to find modifications that will maintain
unit availability and reliability while limiting maintenance costs. We shall approve this item and allow the full $2,000,000
projected inasmuch as there was no comparable amount or category in 1979.

R&D Expenditures

FPL's actual 1979 O&M expenses for research and development were $6,278,000. When inflated for both CPI and
customer growth the 1984 benchmark is $10,976,000. FPL defends the $1,076,000 forecast above the benchmark by
indicating that its R&D expenditures are primarily based on an Electrical Power Research Institute (EPRI) formula
which is not directly related to customer growth and inflation.

We find that there is no competent substantial evidence of record to justify the $1,076,000 increment above the benchmark
and, therefore, disallow it.

Pay Rate (Salary) Increase Differential for Existing Employees

In 1979, FPL's actual O&M expenses in this category were $151,881,000. When multiplied times the rate for CPI, the
1984 benchmark for this category is $219,508,000, or some $21,680,000 short of the 1984 forecast of $241,188,000 that
the Utility seeks to recover through this case. The 1984 benchmark of $219,508,000 and the 1984 forecast of $241,188,000
are in reference only to the salaries of the number of employees FPL had in 1979 and do not include the salaries of
employees added since then. Because we find that FPL has offered no competent substantial evidence to support the
reasonableness of the level of its projected 1984 salaries in this category, we disallow the $21,680,000 above the level that
is explained by the rate of increase of general inflation as measured by the CPI.

This is the largest single O&M adjustment in this case and, while we believe that there is insufficient evidence to prove
the reasonableness of the projected salaries, we believe that there is sufficient evidence of record to demand a high degree
of scrutiny.

FPL, at year-end 1983 employed 12,796 individuals with diverse skills. At year-end 1982 there were 12,514 employees.
As evidenced by Exhibit 4-C, below, (Public Counsel Interrogatory No. 194), the average annualized salary for the
Exempt employee group, as of December 31, 1982, was $37,944. Bargaining Unit employees averaged $24,108 for the
same period, and Non-Bargaining Unit Biweekly employees averaged $19,488.

Exhibit 4-C

Question. Provide the annualized salary for each employee group as of December 31, 1982. For each employee or
employee group, provide the amount in dollars or percentage of wage increases granted over the past three years. For
each employee or employee group, provide the amount of wage increase projected for the year ended December 31, 1983.

Answer. The requested data is summarized below:

Exempt
 

Non-Bargaining Unit Biweekly
 

Bargaining Unit
 

Annualized Salary $37,944 $19,488 $24,108
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% Increase - 1980
 

8.8
 

8.1
 

8.9
 

% Increase - 1981
 

10.2
 

7.4
 

9.3
 

% Increase - 1982
 

12.7
 

9.6
 

10.5
 

% Increase - 1983
 

9.7
 

8.8
 

8.9
 

Note: The bi-annual effect of contract negotiations with its associated retroactive/delayed increase distorts comparisons
using year-end data. For that reason, September data has been used to respond to this interrogatory for all years.

This exhibit also demonstrates that the average exempt employee received as high as a 12.7% salary increase in 1982 and
a four-year average increase of 10.35%. Bargaining Unit employees were next with a 9.4% four-year average increase
and Non-Bargaining Unit Biweekly employees were third with 8.48%. Average inflation, as measured by the Consumer
Price Index, for those years was:

% Increase Over Previous Year
 

 
% Increase - 1980
 

10.37%
 

% Increase - 1981
 

6.13%
 

% Increase - 1982
 

3.49%
 

% Increase - 1983
 

3.22%
 

FPL witness Bentley in his Exhibit No. 3-G, below, provided the assumptions used by the Company's 1983 Rate of
Return Forecasting Process, including forecasts for the CPI during the two test years and the expected increases in Real
Per Capita Income in Florida.

Exhibit No. 3-G

Percent Change from Prior Year

 

Actual 1983

 

Forecast 1983

 

Forecast 1984

 

Forecast 1985

 

Current Assumptions a1

 

 

Consumer Price Index

 

3.2

 

3.5

 

5.0

 

5.7

 

 

Producer Price Index - All Commodities

 

1.3

 

1.0

 

5.5

 

5.8

 

 

Producer Price Index - Capital Equipment

 

2.8

 

4.5

 

5.7

 

5.9

 

 

Gross National Product Implicit Price

Deflator

 

4.2

 

4.3

 

5.3

 

5.5
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Average Hourly Earnings Construction

Workers

 

4.4

 

6.7

 

6.8

 

6.9

 

 

Real Gross National Product

 

3.3

 

3.0

 

4.9

 

3.2

 

 

Florida (Non-Farm) Employment

 

3.0

 

2.5

 

4.5

 

4.5

 

 

Florida Real Per Capita Income

 

N/A

 

0.2

 

1.5

 

2.0

 

 

Dady's Revised Late-Filed Exhibit No. 4-D, below, demonstrates that when all of the employees' salaries are weighted,
the gross payroll per employee was projected to be $35,111 in the 1984 test year and $37,751 in 1985.

Exhibit No. 4-D

Salaries and Fringe Benefits

1980

 

1981

 

1982

 

1983

 

1984

 

1985

 

Per Employee Basis

 

 

Gross Payroll

 

$24,994

 

$27,198

 

$29,538

 

$32,625

 

$35,111

 

$37,751

 

 

Fringe Benefit

 

           

 

 

           

Retirement-Funded Plan

 

$

2,723

 

$

2,736

 

$

3,368

 

$

3,607

 

$

3,918

 

$

4,196

 

 

 

           

FICA Tax

 

1,343

 

1,620

 

1,814

 

1,988

 

2,243

 

2,429

 

 

 

           

Group Insurance

 

975

 

840

 

1,147

 

1,321

 

1,714

 

2,013

 

 

 

           

Unemployment Comp. Tax

 

77

 

52

 

50

 

66

 

71

 

77

 

 

 

           

Workman's Compensation

 

183

 

197

 

238

 

231

 

235

 

242

 

 

 

           

Other (Thrift Plan, Power Caps,

Adm. Exp. etc.)

 

619

 

753

 

729

 

818

 

866

 

928
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Subtotal - Fringes

 

$

5,920

 

$

6,198

 

$

7,346

 

$

8,031

 

$

9,046

 

$

9,884

 

Percentage of Payroll

 

23.7%

 

22.8%

 

24.9%

 

24.6%

 

25.8%

 

26.2%

 

 

 

           

Total Payroll & Fringes

 

$30,913

 

$33,396

 

$36,883

 

$40,656

 

$44,158

 

$47,634

 

 

 

           

Total Package Increase Per Year Per Employee

 

 

Dollar Increase

 

$ 2,483

 

$ 3,487

 

$ 3,773

 

$ 3,501

 

$ 3,477

 

Percentage Increase

 

8.0%

 

10.4%

 

10.2%

 

8.6%

 

7.9%

 

As also indicated by this table, total fringe benefits of $9,046 increased the projected 1984 total payroll and fringes to
$44,158 per employee. 1985 is projected to increase fringes to $9,884 per employee and raise the total of payroll and
fringes to $47,634. If you compare the “Percent Increase” rates on the bottom line of Revised Exhibit No. 4D to the
actual and projected rates of increase in the CPI for the same period, you will notice wide disparities, and especially
so, in 1982 and 1983 when the rate of total employee benefits increased 10.4% and 10.2%, respectively, and represented
170% (10.4/6.13 = 169.66%) of the increase the CPI in 1982 and 319% (10.2/3.2 = 318.75%) in 1983. Thus, it can be seen
that since FPL's last full rate case in 1982, the Company's salary and fringe benefit expense has, in two years, increased
over 20%.

We believe that increases of this magnitude demand that the Company fulfill its burden of demonstrating by competent
substantial evidence that these rates of increase and the resulting salary levels are both necessary and reasonable.
However, based upon our having heard the testimony in this case and examined the other evidence, we find that FPL
has failed to meet its burden.

The gist of FPL's evidence in support of its request on this subject is that its proposed salary levels are reasonable
and necessary from the standpoint of attracting and retaining a skilled workforce. Additionally, the Company states in
Exhibit No. 4M/5H:

The pressure of the market place continues to be a force in determining the magnitude of increases we have included
in our forecast for 1984 and 1985. For example, starting engineering salaries drive up existing salaries; nuclear power
operators continue to be in great demand in this high technology area.

While FPL's defense of these salary levels may be entirely correct, its support consists entirely of conclusory statements
by the Company's witnesses that the projected salaries are necessary if FPL is to remain a competitive employer. FPL
has not offered comparative salary exhibits that would demonstrate the salary levels of other comparable utilities or high
technology industries that it must compete for employees with. In the absence of such concrete evidence that its requested
salary levels are both necessary and reasonable, we shall disallow the $21,680,000 increment requested in 1984 O&M that
exceeds the 1984 benchmark, which is the CPI only for existing 1979 employees on Exhibit No. 4M/5H. While we shall
allow the benchmark amount in 1984 O&M, which should be adequate to cover raises and additional employees due to
customer growth, we emphasize that a rate of O&M expense increase equal to the combined rate of increase in the CPI
and customer growth will not automatically be considered as necessary and reasonable. Rather, in future cases for this
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Utility and others, we shall expect concrete evidence in the form of comparative salary studies, and the like, justifying
the salary levels requested to be included in the customer's rates.

Property and Liability Insurance

In 1979, FPL's actual O&M for this account was $12,275,000. When expanded for CPI and customer growth, the 1984
benchmark is $21,460,000, or $18,801,000 short of the 1984 forecast of $40,261,000. In defending the increases, FPL
states that the major contributing factors were:

1. St. Lucie #2 was placed on line in 1983 which increased 1984 insurance costs by $6,106,000;

2. the addition of NEIL 1 in 1980 to cover replacement energy costs in the event of a nuclear incident increased insurance
costs by $5,327,000 over 1979;

3. the addition of NEIL 2 in 1981 to provide increased nuclear property insurance increased insurance costs by $2,043,000
over 1979;

4. in 1981 the FPSC approved annual additions to the Storm and Property Insurance Reserve, which increased funding
expense by $3,000,000 over 1979;

5. NML premiums increased above escalation rates, due to increases in property values and increased coverage limits,
which increased insurance costs by $629,000 over 1979;

6. excess liability insurance premiums increased by $532,000 over 1979 due to the availability and selection of lower
optimal deductibles; and

7. increases in public claims against FPL for either damage or bodily injuries and for increased property damage and
loss increased the needed reserve accrual by $1,164,000 over 1979.

After studying the record evidence on this issue, we disallow $9,185,000 and approve for inclusion in allowed 1984 O&M
$31,076,000. The basis for our decision is as follows: We accept each of the justifications offered by the Company on
the above seven items and will include in allowable O&M the $18,801,000 represented by these items. However, because
FPL has not specified what portion of these increased items had a comparable expense in the 1979 base, we will not
allow the CPI and customer growth expansion represented by the 1984 benchmark, but will, instead, include only the
$12,275,000 in the 1979 base. Accordingly, we approve property and liability insurance for 1984 of $31,076,000.

Pension and Welfare

FPL's 1979 actual O&M expenses for this account were $33,661,000. For 1984, the Company has forecast $70,353,000,
which is $11,503,000 in excess of the 1984 benchmark of $58,850,000. FPL states that the major contributions to these
resulted from:

1. Bargaining Unit employees became eligible to contribute to the Employee Thrift Plan, and employees in general
increased the level of their participation, which resulted in an increase of $2,820,000;

2. The initiation of the Dental Assistance Program in 1982 added $1,625,000;
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3. Employee Pension costs increased $3,317,000 due to increased contribution requirements, IRS changes to funding
requirements and the accrual needed because of additional employees; and

4. Medical costs have increased faster than inflation by $5,889,000.

We accept the additional $3,317,000 related to IRS changes and increased contribution requirements and add that
amount to the benchmark of $58,850,000 for an approved amount of 1984 O&M in this account of $62,167,000. We
reject the $1,625,000 associated with the Dental Program because FPL has not provided competent substantial evidence
that assisting its employees with their dental expenses is either necessary or, if it is, that the costs are reasonable. Likewise,
the Company has failed to demonstrate by competent substantial evidence that its Employee Thrift Plan (essentially a
Company-subsidized savings plan), let alone the increases in that plan, are necessary to its provision of electric service to
its customers. Accordingly, we disallow the $2,820,000 associated with the increases in this program. We also disallow
the $5,889,000, for inclusion in rates, in medical costs that have increased faster than inflation. While these medical costs
may have increased faster than inflation, we have expanded the 1979 costs by customer growth in addition to inflation.

Computer Services

FPL's 1979 actual computer services expenses were $5,124,000 and are projected to be $ 7,366,000 for 1984, which is
$7,408,000 in excess of the 1984 benchmark. We consider that expansion by CPI and customer growth should have been
adequate for these services. Stated another way, FPL has not demonstrated by competent substantial evidence that these
additional projected computer costs are necessary for the provision of the efficient electric service. Additionally, the
Company has not indicated what productivity savings have been realized in manpower reductions, or others, through
the use of greater computer services. We allow the 1984 benchmark of $8,958,000 in 1984 O&M.

Telephone Expenses

FPL's actual 1979 expense in this category was $5,831,000 and is forecast to be $11,446,000 in 1984, which is $1,252,000
in excess of the 1984 benchmark. Based upon our understanding of this record, we find that the $1,252,000 in excess
of the benchmark was based upon projected telephone rate increases that have not occurred. Accordingly, we disallow
$1,252,000 and approve for inclusion the $10,194,000 benchmark figure.

Rate Regulation Expense

FPL has forecast $2,047,000 for this category in 1984, which is $629,000 in excess of the 1984 benchmark. While the
Company states that the difference is due to increased regulatory activity at the State and Federal levels, we note that one
such activity, fuel adjustment hearings, have been reduced from 12 per year to 2 per year since 1979, which should have
resulted in reduced costs. We find that FPL has not presented competent substantial evidence to quantify the increase
above the benchmark, and, therefore, disallow $629,000.

Juno Beach Facility Operations

FPL has projected $1,073,000 for the operation of this facility, which was completed in 1982 and for which there was no
cost in 1979. While this is a new facility, we find that the costs of operating it should have been covered by the increases
we have allowed in most areas for both inflation and customer growth. Accordingly, we disallow the $1,073,000 related
to this item.

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 913

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



In Re: Petition of Florida Power and Light Company for an..., 84 FPSC 7:136 (1984)

 © 2017 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 54

Juno Beach Relocation Expenses

FPL has forecast $750,000 for relocating employees to the Juno Beach facility. This issue is more thoroughly discussed
below, where the expense is disallowed.

Biweekly Payroll Adjustment

FPL has forecast $1,000,000 in order to properly match payroll expenses paid with expenses incurred each month. FPL
has failed to adequately explain this adjustment. We do not understand how this adjustment occurs and, therefore,
disallow the $1,000,000 requested.

Rental Office Space

FPL has requested $5,459,000 for rental office space in 1984, which is $581,000 greater than the 1984 benchmark. We
find that FPL has not proven that the increases above and beyond those provided by inflation and customer growth are
either necessary or reasonable. Accordingly, we disallow $581,000 in this category.

Contract Line Clearing

FPL has forecast $14,844,000 or $1,891,000 in excess of the 1984 benchmark for line clearing operations. We accept
the Company's justification that its earlier attempts to reduce costs in this area were not successful and that customer
dissatisfaction with lower service and increased storm damage demand that the historical real funding to this activity be
restored. Accordingly, we allow $14,844,000 for line clearing in 1984.

Vehicles - Company

FPL's 1979 actual expense for this activity was $10,321,000. When expanded for CPI and customer growth the 1984
benchmark is $18,044,000. FPL's 1984 forecast and request in this case is for $23,594,000. In defense of the increase above
the benchmark, FPL states, in part, that vehicle utilization has risen as a result of going to two-men work crews, so that
the vehicles used per T&D field employee is up from 1979 levels. We accept this justification and allow the incremental
increase of $276,000 associated with transmission and the $2,614,000 associated with distribution. We find that the
Company has not justified the remainder of the increase by competent substantial evidence. We, therefore, approve the
inclusion of the 1984 benchmark plus the increment proven of $2,890,000, for a 1984 total of $20,934,000.

Uncollectible Accounts Receivable

FPL has forecast 1984 expenses for this account as $10,629,000, which is $2,319,000 in excess of the benchmark. FPL
has also provided convincing evidence that uncollectibles are more closely correlated to unemployment levels than to
inflation and customer growth. We find this evidence persuasive and include the requested amount of $10,629,000 in
allowable O&M.

Transmission Operations

FPL has requested $12,700,000 for this activity, which is $943,000 more than accounted for by the benchmark. We have
considered FPL's explanation for this additional increase but do not accept it as constituting adequate proof that the
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increment is either necessary or that its cost is reasonable. Accordingly, we disallow the $943,000 amount above the 1984
benchmark of $11,757,000.

Impact of 1980 Arbitration Case

FPL says that a labor dispute involving the connecting and disconnecting of meters resulted in its arbitration in 1980.
The arbitrator ruled that the bargaining unit should be given the work of reconnecting meters, which has resulted in two
field trips where only one was previously necessary. FPL states that this ruling resulted in the hiring of an additional 29
personnel and additional annual expense of $913,000.

We note that FPL has renegotiated its union contract since 1980 and question why this obviously wasteful and inefficient
practice of using two field trips where one was sufficient was not bargained away. We consider that such additional
expense is clearly not necessary to the provision of efficient electric service and shall disallow the same.

Divisions Programs

FPL has requested $12,376,000 for divisions programs in 1984. Although this amount is significantly above the 1984
benchmark, FPL has provided detailed justifications showing that these programs are mandated by governmental
agencies, will result in more efficient service to its customers or are otherwise necessary and prudent. Accordingly, we
approve the inclusion of $12,376,000 for this activity for 1984.

Total Adjustments to 1984 and 1985 for Reasonableness

As was mentioned at the beginning of this section of the order, we were initially dissatisfied with most of the Company's
explanations for why its 1984 projected costs exceeded the 1984 benchmark for CPI and customer growth. As a result
of an additional opportunity to justify these increases, the Company has persuaded us that a significant portion of the
incremental increases are necessary and reasonable. On the other hand, despite this additional opportunity, FPL has
failed to justify why its customers should be required to shoulder the burden of some $82,022,000 of increased O&M
costs over and above the level of increases explained by expanding the Utility's 1979 O&M costs for both increases
in inflation and customer growth. Accordingly, we disallow $82,022,000 of the O&M requested for 1984. When the
approved amounts have been jurisdictionalized, the approved O&M for 1984 is $656,975,000. In order to arrive at the
O&M for 1985, we have expanded the approved O&M for 1984 of $656,975,000 for CPI and customer growth which
results in an approved O&M for 1985 of $721,490,000 (656,975,000 x 1.0982). It is also appropriate to note here, that all
electric utilities are on notice that their initial filings should contain all justification of expenditures above the guidelines
used in this case, as we are under no obligation to give each utility more than one opportunity to justify that their actual
or estimated costs are necessary and prudent.

9. Juno Relocation

In its 1982 rate case, FPL requested in operating expense $5,100,000 associated with its relocation of certain
administrative personnel from the Miami general office to a new headquarters building in Juno. In that case, we
disallowed the entire amount on the basis that it was non-recurring. During his cross-examination in this case, witness
Dady acknowledged that the Company's estimate in the last rate case was overstated and that the actual amount of the
relocations was approximately $1,700,000.

In the present case, FPL has included Juno office relocation costs of $724,000 for 1984 and $1,466,000 for 1985. While
these projections for continued moving expenditures may address our “non-recurring” concern, the Company still has
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not adequately proven that these projected expenses are necessary to the provision of electric service and, if so, that
the level of expenses are reasonable. Absent such proof, we shall disallow $724,000 for 1984 and $1,466,000 for 1985
as being unreasonable.

10. Fuel

As previously discussed, fuel has been removed from the calculation of base rates. This results in a reduction in O&M
of $1,249,025,000 for 1984 and $1,382,520,000 for 1985.

11. Conservation

As with fuel, conservation revenues and expenses have been removed from the calculation of the Utility's base rates.
Accordingly, O&M is reduced $39,813,000 in 1984 and $42,996,000 in 1985.

12. Economy Sales

The parties have stipulated and we approve the exclusion of economy energy sales profits from O&M expenses.

The necessary adjustments are to increase O&M expense by $1,262,000 in 1984 and by $1,320,000 in 1985.

B. Depreciation and Amortization

The Company has proposed test year depreciation expense of $265,997,000 for 1984 and $285,234,000 for 1985. As a
result of our adjustments, 1984 depreciation and amortization are increased by $6,712,000 to an approved amount of
$272,709,000, while 1985 is increased by $9,111,000 to $294,345,000.

C. Decommissioning of Nuclear Generating Units

In its original filing, FPL proposed a decommissioning expense accrual of $18,384,000 for 1984 and $18,878,000 for 1985.
These amounts were initially correct, however, our revision to the jurisdictional separation factors requires a reduction
of $251,000 in 1984 and $56,000 in 1985. The resulting decommissioning expense for 1984 is $18,133,000 and $18,822,000
for 1985.

D. Amortization of Property Loss

As a result of our revisions to the jurisdictional separation factors, amortization of property loss must be reduced by
$22,000 in 1984 for an approved amount of $2,105,000. The 1985 amount must be reduced by $7,000 to an approved
amount of $2,177,000.

E. Taxes Other Than Income Taxes

1. Revision of the Regulatory Assessment Fee

Subsequent to the filing of the Company's petition, the regulatory assessment fee was increased from one-sixteenth (1/16)
of one percent (1%) to one-eighth (1/8) of one percent (1%), effective January 1, 1984. We believe an adjustment to the
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Company's filing is appropriate to recognize this known change. This adjustment increases taxes other than income taxes
by $1,178,000 in 1984 and $1,223,000 in 1985.

2. Effect of Other Adjustments

The total of taxes other than income taxes included in operating expense is $107,415,000 for 1984 and $114,000,000 for
1985, determined as follows:

  1984
 

1985
 

 
 

   

Company per books adjusted
jurisdictional
 

$127,446,000
 

$135,313,000
 

Unbilled Revenue
 

2,000
 

-0-
 

Parrish Lake
 

2,000
 

2,000
 

Regulatory Assessment Fee
 

1,178,000
 

1,223,000
 

Separation Factors
 

( 668,000)
 

( 167,000)
 

Revenue Forecast
 

118,000
 

230,000
 

Fuel
 

( 20,024,000)
 

( 21,921,000)
 

Conservation
 

( 639,000)
 

( 680,000)
 

 
 

   

TOTAL
 

$107,415,000
 

$114,000,000
 

F. Income Taxes Currently Payable

1. Interest Synchronization

All parties agreed that the interest expense used to compute income tax expense should be the interest inherent in
the allowed capital structure. The Company made the proper adjustment in its filing. However, due to adjustments
we made to the Company's requested rate base, both the amount of debt and the cost of debt in the allowed capital
structure are different than those contained in the Company's filing. These adjustments result in less interest expense
being reflected in the Company's capital structure. Therefore, income tax expense must be increased by $11,602,000 in
1984 and $10,811,000 in 1985.

2. Effect of Other Adjustments

This adjustment is mechanical in nature and serves to reflect the effect on income tax expense of the various other
adjustments we have made to the Company's proposed operating income, including the adjustment made to the
Company's proposed separations factors. This results in an increase to income tax expense of $29,297,000 in 1984 and
$52,433,000 in 1985.
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G. Deferred Federal Income Taxes (Net)

1. Adjustment to properly state the deferred income tax reserve.

This adjustment to the Company's filing was proposed by the Company's witness, Mr. Hugh Gower. The adjustment is
meant to correct the Company's filing which omitted the effect of various book-tax timing differences from the deferred
income tax provision. The effect of the adjustment is to increase deferred income taxes by $585,000 for 1984 and $525,000
for 1985.

2. Effect of Other Adjustments

This adjustment is mechanical in nature and reflects the effect on deferred income tax expense of the various other
adjustments that we have made to the Company's proposed net operating income. The adjustment increases deferred
income taxes by $11,006,000 in 1984 and reduces deferred taxes by $9,444,000 in 1985.

H. Investment Tax Credits (Net)

The Public Counsel once again urges us to treat the Investment Tax Credit (ITC) differently than we have done in the past.
Once again, we decline to do so for fear that Public Counsel's proposed treatment may jeopardize the Company's ability
to utilize the credit. We recognize that the treatment proposed by Public Counsel is more beneficial to the ratepayers,
and we have directed two Florida utilities to submit revenue ruling requests to the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) on this
issue. As we have done in the past, we will treat the ITC as common equity for purposes of determining the Company's
income tax expense allowed for ratemaking purposes. The revenues related to the increased taxes allowed on the debt
portion of ITC are to be collected under bond or corporate undertaking, subject to refund with interest. Final resolution
of this issue will wait until a response is received from the IRS. The revenues subject to refund are $16,731,709 in 1984
and $17,394,106 in 1985.

1. ITC Amortization Rate

In its filing the Company used a 3.45% rate, its proposed composite depreciation rate, to amortize the ITC to cost of
service. Subsequent to the rate filing, we denied the proposed depreciation rates and, pending a new study, required
that the Company use its existing depreciation rates. This results in a 3.58% composite rate being utilized. Therefore,
we believe this rate should be used to amortize the ITC. This adjustment decreases income tax expense by $597,000 in
1984 and $660,000 in 1985.

I. Gain on Sale of Plant

FPL has included $4,051,064 in 1984 and $4,452,902 in 1985 as gain from the sale of land. However, because we have
previously determined we would include the unamortized gain on the sale of Account 101 property in the calculation
of working capital, we shall also include the amortization of these gains in the income statement. The net adjustment
for 1984, including the revision to the separation factors, is a decrease to operating expense of $2,350,000, for a total
decrease related to gain on sale of land for 1984 of $6,402,000. For 1985, the additional decrease is $2,474,000 for a total
decrease of $6,927,000.

Total Operating Expenses

Total operating expenses, as adjusted herein, are $1,325,034,000 for 1984 and $1,432,592,000 for 1985.
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III. Net Operating Income

The net operating income is derived by subtracting total operating expenses from operating revenues. For the 1984
test year, net operating income is $573,103,000 ($1,898,137,000 - $1,325,034,000). In 1985, net operating income is
$542,405,000 ($1,974,997,000 - $1,432,592).

Special Comment Regarding O&M Costs

Florida's electric utilities are now facing a “breather time” in their construction requirements. Our review of the state ten-
year site plan indicates that it will be in the mid 1990's before any new generating plant not already certified is needed,
therefore it affords management the opportunity to spend more effort in increasing productivity and controlling their
O&M costs. We commend to them that they do so. Furthermore, we believe a good first step is to justify to their own
Board of Directors their opperating budgets and establish procedures for more Board involvement in this critical area. It
is not only important that the electric utilities provide reliable service, but that they do so as economically and efficiently
as possible. Our interest is to provide them with the incentives to do so.

REVENUE EXPANSION FACTOR

The purpose of the revenue expansion factor, (NOI multiplier) is to gross up or expand the Company's net operating
income deficiency to compensate for income taxes and revenue taxes that the Company will incur as the result of any
revenue increase. Subsequent to the filing of the Company's petition, the regulatory assessment fee was increased from
one-sixteenth of one percent to one-eighth of one percent, effective January 1, 1984. The parties have stipulated and we
approve the use of the one-eighth of one percent regulatory assessment fee in calculating the revenue expansion factor.
Consistent with our decision in Tampa Electric Company's most recent rate case in Docket No. 830012-EU, FPL has
requested the inclusion of an uncollectible account component, which is necessary to recognize that a portion of the
revenue increase will not be realized because of uncollectible accounts. Because of projected variances in both projected
uncollectibles and sales between 1984 and 1985, FPL proposed a .2760% component in 1984 and .2656% in 1985.

We approve the inclusion of an uncollectible accounts component in the revenue expansion factor, however, because
we consider that the .2656% proposed for 1985 is more representative of the Company's historical experience, we shall
utilize that number in the calculation of the factor for both 1984 and 1985. The resulting approved revenue expansion
factor is 1.986883 for both years, developed as follows:

  1984 & 1985
 

Revenue Requirement
 

100.0000
 

Gross Receipts Tax
 

( 1.5000)
 

Regulatory Assessment Fee
 

( .1250)
 

Uncollectible Accounts
 

( .2656)
 

Net Before Income Taxes
 

98.1094
 

Income Taxes
 

(47.7793)
 

Revenue Expansion Factor 50.3301
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NOI Multiplier
 

1.986883
 

REVENUE REQUIREMENTS

Having determined the Company's rate bases, the net operating income applicable to the test period, and the overall
fair rate of return, it is possible to calculate any excess/deficiency of revenues. Multiplying the rate base value for 1984
of $5,813,566,000 by the fair overall rate of return of 10.56% yields an NOI requirement for 1984 of $614,104,000. The
adjusted net operating income for the test year amounted to $573,103,000 resulting in an NOI deficiency of $41,001,000.
Applying the appropriate NOI multiplier of 1.986883 to this figure yields a deficiency of $81,464,000 in gross annual
revenues. The comparable figure for 1985 is $114,984,000, the calculation of which is detailed below:

(000's)
 

  1984
 

1985
 

Rate Base
 

$5,813,566
 

$6,184,410
 

Rate of Return
 

x 10.5633%
 

x 10.3983%
 

Required NOI
 

$ 614,104
 

$ 643,074
 

Adjusted NOI
 

- 573,103
 

- 542,405
 

NOI Deficiency
 

$ 41,001
 

$ 100,669
 

NOI Multiplier
 

x 1.986883
 

x 1.986883
 

Gross Revenue Increases
 

$ 81,464
 

$ 200,018
 

Prior Year Increase
 

0
 

- 85,034
 

Net Revenue Increase
 

$ 81,464
 

$ 114,984
 

In view of the above, we find and conclude that FPL should be authorized to increase its rates and charges so as to
generate $81,464,000 in additional revenues annually for the year 1984.

1985 Subsequent Year Adjustment

As a result of these proceedings, we have determined that the Company should be allowed to increase its rates and charges
effective January 1, 1985, so as to allow it to collect additional gross annual revenues in the amount of $114,984,000.
While effective on the first day of the year, these new rates and charges will not be applicable to customer billings until
30 days later.

While we have tentatively approved the additional revenue requirement for 1985, we recognize that our decision was
based in large part on data in this rate filing that was compiled in mid to late 1983. Inherent in this fact is the possibility
that the assumptions we relied on in reaching our decision may materially change before the resulting rates become
effective. Of course, this possibility, if it occurs, could result in conditions under which the Company would either under
or over earn. Likewise, is the possibility that the underlying assumptions will not materially change and the Company
will earn within the authorized range.

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 920

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



In Re: Petition of Florida Power and Light Company for an..., 84 FPSC 7:136 (1984)

 © 2017 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 61

In order to address the possibility of material changes in the underlying assumptions, we shall, in August, hold a
workshop for the purpose of identifying specific criteria and procedures to be used in determining whether the subsequent
year adjustment will become effective as initially approved or require modification. This workshop will be held in a
separate docket and will be open to all interested parties. A primary purpose of the workshop will be to acquire the input
necessary to our establishing a rulemaking docket on subsequent year adjustments.

It is our present intention to allow the tentatively approved 1985 revenue increase to go into effect as scheduled. Following
the workshop in August, the burden will be on the affected parties to petition for a modification of the 1985 increase
if they believe one is required. Additionally, we emphasize that the burden will be on the moving party to demonstrate
that the alleged changed assumptions are sufficiently material to place the Company's earnings outside the range of
reasonableness. Quite simply, we do not propose to hold a hearing on the 1985 increase unless it is requested by Staff,
the Company, or other intervenors in this case.

JURISDICTIONAL SEPARATION

Jurisdictional separation is the result of allocating the Company's total system costs for the test period between its
retail and wholesale operations. Jurisdictional separation provides the basis for determining the Company's retail
revenue deficiency. At issue is whether the jurisdictional separation performed by the Company properly reflects the
jurisdictional NOI and rate base responsibility. The most important jurisdictional separation factors are those for energy
and production plant. For 1984, the Company proposed 96.404 and 3.596, respectively, for the retail and wholesale
energy separation factors and 95.045 and 4.955, respectively, for the retail and wholesale production plant separation
factors For 1985, the Company proposed 97.270 and 2.730 respectively, for the retail and wholesale energy separation
factors and 97.598 and 2.402, respectively, for the retail and wholesale production plant factors. We decline to approve
these separation factors.

The initial problem that we find with the Company's proposal is that it is based upon the forecast prepared in July 1983.
As was earlier discussed in this Order, the Company's December 1983 forecast more accurately reflects the conditions
expected to exist in the test year. Thus, separation factors should be based on this forecast. Additionally, the Company's
recommended factors need to be adjusted for the load research errors discovered after the filing, also discussed earlier
in this Order.

The major issue relating to jurisdictional separation in this case is the treatment of the loss of wholesale load resulting
from the plant constructed by Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. (Seminole). As a matter of principle, we must decide
whether it is appropriate for the retail jurisdiction to pick up the costs associated with serving the lost wholesale load.
We do not find the problem limited to which jurisdiction is responsible for the excess plant. We must consider the fact
that the Commission approved Seminole's new plant and the Oil Backout project entered into by FPL.

Because we cannot collect from bygone customers, we must look to the situation as it will exist in the test year and
the period the rates will be in effect. The most recent forecast does take these factors into consideration. We, therefore,
approve separation factors for 1984 of 93.894 and 6.106, respectively, for energy and 93.748 and 6.252, respectively,
for production plant. For 1985, we approve the factors of 96.963 and 3.037, respectively, for energy and 97.308 and
2.692, respectively, for production plant. These factors provide the most equitable results when the rates will be in effect.
We recognize that the retail ratepayers will be paying for a greater percentage of FPL's rate base, but we expect FPL
to aggressively market the capacity not currently needed for retail loads. The revenue from this marketing should be
credited to the retail ratepayers to help offset the additional plant costs abandoned by wholesale customers.

RATE STRUCTURE AND RATE DESIGN
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Having ascertained the Company's revenue requirement and the amount of revenue increase necessary, we now turn our
attention to rate design. We must determine the rate of return currently earned by each rate class, the increase in revenue
requirement allocated to each class, and how each class's revenue responsibility will be spread between the customer,
energy and demand charges. In this rate proceeding, we have also reviewed the continued appropriateness of several
aspects of the Company's present rate structure. We begin first with the cost of service studies presented in this case.

Cost of Service Methodology

In this rate case, several cost of service studies based on four different demand allocation methodologies were presented
to us for consideration. The Company sponsored the Classification of Facilities Method (CFM), which recognizes the
different characteristics of FPL's production facilities in classifying production investment. FIPUG proposed the average
of the four summer and two winter coincident peak methodology. FRF supported the use of the 12 coincident peak and
one-thirteenth average demand method (12CP and 1/13), as did the FEA. Staff advocated the 12CP and 1/13 method
adjusted so that the portion of the cost of the St. Lucie 2 plant over and above the cost of a peaking unit is allocated
to energy.

Mr. Tammy, testifying for FPL, advocated the use of the CFM method that he developed. He testified that the CFM
method appreciably improves upon previous attempts to measure how facilities are used to serve customers and that it
ensures the most fair and equitable allocation of costs among the Company's ratepayers. Mr. Tammy's methodology
employs a classification process that recognizes that different types of production facilities have different demand and
energy serving characteristics. A capacity factor approach was used in classifying steam facilities as 77% demand and 23%
energy. Nuclear facilities were classified as 15% demand and 85% energy based on the lowest cost option to the nuclear
facility that would enable FPL to meet its peak demand. Other production facilities were classified as 100% demand
because they are operated to meet peak loads of short duration. We find inconsistencies with Mr. Tammy's method in that
it classifies production plant under one method and transmission plant under another method. Additionally, different
types of production plant are classified differently; the classification being based upon steam units being dependent upon
the availability of nuclear units. If the assumptions about nuclear units lower, steam will be projected greater use and,
therefore, more demand. The CFM method would require some refinement before we would approve its implementation.

This Commission has approved the use of the 12CP and 1/13 methodology for cost of service studies in the last five
major electric rate cases. In the Company's last rate case, we employed the 12 CP and 1/13 methodology, but adjusted
it so that a portion of the cost of the St. Lucie 2 plant equal to the fuel savings associated with this nuclear plant was
allocated on energy, as opposed to demand. In this case, Staff recommended that a portion of St. Lucie 2, equal to the
residual cost above that of a peaking unit capable of satisfying the Company's “peaking” needs, be allocated on energy.
This adjustment is based on the fact that plants are needed to serve loads at more than just the system peak hours. We
agree with Staff's analysis and find that the 12 CP and 1/13 methodology adjusted for St. Lucie 2 is the appropriate cost
of service methodology to be used in this case. However, in approving this methodology, we recognize the inconsistency
in failing to treat all of the Company's nuclear generating plants in the same fashion as St. Lucie 2. Additionally, we note
that in the future we shall consider the relationship of off-peak to peak rates and shall attempt to treat the inconsistency
between the 12 CP methods and peak/off peak allocation.

FIPUG proposed that fuel costs should be allocated among customer classes with all costs and that fuel revenues received
through the fuel adjustment clause should be subtracted to determine the revenues to be received through base rates.
Fuel costs and revenues were excluded from the cost of service studies by the Company. Staff agreed with the Company's
treatment of these dollars. We find that fuel costs and revenues are properly handled in the fuel adjustment docket, which
provides for a true-up every six months, and that they should continue to be excluded from base rates (with the exception
of fuel in working capital). FIPUG's argument that it should receive lower than average fuel costs has already been
partially considered by imputing different line losses by rate class and by making available rates with different energy
charges for on-peak and off-peak use.
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The question of the treatment of purchased power capacity costs was also raised by FIPUG. Specifically at issue is the
treatment of FPL's capacity costs under its Unit Power Sales Agreement (UPS) with the Southern Company. FIPUG
contends that purchased power costs should be allocated among customer classes with all other costs and that revenues
received should be subtracted with fuel revenues to determine the revenues to be received through base rates. Where the
price paid for purchased power includes a capacity charge and is higher than what it would cost the utility to generate
the power, FIPUG argues that the costs should be allocated partially to demand. However, where purchased power
costs are being rolled into base rates, FIPUG contends that any capacity charges should be allocated on the basis of
demand. FIPUG did not present any evidence delineating the impact or amount of UPS costs that are capacity related.
Our decision on this issue is based on Order No. 11217, holding that the primary purpose of the project was fuel savings
and approving FPL's transmission line as an Oil-Backout Project pursuant to Rule 25-17.16, Florida Administrative
Code. In that Order, we determined that all of the costs of the project are to be recovered in the Oil-Backout Clause.
We find that these costs have not been included and should not be included in the cost of service study because they
will be treated in the separate clause.

A separate issue raised in this case is whether the cost of the 500kv transmission line Oil-Backout project and the related
capacity charges should be rolled into base rates for all customer classes. The Company proposed to include .302¢ per
KWH in base rates. Public Counsel objected to this treatment. Staff recommended that the cost of the project, less related
capacity charges, should be included in base rates. The Commission has removed from base rates items such as fuel and
conservation. Rule 25-17.16(4)(d), Florida Administrative Code, provides for oil-backout project costs to be included
in base rates at the Company's next rate case filing, but does not mandate such treatment in all cases. Consequently, we
favor keeping base rates as “pure” as possible, within the constraints of the Commission's rules and decline to accept
FPL's proposal to roll the oil-backout project costs into base rates at this time.

FIPUG raised the issue as to whether regulatory assessment fees and bad debt expenses were allocated properly by
the Company in the cost of service study. Regulatory assessment fees were properly allocated on revenues. Bad debt
expenses were allocated to the various rate classes on the historical write-off of revenues and then assigned to the energy
component. We find that the Company's cost of service treatment of these items is proper.

Allocation of Revenue Increase

We have granted the Company an overall increase of $81,464,000 for 1984. Staff recommended, and we approve, that
the increase be allocated among customer classes so that each class moves toward parity in rate of return for 1984 to
the greatest extent practical with no class receiving an increase greater than 1½ times the system average including base
revenue, fuel, conservation, and oil-backout. In accordance with this policy, the classes furthest from parity, GSLD-1,
CS-1, GSLD-2, CS-2, SL-1, OL-1, and MET, shall receive the maximum allowed increase of 1½ times the system average.
The GSD-1, GSLD-3, CS-3, and SL-2 rate classes shall be given no increase because these classes are already over parity
at present rates. The OS-2 class shall be given an increase equal to the system average. The remainder of the revenue
increase shall be distributed between the RS and GS rate classes to move RS closer to parity and to set the breakeven
point between RS and GS rates at approximately 3,000 KWH.

The rates of return for 1984, by customer class, with the revenue increase we have approved are:

RATE CODE
 

ROR / INDEX
 

 
RS
 

10.16/
 

.96
 

GS-1 11.93/ 1.13

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 923

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



In Re: Petition of Florida Power and Light Company for an..., 84 FPSC 7:136 (1984)

 © 2017 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 64

     
GSD-1
 

11.94/
 

1.13
 

OS-2
 

11.96/
 

1.13
 

GSLD-1
 

9.74/
 

.92
 

CS-1
 

10.39/
 

.98
 

SUM GSLD/CS-1
 

9.83/
 

.93
 

GSLD-2
 

9.53/
 

.90
 

CS-2
 

10.24/
 

.97
 

SUM GSLD/CS-2
 

9.79/
 

.93
 

GSLD-3
 

10.10/
 

.96
 

CS-3
 

11.42/
 

1.08
 

SUM GSLD/CS-3
 

10.51/
 

.99
 

OL-1
 

10.24/
 

.97
 

SL-1
 

8.92/
 

.84
 

SL-2
 

11.04/
 

1.04
 

METRORAIL
 

9.94/
 

.94
 

TOTAL RETAIL
 

10.56/
 

1.00
 

The 1984 rates will only be in effect for six months when the second-step revenue increase will go into effect for 1985.
Because of this fact and the problems with the load research data described below, and because the rate classes will be
reasonably close to parity after the 1984 increase, we have determined that the 1985 increase shall be distributed to all
classes by a uniform percentage increase collected through the base KWH charge (except for the SL-1 and OL-1 classes).

Load Research

Load research is used to estimate class contributions to monthly system coincident peak demands and class noncoincident
demands for those classes of customers not equipped with magnetic tape meters. These estimates are used to develop
allocation factors for demand-related items in the cost of service study. The results of a cost of service study are dependent
upon the quality of the load research upon which the study is based. The issue presented in this case is whether the load
research performed by FPL is adequate.

For this rate proceeding, the Company conducted load research for the RS-1, GS-1, GSD-1, and GSLD-1 rate classes.
Subsequent to the filing of the rate case, FPL discovered errors in the entering and processing of stratum data for the
GS-1, GSD-1 and GSLD-1 rate classes. In response to this problem, the Company filed Exhibit 3b, which corrects the
errors and replaces the load research previously filed. The Company and Staff support the use of the revised data. We
agree.

Statistical accuracy or precision refers to the measurement of the difference between a sample result and the result from a
complete measurement under the same conditions. The Commission has adopted Rule 25-6.437, Florida Administrative
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Code, regarding cost of service load research. This Rule requires the four large investor-owned utilities to design samples
to provide estimates of the summer and winter peak demands and the average of the 12 monthly coincident peaks
for each class (that accounts for more than 1% of a utility's annual retail sales) within plus or minus 10% at the 90%
confidence level. Neither the GS, GSD or GSLD load data meet this criterion because all or part of the load data is
based on judgmental sampling. The precision or accuracy of a judgmental sample cannot be calculated. Only judgment
statements can be made about the accuracy of the data. However, Exhibits 3A and 3J provide comparisons of the load and
noncoincidence and coincidence factors from the judgmental samples and the portions of the 1983 probability samples
which are available. For most of the months, the factors for the two GS samples are fairly close. However, Exhibit 3J
shows that the load and coincidence factors for the judgmental samples for GSD-1 and GSLD-1 are considerably higher
than those from the probability samples. Since the Company did not compare the factors for the same months, it is not
clear whether the demand related costs for those classes are understated in the cost of service study.

Staff raised the question of whether there was a large non-response bias for the RS sample because the response rate for
that sample was only 30%. The Company's sampling procedure probably does minimize the nonresponse bias. However,
we do not know whether there is a bias from nonresponse, and, if so, how large it is. Company witness Bentley testified
that he was not satisfied with the 30% response rate and that the Company has worked to obtain a 75% response rate
in its new RS sample.

The final question regarding the Company's load research relates to the fact that the load research for the various classes
does not cover the same time period. The Company used load data from 1977, 1981 and 1982 and part of 1983. The
Company feels the difference in time periods is of little importance, particularly when using a 12 CP demand allocator,
although Dr. Bentley conceded that it could have an effect on any given month. We feel that load research for cost of
service purposes should be conducted on all classes in the same year so that possible fluctuations due to weather, price
and economic conditions are eliminated. The four major electric utilities are now conducting load research on all classes
at the same time.

The Company contends that the load research is adequate for the purpose of this case. Dr. Bentley testified that the
Company is upgrading the load research program. FPL now has statistically valid samples in place for the RS-1, GS-1,
GSD-1 and GSLD-1 classes, which are the ones requiring sampled data, and thus is now at the threshold of having
complete and more accurate load research for all the classes requiring it. We agree with Staff and find that the load
research submitted by the Company is inadequate, for the reasons previously stated, but it is the best data that we have
for this case and will be used for rate design in this case.

Forecast by Revenue Class

The customer, KW and KWH forecast for 1984 and 1985, by revenue class, that the Company filed in this case were
prepared in the fall of 1982. This forecast was based on unreasonably high and inconsistently applied CPI assumptions.
In FPL's original load forecast, the CPI was assumed to increase 8.4% in 1983 and 7.5% in 1984 and 1985. The Company
filed an updated forecast for 1984 and 1985 that it prepared in December 1983. The CPI assumptions used in FPL's
December 1983 forecast were 3.5% in 1983, 5.0% in 1984 and 5.7% in 1985. Other assumptions used in the load forecasting
models were updated in the December 1983 forecast, but the changes were not as large as the CPI change. The latest
sales forecast is .77% greater than originally forecast for 1984 and .67% greater for 1985. The latest customer forecast
is .98% greater than originally forecast for 1984 and 1.26% greater for 1985.

Dr. Bentley, testifying on behalf of the Company, stated that the most recent forecast is the more accurate forecast. We
find that the most accurate forecast should be used in this rate case. Therefore, the December 1983 forecast shall be used
in lieu of the forecast originally filed by the Company.
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Billing Determinants

Billing determinants are the estimates, by rate class, of the number of bills, KWH consumption, and billed KW.
The Company's proposed billing determinants were based on an overall forecast prepared in July 1983. As discussed
previously, we determined that the Company's most recent forecast, prepared in December 1983, should be used in this
case. Consequently, we reject the Company's proposed billing determinants and shall use the billing determinants from
the December 1983 forecast in this case.

The projected billing determinants are based on historical relationships between rate classes and revenue classes. The
ratios are then applied to the updated revenue class forecast. We find that the methodology and assumptions used to
develop the test year billing determinants are reasonable.

To design time of use rates, the Company must estimate how much of the total KW and KWH for each class is consumed
in the peak periods. For the GSD class, the Company assumed 100% of the billed demand would occur in the peak
periods. Lloyd Williams, testifying on behalf of FPL, stated that this was done for rate design purposes so that the on-
peak demand charge, when added to the maximum demand charge, would equal the standard demand charge. He further
testified that the percentage of billing demand for this class that could actually be expected to occur in the peak period
is 85%. We find that it is more appropriate to use what is expected to occur, 85%, than to use 100%, simply to make the
rates come out to a desired level. Therefore, we shall consider that 85% of the total demand is registered during the on-
peak period for the purpose of designing time of use rates.

Customer Charges

We find that customer charges should reflect customer-related costs, as determined in the cost of service study. The
proposed customer charges are based on the Company proposed CFM cost of service methodology, at an equalized
rate of return. We decline to approve the Company's proposed customer charges, but instead accept the Staff's
recommendation, which employs the customer charges resulting from the unit cost at the class proposed rate of return
developed from the Commission approved cost of service study. The only exceptions are, for the GS, GSLDT-3, and
CST-3 classes, the customer charge shall be raised to the limit of 50% and for the unmetered GS customers, a $3.00
differential shall be employed to recognize the lack of meter-related costs to serve these customers. The approved
customer charges are as follows:

Rate Cost

 

Present Customer Charges

 

Unit Cost W/O Minimum

Distribution System

 

Approved Customer Charges

 

 

RS

 

$ 5.15

 

$ 5.66

 

$ 5.65

 

GS

 

6.00

 

16.29

 

9.00

 

Metered

 

GS Unmetered

 

6.00

 

11.97

 

6.00

 

Unmetered

 

GSD

 

41.00

 

36.29

 

35.00

 

GSLD-1

 

70.00

 

41.55

 

41.00

 

GSLD-2

 

265.00

 

168.12

 

170.00

 

GSLD-3

 

265.00

 

2287.07

 

400.00
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CS-1

 

210.00

 

111.33

 

110.00

 

CS-2

 

265.00

 

177.35

 

170.00

 

CS-3

 

265.00

 

2573.68

 

400.00

 

OS-2

 

6.00

 

-

 

9.00

 

MET

 

285.00

 

210.64

 

215.00

 

Standard Demand Charges

We find that the standard demand charges should remain at present levels, with the exception of the MET class, which
should be set at unit cost at the approved class rate of return. The decision to maintain demand charges at their present
level is based on the fact that presently on-peak KWH's are more highly correlated with coincident demand than billing
demand. Plant costs are for the most part allocated on coincident demand. Furthermore, the demand charges for GSLD-3
and CS-3 are above unit cost at the class rates of return at present rates. We view setting demand charges above unit cost
as more inequitable to low load factor customers than the inequity to high load factor customers, from having demand
charges at below unit cost, because of the present higher correlation between on-peak KWH's and coincident demand
than between billing demand and coincident demand. The MET rate should be set at unit cost at the approved class rate
of return because MET is billed on its maximum demand, which is coincident with the system monthly peaks.

FIPUG contended that the failure to set the demand charge at full unit cost results in an improperly calculated energy
charge. We find that we must be fair to both high and low load factor customers and, therefore, approve the following
standard demand charges:

Rate Code
 

Approved Standard Demand Charges
 

 
GSD
 

$ 6.25
 

GSLD-1
 

6.25
 

GSLD-2*
 

6.25
 

GSLD-3*
 

6.25
 

CS-1
 

6.25
 

CS-2*
 

6.25
 

CS-3*
 

6.25
 

MET
 

10.45
 

In the Company's last rate case, the policy of not billing the first 20 KW of demand on rate schedules GSD-1 and GSDT-1
was reduced to not billing the first 15 KW. In that rate case, the Company proposed to discontinue this policy. We
agreed that it should be eliminated gradually so as to temper the impact on small GSD customers. In this case it has
been stipulated that the level of demand not billed be reduced to 10 KW, as the second step in the gradual elimination
of this policy. We accept this stipulation.
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Curtailable Service

At the present time, the Company offers customers three curtailment rates, CS-1, CS-2 and CS-3, corresponding to rate
schedules GSLD-1, GSLD-2 and GSLD-3. To receive curtailable service a customer must, by contract, agree to curtail
his load to a level specified by the customer when called upon to do so by the Company. In return, the customer receives
a credit of $1.70 per KW for the difference between his maximum demand in any month and either the demand the
customer agreed to curtail to or the actual level the customer curtailed to if curtailment was requested during the month
in question. If the customer failed to curtail when requested to do so, he is assessed a one time penalty charge for the
month in question and is also billed for the amount of credits he received for the previous 12 months or the number of
months since the prior curtailment period, whichever is less.

A properly administered curtailable rate should benefit all ratepayers because it would allow a utility both to avoid
purchasing expensive emergency power from other utilities when it would otherwise be necessary for the Company to
do so and to treat some portion of the curtailable load as nonfirm load in the generation expansion planning process. A
curtailable rate should be a valuable step between firm and interruptible service. The Company has proposed to maintain
the level of the curtailment credit at $1.70. FIPUG has proposed that the credit be raised by 25%. In order to evaluate
this question, we must consider what benefit is received by the body of ratepayers for the cost of the curtailment credit.

The record evidence establishes that the benefit to all ratepayers of the curtailable rate is non-quantifiable, if it exists
at all. The Company has only requested curtailment eight times in the past five years. The Company has not requested
curtailment before it has purchased expensive off system emergency power. It also treats all of the curtailable load as firm
in the generation planning process. In the forecast year, the ratepayers of FPL will pay approximately 5.6 million dollars
for the theoretical benefit of having curtailable service. Since neither the Company or FIPUG were able to quantify the
benefits of curtailable service, we find that it would be inappropriate to increase the curtailment credit.

In the last FPL rate case, the Commission voted to require the Company to request curtailment before purchasing
emergency Schedule A power from other utilities. However, in response to a Petition for Reconsideration, the
Commission reversed that decision, stating that: “We think that this specific issue was not sufficiently identified as an
issue at hearing and, therefore, in the interest of fairness to all concerned, shall reverse our decision requiring the utility
to ask its curtailable customers to reduce load prior to buying emergency power.” The issue was raised in this proceeding
so that it could be discussed adequately by all interested parties. Having considered the testimony of all the witnesses
on this issue, we find that the Company should, where practical, request curtailment in lieu of purchasing emergency
Schedule A power from other utilities.

The Company posited that there is insufficient time within which to request a curtailment prior to an emergency power
purchase being made. However, the evidence established that notification of a curtailment usually requires two hours,
while many emergency power purchases last much longer than two hours. Even where there is insufficient time to call
a curtailment prior to the actual purchase, curtailments can be called during the purchase. Additionally, the Company
should explore the use of solid state data receivers to notify curtailable customers in the future. Finally, we find that the
recovery of emergency purchased power may be disallowed in subsequent fuel adjustment proceedings if the Company
fails to demonstrate that it requested curtailment before buying emergency power.

FIPUG has raised the issue that FPL would have difficulty inducing any customers to accept the curtailable service
if significant additional curtailments were anticipated. The record shows that from 1981-1983 there were only 12 days
on which Schedule A purchases were made and curtailments were called on four of them. If these customers could not
handle eight more curtailments over a two year period, then perhaps there is not sufficient benefit to the Company,
the curtailable customers or the body of ratepayers to continue offering a curtailable rate. With this point in mind we
shall request that the Company establish why the curtailable service should not be discontinued in the Company's next
rate case. Furthermore, we recognize that at least some of these customers, as well as all ratepayers, could benefit from
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interruptible rates and we believe that the Company would be prudent to explore this type of offering, as Tampa Electric
Company and Florida Power Corporation have.

Street and Outdoor Lighting Rates

Under the Company's proposed street and outdoor lighting rates, the non-fuel energy charge, which recovers non-fuel
energy-related, demand-related and customer-related costs other than those related to the fixture and maintenance of
the fixture, is subsidizing the cost of the Company-owned fixtures and the maintenance of those fixtures.

The Company proposed non-fuel energy charge for the street and outdoor lighting rates is 2.837¢, while unit cost for
those classes, respectively, from the Commission approved cost of service study, are 2.0040¢ and 2.5372¢. It is inequitable
that customers who own their fixtures should share in the cost of Company-owned fixtures. Lloyd Williams, testifying
on behalf of the Company, agreed that if one wanted all street lighting customers to provide the same rate of return, the
energy charge would have to be set at the class approved rate of return. Furthermore, having the energy charge above
the unit cost at the class rate of return gives the Company a competitive edge in providing fixtures and poles.

Therefore, the non-fuel energy charge should be set at unit cost at the class approved rate of return. However, because
there should be no difference in the actual non-fuel energy-related costs between street and outdoor lights, but because a
difference does result from the disparity in class rates of return and customer accounting costs, we shall set the outdoor
light non-fuel energy charge at the street light energy charge unit cost.

Turning next to the maintenance charge for these two rate classes, the Company used a 2.5% maintenance factor to
develop maintenance charges for 1984. However, maintenance charges developed with this factor generated considerably
less revenue than the projected 1984 maintenance expense. Mr. Williams agreed that maintenance charges based on a
3.8% maintenance factor produce revenues closest to the projected maintenance expense and, therefore, are the most
cost-based maintenance charges.

Based on the previous adjustments to the proposed street and outdoor lighting rates, the fixture charges need to be
adjusted to produce the classes' revenue requirements. Staff agreed with the Company's preference to adjust the fixture
charges on a percentage basis. Therefore, fixture charges would be developed on whatever carrying charge is necessary to
meet the revenue requirement for each of the classes, except that no fixture charge should be increased by more than 40%.
We agree with this treatment. However, Staff proposed to reduce the fixture charge for incandescent lights. We agree with
the Company's proposal to price the fixture charge higher than the installed cost of the light in order to encourage the use
of more energy efficient lights. Therefore, no total charge for Company-owned fixtures should be lower than the present
charge. This decision is in accord with the Commission's conservation policies as stated in the various conservation
dockets. Street and outdoor lighting pole charges have been increased approximately 20% and 40%, respectively.

The Company's prefiled 1984 relamping charges should also be approved since they produce revenues close to the
projected expense.

For 1985, Staff recommended that all charges should be increased on an equal percentage basis. We agree because if
only the energy charge is increased, the customer-owned fixtures would get a much larger percentage increase than
the Company-owned fixtures. The result would be the subsidization of Company-owned fixtures by customer-owned
fixtures.

The City of Coral Gables raised the issue of whether FPL should be required to provide more pole and fixture choices
for its street lighting customers. Sarah Anderson, testifying on behalf of the City, stated that the City presently has 21
different types of street lights in the residential areas. She stated that, in her opinion, this is visual pollution and that
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FPL owes to the citizens of Florida, generally, and to the City of Coral Gables an obligation to enhance the environment
in which it operates.

FPL's position was that it presently offers a wide range of hardware and services for regulated street lighting that it
believes is adequate. Mr. Brunetti, on behalf of the Company, stated that he understood the City of Coral Gables' desire
for more historically accurate and architecturally appropriate lighting alternatives, but that providing special fixtures
for the City of Coral Gables would result in undue costs to the rest of FPL's customers. We agree with the Company,
but note that the Company is not prohibited from entering into a contract with the City of Coral Gables to provide
additional choices, provided the City pays the full cost of these additional choices. Moreover, we would urge the City
of Coral Gables to reconsider the evidence presented that establishes that it would be more cost-effective for the City to
own and store whatever fixtures and poles it desires. If the City does purchase additional fixtures and poles, FPL could
provide relamping services.

Inverted Residential Rates

The Company's current residential rate is based on an inverted schedule with a 750 KWH breakpoint and a 1¢ per KWH
differential. The Company proposes to convert the residential rate to a flat rate pricing schedule. Staff and the Company
have taken the position that inverted rates are not cost-based. We decline to accept this conclusion. The data submitted
by FPL is inadequate and fails to justify any conclusion as to whether inverted rates are cost based. We find that inverted
rates are intuitively conservation oriented and should be continued. Furthermore, we have been unable to understand
the basis of the Staff's or the Company's conclusion. Both are invited to present understandable data to back-up their
conclusion.

Time of Use Rates

In FPL's last rate case, time of use (TOU) rates were made mandatory for customers with monthly demands in excess of
2000 KW, i.e., customers on the GSLD-2, CS-2, GSLD-3 and CS-3 rate schedules. At issue in this case is whether TOU
rates should become mandatory for all customers with monthly demands in excess of 500 KW and should continue to
be mandatory for customers with demands over 2000 KW. Several parties presented witnesses on this question.

Dr. Bentley, on behalf of the Company, testified that TOU rates for customers with demands over 500 KW are cost-
effective, quantifying the benefit/cost ratio at 24:1. Company witness Williams stated that those customers currently on
mandatory TOU rates have adjusted their loads and billing units to conform to a TOU billing format and that none
of these customers have received an increase in excess of 110% of billing under the “standard” non-time differentiated
rates. The Company contends that TOU rates will more closely reflect the cost causation on the system, by ensuring that
those customers who consume energy at the more costly system peak hours will be charged a higher rate than customers
consuming on the off-peak hours. Consequently, customers on TOU rates will strive to shift their usage to the off-peak
hours, thus benefiting the entire FPL system.

FIPUG, FRF, and FEA took the position that all TOU rates should be optional, either contending that customers
should have the freedom of choice or that some customers cannot shift their usage to the off-peak. Staff recommended
that FPL's TOU rates be made mandatory for all customers with monthly demands in excess of 500 KW. Staff posited
that mandatory TOU rates have provided superior price signals to these large customers and have thereby reduced the
inequity and discrimination which would be involved in mandating, via optional TOU rates, that low-cost customers
subsidize high cost customers. Agreeing with the Company, Staff pointed out that many of the current mandatory TOU
customers have had lower bills since being on TOU rates. Responding to the argument that electrical usage is inelastic,
Staff argued that we would still want to charge high-cost customers more than low-cost customers. Staff contended that
the advantages of mandatory TOU rates outweigh any disadvantages.
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Having considered the testimony of all the witnesses, we have determined that mandatory TOU rates eliminate the
customers' freedom of choice, and this we cannot tolerate. The goal of TOU rates is to discourage consumption at the
time when energy is most expensive, thus shifting some on-peak usage to the off-peak. This result can be reached without
mandatory TOU rates, if optional TOU rates are priced properly. Customers will opt to move to TOU rates, for the
cost-savings, if the rate contains the proper incentive. Therefore, FPL's TOU rates shall be optional for all customers
at all demand levels.

The next question is how should the optional TOU rates be designed. The Company's present TOU rates were designed
under the load factor method, which incorporates on-peak and maximum demand charges and separate charges for
on-peak and off-peak KWH usage. The Company proposed to continue designing its TOU rates under the load factor
method. Staff took the position that TOU rates should be designed under the system lambda method, which prices
the off-peak fuel charge at the incremental system cost of providing that energy. Staff's proposal contains no demand
charges. FIPUG proposed a method whereby all demand charge revenues are recovered through an on-peak demand
charge. FEA agreed with FIPUG's proposal.

In determining the proper TOU rate design, we must keep in mind the objective behind TOU rates, to encourage off-
peak usage. However, we do not want to create too great a penalty if a customer cannot consume off-peak in all twelve
months. A proper TOU rate design should provide an incentive to all customers to shift their usage to the off-peak
through a rate reduction.

We believe that demand charges are a necessary element of TOU rates. Dr. Stanley, testifying on behalf of the Staff,
designed the TOU rates without a demand charge, stating that demand charges are unnecessary because on-peak KWH
is more highly correlated with coincident demand than is on-peak billing demand and that eliminating demand charges
allows a higher on-peak KWH charge that will discourage on-peak usage. However, we find that demand charges are
a good device for sending price signals to customers to induce shifting demand to the off-peak periods. Mr. Williams,
on behalf of the Company, proposed the use of an on-peak and maximum demand charge. However, FPL's design does
not recover all of the demand-related costs through the demand charge. FIPUG witness Brubaker testified that the on-
peak and off-peak demand charges should be strictly based on the unit costs. We find that there should be an on-peak
demand charge and that it should be set at the KW charge for the standard rate. Under this approach, the TOU incentive
is gained through the on-peak and off-peak KWH charges. Additionally, we believe that under this design, high load
factor customers will be more fairly charged.

Having determined that the methods proposed by the parties do not meet the criteria we have set out and that the demand
charge for TOU rates should be set equal to the demand charge for the applicable standard rate, we must determine
the appropriate on-peak and off-peak energy charges for TOU rates. All energy-related costs, including the average-
demand cost that we have determined is related to energy, must be recovered through the KWH charges. We find that
the appropriate rate design will recover energy unit costs in the off-peak KWH charge. The on-peak KWH charge will
then recover the energy unit costs as well as the remaining revenue requirement assigned to the class that is not being
recovered in any of the other charges. This TOU rate design is consistent with our goal that TOU rates should match the
standard rates and that high load factor customers should be compensated for the benefit that they provide to the system.

The TOU rate structure that we have approved presents a problem in the non-demand metered rate classes that do not
have a demand charge, specifically the RS and GS classes. The problem is that without a demand charge, the RS and
GS customers' on-peak KWH charge is too high, relative to the off-peak KWH charge. Therefore, we shall set the off-
peak KWH charge at 2.5¢ for the RS and GS classes and the resultant on-peak KWH charge will be closer to the off-
peak charge, but high enough to provide an incentive to RS and GS customers to opt for TOU rates and to shift some
of their usage to the off-peak.
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Having determined that all TOU's rates shall be optional, we are faced with the potential of a revenue shortfall from
those customers presently on mandatory TOU rates, who are paying more than under standard rates, returning to the
applicable standard rate. Additionally, there will be a savings attributable to those customers who find it cheaper to
remain on TOU rates. We have calculated that savings to be $825,711 from the GSLD-2/CS-2 classes and $257,607 from
the GSLD-3/CS-3 classes. We shall, therefore, incorporate these savings into the standard rates so as to be sure that the
Company recovers its entire revenue requirement. Realizing that the shortfall may not be as the Company has projected,
we order that true-ups shall be held, in conjunction with the Conservation Cost Recovery hearings, to determine the
actual revenue shortfall.

Service Charges

The Company proposed changes in its present service charges that result in a net decrease in service charge revenues of
$456,000 in 1984. The Company proposed to increase the initial reconnection charge from $14.00 to $20.00; to decrease
the normal reconnection after disconnection for cause charge from $18.00 to $19.00; to decrease the underground
temporary service charge from $103.00 to $100.00; and to increase the overhead temporary service charge from $136.00
to $147.00.

We decline to accept all of the Company proposed service charges. The initial connection and normal reconnection
charges should be equal. Looking to unit costs, we find that the charges shall be $16.00. We accept the charge of $19.00 for
reconnection after disconnection for cause. The charges for temporary service, underground and overhead, respectively,
shall be $110.00 and $145.00.

Sports Fields

In Docket No. 810002-EU, we eliminated the Sports Field Rider wherein all sports fields were billed under the General
Service Demand rate with a discount based on the waiver of the demand charge. A transition rate was established to
avoid placing excessive rate increases on these customers. In FPL's last rate case, we voted to continue the transition rate.
In this case, the Company originally proposed to discontinue the transition rate and to reassign those customers to the
appropriate general service rate. During the hearing, Company witness Williams proposed that customers with demands
from 21 to 499 KW be allowed to continue on the transition rate, instead of being transferred to the GSD-1 rate, but
that all other customers be moved. Staff recommended that those customers who qualify for the GS-1 and GSLDT-2
rates should be moved to those rates and all other customers should remain on the transition rate. Dade County posited
that the transition rate should be continued for all customers.

Evidence as to the impact of discontinuing the transition rate established that the eight customers who would be
transferred to the GS-1 rate and the one customer who would be transferred to the GSLDT-2 rate would receive a slight
decrease in rates. The approximately 372 customers who would be transferred to the GSD-1 rate would receive an increase
of approximately 69%. The three customers who would go to the GSLDT-1 rate (500 KW to 1999 KW) would receive an
increase of about 46% under standard rates. Therefore, we decline to discontinue the transition rate and shall leave the
decision as to whether to transfer to the appropriate general service class up to the individual customer. For purposes of
the 1984 increase, the sports field class shall receive an increase equal to the system average increase including fuel.

The evidence also revealed that the sports field transition rate is available to loads which do not have the same
characteristics as a “classic” sports field. Also being served on this rate are auditoriums and sports fields with offices
that have air conditioning and lighting loads used during the daytime. Since this type of customer is considerably more
expensive to serve than sports fields with evening lighting load only, we shall, in the future, consider billing sports fields
with evening lighting load on the OL energy rate and the customer charge from the otherwise applicable rate schedule.
We find that sports fields and auditoriums with daytime load could be moved to the applicable rate schedules or remain
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on the transition rate until such time as they could be moved to the applicable rate schedules. In order to accomplish
this proposed rate design, we order the Company to survey all OS-2 customers to determine which ones have evening
lighting loads only and which have lighting or air conditioning loads which are used during the day. The Company shall
complete this survey before they file their next rate case.

The issue was raised whether sports fields are currently paying their fully allocated cost as a separate rate class. Although
the cost of service study filed by the Company overstates this class's rate of return, the use of proper load research data
and the Commission approved cost of service study shows that sports fields' rate of return is close to the jurisdictional
rate of return. The specific problem with the Company's calculation is that the Company assumed that none of the sports
field customers would contribute to all 12 monthly peaks. The evidence establishes that it was erroneous to assume that
none of the sports fields would contribute to nine of the twelve monthly peaks in view of the fact that the three large
magnetic tape metered sports fields contributed to each of the 12 monthly peaks in 1983. Estimating the rate of return,
based on the forecast approved by the Commission, with the proper adjustments referred to previously, the sports field
rate of return is 8.73%. This is below the jurisdictional rate of return.

Transformer Metering Adjustment

The Company currently has a transformer metering adjustment if the customer is metered at the secondary voltage level
but takes service on a rate stated at the primary voltage level. This adjustment is 2% for demand and 3% for energy. The
issue was raised whether the 2% and 3% transformer metering adjustments are appropriate. The parties stipulated that
a 1% adjustment, for both demand and energy, is the appropriate level, based on data the Company filed as to losses
due to transformation. We decline to accept this stipulation because of the insufficiency of the data to implement the
stipulation at this time, but shall consider this issue in the Company's next rate case.

Facilities Rental Charge

The Company assesses a Facilities Rental Charge when it provides and maintains transformers and other facilities
required by the customer beyond the point of delivery or when it provides unusual facilities required due to the nature
of the customer's equipment. The present charge is 22% per year of the agreed upon installed cost of such facilities.
The Company provided an exhibit of the calculation of the present charge and a recalculation based on the Company's
proposed capital structure and updated depreciation and maintenance components. The present charge has been in effect
for a number of years and has not been updated in recent rate cases. The Company's proposed charge is based on the
marginal cost of capital, as opposed to Staff's recommendation to base the charge on the current overall cost of capital.
We find that the charge should be based on current embedded costs and that 30.62% is the appropriate amount. This
amount was calculated using the capital structure approved by the Commission and adding in a composite depreciation
rate and a maintenance component based upon 1982 figures for distribution plant and associated O&M.

A concern was raised at the hearing that if the facilities rental charge is revised, the customer would have the option of
purchasing the equipment in lieu of paying the rental fee. In response to this, the Company filed a proposed revision to
its tariff allowing the customer the following options: (1) continue to rent the facilities at the revised charge; (2) purchase
such facilities from the Company; (3) purchase or lease the facilities from another source; or (4) redesign its operation
to receive standard electric service from the Company. We accept the proposed tariff revision.

Transformer Ownership Credit

Transformer ownership discounts are credits applied to the demand charge for those customers who take service at
primary voltage and provide their own transformation. This discount is appropriate because demand charges include
costs associated with the transformation necessary to provide service from the production plant down to the secondary
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distribution level. If a customer takes service at primary and provides his own transformation, a credit is warranted to
cover those transformation costs avoided in serving him. Presently, the transformer discount is 40¢ per KW. There have
been no significant changes relative to the credit approved in the Company's last rate case. Therefore, no change has
been proposed in this case. We find that this treatment is appropriate.

Effective Date of the New Rates

In previous electric utility rate cases, we have allowed all rate changes to become effective upon the date of the
Commission vote, pursuant to Section 366.072, Florida Statutes. To prevent the imposition of new rates to consumption
prior to the vote, we have ordered that new rates be charged to meter readings taken on or after 30 days from the vote.
This simply recognizes the realities of cycle billing. Our interpretation and method of implementation was sanctioned
by the court in Gulf Power v. Cresse, 410 So.2d 492 (Fla. 1982). An issue raised in this case, not previously addressed,
is whether there should be a 30 day delay in the imposition of both consumption-related charges and one-time service
charges.

Our staff recommended that FPL be allowed to charge the newly approved service charges on the day after the vote,
since such charges could not thereby apply retroactively to services rendered before the voting date. Demand and energy
charges would continue to apply to meter readings 30 days or more after the vote because, to do otherwise, would
amount to approval of retroactive rate application. We conclude that the better practice and one which is more easily
administered and understandable would be to require all charges, consumption related as well as service charges, be
applied only to meter readings or services rendered 30 days after our vote.

As regards the second step 1985 rate increase, the Company shall follow the same procedure of waiting 30 days, until
January 31, 1985, to begin applying all new rates.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. Florida Power and Light Company is a public utility within the meaning of Section 366.02, Florida Statutes, and is
subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission.

2. This Commission has the legal authority to approve and use a projected test period for ratemaking purposes.
Additionally, the Commission has statutory authority to approve and consider for ratemaking purposes a “subsequent
year” test period. Calendar year 1984 is an appropriate base test period and calendar year 1985 is an appropriate
“subsequent year” test period for this proceeding.

3. The adjustments to rate base made herein are reasonable and proper. The value of the Company's 1984 rate base for
ratemaking purposes is $5,813,566,000 and for 1985 $6,184,410,000.

4. The adjustments made to the calculation of net operating income are proper and appropriate. For ratemaking
purposes, FPL's net operating income for 1984 is $573,103,000 and $542,405,000 for 1985.

5. The fair rate of return on the equity capital of FPL lies in a range of 14.6% to 16.6% for both 1984 and 1985. A return
of 15.6% should be used to determine revenue requirements.

6. The range of reasonableness for the overall fair rate of return for the Company is 10.23% to 10.90%, with a focus
upon 10.56% for ratemaking purposes in 1984. For 1985, the range is 10.05% to 10.74% with the focus upon 10.40%
for ratemaking purposes.
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7. Florida Power and Light Company should be authorized to increase its rates and charges by $81,464,000 in annual
gross revenues in 1984 to provide it with an opportunity to earn a fair rate of return of 10.56%.

8. About a modification to the 1985 revenue requirement determination, FPL should be authorized to increase its rates
and charges by $114,984,000, in annual gross revenues, effective January 1, 1985, to provide it an opportunity to earn
a fair rate of return of 10.40% in 1985.

9. The rate schedules prescribed and approved herein are fair, first and reasonable within the meaning of Chapter 366,
Florida Statutes.

10. The new rate schedules shall be reflected upon billings rendered for meter readings taken on or after July 20, 1984.
The new rate schedules for the 1985 increase shall be reflected upon billings rendered for meter readings taken on or
after January 31, 1985, unless modified by this Commission prior to December 31, 1984.

Accordingly, it is

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the findings of fact and conclusions of law set forth herein
are approved. It is further

ORDERED that the petition of Florida Power and Light Company for authority to increase its rates and charges is
granted to the extent delineated herein. It is further

ORDERED that Florida Power and Light Company's Motion for Reconsideration of Order No. 12919 is denied. It
is further

ORDERED that Florida Power and Light Company is hereby authorized to submit revised rate schedules consistent
herewith designed to generate $81,464,000 in additional gross revenues annually in 1984 and $114,984,000 in additional
gross revenues annually in 1985. The Company shall include with the revised rate schedules all calculations and
workpapers used in deriving the revised rates and charges. It is further

ORDERED that the revised rate schedules authorized herein for the 1984 increase shall be reflected upon billings
rendered for meter readings taken on or after July 20, 1984. It is further

ORDERED that the Florida Power and Light Company provide to each customer a bill stuffer describing the nature of
the increase and conforming to the requirements specified herein. It is further

ORDERED that the revised rate schedules authorized herein for the 1985 increase shall, if implemented, be reflected
upon billings rendered for meter readings taken on or after January 31, 1985. It is further

ORDERED that $16,731,709 of 1984 and $17,394,106 of the 1985 rate increase awarded by this Order is to be collected
under bond or corporate undertaking, subject to refund with interest, pending resolution of the treatment to be awarded
the Company's Investment Tax Credit by the Internal Revenue Service and this Commission.

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission this 24th day of July, 1984.

STEVE TRIBBLE Commission Clerk

(SEAL)
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APPENDIX A

INDEX OF ORDER

Subject
 

 
Background
 

2
 

 
Conclusions of Law
 

73
 

 
Fair Rate of Return
 

25
 

 
Cost of Long Term Debt
 

27
 

Short-Term Debt
 

28
 

Cost of Preferred Stock
 

28
 

Customer Deposits
 

28
 

Equity Capital
 

28
 

Tax Credits
 

32
 

 
Net Operating Income
 

33
 

 
Schedule of NOI Adjustments
 

33
 

Operating Revenues
 

34
 

Unbilled Revenues...........................................................................................
 

35
 

Parrish Lake Revenue......................................................................................
 

35
 

Jurisdictional Separation Factors....................................................................
 

35
 

Revenue Forecast.............................................................................................
 

35
 

Fuel Revenues..................................................................................................
 

35
 

Conservation Revenues....................................................................................
 

36
 

Operating Expenses
 

36
 

Operations and Maintenance...........................................................................
 

36
 

Depreciation and Amortization.......................................................................
 

53
 

Decommissioning of Nuclear Generating Units..............................................
 

53
 

Amortization of Property Loss........................................................................ 53
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Taxes Other Than Income Taxes.....................................................................
 

53
 

Income Taxes Currently Payable.....................................................................
 

54
 

Deferred Federal Income Taxes (Net).............................................................
 

54
 

Investment Tax Credits (Net)..........................................................................
 

55
 

ITC Amortization Rate...................................................................................
 

55
 

Gain on Sale of Plant......................................................................................
 

55
 

Total Operating Expenses
 

55
 

Net Operating Income
 

55
 

 
Parties
 

2
 

 
Rate Base
 

10
 

 
Schedule of Adjustments to Base
 

10
 

Utility Plant-In-Service
 

11
 

Accumulated Depreciation and Amortization
 

12
 

Net Utility Plant-In-Service
 

13
 

Construction Work In Progress
 

13
 

Property Held For Future Use
 

15
 

Nuclear Fuel (Net)
 

15
 

Net Utility Plant
 

15
 

Working Capital Allowance
 

15
 

 
Jurisdictional Separation
 

58
 

 
Rate Structure and Rate Design
 

58
 

 
Revenue Expansion Factor
 

56
 

 
Revenue Requirements
 

56
 

 
Revenue Requirements Determination
 

7
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Summary of Decision
 

2
 

 
Test Year
 

7
 

APPENDIX B

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY DOCKET #830465-EI COMPARITIVE
AVERAGE RATE BASES TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/84 (THOUSANDS) ($)

    COMPANY

 

COMMISSION VOTE

 

  JURIS.PER

BKS. AS

FILED

 

JURIS.ADJS.

AS FILED

 

ADJ.JURIS.

AS FILED

 

JURISD

ADJUSTS

 

ADJSTD

JURISD

 

PLANT IN

SERVICE

 

7,577,709

 

       

C-Rivieca

Units

 

  -13,174

 

  0

 

 

C-Atrium

 

  -310

 

  0

 

 

C-Future Use

Corr.

 

  -1,783

 

  0

 

 

1A-Masonry

Wall Rpr.

 

  0

 

  -3,463

 

 

2-Distribution

Plt.

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

3-Transmission

Plt.

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

4-General Plt.

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

5-Oil Backout

 

  -71,587

 

  0

 

 

6-St. Lucie No.

1

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

7-Litigation

Items

 

  -178,444

 

  1,639

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  -67,866

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

7,577,709

 

-265,298

 

7,312,411

 

-69,690

 

7,242,721
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ACCIM.

DEPR. &

AMORT.

 

-1,766,505

 

       

C-Rivieca

Units

 

  13,174

 

  0

 

 

C-Atrium

 

  61

 

  0

 

 

1A-Masonry

Wall Rpr.

 

  0

 

  50

 

 

2-Distribution

Plt.

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

3-Transmission

Plt.

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

4-General Plt.

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

5-Oil Backout

 

  16,137

 

  0

 

 

6-St. Lucie No.

1

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

7-Litigation

Items

 

  14,127

 

  -15,874

 

 

8-Deprec.

Rates

 

  0

 

  -7,491

 

 

9-Removal

Costs

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

25-

Decommissioning

 

  45,712

 

  0

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  13,363

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

-1,766,505

 

89,211

 

-1,677,294

 

-9,952

 

-1,687,246

 

 

 

         

NET PLANT

IN SERVICE

 

5,811,204

 

-176,087

 

5,635,117

 

-79,642

 

5,555,475

 

 

 

         

CWIP-NO

AFUDC

 

447,490

 

       

C-Future Use

Cour.

 

  -525

 

  0
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C-CWIP Not

Requested

 

  -106,535

 

  0

 

 

C-Add'l CWIP

 

  692

 

  0

 

 

38-Martin Coal

Costs

 

  -9,171

 

  0

 

 

48-Amount of

CWIP

 

  0

 

  -328,113

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  -3,838

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

447,490

 

-115,539

 

331,951

 

-331,951

 

0

 

 

 

         

PLANT

HELD FOR

FUTURE

USE

 

35,067

 

       

C-Future Use

Corr.

 

  2,326

 

  0

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  -393

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

35,067

 

2,326

 

37,393

 

-393

 

37,000

 

 

 

         

NET

NUCLEAR

FUEL

 

242,397

 

       

C-Amt. Not

Requested

 

  -84,956

 

  0

 

 

C-Add'l

Nuclear Fuel

 

  8,625

 

  0

 

 

48A-Amt. of

Nuclear Fuel

 

  0

 

  -61,079

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  -4,136

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

242,397

 

-76,331

 

166,066

 

-65,215

 

100,851
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NET

UTILITY

PLANT

 

6,536,158

 

-365,631

 

6,170,527

 

-477,201

 

5,693,326

 

 

 

         

WORKING

CAPITAL

ALLOWANCE

 

208,777

 

       

C-Non-Utility

 

  -378

 

  0

 

 

C-Special

Deposits

 

  -5

 

  0

 

 

C-St. Lucie

Shortfall

 

  -5,520

 

  0

 

 

C-Temporary

Cash Invest.

 

  -4,834

 

  0

 

 

C-Unamort.

Debt. Exp.

 

  -9,203

 

  0

 

 

C-Loss on

Reacq. Debt

 

  -613

 

  0

 

 

PC-Company

Error

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

7-Litigation

Items

 

  -47,370

 

  430

 

 

10A-Power

Res. Accrued

Liab.

 

  0

 

  -17

 

 

10B-UPS

Capacity

Charge

 

  0

 

  9,747

 

 

10C-

Short-term

Investments

 

  0

 

  358

 

 

11-DeSoto

Plant Costs

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

12-Amt. to

Balance

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

13-Pole

Attachments

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

14-Unbilled

Revenue

 

  0

 

  2,835
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15-Oil

Inventory

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

16-Gain on

Sale

 

  -4,348

 

  -10,963

 

 

17-Prepaid

Interest

 

  0

 

  -179

 

 

18-Fuel Adj.

Clause

 

  -9,528

 

  0

 

 

19-BOOR

 

  240

 

  -240

 

 

20-Oil Backout

Clause

 

  4,775

 

  -4,775

 

 

21-Pole

Attachments

 

  0

 

  -4,503

 

 

22-Biployee

Loans

 

  0

 

  -1,402

 

 

23-Oil

Inventory

 

  0

 

  -24,418

 

 

24-Unavailable

Oil

 

  0

 

  -9,643

 

 

25-

Decommissioning

 

  793

 

  0

 

 

26-Spent

Nuclear Fuel

 

  15,589

 

  0

 

 

27-Cash

 

  0

 

  -115

 

 

28-Working

Funds

 

  0

 

  -551

 

 

29-Matured

Debt

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

30-Accounts

Receivable

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

31-Unbilled

Revenue

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

32-Accounts

Payable

 

  0

 

  -16,000

 

 

33-Misc.

Deferred

Debits

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

34-Right of

Way

  0

 

  0
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35-St. Lucie

Legal Exp.

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

36-Bechtel

 

  0

 

  -10,338

 

 

37-Martin

Dem

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

38-Martin Coal

Costs

 

  11,871

 

  0

 

 

39-Operating

Reserves

 

  25,249

 

  0

 

 

40-Common

Dividends

 

  16,366

 

  0

 

 

41-Unclaimed

Dividends

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

42-Accrued

Taxes

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

43-Jobbing

Account

 

  0

 

  -6,912

 

 

44-Utility/

Non-Utility

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

45-Orange

Groves

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

46-Preferred

Dividends

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

47-Amt. to

Balance

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

48-CWIP

 

  0

 

  854

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  -5,729

 

 

123-Energy

Store

 

  0

 

  -60

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

208,777

 

-6,916

 

201,861

 

-81,621

 

120,240

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

RATE BASE

 

6,744,935

 

-372,547

 

6,372,388

 

-558,822

 

5,813,566
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PLANT IN

SERVICE

 

8,375,197

 

       

C-Rivieca

Units

 

  -13,528

 

  0

 

 

C-Atrium

 

  -312

 

  0

 

 

C-Future Use

Corr.

 

  -1,469

 

  0

 

 

1A-Masonry

Wall Rpr.

 

  0

 

  -4,922

 

 

2-Distribution

Plt.

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

3-Transmission

Plt.

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

4-General Plt.

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

5-Oil Backout

 

  -301,021

 

  0

 

 

6-St. Lucie No.

1

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

7-Litigation

Items

 

  -183,822

 

  -1,109

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  -15,637

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

8,375,197

 

-500,152

 

7,875,045

 

-21,668

 

7,853,377

 

 

 

         

ACCIM.

DEPR. &

AMORT.

 

-2,063,817

 

       

C-Riviera

Units

 

  13,528

 

  0

 

 

C-Atrium

 

  67

 

  0

 

 

1A-Masonry

Wall Rpr.

 

  0

 

  220

 

 

2-Distribution

Plt.

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

3-Transmission

Plt.

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

4-General Plt.   0   0  
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5-Oil Backout

 

  21,915

 

  0

 

 

6-St. Lucie No.

1

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

7-Litigation

Items

 

  21,660

 

  -17,734

 

 

8-Deprec.

Rates

 

  0

 

  -23,424

 

 

9-Removal

Costs

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

25-

Decommissioning

 

  67,454

 

  0

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  3,471

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

-2,063,817

 

124,624

 

-1,939,193

 

-37,467

 

-1,976,660

 

 

 

         

NET PLANT

IN SERVICE

 

6,311,380

 

-375,528

 

5,935,852

 

-59,135

 

5,876,717

 

 

 

         

CWIP-NO

AFUDC

 

402,983

 

       

C-Future Use

Cour.

 

  -540

 

  0

 

 

C-CWIP Not

Requested

 

  -47,450

 

  0

 

 

C-Add'l CWIP

 

  -5,640

 

  0

 

 

38-Martin Coal

Costs

 

  -9,442

 

  0

 

 

48-Amount of

CWIP

 

  0

 

  -339,005

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  -906

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

402,983

 

-63,072

 

339,911

 

-339,911

 

0
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PLANT

HELD FOR

FUTURE

USE

 

36,701

 

       

C-Future Use

Corr.

 

  2,016

 

  0

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  -92

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

36,701

 

2,016

 

38,717

 

-92

 

38,625

 

 

 

         

NET

NUCLEAR

FUEL

 

263,836

 

       

C-Amt. Not

Requested

 

  -52,616

 

  0

 

 

C-Add'l

Nuclear Fuel

 

  8,703

 

  0

 

 

48A-Amt. of

Nuclear Fuel

 

  0

 

  -62,877

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  -699

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

263,836

 

-43,913

 

219,923

 

-63,576

 

156,347

 

 

 

         

NET

UTILITY

PLANT

 

7,014,900

 

-480,497

 

6,534,403

 

-462,714

 

6,071,689

 

 

 

         

WORKING

CAPTIAL

ALLOWANCE

 

210,906

 

       

C-Non-Utility

 

  -341

 

  0

 

 

C-Special

Deposits

 

  -5

 

  0

 

 

C-Temporary

Cash Invest.

 

  -3,328

 

  0
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C-Loss on

Reacq. Debt

 

  -594

 

  0

 

 

C-St. Lucie

Shortfall

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

C-Unamort.

Debt. Exp.

 

  -8,993

 

  0

 

 

PC-Company

Error

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

7-Litigation

Items

 

  -74,835

 

  673

 

 

10A-Power

Res. Accrued

Liab.

 

  0

 

  28

 

 

10B-UPS

Capacity

Charge

 

  0

 

  25,347

 

 

10C-

Short-term

Investments

 

  0

 

  436

 

 

11-DeSoto

Plant Costs

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

12-Amt. to

Balance

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

13-Pole

Attachments

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

14-Unbilled

Revenue

 

  0

 

  2,897

 

 

15-Oil

Inventory

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

16-Gain on

Sale

 

  -4,040

 

  -8,560

 

 

17-Prepaid

Interest

 

  0

 

  -168

 

 

18-Fuel Adj.

Clause

 

  -1,580

 

  0

 

 

19-BOOR

 

  -36

 

  0

 

 

20-Oil Beckout

Clause

 

  2,655

 

  -2,655

 

 

21-Pole

Attachments

  0

 

  -5,518
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22-Employee

Loans

 

  0

 

  -2,401

 

 

23-Oil

Inventory

 

  0

 

  -37,557

 

 

24-Unavailable

Oil

 

  0

 

  -10,010

 

 

25-

Decommissioning

 

  807

 

  0

 

 

26-Spent

Nuclear Fuel

 

  9,888

 

  0

 

 

27-Cash

 

  0

 

  -331

 

 

28-Working

Funds

 

  0

 

  -526

 

 

29-Matured

Debt

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

30-Accounts

Receivable

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

31-Unbilled

Revenue

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

32-Accounts

Payable

 

  0

 

  -20,400

 

 

33-Misc.

Deferred

Debits

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

34-Right of

Way

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

35-St. Lucie

Legal Exp.

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

36-Bechtel

 

  0

 

  -9,827

 

 

37-Martin

Dam

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

38-Martin Coal

Costs

 

  10,668

 

  0

 

 

39-Operating

Reserves

 

  30,438

 

  -1,060

 

 

40-Common

Dividends

 

  19,136

 

  0
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41-Unclaimed

Dividends

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

42-Accrued

Taxes

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

43-Jobbing

Account

 

  0

 

  -7,319

 

 

44-Utility/

Non-Utility

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

45-Orange

Groves

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

46-Preferred

Dividends

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

47-Amt. to

Balance

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

48-CWIP

 

  0

 

  195

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  -1,209

 

 

123-Energy

Store

 

  0

 

  -60

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

210,906

 

-20,160

 

190,746

 

-78,025

 

112,721

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

RATE BASE

 

7,225,806

 

-500,657

 

6,725,149

 

-540,739

 

6,184,410

 

APPENDIX C

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY DOCKET #830465-EI
COMPARITIVE NOI'S TEST YEAR ENDED 12-31-84 (THOUSANDS) ($)

    COMPANY

 

COMMISSION VOTE

 

  JURIS.PER

BKS. AS

FILED

 

JURIS.ADJS.

AS FILED

 

ADJ.JURIS.

AS FILED

 

JURISD

ADJUSTS

 

ADJSTD

JURISD

 

OPERATING

REVENCES

 

3,481,164

 

       

C-Oil Backout

 

  -140,926

 

  0

 

 

C-Franchise

Fee

 

  -139,316

 

  0

 

 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 949

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



In Re: Petition of Florida Power and Light Company for an..., 84 FPSC 7:136 (1984)

 © 2017 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 90

C-

Conservation

 

  15

 

  0

 

 

13-Pole

Attachments

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

14-Unbilled

Revenue

 

  0

 

  102

 

 

50A-Perrish

Lake Rev.

 

  0

 

  130

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  -158

 

 

89-Revenue

Forecast

 

  0

 

  7,682

 

 

93-Orange

Groves

 

  45

 

  0

 

 

124-Fuel

 

  0

 

  -1,269,049

 

 

125-

Conservation

 

  0

 

  -41,552

 

 

31-Unbilled

Revenue

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

3,481,164

 

-280,182

 

3,200,982

 

-1,302,845

 

1,898,137

 

 

 

         

OPERATING

EXPENSES

 

         

OPERATION

&

MAINIENANCE

 

2,164,726

 

       

C-Public

Communications

 

  -49

 

  0

 

 

C-Fin.

Planning

Services

 

  -22

 

  0

 

 

C-Atrium

 

  -7

 

  0

 

 

C-Payroll

Correction

 

  2,364

 

  0

 

 

C-Putrem

Pipeline

 

  -1,093

 

  0

 

 

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 950

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



In Re: Petition of Florida Power and Light Company for an..., 84 FPSC 7:136 (1984)

 © 2017 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 91

C-Rivieca

Units

 

  -2

 

  0

 

 

C-Oil Backout

 

  -125,855

 

  0

 

 

13-Pole

Attachments

 

  0

 

  5,579

 

 

51-

Conservation

 

  0

 

  -1,152

 

 

52-O&M

(Cower)

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

54-

Contributions

 

  605

 

  -556

 

 

55-IRS Interest

 

  798

 

  -798

 

 

56-Industry

Dues

 

  -156

 

  -406

 

 

57-Rate Case

Expense

 

  144

 

  -402

 

 

58-Advertising

 

  0

 

  -237

 

 

59-O&M

Reasonableness

 

  0

 

  -82,022

 

 

60-Executive

Salaries

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

61-Toxic

Chemical

Expense

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

62-Fines &

Penalties

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

63-Air Face

(1st Class)

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

64-WINZ

Redio

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

65-Martin Coal

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

66-Juno costs

 

  0

 

  -724

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

93-Orange

Groves

 

  -232

 

  0

 

 

121-Oil

Backout

  0

 

  0
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124-Fuel

 

  0

 

  -1,249,025

 

 

125-

Conservation

 

  0

 

  -39,813

 

 

127-Economy

Sales

 

  0

 

  1,262

 

 

C-Fuel

 

  -9,111

 

  0

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

2,164,726

 

-132,616

 

2,032,110

 

-1,368,294

 

663,816

 

 

 

         

DEPR. &

AMORTIZATION

 

266,750

 

       

C-Atrium

 

  -6

 

  0

 

 

C-Rivieca

Units

 

  -90

 

  0

 

 

C-Oil Backout

 

  -2,172

 

  0

 

 

C-

Conservation

 

  32

 

  0

 

 

1A-Masonry

Wall Rpr.

 

  0

 

0

 

-130

 

 

7-T.P. Fuel Pits

 

  0

 

  105

 

 

8-Depreciation

Rates

 

  0

 

  10,366

 

 

65-Martin Coal

 

  1,483

 

  0

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  -2,528

 

 

121-Oil

Backout

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

125-

Conservation

 

  0

 

0

 

-1,101

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

266,750

 

-753

 

265,997

 

6,712

 

272,709

 

 

 

         

TAX OTHER

THAN INC.

TAX

269,146
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C-Rivieca

Units

 

  0

 

0

 

0

 

 

C-Franchise

Fee

 

  -139,329

 

  0

 

 

C-Fuel

 

  30

 

  0

 

 

C-

Conservation

 

  -4

 

  0

 

 

C-Oil Backout

 

  -2,398

 

  0

 

 

13-Pole

Attachments

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

14-Unbilled

Revenue

 

  0

 

  2

 

 

50A-Parrish

Lake Rev.

 

  0

 

  2

 

 

59-O&M

Reasonableness

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

67-Reg. Assess.

Fee

 

  0

 

  1,178

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  -668

 

 

89-Revenue

Forecast

 

  0

 

  118

 

 

93-Orange

Groves

 

  1

 

  0

 

 

121-Oil

Backout

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

124-Fuel

 

  0

 

  -20,024

 

 

125-

Conservation

 

  0

 

  -639

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

269,146

 

-141,700

 

127,446

 

-20,031

 

107,415

 

 

 

         

INC. TAXES-

CURRENT

PAY.

 

95,163

 

       

74-Interest

Sync.

  7,221

 

  11,602
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87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  4,189

 

 

Effect of Adjs.

 

  -4,494

 

  25,108

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

95,163

 

2,727

 

97,890

 

40,899

 

138,789

 

 

 

         

DEFERRED

TAXES (NET)

 

108,087

 

       

53-Cower

Correction

 

  0

 

  585

 

 

74-Interest

Sync.

 

  -7,436

 

  0

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  -1,136

 

 

Effect of Adjs.

 

  8,723

 

0

 

12,142

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

108,087

 

1,287

 

109,374

 

11,591

 

120,965

 

 

 

         

INVEST.TAX

CREDIT

(NET)

 

35,131

 

       

C-Oil Backout

 

  -7,050

 

0

 

0

 

 

7-Litigation

Items

 

  536

 

  0

 

 

71-ITC Amort.

Rate

 

  0

 

  -597

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  -278

 

 

121-Oil

Backout

 

  0

 

0

 

0

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

35,131

 

-6,514

 

28,617

 

-875

 

27,742
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GAIN ON

SALE OF

PLANT

 

-3,304

 

       

C-Cain

 

  -748

 

  0

 

 

76-Cain

 

  0

 

  -2,391

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  41

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

-3,304

 

-748

 

-4,052

 

-2,350

 

-6,402

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

OPERATING

EXPENSES

 

2,935,699

 

-278,317

 

2,657,382

 

-1,332,348

 

1,325,034

 

 

 

         

NET

OPERATING

INCOME

 

515,465

 

-1,865

 

543,600

 

29,503

 

573,103

 

 

 

         

OPERATING

REVENUES

 

3,963,723

 

       

C-Oil Backout

 

  -396,233

 

  0

 

 

C-Franchise

Fee

 

  -157,948

 

  0

 

 

C-

Conservation

 

  -6

 

  0

 

 

13-Pole

Attachments

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

14-Unbilled

Revenue

 

  0

 

  17

 

 

50A-Parrish

Lake Rev.

 

  0

 

  142

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  -33

 

 

89-Revenue

Forecast

 

  0

 

  14,560

 

 

93-Orange

Groves

 

  48

 

  0
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124-Fuel

 

  0

 

  -1,404,442

 

 

125-

Conservation

 

  0

 

  -44,831

 

 

31-Unbilled

Revenue

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

3,963,723

 

-554,139

 

3,409,584

 

-1,434,587

 

1,974,997

 

 

 

         

OPERATING

EXPENSES

 

         

OPERATION

&

MAINIENANCE

 

2,597,622

 

       

C-Public

Communications

 

  -52

 

  0

 

 

C-Fin.

Planning

Services

 

  -24

 

  0

 

 

C-Atrium

 

  -7

 

  0

 

 

C-Payroll

Correction

 

  5,358

 

  0

 

 

C-Putrem

Pipeline

 

  -1,102

 

  0

 

 

C-Rivieca

Units

 

  -15

 

  0

 

 

C-Oil Backout

 

  -320,552

 

  0

 

 

13-Pole

Attachments

 

  0

 

  6,136

 

 

51-

Conservation

 

  0

 

  -1,944

 

 

52-O&M

(Cower)

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

54-

Contributions

 

  476

 

  -434

 

 

55-IRS Interest

 

  807

 

  -807

 

 

56-Industry

Dues

 

  -166

 

  -423
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57-Pete Case

Expense

 

  -319

 

  0

 

 

58-Advertising

 

  0

 

  -254

 

 

59-O&M

Reasonableness

 

  0

 

  -85,767

 

 

60-Executive

Salaries

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

61-Toxic

Chemical

Expense

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

62-Fines &

Penalties

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

63-Air Face

(1st class)

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

64-WINZ

Redio

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

65-Martin Coal

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

66-Juno costs

 

  0

 

  -1,466

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  -1

 

 

93-Orange

Groves

 

  -246

 

  0

 

 

121-Oil

Backout

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

124-Fuel

 

  0

 

  -1,382,520

 

 

125-

Conservation

 

  0

 

  -42,996

 

 

127-Bconomy

Sales

 

  0

 

  1,320

 

 

C-Fuel

 

  144

 

  0

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

2,597,622

 

-315,698

 

2,281,924

 

-1,509,156

 

772,768

 

 

 

         

DEPR. &

AMORTIZATION

 

292,863

 

       

C-Atrium

 

  -6

 

  0
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C-Rivieca

Units

 

  -442

 

  0

 

 

C-Oil Backout

 

  -8,755

 

  0

 

 

C-

Conservation

 

  52

 

  0

 

 

1A-Masonry

Wall Rpr.

 

  0

 

  -176

 

 

7-T.P. Fual

Pits

 

  0

 

  14

 

 

8-Depreciation

Rates

 

  0

 

  11,013

 

 

65-Martin Coal

 

  1,522

 

  0

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  -584

 

 

121-Oil

Backout

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

125-

Convervation

 

  0

 

  -1,156

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

292,863

 

-7,629

 

285,234

 

9,111

 

294,345

 

 

 

         

TAX OTHER

THAN INC.

TAX

 

301,618

 

       

C-Riviera

Units

 

  -436

 

0

 

0

 

 

C-Franchise

Pee

 

  -157,964

 

0

 

0

 

 

C-Fuel

 

  -23

 

  0

 

 

C-

Conservation

 

  -14

 

  0

 

 

C-Oil Backout

 

  -7,869

 

  0

 

 

13-Pole

Attachments

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

14-Unbilled

Revenue

 

  0

 

  0
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50A-Parrish

Lake Rev.

 

  0

 

  2

 

 

59-O&M

Reasonableness

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

67-Reg. Assess.

Fee

 

  0

 

  1,223

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  -167

 

 

89-Revenue

Forecast

 

  0

 

  230

 

 

93-Orange

Groves

 

  1

 

  0

 

 

121-Oil

Backout

 

  0

 

  0

 

 

124-Fuel

 

  0

 

  -21,921

 

 

125-

Conservation

 

  0

 

  -680

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

301,618

 

-166,305

 

135,313

 

-21,313

 

114,000

 

 

 

         

INC. TAXES-

CURRENT

PAY.

 

43,156

 

       

74-Interest

Sync.

 

  3,944

 

  10,811

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  945

 

 

Effect of Adjs.

 

  461

 

  51,488

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

43,156

 

4,405

 

47,561

 

63,244

 

110,805

 

 

 

         

DEFERRED

TAXES (NET)

 

152,285

 

       

53-Cower

Correction

 

  0

 

  525

 

 

74-Interest

Sync.

  -7,701

 

  0
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87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  -246

 

 

Effect of Adjs.

 

  -18,505

 

0

 

-9,198

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

152,285

 

-26,206

 

126,079

 

-8,919

 

117,160

 

 

 

         

INVEST.TAX

CREDIT

(NET)

 

33,097

 

       

C-Oil Backout

 

  -2,470

 

0

 

0

 

 

7-Litigation

Items

 

  539

 

0

 

0

 

 

71-ITC Amout.

Rate

 

  0

 

  -660

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  -65

 

 

121-Oil

Backout

 

  0

 

0

 

0

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

33,097

 

-1,931

 

31,166

 

-725

 

30,441

 

 

 

         

GAIN ON

SALE OF

PLANT

 

-3,352

 

       

C-Cain

 

-3,304

 

-1,101

 

  0

 

 

76-Cain

 

  0

 

  -2,487

 

 

87-Separ.

Factors

 

  0

 

  13

 

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

 

-3,352

 

-1,101

 

-4,453

 

-2,474

 

-6,927

 

 

 

         

TOTAL

OPERATING

EXPENSES

 

3,417,289

 

-514,465

 

2,902,824

 

-1,470,232

 

1,432,592
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NET

OPERATING

INCOME

 

546,434

 

-39,674

 

506,760

 

35,645

 

542,405

 

As printed in Florida Public Service Commission Reporter

Footnotes
a1 Excludes Fuel, Interchange and Purchased Power, Conservation & COM/CWM

1984 Forecast $759,030    
1984 Benchmark 631,444    
Difference: $127,586 Benchmark Factor 1.7483

Function 1979

Actual

1984

Benchmark

1984

Forecast

Difference Amount

Justified in Late

Filed Exhibit

4M/5H

Remaining

Difference

             

Production -

Steam

$

44,670

$

78,097

$

98,255

$

20,158

$ 20,826 $( 668)

             

Production -

Nuclear

44,702 78,153 96,962 18,809 29,816 (11,007)

             

Production -

Other

11,289 19,737 18,554 ( 1,183) 3,750 ( 4,933)

             

Other Power

Supply

757 1,323 1,427 104 56 48

             

Transmission 13,066 22,843 28,215 5,372 3,126 2,246

             

Distribution 77,609 135,684 157,093 21,409 17,092 4,317

             

Customer

Accounts

42,417 74,158 85,260 11,102 12,486 ( 1,384)

             

Cust. Service

and Info.

7,243 12,663 4,752 ( 7,911) 282 ( 8,193)

             

Administrative

and General

119,423 208,786 268,512 59,726 52,385 7,341

             

Total $361,176 $631,444 $759,030 $127,586 $139,819 $(12,233)

1 Productivity increase resulting in O&M of $7,911 being less than index is used to offset total remaining difference.

2 Zero remaining difference assumed for other power supply.

3 Jurisdictional factors taken from TAMMY LFX No. 14C, page 3/6

a1 1979 Actual inflated by CPI only to calculate 1984 Benchmark

a1 These assumptions were also used for the 1983 Rate of Return Forecasting Process and the December 16, 1983 Load Forecast.

End of Document © 2017 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works.
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In re: Fuel and purchased power cost recovery 
clause with generating performance incentive 
factor. 
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LISA POLAK EDGAR 
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FINAL ORDER APPROVING EXPENDITURES AND TRUE-UP AMOUNTS FOR FUEL 

ADJUSTMENT FACTORS; GPIF TARGETS, RANGES, AND REWARDS; AND 
PROJECTED EXPENDITURES AND TRUE-UP AMOUNTS FOR CAPACITY COST 

RECOVERY FACTORS 
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R. WADE LITCHFIELD, JOHN T. BUTLER, and MARIA J. MONCADA, 
ESQUIRES, Florida Power & Light Company, 700 Universe Boulevard, Juno 
Beach, Florida 33408-0420 
On behalf of Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) 

 
JOHN T. BURNETT, DIANNE M. TRIPLETT, and MATTHEW BERNIER, 
ESQUIRES, 106 East College Avenue, Tallahassee, Florida 32301-7740  
On behalf of Duke Energy Florida, LLC (DEF) 
 
BETH KEATING, ESQUIRE, Gunster, Yoakley & Stewart, P.A., 215 South 
Monroe St., Suite 601, Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

  On behalf of Florida Public Utilities Company (FPUC) 
 
 JEFFREY A. STONE, RUSSELL A. BADDERS, and STEVEN R. GRIFFIN, 

ESQUIRES, Beggs & Lane, Post Office Box 12950, Pensacola, Florida 
32591-2950 

 On behalf of Gulf Power Company (GULF) 
 
 JAMES D. BEASLEY, J. JEFFRY WAHLEN, and ASHLEY M. DANIELS, 

ESQUIRES, Ausley & McMullen, Post Office Box 391, Tallahassee, Florida 32302 
 On behalf of Tampa Electric Company (TECO) 
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 J.R. KELLY, PATRICIA A. CHRISTENSEN, CHARLES REHWINKEL, and 

ERIK SAYLER, ESQUIRES, Office of Public Counsel, c/o The Florida 
Legislature, 111 West Madison Street, Room 812, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-
1400 

 On behalf of the Citizens of the State of Florida (OPC) 
 
 JON C. MOYLE, JR. and KAREN PUTNAL, ESQUIRES, Moyle Law Firm, PA, 

The Perkins House, 118 North Gadsden Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
 On behalf of the Florida Industrial Power Users Group (FIPUG) 
 
 ROBERT SCHEFFEL WRIGHT and JOHN T. LAVIA, III, ESQUIRES, 

Gardner, Bist, Wiener, Bowden, Bush, Dee, LaVia & Wright, P.A., 1300 
Thomaswood Drive, Tallahassee, Florida 32308 

 On behalf of the Florida Retail Federation (FRF) 
   
 JAMES W. BREW and OWEN J. KOPON, ESQUIRES, Xenopoulos & Brew, 

P.C., 1025 Thomas Jefferson St., NW, Eighth Floor, West Tower, Washington, 
DC 20007 

 On behalf of White Springs Agricultural Chemicals, Inc. d/b/a PCS Phosphate – 
White Springs (PCS Phosphate) 

 
SUZANNE BROWNLESS, DANIJELA JANJIC, and JOHN VILLAFRATE, 
ESQUIRES, Florida Public Service Commission, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 
On behalf of the Florida Public Service Commission (Staff) 

 
CHARLIE BECK, General Counsel, and MARY ANNE HELTON, ESQUIRE, 
Deputy General Counsel, Florida Public Service Commission, 2540 Shumard Oak 
Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 
Advisors to the Florida Public Service Commission 

 
BY THE COMMISSION: 
 

Background 
 

 As part of the continuing fuel and purchased power adjustment and generating 
performance incentive factor clause proceedings, an administrative hearing was held on 
November 2-3, 2015.  At the hearing, we approved, with modifications, certain stipulated issues 
for Tampa Electric Company (TECO), Gulf Power Company (Gulf), Florida Power & Light 
Company (FPL), Florida Public Utilities Company (FPUC), and Duke Energy Florida, LLC. 
(DEF) by bench decision.  These stipulations, as modified, are found in Attachment A.  Although 
we approved some stipulated issues for each of these investor-owned utilities (IOUs), testimony 
and other evidence was presented at the November 2-3, 2015 hearing on hedging-related issues 
for the generating IOUs, and also for company-specific issues for FPUC.  TECO, Gulf, FPL, 
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FPUC, DEF, Florida Industrial Power Users Group (FIPUG), the Office of Public Counsel 
(OPC), and PCS Phosphate (PCS) filed briefs on November 13, 2015.1 

 We have jurisdiction over this subject matter pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 366, 
Florida Statutes (F.S.), including Sections 366.04, 366.05, and 366.06, F.S. 

Hedging 

 Our analysis of this issue will begin by providing a background on how our policy on 
hedging has been developed and the key actions we have taken regarding the hedging programs 
that Florida’s four largest IOUs use today.   
 
Background 
 
 Hedging allows utilities to manage the risk of volatile swings in the price of fuel.  Prior to 
2001, IOUs had carried out a small number of financial hedging transactions.  In response to 
significant fluctuations in the price of natural gas and fuel oil during 2000 and 2001, this 
Commission raised issues regarding the utilities’ management of fuel price risk as part of the 
2001 fuel clause proceeding.  The specific issues raised involved the reasonableness of hedging 
as a tool to manage fuel price risk and the appropriate regulatory treatment of hedging gains and 
losses. These issues were spun off to Docket No. 011605-EI for further investigation. 

 At the hearing for Docket No. 011605-EI, parties reached a settlement of all issues.  By 
Order No. PSC-02-1484-FOF-EI (“Hedging Order”),2 we approved the settlement of the issues.  
Specifically, the settlement provided a framework that incorporated hedging activities into fuel 
procurement activities.  For natural gas, fuel oil, and purchased power, the settlement allowed 
Florida’s generating IOUs to charge prudently incurred hedging gains and losses to the fuel 
clause.  The Hedging Order specified that this Commission will review each IOU’s hedging 
activities as part of the annual fuel proceeding.   

 The Hedging Order required utilities to file risk management plans as part of true-up 
filings.  The intent of this requirement was to allow this Commission and parties to the fuel 
docket to monitor utility hedging activities.  As part of the annual final true-up filings in the fuel 
docket, utilities were required to state the volumes of fuel hedged, the type of hedging 
instruments, the average length of the term of the hedge positions, and fees associated with 
hedging transactions. 

 Although the Hedging Order allowed utilities flexibility in the development of risk 
management plans, the order also set forth guidelines utilities were to follow.  For example, the 
order required that risk management plans identify the objectives of the hedging programs and 
the minimum quantities to be hedged.  The order also required that plans provide mechanisms 
and controls for the proper oversight within the utility of hedging activities, as well as include 
the method for assessing and monitoring fuel price risk. 

 In tandem with Docket No. 011605-EI, Commission staff conducted a review of Internal 
Controls of Florida’s Investor-Owned Utilities for Fuel and Wholesale Energy Transactions.  
                                                 
1The Florida Retail Federation (FRF) filed a notice of joinder in OPC’s brief on the same date. 
2Order No. PSC-02-1484-FOF-EI, issued October 30, 2002, in Docket No. 011605-EI, In re: Review of investor-
owned electric utilities’ risk management policies and procedures. 
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This study examined the practices, procedures, controls, and policies these companies followed 
when purchasing fossil fuels and wholesale energy.  The study period looked at data from 1998 
through 2001.  The study concluded that Florida IOUs had engaged in physical hedging in fuel 
procurement but very limited financial hedging.  At the time, the IOUs had not set up the proper 
controls to engage in extensive financial hedging.  Also, for the period studied, TECO and Gulf 
had little exposure to the volatility of natural gas prices. 

 The next time we reviewed our policy on hedging was at the 2007 fuel hearing.  Parties 
raised questions regarding the period for which we were determining the prudent costs of 
hedging activities.  We deferred our decision on the prudence of 2007 hedging activity costs to 
2008 in order to allow for sufficient development of data and review of the matter. 

 Following the 2007 fuel hearing, two audits of the IOU’s hedging programs were 
conducted by Commission staff.  First, staff conducted a management audit reviewing the IOUs’ 
hedging programs to assess the costs and benefits realized since the entry of the Hedging Order.  
Also reviewed was the IOUs’ accounting treatment of 2007 hedging activities to determine 
compliance with their risk management plans filed in 2006. 

 The management audit assessed the current and historical strategies of the fuel 
procurement hedging programs within each company at that time, evaluated hedging objectives 
set forth in each company’s risk management plan, and quantified the net costs and benefits of 
each company’s hedging program.  Specifically, the structure and performance of hedging 
natural gas and fuel oil through the use of physical purchases and/or financial instruments for the 
years 2003 through 2007 was examined.  Information was collected regarding each company’s 
policies and procedures, organizational charts, risk management plans, and historical hedging 
transactions, and an analysis conducted for each company.  In June 2008, a report was issued 
entitled Fuel Procurement Hedging Practices of Florida’s Investor-Owned Electric Utilities. 

 In its 2008 report, Commission staff found that each company shared a universal goal in 
purchasing financial hedges for its fuel procurement; that is, to reduce the impacts of the price 
extremes that can occur in the natural gas and fuel markets.  In their hedging activities, the 
companies were not attempting to speculate on price movements in the market.  Rather each was 
working to stabilize its annual fuel costs by initializing and settling financial hedging 
transactions through authorized financial counterparties.  The volumes of gas and fuel oil hedged 
were less than the total volumes expected to be purchased.  Overall, staff believed that the use of 
financial hedges for fuel purchases provided a benefit to utility customers. 

 In response to the deferral of the determination of the prudent costs in the 2007 fuel 
hearing, on January 31, 2008, FPL filed a petition requesting that we approve FPL’s proposed 
volatility mitigation mechanism (VMM) as an alternative to FPL’s hedging program.  The VMM 
proposal involved FPL collecting under recoveries of fuel costs over two years instead of one 
year, as is the current practice.  On March 11, 2008, a workshop was held to get stakeholder 
input on this proposal.  All parties to the 2002 settlement attended. 

 By Order No. PSC-08-0316-PAA-EI,3 we clarified the Hedging Order in several areas.  
IOUs were required to file a Hedging Information Report by August 15th of each year.  We also 
                                                 
3Order No. PSC-08-0316-PAA-EI, issued May 14, 2008, in Docket No. 080001-EI, In re: Fuel and purchased power 
cost recovery clause with generating performance inventive factor. 
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specified that it would make a determination of prudence of hedging results for the twelve month 
period ending July 31st of the current year.  Additional workshops were held on June 9, 2008, 
and June 24, 2008, regarding FPL’s VMM petition and guidelines for hedging programs.  FPL 
withdrew its VMM petition on August 5, 2008. 

 Following the workshops, we established guidelines for risk management plans by Order 
No. PSC-08-0667-PAA-EI.4  At that time we determined that utility hedging programs provide 
benefits to customers.  The guidelines clarified the timing and content of regulatory filings for 
hedging activities, but allowed the IOUs flexibility in creating and implementing risk 
management plans.  Each year in the fuel clause, our auditors review utility hedging results for 
the twelve month period ending July 31 of the current year.  In addition, each year we approve 
the IOUs’ risk management plans for hedging transactions the utility will enter the following 
year and beyond. 

 No other hedging-related orders have been issued to date, although on several occasions  
since the issuance of these three orders, Commission staff has presented hedging-related 
information to us at our publically noticed Internal Affairs meetings. 

 Since the 1990s, natural gas-fired generation has become a large part of the generation 
mix for Florida IOUs, and the increasing role for natural gas is expected to continue.  Natural gas 
prices have been volatile over the years, with significant price spikes in 2000, 2003, 2005, and 
2008.  Since 2008, natural gas supply has increased significantly due to shale gas production.   

Analysis  
 
 This issue focuses on three somewhat overlapping arguments: (1) the significant 
opportunity costs of hedging programs that IOUs incurred as part of fuel costs paid by 
customers; (2) whether the volatility of natural gas prices has declined to the point where 
hedging is no longer effective or necessary; and (3) whether conditions in the natural gas market 
are stable and eliminate the need for hedging. 
 
 The intervenors have argued in their briefs, supported by testimony of record, that 
hedging should be discontinued due to the large cumulative actual and projected net losses for 
each IOU from 2002 until 2015.  The IOUs counter in their testimony and briefs that the purpose 
of hedging, as recognized in our previous hedging orders, is to reduce price volatility.  While 
gains and losses can occur, the IOUs contend that assessing the merits of retaining hedging 
programs based on resultant gains or losses simply encourages price speculation, a practice that 
neither party believes to be in the ratepayers’ best interests.  
 
 IOU witnesses acknowledged that there have been significant net cumulative hedging 
losses for natural gas.  FPL had losses of $3.5 billion for the period 2002 to 2014 for natural gas 
($3.162 billion when fuel oil hedging gains are included) and projects hedging losses of $490 
million for 2015.  DEF incurred $1.2 billion in losses for the period 2002 to 2014 and estimates 
$196 million in losses for 2015.  Gulf Power incurred $127 million in losses from 2002 to 2014 
and estimates $44 million for 2015.  Tampa Electric incurred losses of $381 million for the 
                                                 
4Order No. PSC-08-0667-PAA-EI, issued October 8, 2008, in Docket No. 080001-EI, In re: Fuel and purchased 
power cost recovery clause with generating performance inventive factor. 
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period 2002 to 2014 and estimates $40 million for 2015.  FPL’s recently approved Woodford 
project is also estimated to experience hedging losses for 2015.  OPC witness Lawton testified 
that this prolonged period of losses should signal a re-evaluation of the necessity for hedging 
programs. However, there were earlier periods before 2008 when gains did offset losses.  
Customers have consistently benefited from falling prices for the unhedged portion of the IOUs’ 
gas supply portfolios which fluctuates year to year based upon each IOU’s approved Risk 
Management Plan.  Each IOU witness testified that the goal of its hedging program was to 
reduce price volatility and that our previously approved hedging guidelines and procedures 
provide reasonable tradeoffs for mitigating volatility. 
 
 We agree that the level of opportunity savings and costs – hedging gains and losses – 
should not be a chief consideration in deciding whether to continue fuel price hedging.  When 
gas prices are falling, losses will occur.  Conversely, when gas prices are rising, gains will occur.  
The main objective of IOU hedging programs is to reduce the customer’s exposure to fuel price 
volatility, not to reduce fuel costs.  Therefore, these programs should be well disciplined to 
accomplish this objective and to be non-speculative. 
 
 As emphasized by intervenors, the cumulative losses are currently large.  These losses are 
the result of steadily falling natural gas prices in the open market.  Customers continue to 
experience the benefits of the current downward trend in prices for the unhedged portions of the 
IOUs’ natural gas purchases.  Should the market price of natural gas trend or spike upward, 
hedging savings will occur but, overall, fuel costs will increase. 
 
 OPC witness Lawton testified that since price volatility has decreased and is trending 
downward, hedging is unnecessary.  IOU witnesses both agreed and disagreed that price 
volatility had decreased since 2001.  DEF witness McAllister agreed with witness Lawton that 
natural gas prices are less volatile.  Gulf witness Ball stated that Gulf does not forecast price 
volatility and suggests such a forecast is not possible.  However, witness Ball also testified that, 
with a few exceptions, in recent history price volatility has been lower.  TECO witness Caldwell 
agreed that fuel price volatility decreased during the period 1997 to 2015.  
 
 FPL witness Yupp strongly disagreed with OPC’s conclusion.  While the price of natural 
gas has trended downward over the last several years, and the trend line in natural gas volatility 
has done the same, witness Yupp testified that the volatility of natural gas prices has varied 
considerably year to year.  Thus, while the trend line for natural gas volatility shows a decline, 
there is a very low correlation of the trend line with the yearly data.  That being the case, the 
trend line in price volatility is not a statistically valid predictor of next year’s price volatility 
point.  Based on this analysis, witness Yupp concluded that one cannot reasonably conclude that 
natural gas price volatility has decreased as natural gas prices have fallen or will decrease in the 
future.  Witness Yupp testified that hedging had been successful in reducing price volatility as 
measured by the fact that FPL only met the plus or minus ten percent mid-course correction 
threshold established by Rule 25-6.0424, F.A.C., once for the period 2002 to 2014 with hedging.  
Had FPL not hedged, this threshold would have been exceeded nine times.  Witness Yupp also 
testified that the current EIA forecasts for natural gas prices show a confidence interval of 
ranging more toward higher prices than lower prices. Gulf witness Ball affirmed this aspect of 
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the EIA forecast and OPC witness Lawton acknowledged this fact.  The confidence intervals for 
natural gas prices included in EIA’s forecast are consistent with the economic reality that gas 
prices cannot indefinitely continue to decrease as the price of any commodity cannot fall below 
the price of production for sustained periods of time.   
 
 OPC has argued that the annual fuel factor smoothes out price volatility and is a cost-free 
alternative to hedging.  Witness Lawton stated that the annual or level fuel factor effectively 
shields customers from day-to-day changes in market prices.  However, witness Lawton 
acknowledges that the cumulative effect of unexpected changes in market prices could lead to a 
mid-course correction to fuel factors.  DEF witness McCallister agreed that the level fuel factor 
can reduce the customer’s exposure to price volatility within any given year, assuming no mid-
course correction.  However, without hedging true-up amounts in subsequent years could be 
significant. TECO witness Caldwell testified that while the annual fuel factor provides some 
smoothing over a twelve month period, it does not limit the potential for fuel costs to increase or 
decrease, i.e., fuel price volatility.  Witness Caldwell also testified that spreading an under-
recovery over more time, as suggested by FPL in 2008 by its validation mitigation mechanism 
(VMM), without hedging any portion of the natural gas portfolio presents a risk of stacking 
under-recoveries if prices rise making the rate impact on ratepayers even greater.  
 
 The record is clear that setting a level or annual factor has some smoothing effect within 
any given year assuming no mid-course corrections.  The record is also clear that by providing 
certainty to a portion of expected gas consumption, hedging reduces annual true-up amounts and 
the number of mid-course corrections required by our rules.  
 
 A review of the testimony reveals that both intervenor and IOU witnesses generally agree 
that price volatility cannot be accurately or consistently forecasted.  The record before us 
indicates that from 2002 to date natural gas price volatility has varied up and down significantly,  
with 2009 and 2014 reaching levels of 99.6 percent and 96.7 percent, respectively.  Therefore, 
while natural gas prices have trended downward in the last few years, the level of price volatility 
cannot be predicted with any certainty.  It is important to remember that the impact on ratepayers 
of even small variations in the price of natural gas is significant, e.g., a one cent change in 
natural gas prices results in $6 million in additional fuel expense for FPL’s customers.  The 
increased dependence on natural gas for each of Florida’s IOUs means customers will have 
significant exposure to the uncertainties of natural gas prices if hedging were completely 
discontinued. 
 
 As stated in our past decisions, the objective of the IOUs’ hedging programs is to reduce 
the customers’ exposure to price volatility.  Currently, natural gas prices are low compared to 
prices since 2008. One could reasonably assume that prices are more likely to rise than to 
continue downward, and FPL witness Yupp provides calculations, reasons, and an opinion 
supporting this possibility. That prices may be approaching or going below the variable cost of 
production is a noteworthy consideration. However, the low prices and possible price direction 
should not be a chief consideration since it would necessarily involve some degree of speculation 
about the future direction of prices. 
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 Intertwined with price volatility are the supply and demand conditions of the natural gas 
market.  All witnesses agreed that natural gas market conditions in 2015 are different from those 
of 2002.  All witnesses agreed that the growth of shale gas production has increased the supply 
of natural gas.  TECO witness Caldwell noted that the natural gas market seems to move in 
cycles of significant production increases, due to new sources, followed by increases in demand  
 
 Natural gas prices are more volatile when weather events affect supply or demand.  In 
January 2014, the polar vortex had a significant effect on natural gas prices.  Weather events, 
such as very cold periods during the winter, can increase demand, prices, and volatility.  
However, additional pipelines under construction that connect the Marcellus Shale to 
northeastern states may diminish this effect.  
 
 Regarding shale gas production and the current abundant supply of natural gas, FPL 
witness Yupp noted that the market price may be below the cost of production for many 
producers.  The market price cannot be below the cost of production for any extended period of 
time.  He further noted that production costs vary among producers.  Rig counts are down and 
this could impact gas supply, but this too may not be a complete indicator of future gas 
production. 
 
 Gulf witness Ball alluded to future events that could disrupt shale gas production, e.g., 
existing or proposed local, state, or federal environmental regulations either banning or 
restricting shale gas production, or increased demand for natural gas based upon federal power 
plant regulations reducing carbon emissions.  He testified that OPC has minimized any potential 
threats to shale gas production.  However, while opining that environmental concerns have 
largely been put to rest, OPC witness Lawton  acknowledged that New York currently bans 
hydraulic fracking.  
 
 Demand for natural gas, particularly for electric generation, for both Florida and the 
country as a whole is increasing.  In 2016, DEF, FPL, TECO and Gulf estimate 73, 72, 52 and 44 
percent of their generation, respectively, will be from natural gas.  In addition, natural gas will 
begin to be exported in late 2015, and a number of export terminals are under construction or are 
planned.    
 
 The decision of whether to continue fuel price hedging turns on what one expects price 
volatility and natural gas market conditions to do in the future.  While natural gas prices have 
trended down, price volatility is uncertain and cannot be reliably forecasted.  What this record 
clearly establishes is that without hedging, customers have a very significant exposure to natural 
gas price volatility due to a very dynamic natural gas market.  Today natural gas prices are low 
and gas supply is forecasted to be abundant.  However, demand for natural gas is increasing and 
is heavily influenced by weather and uncertain supply conditions.  Given these factors, on 
balance we find that the continuation of natural gas hedging process as outlined in our previous 
orders is in the customers’ best interests.   
 
 Our decision to continue hedging at this time is based on the evidence presented in this 
record which in large part consists of arguments to either completely eliminate hedging or to 
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continue the procedures in place at this time.  There was no written testimony from any party and 
very limited cross examination on possible changes to the manner in which the IOUs conduct 
natural gas financial hedging activities or alternatives to hedging: cost sharing of hedging gains 
and losses between the IOUs and ratepayers, alternative accounting treatment for recovery of 
gains and losses (VMM program), or imposing limits on the percentage of natural gas purchases 
hedged.  All witnesses agreed that any changes to the hedging protocol should be prospective 
and that the current hedges should be allowed to terminate on their original contract dates.  
Notwithstanding our decision on hedging, we recognize that the cost of this program is 
significant by any measure for each Florida IOU and deserves further analysis.  Therefore, we 
direct our staff, in conjunction with the parties to this docket, to explore possible changes to the 
current hedging protocol that will minimize potential losses to customers.  
 

Risk Management Plans 
 

 Consistent with our decision above, we find that the 2016 Risk Management Plans of 
DEF, FPL, TECO and Gulf shall be approved.  Each plan provides the appropriate governance 
for a well-disciplined and prudently managed utility hedging program and is consistent with the 
Hedging Guidelines.  These plans are structured to reduce price volatility risk in a structured 
manner and with the exception of FPL’s plan, which includes participation in the Woodford Gas 
Reserves Project, is very similar to risk management plans approved in past years.  
 

Company-Specific Fuel Adjustment Issues 
 

Florida Power & Light Company 
 
 Woodford Gas Reserve Project 
 
 On June 25, 2014, FPL petitioned the Commission for a determination that it was prudent 
for FPL to acquire an interest in a natural gas reserve project (the Woodford Project) and that the 
revenue requirement associated with investing in and operating the gas reserve project was 
eligible for recovery through the Fuel Clause.  In Order No. PSC-15-0038-FOF-EI5 (Woodford 
Order), the Commission found that the Woodford Project was in the public interest and its costs 
were recoverable through the Fuel Clause.  OPC and FIPUG have filed appeals of the Woodford 
Order with the Florida Supreme Court, which are pending as of the date of this order6.   

 
 As summarized in the Woodford Order, the Woodford Project is a capital investment by 
which FPL invests directly in shale gas reserves in the Woodford Shale region of Oklahoma and 
ratepayers pay natural gas production costs rather than the market price on the physical gas 
produced.     

 

                                                 
5Order No. PSC-15-0038-FOF-EI, issued January 12, 2015, in Docket No. 150001-EI, In re: Fuel and purchased 
power cost recovery clause with generating performance incentive factor. 
6On March 30, 2015, the Florida Supreme Court consolidated OPC’s three appeals and the FIPUG appeal into a 
single case (Florida Supreme Court Case No. SC15-95). 
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Historically, production costs have been less volatile than market prices. We find 
the Woodford Project will act as a hedge that is designed to decouple costs from 
market prices.7 The Woodford Project costs are based solely on the operations and 
maintenance costs, and on the investment that is required, and is essentially fixed. 
FPL purchases more natural gas than any other electric utility in the country. The 
reality is that in this state, and nationally, we continue to grow the need for natural 
gas to provide electricity as we move away from coal. Although the Woodford 
Project is relatively small and will have a small effect on FPL’s overall cost of 
natural gas and on price hedging, it will act as a long-term physical hedge (30 
years or longer in duration) compared to financial hedges, which typically lock in 
prices for 12 – 24 months. Fuel and related costs that are subject to volatile 
changes are recoverable through the Fuel Clause.8 We have allowed non-fuel 
items to be recovered through the Fuel Clause as long as they are projected to 
result in fuel savings.9 FPL’s natural gas price forecasts of October 2013 and July 
2014 indicate that the Woodford Project will likely produce positive customer 
fuel savings over the life of the Project based on combinations of two factors: well 
productivity and natural gas market price. Under FPL’s July 2014 natural gas 
price forecast, 6 of 9 sensitivities produce positive customer savings. ... 
 

Order No. PSC-15-0038-FOF-EI at pp. 4-5. 
 
 The Woodford Project order is presently on appeal at the Florida Supreme Court.  
However, no motions to stay have been filed and the Woodford Order remains in full force and 
effect.  Further, FPL has moved forward with its investment, and drilling and production activity 
began earlier this year. Therefore, we find that FPL is entitled to recover its Woodford Project 
costs through the Fuel Clause in the amount of $24,611,461 for the period January 2015 through 
December 2015.  For the period January 2016 through December 2016, we find that the 
appropriate projected costs FPL shall be allowed to recover through the Fuel Clause for the 
Woodford natural gas exploration and production project is $53,777,690. 
 
Florida Public Utilities Company 
 
 FPL Interconnection and legal and consultant fees 
 
 FPUC has requested that it be allowed to recover $107,333 in 2016, representing the 
depreciation expense, taxes other than income taxes and a return on investment associated with 
the $3.5 million dollar cost of rerouting FPUC’s 138 KV transmission line to parallel an existing 
                                                 
7Customers currently bear certain drilling, production, and shale gas risks (earthquakes, environmental issues, etc.) 
as these factors are embedded in the market price of gas.    
8Order No. 14546, issued July 8, 1985, in Docket No. 850001-EI-B, In re: Cost recovery Methods for Fuel-Related 
Expenses. 
9Order Nos. PSC-97-0359-FOF-EI, issued March 31, 1997, in Docket 970001-EI, In re: Fuel and purchased power 
cost recovery clause and generating performance incentive factor (FPL investment in rail cars) and PSC-01-2516-
FOF-EI, issued December 26, 2001, in Docket 010001-EI, In re: Fuel and purchased power cost recovery clause and 
generating performance incentive factor (Incremental Power Plant Security Costs). 
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FPL 230 KV line and upgrading FPL’s substation to accommodate this interconnection.  At this 
time, FPUC’s 138 KV transmission is directly connected to the JEA 138 KV transmission 
network.  If construction is started in 2016, the completion date is expected during the latter half 
of 2017. FPUC has estimated that savings will result from this interconnection for essentially 
two reasons: 1) improved system reliability on FPUC’s transmission system; and 2) the ability to 
purchase power from other wholesale providers without incurring additional transmission 
wheeling costs which should result in lower purchased power costs.  FPL will be constructing the 
transmission line with the costs to be reimbursed by FPUC.  

 FPUC does not generate any electricity but is solely dependent on wholesale purchase 
power agreements to meet its capacity and energy needs.  At this time, FPUC has wholesale 
power purchase agreements with JEA which serve its Northeast Division (Amelia Island) and 
Gulf Power Company (Gulf) which serve its Northwest Division (Marianna).  Both of these 
wholesale purchased power contracts include payments for JEA’s and Gulf’s transmission rate 
base costs to provide power to FPUC.  However, FPUC does not currently recover any of its own 
transmission rate base costs through the fuel clause.  FPUC’s current contract with JEA is set to 
expire on December 31, 2017, the same time that FPUC’s interconnection with FPL is expected 
to be completed.  FPUC is required to purchase all of its wholesale purchased power from JEA 
during the term of the current contract.  Thus, the projected $2.3 million in savings for future 
purchased power costs associated with the FPL interconnection cannot materialize until after 
January 1, 2018. 

 FPUC intends to issue a request for proposals (RFP) soliciting capacity and energy for 
delivery beginning in 2018.  FPUC anticipates that as a result of its RFP it will be able to 
contract for wholesale capacity and energy at significantly lower rates once the FPL 
interconnection is completed. 

 Our basic guidelines for recovery of capital costs through the fuel adjustment clause are 
found in Order No. 14546.10  Since the issuance of Order No. 14546 in 1985, we have issued 19 
orders interpreting and applying these two principles to various proposed rate base capital costs 
for which recovery through the fuel clause was requested.11  FPUC’s arguments focus on why its 
proposed transmission project qualifies for recovery through the fuel adjustment clause. 

 However, OPC, FRF, FIPUG, and PCS all take the position that the rate case stipulation 
and settlement agreement entered into between OPC and FPUC on August 29, 2014 and 

                                                 
10Order No. 14546, issued on July 8, 1985, in Docket No. 850001-EI,-B, In re: Cost Recovery Methods for Fuel-
Related Expenses.   
11Order No. PSC-11-0080-PAA-EI, issued on January 31, 2011, in Docket No. 100404-EI, In re: Petition by Florida 
Power & Light Company to recover Scherer Unit 4 Turbine Upgrade costs through environmental cost recovery 
clause or fuel cost recovery clause (This order includes a list of all orders between 1985 and 2005); Order No. PSC-
12-0498-PAA-EI, issued on September 27, 2012, in Docket No. 120153-EI, In re: Petition to recover capital costs of 
Polk Fuel Cost Reduction Project through the Fuel Cost Recovery Clause, by Tampa Electric Company; Order No. 
PSC-13-0505-PAA-EI, issued on October 28, 2013, in Docket No. 130198-EI, In re: Petition for prudence 
determination regarding new pipeline system by Florida Power & Light Company; Order No. PSC-14-0309-PAA-
EI, issued on June 12, 2014, in Docket No. 140032-EI, In re: Petition to recover capital costs of Big Bend fuel cost 
reduction project through the fuel cost recovery clause, by Tampa Electric Company; Order No. PSC-15-0038-FOF-
EI, issued on January 12, 2015, in Docket No. 150001-EI, In re: Fuel purchased power cost recovery clause with 
generating performance incentive factor.            
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approved by this Commission in Order No. PSC-14-0517-S-EI, issued on September 29, 2014, 
(Order No. PSC-14-0517)12 prohibits the recovery of costs associated with the FPL 
interconnection through the fuel clause.  

 Section I, Term, of the settlement agreement prohibits FPUC from increasing its base 
rates during the minimum term of the agreement, or until after December 31, 2016.  The 
settlement agreement also states in Section VI, Other Cost Recovery, as follows: 

Nothing in this agreement shall preclude the Company from requesting the 
Commission to approve the recovery of costs that are: (a) of a type which 
traditionally and historically would be, have been, or are presently recovered 
through cost recovery clauses or surcharges or (b) incremental costs not currently 
recovered in base rates which the Legislature or Commission determines are 
clause recoverable subsequent to the approval of this settlement.  Except as 
provided in this Agreement, it is the intent of the Parties in this Paragraph VI that 
FPUC not be allowed to recover through cost recovery clauses increases in the 
magnitude of costs, incurred after implementation of the new base rates, of types 
or categories (including but not limited to, for example, investment in and 
maintenance of transmission assets) that have been traditionally and historically 
recovered through FPUC’s base rates. 

 Additionally, FPUC has included actual and estimated consulting and legal fees in its fuel 
costs for 2014, 2015, and 2016.  Actual costs included in its 2014 true-up calculation are 
$122,933.  FPUC included $111,135 in its 2015 estimated/actual costs, and $387,000 its 2016 
projected costs. 
  
 FPUC believes that costs incurred and projected to be incurred for the FPL 
interconnection and contracted consultants and legal services are directly fuel-related and will 
ultimately produce fuel savings that will flow to FPUC’s customers through the fuel adjustment 
clause, and thus, are appropriate for recovery through the fuel cost recovery clause.  FPUC 
argued that this Commission has clearly stated that the purpose of the clause proceedings is to 
provide for recovery of volatile costs that tend to fluctuate between rate case proceedings, which 
if incorporated in base rates, would unduly penalize the utility or its customers.13   
 
 No party filed testimony in the proceeding in opposition to FPUC’s requested legal and 
consulting fees.  In support of its request, FPUC witness Young argued that the consultants hired 
by FPUC engaged in activities related to the negotiation of a new power purchased contract with 
Eight Flags Energy, modification of FPUC’s existing agreement with Rayonier Performance 
Fibers, and analysis of FPUC’s current power purchase agreement to determine opportunities to 
produce fuel cost reductions.  FPUC witness Cutshaw emphasized that the costs being requested 
are not associated with administrative functions associated with fuel procurement, nor associated 

                                                 
12Order No. PSC-14-0517-S-EI, issued on September 29, 2014, in Docket No. 140025-EI, In re: Application for rate 
increase by Florida Public Utilities Company. 
13Order No. PSC-05-0748-FOF-EI, issued July 14, 2005, in Docket No. 041272-EI, at p.37, In Re: Petition for 
approval of storm cost recovery clause for recovery of extraordinary expenditures related to Hurricanes Charley, 
Frances, Jeanne, and Ivan, by Progress Energy Florida, Inc. 
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with the Company’s internal staff responsible for fuel procurement.  FPUC witness Young stated 
that the costs FPUC is seeking to recover are similar to costs we have traditionally and 
historically allowed to be recovered through the fuel clause.  In addition, witness Young pointed 
out that the costs requested have not been included in FPUC’s base rates as these costs are 
volatile and fluctuate between rate case proceedings.  
 
 FPUC argued that it has met its burden of proof by demonstrating that the legal and 
consulting fees it proposes for recovery through the fuel clause are: (1) prudent expenses 
associated with retaining outside expertise that the Company does not otherwise have in-house; 
(2) work for which these consultants were retained are associated with projects that are either 
currently producing fuel savings or are reasonably expected to produce savings for the Company 
and its customers; and (3) expenses of a type that we have traditionally allowed FPUC to recover 
through the fuel adjustment clause.  
 
 OPC argued that the settlement agreement precludes FPUC from seeking recovery in the 
fuel clause of its legal and consulting fees as does Order No. 14546.  It is OPC’s position that 
FPUC is barred from seeking recovery in the fuel clause for the cost of types or categories that 
have traditionally and historically been recovered through FPUC’s base rates.  In addition, OPC 
argued that the base rate freeze provision in the settlement agreement also prohibits FPUC from 
recovering these costs through cost recovery clauses.  
 
 OPC contended that consulting and legal generation-related costs have traditionally and 
historically been recovered through base rates for both FPUC and other electric utilities.  OPC 
acknowledged that FPUC was allowed recovery through the fuel clause of its legal and 
consulting fees associated with the issuance and evaluation of RFPs for purchased power 
agreements.14 However, it is OPC’s contention that generic legal and consulting activities have 
not been specifically identified and allowed to be recovered through the fuel clause. 
 
 In addition, OPC argued that Order No. 14546 sets forth the policy that costs permitted 
for recovery through the fuel clause must produce fuel savings contemporaneous with cost 
recovery.  OPC asserted that FPUC is merely speculating that the consulting and legal activities 
for which it is seeking recovery in 2015 and 2016 will actually result in lower purchased power 
costs.  While FPUC witness Young testified that some of the consultant and legal activities 
“produced” savings, OPC argued that he could identify no specific savings that were achieved as 
a result of those activities.  OPC also maintained that FPUC conceded that the outside consulting 
and legal fees are fuel procurement and administration charges or costs that Order No. 14546 
specifically precludes from recovery through the fuel clause  
 

                                                 
14 Order No. PSC-05-1252-FOF-EI (Order No. 05-1252), issued in December 23, 2005, in Docket No. 050001-EI, In 
re: Fuel and purchased power cost recovery clause with generating performance incentive factor.  
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 Our basic guidelines for recovery of costs through the fuel adjustment clause are found in 
Order No. 14546.15  In Order No. 14546 the parties stipulated to, and we approved, two basic 
principles for recovery of expenses through the fuel clause: 

1. When similar circumstances exist, the Commission should attempt to treat, 
for cost recovery purposes, specific types of fossil fuel-related expenses in a 
uniform manner among the various electric utilities.  At times, however, it may be 
appropriate to treat similar types of expenses in dissimilar ways. 

2. Prudently incurred fossil fuel-related expenses which are subject to 
volatile changes should be recovered through an electric utility’s fuel adjustment 
clause.  The volatility of fossil fuel-related costs may be due to a number of 
factors including, but not necessarily limited to: price, quantity, number of 
deliveries, and distance.  Except as noted below, these volatile fossil fuel-related 
charges are incurred by the utility for goods obtained or services provided prior to 
the delivery of fuel to the electric utility’s dedicated storage facilities. (Dedicated 
storage facilities mean storage facilities which are used solely to serve the 
affected electric utility.) All other fossil fuel-related costs should be recovered 
through base rates.16    

 In addition, the parties recommended that the policy be flexible so that costs normally 
recovered through base rates could be recovered through the fuel adjustment clause where the 
utility took advantage of a cost-effective transaction and those costs were not recognized or 
anticipated in the level of costs used to establish the utility’s base rates. In those instances, “[t]he 
Commission shall rule on the appropriate method of cost recovery based upon the merits of each 
individual case.”17  Order No. 14546 was intended to identify costs that were appropriate for cost 
recovery yet recognize that we retain the ability in individual cases to rule on the method of cost 
recovery. 
 
 As the starting point of our analysis, we disagree with OPC that FPUC has not   
“traditionally and historically” recovered consulting and legal fees through the fuel clause.   In 
Docket Nos. 060001-EI, 070001-EI, 080001-EI, 090001-EI, 10001-EI, 110001-EI, 120001-EI, 
130001-EI, and 140001-EI, legal and consulting fees associated with fuel-related work were 
included in FPUC’s true-up filings which we approved without objection.  Further, in Order No. 
PSC-05-1252, we approved the recovery of fees for Christensen and Associates related to the 
preparation and evaluation of a RFP for purchased power for its Northwest Division.  In Order 
No. PSC-05-1252, we cited the fact that FPUC was a small, non-generating, investor-owned 
electric utility that did not have the resources internally to prepare an RFP and evaluate 
responses.18  Because FPUC has “traditionally and historically” recovered these types of costs 
through the fuel clause, we find that the terms of the settlement agreement do not apply and do 
not prohibit recovery through the fuel clause at this time.  
                                                 
15 Order No. 14546, issued on July 8, 1985, in Docket No. 850001-EI,-B, In re: Cost Recovery Methods for Fuel-
Related Expenses.   
16 Id. at p.2.  
17 Id. at p. 3. 
18 Order No. PSC-05-1252-FOF-EI, issued December 23, 2005, in Docket No. 050001-EI, In re: Fuel and purchased 
power cost recovery clause with generating performance incentive factor. 
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 FPUC has been aggressively seeking opportunities to reduce fuel costs to its consumers. 
To properly and thoroughly explore fuel-saving opportunities, FPUC engages legal and 
consulting assistance as it continues to lack in-house expertise.  The costs that FPUC is 
requesting to be recovered in this proceeding are associated with legal and consulting fees 
incurred in the development and enactment of projects designed to reduce fuel rates to FPUC’s 
customers, costs associated with the development and negotiations of power supply contracts, 
and costs to consultants engaged in performing due diligence in review and analysis of the 
Renewable Energy Agreement between FPUC and Rayonier.  
 
 In 2016, FPUC will begin discussions with various purchased power providers in 
preparation for the 2017 expiration of its Northeast Division wholesale power contract with JEA. 
FPUC is presently reliant upon JEA for all its power needs in its Northeast Division and is 
prohibited from taking power from another wholesale power provider until the expiration of its 
wholesale power purchase agreement in December 2016.  In order to obtain the lowest price and 
most favorable terms in its wholesale power contract to serve its Northeast Division, FPUC 
needs significant research, analysis, and negotiation unavailable in-house.  These consulting and 
legal fees are not currently being recovered in FPUC’s base rates.  Nor were these fees 
anticipated in FPUC’s last rate case, as these types of costs fluctuate significantly from year to 
year.   
 We find that there is no compelling reason to deviate from our past decisions.  FPUC 
remains a small, non-generating electric utility lacking the in-house expertise to find and 
evaluate potential opportunities for fuel savings and craft and evaluate requests for proposals for 
generation needs.  These costs were not included in its last rate case.  At the time of its last rate 
case, similar costs were being recovered through the fuel clause.  The costs FPUC is requesting 
for recovery through the fuel clause are not related to FPUC’s internal staff for routine fuel and 
purchased power procurement and administration.  FPUC projects that the opportunities being 
evaluated by its contracted consultants and legal professionals will result in fuel savings.  
 
 All parties agree that the proposed interconnection with FPL will result in improved 
system reliability for Amelia Island.  Nor is there disagreement that interconnection with FPL 
will offer wholesale power purchase options not currently available to FPUC when its wholesale 
power agreement with JEA expires in December 2016.  The disagreement rests with OPC’s 
conclusion that Order No. 14546 prohibits cost recovery until cost savings are received by 
ratepayers.  We do not read Order No. 14546 that restrictively. 
   
  Therefore, we find that the interconnection with FPL and the consulting and legal fees 
associated with the development and enactment of projects designed to reduce fuel rates to 
FPUC’s customers, costs associated with the development and negotiations of power supply 
contracts, and costs to consultants engaged in performing due diligence in review and analysis of 
the Renewable Energy Agreement between FPUC and Rayonier shall be recovered through the 
fuel cost recovery clause.  Further, as agreed to by FPUC at hearing, the consultant’s costs for 
the preparation of Commission filings for the consolidation of FPUC’s fuel divisions shall be 
removed from its requested costs included in its true-up and projected filings.  In order to 
facilitate that adjustment, we direct FPUC to file revised true-up and projection schedules 
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reflecting removal of the costs associated with the preparation of Commission filings within 20 
days of our vote.   

 Final fuel true-up amounts  
 
 FPUC has removed $2,046 in expenses associated with consultant fees from its request 
for cost recovery of the final true-up amounts for the period January 2014 through December 
2014.  The expenses were for work performed to restructure FPUC’s Fuel schedules (A-
Schedules and E-Schedules), when the Northeast and Northwest Divisions were consolidated. 
The appropriate final fuel adjustment true-up amount for the period January 2014 through 
December 2014 is properly reflected in the brief FPUC filed on November 13, 2015. Therefore, 
we find that the appropriate final fuel adjustment true-up amount for the period January 2014 
through December 2014 is an under-recovery of $1,474,307.   
 
 FPUC has removed $4,532 in expenses from its request for cost recovery of the final 
true-up amounts for the period January 2015 through December 2015.  The expenses were for 
work performed to restructure FPUC’s Fuel schedules (A-Schedules and E-Schedules), when the 
respective divisions were consolidated.  The appropriate fuel adjustment actual/estimated true-up 
amount for the period January 2015 through December 2015 is properly reflected in the brief 
FPUC filed on November 13, 2015.  Therefore, we find that the appropriate fuel adjustment 
actual/estimated true-up amount for the period January 2015 through December 2015 is an 
under-recovery of $107,841. 
 
 FPUC has removed $6,578 from its request for cost recovery of 2014 and 2015 true-up 
amounts.  This amount is the sum of the expense amounts referenced above and properly 
reflected in the brief FPUC filed on November 13, 2015.  Therefore, we find that the appropriate 
total fuel adjustment true-up amount to be collected from January 2016 through December 2016 
is an under-recovery of $1,582,148. 
 
 Consistent with our decision including the FPL interconnection and legal and consulting 
fees, the appropriate projected total fuel and purchased power cost recovery amounts for FPUC 
for the period January 2016 through December 2016 is $67,488,997. 
 
 FPUC has removed expenses associated with the preparation of Commission filings from 
its request for cost recovery of 2014 and 2015 true-up amounts.  Therefore, we find that the 
appropriate projected net fuel and purchased power cost recovery and Generating Performance 
Incentive amounts to be included in the recovery factor for the period January 2016 through 
December 2016 is $68,971,145. 
 
 Based on previous adjustments made we find that the appropriate levelized fuel cost 
recovery factor for FPUC for the period January 2016 through December 2016 is 6.692 cents per 
kilowatt hour. 
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 Based on the previous adjustments made, we find that the appropriate fuel cost recovery 
factors for FPUC for each rate class/delivery voltage level class adjusted for line losses is as 
stated below:  
 
                    Rate Schedule                                                           Adjustment 
RS $0.10619 

GS $0.10169 

GSD $0.09709 

GSLD $0.09407 

LS $0.07211 

Step rate for RS  

RS Sales $0.10619 

RS with less than 1,000 kWh/month $0.10188 

RS with more than 1,000 kWh/month $0.11438 

 

The appropriate adjusted Time of Use (TOU) and Interruptible rates for the Northwest Division 
are:  

Time of Use/Interruptible 
Rate Schedule Adjustment On Peak Adjustment Off Peak 

RS $0.18588 $0.06288 

GS $0.14169 $0.05169 

GSD $0.13709 $0.06459 

GSLD $0.15407 $0.06407 

Interruptible $0.07907 $0.09404 
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Effective Date 
 

 Per stipulation of the parties, the new factors shall be effective beginning with the first 
billing cycle for January 2016 through the last billing cycle for December 2016.  The first billing 
cycle may start before January 1, 2016, and the last cycle may be read after December 31, 2016, 
so that each customer is billed for twelve months regardless of when the recovery factors became 
effective.  The new factors shall continue in effect until modified by us. 
 
 Based on the foregoing, it is 
 
 ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the findings set forth in the 
body of this Order are hereby approved.  It is further 
 
 ORDERED that the stipulations of the parties contained in the Notice of Stipulations 
filed on October 30, 2015, as modified by our bench decision, attached hereto as Attachment A, 
is incorporated into and made a part of this Order.  It is further 
 
 ORDERED that Florida Power & Light Company, Florida Public Utilities Company, 
Gulf Power Company, Duke Energy Florida, LLC., and Tampa Electric Company are hereby 
authorized to apply the fuel cost recovery factors set forth herein during the period January 2016 
through December 2016.  It is further 
 
 ORDERED that the estimated true-up amounts contained in the fuel cost recovery factors 
approved herein are hereby authorized subject to final true-up and further subject to proof of the 
reasonableness and prudence of the expenditures upon which the amounts are based.  It is further 
 
 ORDERED that Florida Power & Light Company, Florida Public Utilities Company, 
Gulf Power Company, Duke Energy Florida, LLC, and Tampa Electric Company are hereby 
authorized to apply the capacity cost recovery factors set forth herein during the period January 
2016 through December 2016.  It is further 
 
 ORDERED that the estimated true-up amounts contained in the capacity cost recovery 
factors approved herein are hereby authorized subject to final true-up and further subject to proof 
of the reasonableness and prudence of the expenditures upon which the amounts are based.  It is 
further 
       
 ORDERED that the Fuel and Purchased Power Cost Recovery Clause With Generating 
Performance Incentive Factor docket is an on-going docket and shall remain open. 
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By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission this 23rd day of December, 2015. 

SBr 

Commission Clerk 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399 
(850) 413-6770 
www. tloridapsc.com 

Copies furnished: A copy of this document is 
provided to the parties of record at the time of 
issuance and, if applicable, interested persons. 

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 120.569(1), Florida 
Statutes, to notify parties of any administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders 
that is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68. Florida Statutes, as well as the procedures and 
time limits that apply. This notice should not be construed to mean all requests for an 
administrative hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief sought. 

Any party adversely affected by the Commission's final action in this matter may request: 
1) reconsideration of the decision by filing a motion for reconsideration with the Office of 
Commission Clerk, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850, within 
fifteen ( 15) days of the issuance of this order in the form prescribed by Rule 25-22.060, Florida 
Administrative Code; or 2) judicial review by the Florida Supreme Court in the case of an 
electric. gas or telephone utility or the First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water and/or 
wastewater utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Office of Commission Clerk. and filing a 
copy of the notice of appeal and the filing fee with the appropriate court. This filing must be 
completed within thirty (30) days after the issuance of this order, pursuant to Rule 9.11 0, Florida 
Rules of Appellate Procedure. The notice of appeal must be in the form specified in Rule 
9.900(a), Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

STIPULATIONS 
 

ISSUE 2A: The Commission should approve as prudent DEF’s actions to mitigate the 
volatility of natural gas, residual oil, fuel oil, and purchased power prices, as 
reported in DEF’s April 2015 and August 2015 hedging reports. 

 
ISSUE 2C: No adjustments are needed to account for replacement costs associated with the 

July 2014 forced outage at the Hines plant. 
 
ISSUE 3A: Yes, the Commission should approve as prudent FPL’s actions to mitigate the 

volatility of natural gas, residual oil, fuel oil, and purchased power prices, as 
reported in FPL’s April 2015 and August 2015 hedging reports. 

 
ISSUE 3C: The total gain in 2014 under the Incentive Mechanism approved in Order No. 

PSC-13-0023-S-EI, was $67,626,867.  This amount should be shared between 
FPL and its customers, with FPL retaining $12,976,120. 

 
ISSUE 3D: The appropriate amount of Incremental Optimization Costs under the Incentive 

Mechanism that FPL should be allowed to recover through the fuel clause for 
Personnel, Software, and Hardware costs for the period January 2014 through 
December 2014 is $460,428. 

  
ISSUE 3E: The appropriate amount of Incremental Optimization Costs under the Incentive 

Mechanism that FPL should be allowed to recover through the fuel clause for 
variable power plant O&M costs incurred to generate output for wholesale sales 
in excess of 514,000 megawatt-hours for the period January 2014 through 
December 2014 is $2,259,985. 

 
ISSUE 3F: The appropriate amount of Incremental Optimization Costs under the Incentive 

Mechanism that FPL should be allowed to recover through the fuel clause for 
Personnel, Software, and Hardware costs for the period January 2015 through 
December 2015 is $441,826. 

 
ISSUE 3G: The appropriate amount of Incremental Optimization Costs under the Incentive 

Mechanism that FPL should be allowed to recover through the fuel clause for 
variable power plant O&M costs incurred to generate output for wholesale sales 
in excess of 514,000 megawatt-hours for the period January 2015 through 
December 2015 is $2,759,649. 

 
ISSUE 3H: The appropriate amount of Incremental Optimization Costs under the Incentive 

Mechanism that FPL should be allowed to recover through the fuel clause for 
Personnel, Software, and Hardware costs for the period January 2016 through 
December 2016 is $473,512 
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ISSUE 3I: The appropriate amount of Incremental Optimization Costs under the Incentive 

Mechanism that FPL should be allowed to recover through the fuel clause for 
variable power plant O&M costs incurred to generate output for wholesale sales 
in excess of 514,000 megawatt-hours for the period January 2016 through 
December 2016 is $1,498,826. 

 
ISSUE 3J: This issue has been deferred until 2016 to allow FPL to continue negotiations for 

potential reimbursement of St. Lucie 2 replacement power costs associated with 
the extended refueling outage in 2014. 

 
ISSUE 3N: The Commission should approve FPL’s proposed generation base rate adjustment 

(GBRA) factor of 3.899 percent for the Port Everglades Energy Center (PEEC) 
expected to go in-service on June 1, 2016. 

 
ISSUE 3O: This issue has been dropped with the understanding that any party may raise it 

again in the 2016 proceeding. 
 
ISSUE 3P: FPL has properly reflected in the fuel and purchased power cost recovery clause 

the effects of acquiring the Cedar Bay facility and terminating the existing Cedar 
Bay power purchase agreement consistent with the terms of the settlement 
agreement between FPL and OPC approved in Docket No. 150075-EI. 

 
ISSUE 5A: The Commission should approve as prudent Gulf’s actions to mitigate the 

volatility of natural gas, residual oil, fuel oil, and purchased power prices, as 
reported in Gulf’s April 2015 and August 2015 hedging reports. 

 
ISSUE 6A: The Commission should approve as prudent TECO’s actions to mitigate the 

volatility of natural gas, residual oil, fuel oil, and purchased power prices, as 
reported in TECO’s April 2015 and August 2015 hedging reports. 

 
ISSUE 6C: The appropriate amount of capital costs for the Big Bend fuel conversion project 

that TECO should be allowed to recover through the Fuel Clause for the period 
January 2015 through December 2015 is $3,744,426. 

 
ISSUE 6D: The appropriate amount of capital costs for the Big Bend fuel conversion project 

that TECO should be allowed to recover through the Fuel Clause for the period 
January 2016 through December 2016 is $4,894,041. 

 
ISSUE 6E: No adjustments are needed to account for replacement costs associated with the 

June 2015 forced outage at Big Bend Unit 2. 
 
ISSUE 6F: The cost of the natural gas burned during the testing of natural gas as a co-fired 

fuel at Big Bend Station is appropriate for recovery. 
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ISSUE 7: The appropriate actual benchmark levels for calendar year 2015 for gains on non-

separated wholesale energy sales eligible for a shareholder incentive are as 
follows: 

 Duke:  $1,739,843 
 Gulf:  $   677,983 
 TECO:  $1,479,981 
 FPL:  Not applicable 
 
ISSUE 8: The appropriate actual benchmark levels for calendar year 2016 for gains on non-

separated wholesale energy sales eligible for a shareholder incentive are as 
follows: 

 Duke:  $2,704,668 
 Gulf:  $   752,900 
 TECO:  $1,532,270 
 FPL:  Not applicable 
 
ISSUE 9: The appropriate final fuel adjustment true-up amounts for the period January 2014 

through December 2014 are as follows: 
 FPL:  $10,088,837 (over-recovery) refunded as part of mid-course  

  correction approved by Order No. 15-0161-PCO-EI 
 Duke:  $11,604,966 (over-recovery) 
 Gulf:  $ 8,084,753 (over-recovery) 
 TECO:  $ 2,919,025 (under-recovery) 
 
ISSUE 10: The appropriate fuel adjustment actual/estimated true-up amounts for the period 

of January 2015 through December 2015 are as follows: 
 FPL:  $66,818,243 under-recovery 
 Duke:  $67,126,064 over-recovery 
 Gulf:  $11,285,334 over-recovery 
 TECO:  $30,509,575 over-recovery 
 
ISSUE 11: The appropriate total fuel adjustment true-up amounts to be collected/refunded 

from January 2016 through December 2016 are as follows: 
 FPL:  $66,818,243 to be collected (under-recovery) 
 Duke:  $78,731,032 to be refunded (over recovery) 
 Gulf:  $19,370,087 to be refunded (over-recovery) 
 TECO:  $27,590,550 to be refunded (over-recovery) 
   
ISSUE 12: The appropriate projected total fuel and purchased power cost recovery amounts 

for the period January 2016 through December 2016 are as follows: 
 FPL:  $3,023,588,111, which excludes prior period true up amounts,  

  revenue taxes, the GPIF reward or penalty, or FPL’s portion of the  
  gains from its Incentive Mechanism. 

 Duke:  $1,480,800,063 
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 Gulf:  $400,060,296, including prior period true up amounts and revenue  

  taxes 
 TECO:  $668,014,513, which is adjusted by the jurisdictional separation  

  factor, excluding the GPIF reward or penalty, and the revenue tax  
  factor, but including the prior period true up amounts. 

 
ISSUE 14A: FPL has properly reflected in its 2016 GPIF targets/ranges the effects of acquiring 

the Cedar Bay facility and terminating the existing Cedar Bay power purchase 
agreement consistent with the terms of the settlement agreement between FPL and 
OPC approved in Docket No. 150075-EI. 

 
ISSUE 17: The appropriate generation performance incentive factor (GPIF) reward or 

penalty for performance achieved during the period January 2014 through 
December 2014 for each investor-owned electric utility subject to the GPIF is as 
follows: 

 FPL:  $23,303,114 reward 
 DEF:  $8,613,797 penalty 
 Gulf:  $2,648,312 reward 
 TECO:  $1,258,600 reward 
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ISSUE 18: The appropriate GPIF targets/ranges for the period January 2016 through 

December 2016 for each investor-owned electric utility subject to the GPIF are 
shown below: 

 
 
 
GPIF Targets / Ranges for the period January 2016 through December 2016

Company Plant/Unit 

EAF ANOHR 
Target Maximum Target Maximum 
EAF 
( % ) 

EAF 
( % ) 

Savings 
($000's) 

ANOHR 
BTU/KWH 

ANOHR 
BTU/KWH 

Savings 
($000's) 

FPL 

Ft. Myers 2 90.3 92.8 2,696 7,344 7,190 6,035 
Martin 8 82.3 84.3 1,681 7,017 6,927 2,261 

Manatee 3 92.6 95.1 2,127 7,011 6,873 3,765 
St. Lucie 1 85.1 88.1 6,754 10,471 10,391 406 
St. Lucie 2 92.5 95.5 6,470 10,270 10,175 439 

Turkey 
Point 3 90.8 94.3 7,125 11,102 10,838 1,272 

Turkey 
Point 4 84.6 87.6 5,710 11,082 10,872 861 

Turkey 
Point 5 93.5 95.5 1,638 7,132 7,047 2,207 

West 
County 1 90.8 93.3 2,759 6,967 6,772 5,750 

West 
County 2 90.1 92.6 3,106 6,891 6,671 6,027 

West 
County 3 91.7 94.2 2,777 6,851 6,673 5,883 

Total 42,843 34,906 
  

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 986

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



ORDER NO. PSC-15-0586-FOF-EI 
DOCKET NO. 150001-EI 
PAGE 25 
 
GPIF Targets / Ranges for the period January 2016 through December 2016

Company Plant/Unit 

EAF ANOHR 
Target Maximum Target Maximum 
EAF 
( % ) 

EAF 
( % ) 

Savings 
($000's) 

ANOHR 
BTU/KWH 

ANOHR 
BTU/KWH 

Savings 
($000's) 

DEF 
 

Bartow 4 88.6 91.0 1,471 7,427 6,984 13,149 
Crystal 
River 4 83.2 87.4 934 10,465 10,053 5,227 

Crystal 
River 5 94.6 97.1 1,031 10,345 9,851 7,392 

Hines 1 92.4 93.2 413 7,319 6,855 6,758 
Hines 2 57.6 69.4 5,403 7,343 6,931 2,987 
Hines 3 82.9 84.5 1,028 7,227 6,745 6,298 
Hines 4 85.0 85.5 250 6,983 6,634 4,880 
Total  10,530   46,692 

 
 
 
 
 
GPIF Targets / Ranges for the period January 2016 through December 2016

Company Plant/Unit 

EAF ANOHR 
Target Maximum Target Maximum 
EAF 
( % ) 

EAF 
( % ) 

Savings 
($000's) 

ANOHR 
BTU/KWH 

ANOHR 
BTU/KWH 

Savings 
($000's) 

GULF 

Crist 6 95.7 97.0 25 10,760 10,437 838 
Crist 7 82.3 83.4 51 10,449 10,136 1,809 

Daniel 1 92.9 95.0 10 10,698 10,377 455 
Daniel 2 95.2 96.2 13 10,605 10,287 529 
Smith 3 83.2 84.1 12 6,874 6,668 2,312 

Total 111  5,943 
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GPIF Targets / Ranges for the period January 2016 through December 2016

Company Plant/Unit 

EAF ANOHR 
Target Maximum Target Maximum 
EAF 
( % ) 

EAF 
( % ) 

Savings 
($000's) 

ANOHR 
BTU/KWH 

ANOHR 
BTU/KWH 

Savings 
($000's) 

TECO 
 

Big Bend 1 78.7 82.0 383 10,683 10,473 1,399 
Big Bend 2 68.7 72.3 894 10,460 10,025 2,528 
Big Bend 3 76.6 79.5 649 10,654 10,441 1,337 
Big Bend 4 76.9 80.6 673 10,458 10,075 2,660 

Polk 1 81.5 83.7 154 10,191 9,837 1,320 
Bayside 1 76.1 78.2 836 7,232 6,967 2,912 
Bayside 2 83.1 84.9 1,711 7,484 7,267 2,816 

Total 5,299 14,971 
 
ISSUE 19: The appropriate projected total fuel and purchased power cost recovery amounts 

for the period January 2016 through December 2016 are as follows: 
 FPL:  $3,128,284,160, which includes prior period true up amounts,  

  revenue taxes, the GPIF reward or penalty, or FPL’s portion of the  
  gains from its Incentive Mechanism.  

 Duke:  $1,394,464,724 
 Gulf:  $402,708,608, including prior period true up amounts and revenue  

  taxes. 
 TECO:  $715,605,063, which is adjusted by the jurisdictional separation  

  factor.  The amount is $689,768,483, when the GPIF reward or  
  penalty, the revenue tax factor, and the prior period true up   
  amounts are applied. 

  
ISSUE 20: The appropriate revenue tax factor to be applied in calculating each investor-

owned electric utility’s levelized fuel factor for the projection period January 
2016 through December 2016 is 1.00072.  
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ISSUE 21: The appropriate levelized fuel cost recovery factors for the period January 2016 

through December 2016 are as follows: 
 FPL: For FPL, the fuel factors shall be reduced as of the in-service date of Port 

 Everglades Energy Center (PEEC) to reflect the projected jurisdictional 
 fuel savings for PEEC.  The following separate factors for January 2016 
 through May 2016 and for June 2016 through December 2016 are 
 approved: 

     a) 2.898 cents/kWh for January 2016 through the day   
     prior to the PEEC in-service date (projected to be   
     May 31, 2016); 

     b) 2.837 cents/kWh from the PEEC in-service date (projected  
     to be June 1, 2016) through December 2016.  
 Duke:  3.677 cents per kWh (adjusted for jurisdictional losses) 
 Gulf:  3.650 cents/kWh 
 TECO:  The appropriate factor is 3.671 cents per kWh before any   

  application of time of use multipliers for on-peak or off-peak  
  usage.  

 
ISSUE 22: The appropriate fuel recovery line loss multipliers to be used in calculating the 

fuel cost recovery factors charged to each rate class/delivery voltage level class 
are shown below: 

 FPL: The appropriate fuel cost recovery line loss multipliers are provided
 below: 
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Fuel Recovery 
Loss Multiplier

A RS-1 f irst 1,000 kWh 1.00313

A RS-1 all additional kWh 1.00313

A GS-1, SL-2, GSCU-1 1.00313

A-1 SL-1, OL-1, PL-1 (1) 1.00313

B GSD-1 1.00305

C GSLD-1, CS-1 1.00205

D GSLD-2, CS-2, OS-2, MET 0.99278

E GSLD-3, CS-3 0.96536

A GST-1 On-Peak 1.00313

GST-1 Off-Peak 1.00313

A RTR-1 On-Peak -

RTR-1 Off-Peak -

B GSDT-1, CILC-1(G), HLFT-1 (21-499 kW) On-Peak 1.00305

GSDT-1, CILC-1(G), HLFT-1 (21-499 kW) Off-Peak 1.00305

C GSLDT-1, CST-1, HLFT-2 (500-1,999 kW) On-Peak 1.00205

GSLDT-1, CST-1, HLFT-2 (500-1,999 kW) Off-Peak 1.00205

D GSLDT-2, CST-2, HLFT-3 (2,000+ kW) On-Peak 0.99349

GSLDT-2, CST-2, HLFT-3 (2,000+ kW) Off-Peak 0.99349

E GSLDT-3, CST-3, CILC-1(T), ISST-1(T) On-Peak 0.96536

GSLDT-3, CST-3, CILC-1(T), ISST-1(T) Off-Peak 0.96536

F CILC-1(D), ISST-1(D) On-Peak 0.99234

CILC-1(D), ISST-1(D) Off-Peak 0.99234

JANUARY - 
DECEMBER

GROUPS RATE SCHEDULE

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 990

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



ORDER NO. PSC-15-0586-FOF-EI 
DOCKET NO. 150001-EI 
PAGE 29 
 

 
 
 DEF:  
 

Fuel Recovery Line Loss Multipliers 
Group Delivery Voltage Level Line Loss Multiplier 

A Transmission 0.9800 
B Distribution Primary 0.9900 
C Distribution Secondary 1.0000 
D Lighting Service 1.0000 

  
FPUC: The appropriate line loss multiplier is 1.0000.  

 
Gulf:   

 

Fuel Recovery Line Loss Multipliers 
Group Rate Schedules Line Loss Multipliers 

 
A 

 
RS, RSVP, RSTOU, GS,GSD, GSDT, 

GSTOU, OSIII, SBS(1) 
1.00773 

B LP, LPT, SBS(2)  0.98353 
 

C 
 

PX, PXT, RTP, SBS(3) 0.96591 
 

D 
 

OSI/II 1.00777 
(1) Includes SBS customers with a contract demand in the range of 100 to 499 kW 
(2) Includes SBS customers with a contract demand in the range of 500 to 7,499 kW 
(3) Includes SBS customers with a contract demand over 7,499 kW 

  
  

Fuel Recovery 
Loss Multiplier

B GSD(T)-1 On-Peak 1.00305

GSD(T)-1 Off-Peak 1.00305

C GSLD(T)-1 On-Peak 1.00205

GSLD(T)-1 Off-Peak 1.00205

D GSLD(T)-2 On-Peak 0.99349

GSLD(T)-2 Off-Peak 0.99349

JUNE - 
SEPTEMBER

GROUPS RATE SCHEDULE
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 TECO:  

Fuel Recovery Line Loss Multipliers 
Metering Voltage Schedule Line Loss Multiplier 

Distribution Secondary 1.0000 
Distribution Primary 0.9900 

Transmission 0.9800 
Lighting Service 1.0000 

 
 
ISSUE 23: The appropriate fuel cost recovery factors for each rate class/delivery voltage 
level class adjusted for line losses is: 
 
: FPL: The tables below (which also include the fuel recovery loss multiplier listed in the 
preceeding stipulation for Issue 22).  
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:  

Average Factor
Fuel Recovery 
Loss Multiplier

Fuel Recovery 
Factor

A RS-1 f irst 1,000 kWh 2.898 1.00313 2.580

A RS-1 all additional kWh 2.898 1.00313 3.580

A GS-1, SL-2, GSCU-1 2.898 1.00313 2.907

A-1 SL-1, OL-1, PL-1 (1) 2.679 1.00313 2.687

B GSD-1 2.898 1.00305 2.907

C GSLD-1, CS-1 2.898 1.00205 2.904

D GSLD-2, CS-2, OS-2, MET 2.898 0.99278 2.877

E GSLD-3, CS-3 2.898 0.96536 2.798

A GST-1 On-Peak 4.037 1.00313 4.050

GST-1 Off-Peak 2.420 1.00313 2.428

A RTR-1 On-Peak - - 1.143

RTR-1 Off-Peak - - (0.479)

B GSDT-1, CILC-1(G), HLFT-1 (21-499 kW) On-Peak 4.037 1.00305 4.049

GSDT-1, CILC-1(G), HLFT-1 (21-499 kW) Off-Peak 2.420 1.00305 2.427

C GSLDT-1, CST-1, HLFT-2 (500-1,999 kW) On-Peak 4.037 1.00205 4.045

GSLDT-1, CST-1, HLFT-2 (500-1,999 kW) Off-Peak 2.420 1.00205 2.425

D GSLDT-2, CST-2, HLFT-3 (2,000+ kW) On-Peak 4.037 0.99349 4.011

GSLDT-2, CST-2, HLFT-3 (2,000+ kW) Off-Peak 2.420 0.99349 2.404

E GSLDT-3, CST-3, CILC-1(T), ISST-1(T) On-Peak 4.037 0.96536 3.897

GSLDT-3, CST-3, CILC-1(T), ISST-1(T) Off-Peak 2.420 0.96536 2.336

F CILC-1(D), ISST-1(D) On-Peak 4.037 0.99234 4.006

CILC-1(D), ISST-1(D) Off-Peak 2.420 0.99234 2.401

(1) WEIGHTED AVERAGE 16% ON-PEAK AND 84% OFF-PEAK

JANUARY 2016 - MAY 2016
GROUPS RATE SCHEDULE

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 993

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



ORDER NO. PSC-15-0586-FOF-EI 
DOCKET NO. 150001-EI 
PAGE 32 
 

 
 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Average Factor
Fuel Recovery 
Loss Multiplier

Fuel Recovery 
Factor

B GSD(T)-1 On-Peak 5.434 1.00305 5.451

GSD(T)-1 Off-Peak 2.568 1.00305 2.576

C GSLD(T)-1 On-Peak 5.434 1.00205 5.445

GSLD(T)-1 Off-Peak 2.568 1.00205 2.573

D GSLD(T)-2 On-Peak 5.434 0.99349 5.399

GSLD(T)-2 Off-Peak 2.568 0.99349 2.551

JUNE - SEPTEMBER
GROUPS RATE SCHEDULE

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2016 THROUGH MAY 2016

OFF PEAK:  ALL OTHER HOURS
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Average Factor
Fuel Recovery 
Loss Multiplier

Fuel Recovery 
Factor

A RS-1 f irst 1,000 kWh 2.837 1.00313 2.519

A RS-1 all additional kWh 2.837 1.00313 3.519

A GS-1, SL-2, GSCU-1 2.837 1.00313 2.846

A-1 SL-1, OL-1, PL-1 (1) 2.622 1.00313 2.630

B GSD-1 2.837 1.00305 2.846

C GSLD-1, CS-1 2.837 1.00205 2.843

D GSLD-2, CS-2, OS-2, MET 2.837 0.99278 2.817

E GSLD-3, CS-3 2.837 0.96536 2.739

A GST-1 On-Peak 3.952 1.00313 3.964

GST-1 Off-Peak 2.369 1.00313 2.376

A RTR-1 On-Peak - - 1.118

RTR-1 Off-Peak - - (0.470)

B GSDT-1, CILC-1(G), HLFT-1 (21-499 kW) On-Peak 3.952 1.00305 3.964

GSDT-1, CILC-1(G), HLFT-1 (21-499 kW) Off-Peak 2.369 1.00305 2.376

C GSLDT-1, CST-1, HLFT-2 (500-1,999 kW) On-Peak 3.952 1.00205 3.960

GSLDT-1, CST-1, HLFT-2 (500-1,999 kW) Off-Peak 2.369 1.00205 2.374

D GSLDT-2, CST-2, HLFT-3 (2,000+ kW) On-Peak 3.952 0.99349 3.926

GSLDT-2, CST-2, HLFT-3 (2,000+ kW) Off-Peak 2.369 0.99349 2.354

E GSLDT-3, CST-3, CILC-1(T), ISST-1(T) On-Peak 3.952 0.96536 3.815

GSLDT-3, CST-3, CILC-1(T), ISST-1(T) Off-Peak 2.369 0.96536 2.287

F CILC-1(D), ISST-1(D) On-Peak 3.952 0.99234 3.922

CILC-1(D), ISST-1(D) Off-Peak 2.369 0.99234 2.351

(1) WEIGHTED AVERAGE 16% ON-PEAK AND 84% OFF-PEAK

JUNE 2016 - DECEMBER 2016
GROUPS RATE SCHEDULE

Average Factor
Fuel Recovery 
Loss Multiplier

Fuel Recovery 
Factor

B GSD(T)-1 On-Peak 5.319 1.00305 5.335

GSD(T)-1 Off-Peak 2.514 1.00305 2.522

C GSLD(T)-1 On-Peak 5.319 1.00205 5.330

GSLD(T)-1 Off-Peak 2.514 1.00205 2.519

D GSLD(T)-2 On-Peak 5.319 0.99349 5.284

GSLD(T)-2 Off-Peak 2.514 0.99349 2.498

JUNE 2016 - SEPTEMBER 2016
GROUPS RATE SCHEDULE
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 DEF:  
      

Fuel Cost Factors (cents/kWh) 
GSD-1, GSDT-1, SS-1, CS-1, CST-1, CS-2, CST-2, CS-3, CST-3, SS-3, IS-1, IST-1, IS-2, IST-2, 

SS-2, LS-1 
 Time of Use 
Group Delivery 

Voltage Level 
First Tier 

Factor 
Second Tier

Factors 
Levelized 
Factors 

On-Peak Off-Peak 

A Transmission -- -- 3.608  4.860 3.034 
B Distribution Primary -- -- 3.645 4.910 3.065 
C Distribution Secondary -- -- 3.682 4.960 3.097 
D Lighting Secondary -- -- 3.445 -- -- 
  
 
 

Fuel Cost Factors (cents/kWh) 
RS-1, RST-1, RSL-1, RSL-2, RSS-1 

 Time of Use 
Group Delivery 

Voltage Level 
First Tier 

Factor 
Second Tier

Factors 
Levelized 
Factors 

On-Peak Off-Peak 

C Distribution Secondary 3.353  4.353 3.634 4.895 3.056 
 
 
 

Fuel Cost Factors (cents/kWh) 
GS-1, GST-1, GS-2 

 Time of Use 
Group Delivery 

Voltage Level 
First Tier 

Factor 
Second Tier

Factors 
Levelized 
Factors 

On-Peak Off-Peak 

A Transmission -- -- 3.574  4.814 3.006 
B Distribution Primary -- -- 3.611 4.864 3.037 
C Distribution Secondary -- -- 3.647 4.913 3.067 
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 Gulf:  
 

Group Rate Schedules* Line Loss 
Multipliers 

Fuel Cost Factors ¢/KWH  

Standard 
Time of Use 

On-Peak Off-Peak 
 

A 
 

RS, RSVP, RSTOU, 
GS,GSD, GSDT, 
GSTOU, OSIII, 

SBS(1) 

1.00773 3.678 
 

4.494 3.342 

B LP, LPT, SBS(2) 0.98353 3.590 4.387 3.261 

C PX, PXT, RTP, 
SBS(3) 0.96591 3.526 4.308 3.203 

D OSI/II 1.00777 3.631 N/A N/A 

*The recovery factor applicable to customers taking service under Rate Schedule SBS is determined as 
follows:  (1) customers with a contract demand in the range of 100 to 499 kW will use the recovery factor 
applicable to Rate Schedule GSD; (2) customers with a contract demand in the range of 500 to 7,499 kW 
will use the recovery factor applicable to Rate Schedule LP; and (3) customers with a contract demand 
over 7,499 kW will use the recovery factor applicable to Rate Schedule PX. 

        
 
 
 TECO:   
   

Metering Voltage Level Fuel Charge Factor (cents per kWh) 
Secondary 3.676 

RS Tier I (Up to 1,000 kWh) 3.361 
RS Tier II (Over 1,000 kWh) 4.361 

Distribution Primary 3.639 
Transmission 3.602 

Lighting Service 3.627 

Distribution Secondary 3.937 (on-peak) 
3.564 (off-peak) 

Distribution Primary 3.898 (on-peak) 
3.528 (off-peak) 

Transmission 3.858 (on-peak) 
3.493 (off-peak) 

   
 
ISSUE 24A: Yes.  For the Crystal River 3 Uprate project, the amount to be included is 

$56,510,403, which was approved by the Commission in a bench vote at Hearing 
on August 18, 2015.  At Hearing, on August 18, 2015, the Commission approved 
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DEF’s stipulation with the parties to leave the Levy portion of the NCRC charge 
at $0 for 2016 and 2017. 

 
ISSUE 25A: As approved by the Commission at its October 19, 2015 Special Agenda 

Conference, FPL has included $34,249,614. 
 
ISSUE 25B: The appropriate 2016 projected non-fuel revenue requirements for West County 

Energy Center Unit 3 (WCEC-3) to be recovered through the Capacity Clause is 
$145,515,209. 

 
ISSUE 25C: FPL has properly reflected in the capacity cost recovery clause the effects of 

acquiring the Cedar Bay facility and terminating the existing Cedar Bay power 
purchase agreement consistent with the terms of the settlement agreement 
between FPL and OPC approved in Docket No. 150075-EI. 

 
ISSUE 28: The appropriate final capacity cost recovery true-up amounts for the period 

January 2014 through December 2014 are as follows: 
 Duke:        $13,962,445 under-recovery. 
 Gulf:         $893,047 under-recovery. 

FPL:          $2,951,171 under-recovery.   
 TECO:       $140,386, over-recovery. 
 
ISSUE 29: The appropriate final capacity cost recovery actual/estimated true-up amounts for 

the period January 2015 through December 2015 are as follows: 
 Duke:  $24,680,810 under-recovery 
 Gulf:  $910,906 over-recovery 
 FPL:  $7,699,316 over-recovery 
 TECO:  $2,063,383 over-recovery 
 
ISSUE 30: The appropriate final capacity cost recovery true-up amounts to be 

collected/refunded during the period January 2016 through December 2016 are as 
follows: 

 Duke:  $38,643,256, to be collected (under-recovery). 
 Gulf:  $17,859, to be refunded (over-recovery). 

FPL:  $4,748,145, to be refunded (over-recovery). 
 TECO:  $2,203,769, to be refunded (over-recovery). 
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ISSUE 31: The appropriate projected total capacity cost recovery amounts for the period 

January 2016 through December 2016 are as follows: 
 FPL:  Jurisdictionalized, $321,148,426 for the period January 2016 through 

December 2016, excluding prior period true-ups, revenue taxes, nuclear cost 
recovery amount, and WCEC-3 jurisdictional non-fuel revenue requirements.   

 Duke: $358,842,970.   
 Gulf: $85,495,331.   
 TECO: $30,473,670.  
 
ISSUE 32: The appropriate projected net purchased power capacity cost recovery amounts to 

be included in the recovery factor for the period January 2016 through December 
2016 are as follows: 

 FPL: The projected net purchased power capacity cost recovery amount to be 
recovered over the period January 2016 through December 2016 is $496,417,572, 
including prior period true-ups, revenue taxes, the nuclear cost recovery amount 
and WCEC-3 revenue requirements.  

 Duke: The appropriate projected net purchased power capacity cost recovery 
amount, excluding nuclear cost recovery, is $397,772,416.  The appropriate 
nuclear cost recovery amount is that which is approved in Issue 24A.   

 Gulf: $85,539,016 including prior period true-up amounts and revenue taxes.  
 TECO: The total recoverable capacity cost recovery amount to be collected, 

including the true-up amount and adjusted for the revenue tax factor, is 
$28,290,255.   

 
ISSUE 33: The appropriate jurisdictional separation factors for capacity revenues and costs to 

be included in the recovery factor for the period January 2016 through December 
2016 are as follows: 

 FPL:  The appropriate jurisdictional separation factors are:   
  FPSC  94.67506% 
  FERC        5.32494%   

 Duke:  Base – 92.885%, Intermediate – 72.703%, Peaking – 95.924%, consistent 
with the Revised and Restated Stipulation and Settlement Agreement approved in 
Order No. PSC-13-0598-FOF-EI. 

 Gulf: 97.07146%.   
  TECO: The appropriate jurisdictional separation factor is 1.0000000. 
 
ISSUE 34: The appropriate capacity cost recovery factors for the period January 2016 

through December 2016 are shown below: 
 
 FPL: See the table on the next page.  
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ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2016 THROUGH DECEMBER 2016

(1)
(2)

(3)
(4)

(5)
(6)

(7)
(8)

(9)
(10)

(11)
(12)

(13)

($KW)
($/kwh)

RDC ($/KW)  (1)
SDD ($/KW)  (2)

($KW)
($/kwh)

RDC ($/KW)
SDD ($/KW)

($KW)
($/kwh)

RDC ($/KW)  (1)
SDD ($/KW)  (2)

RS1/RTR1
-

0.00348
-

-
-

0.00140
-

-
-

0.00488
-

-

GS1/GST1
-

0.00326
-

-
-

0.00140
-

-
-

0.00466
-

-

GSD1/GSDT1/HLFT1
1.09

-
-

-
0.46

-
-

-
1.55

-
-

-

OS2
-

0.00240
-

-
-

0.00126
-

-
-

0.00366
-

-

GSLD1/GSLDT1/CS1/CST1/HLFT2
1.22

-
-

-
0.56

-
-

-
1.78

-
-

-

GSLD2/GSLDT2/CS2/CST2/HLFT3
1.19

-
-

-
0.51

-
-

-
1.70

-
-

-

GSLD3/GSLDT3/CS3/CST3
1.22

-
-

-
0.66

-
-

-
1.88

-
-

-

SST1T
-

-
$0.15

$0.07
-

-
$0.06

$0.03
-

-
$0.21

$0.10

SST1D1/SST1D2/SST1D3
-

-
$0.15

$0.07
-

-
$0.06

$0.03
-

-
$0.22

$0.10

CILC D/CILC G
1.35

-
-

-
0.63

-
-

-
1.98

-
-

-

CILC T
1.28

-
-

-
0.55

-
-

-
1.83

-
-

-

MET
1.38

-
-

-
0.66

-
-

-
2.04

-
-

-

OL1/SL1/PL1
-

0.00059
-

-
-

0.00036
-

-
-

0.00095
-

-

SL2, GSCU1
-

0.00225
-

-
-

0.00064
-

-
-

0.00289
-

-

Jan 2016 - Dec 2016 Capacity Recovery Factor
2016 WCEC-3 Capacity Recovery Factor

Total Jan 2016 - Dec 2016 Capacity Recovery Factor
RATE SCHEDULE

Case No. SC17-82

Appendix to Appellant's Initial Brief - p. 1000

Sierra Club v. Julie Imanuel Brown, etc. et al.



ORDER NO. PSC-15-0586-FOF-EI 
DOCKET NO. 150001-EI 
PAGE 39 
 
 Duke:  
 

Rate Class Capacity Cost Recovery Factor  
Cents / kWh Dollars / kW-month 

Residential 1.418 

 
General Service Non-Demand 1.100 
 At Primary Voltage 1.089 
 At Transmission Voltage 1.078  

General Service 100% Load Factor 0.779 
General Service Demand 

 
3.94 

 At Primary Voltage 3.90  
 At Transmission Voltage 3.86  

Curtailable  2.32 
 At Primary Voltage  2.30  
 At Transmission Voltage 2.27 

Interruptible  3.14 
 At Primary Voltage  3.11 
 At Transmission Voltage 3.08 

Standby Monthly  0.383 
 At Primary Voltage  0.379  
 At Transmission Voltage 0.375 

Standby Daily  0.182 
 At Primary Voltage  0.180  
 At Transmission Voltage 0.178 

Lighting 0.217 (cents/kWh)  
 
 
 
 Gulf:  
 

Rate Class Capacity Cost Recovery Factor  
 Cents / kWh Dollars / kW-month 

RS, RSVP, RSTOU 0.919 
 GS 0.812 

GSD, GSDT, GSTOU 0.705 
LP, LPT  2.98 

PX, PXT, RTP, SBS 0.581 
 OS-I/II 0.123  

OSIII 0.544  
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 TECO:  
 

Rate Class and Metering Voltage Capacity Cost Recovery Factor  
Cents / kWh Dollars / kW 

RS Secondary 0.178  GS and TS Secondary 0.166 
GSD, SBF Standard  

Secondary 
 

0.530 
Primary 0.520 

Transmission 0.520 
GSD Optional  

Secondary 0.123  Primary 0.122 
IS, SBI  

Primary  0.430 
Transmission 0.420 

LS1 Secondary 0.021  
 
 
ISSUE 35: The new factors should be effective begin with the first billing cycle for January 

2016 through the last billing cycle for December 2016.  The first billing cycle 
may start before January 1, 2016, and the last cycle may be read after December 
31, 2016, so that each customer is billed for twelve months regardless of when the 
recovery factors became effective.  The new factors shall continue in effect until 
modified by this Commission. 

 
ISSUE 36: Yes.  The Commission should approve revised tariffs reflecting the fuel 

adjustment factors and capacity cost recovery factors determined to be appropriate 
in this proceeding.  The Commission should direct staff to verify that the revised 
tariffs are consistent with the Commission’s decision. 

 
ISSUE 37: This docket is an on-going docket and should remain open. 
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