


BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Fuel and Purchased 
Power Cost Recovery Clause 1 DOCICET NO. 010001-E1 
And Generating Per foniiance 

) 

Incentive Factor. 1 
) 

FILED: October 3 1,2001 

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY'S 
PREWEARING STATEMENT 

A. APPEARANCES: 

LEE L. wILLrs 
JAMES D. BEASLEY 
Ausley & McMullen 
Post Office Box 391 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 
On behalf of Tampa Electi-ic Comoany 

B. WITNESSES: 

Witness Subiect Matter Issues 

(Direct) 

1. J. Denise Jordaii Fuel Adjustment True-up 1 ,2 ,3 ,4 ,  5 ,6 ,7 ,  
(TECO) and Projections 8,9,  10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 

15, 16, 21F, ,21G, X H ,  
25, 26,27, 28,29, 30 

Capacity Cost Recovery 
True-up and Projections 

Proposed W 11 o 1 e s a1 e In c en t i v e 
B eiichn ark 

Regulatoiy Treatment for Expenses 
and Reveiiues Associated with 
Hedging and Capital Projects that 
are Expected to Reduce Long-tenii 
Fuel Costs 



2. Brian S. Buckley 
(TECO) 

3. George A. Keselowsky 
(TECO) 

4. W. Lynn Brown 
(TECO) 

5 .  Joami T. Wehle 
(TECO) 

6. Ma-k J. Homick 
(TECO) 

C. EXHIBITS: 

Exhibit Witness 

Jordan 
(JDJ- 1) 

Jordan 
(JDS- 1) 

J ordaii 
(DJ-2)  

Jordan 
(JDJ-3) 

Jordan 
(JDJ-3) 

J o 1- d an 
(JDJ-3) 

Appropi-iat eiiess of Offsetting 
Excess Eaniiiigs by Reducing the 
Amount of Prudently hcuri-ed Fuel 
and Purchased Power Expenses 
Recovered through the Clause 

(Testimony adopted aiid sponsored 23 
by George A. Keselowsky) 

GPTF RewarNPenalty 
and TargetdRanges 

23,24) 24A, 24B 

Tampa Electric’s Wholesale 1 I ,  21C, 21D, 21E, 
Purchases and Sales Activities; Hedging 2 I G, 27 

Affiliated Coal Trampoitation Costs; 
2002 Fuel Mix Change; Risk Maiiageweiit 
Practices; Hedging 

1 I ,  21A, 21B 

Tampa Electric’s Generating 2113 
Facilities, Operat i oils aiid M ai ii t eiiance 
and Operational Events 

Description 

Fuel Cost Recovery 
January 2000 - December 2000 

Capacity Cost Recovery 
January 2000 - December 2000 

Fuel Cost Recovery, Projected 
January 2001 - December 2001 

Fuel Adjustment Results 
January 200 1 - Deceinber 200 1 

Fuel Cost Recovery, Projected 
January 2002 - December 2002 

Capacity Cost Recoveiy, 
January 200 1 - December 200 1 
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(JDJ-3) 

(JDJ-4) 

Jordan 

Jordan 

B uckley 
(BSB-I) 

Keselowsky 
(GAK-1) 

Welile 
(JTW- 1) 

Capacity Cost Recovery, Projected 
Jaiiuaiy 2002 - Deceiiiber 2002 

Wholesale Projected Average System 
Fuel Cost Adjustment Jaiiuaiy 2002 - 
December 2002 

Gel? erat i ng P er fo rman ce 1 n cen t i ve Factor 
Resiilts January 2000 -- December 2000 
(Adopted aiid sponsored by George A. 
Keselowsky) 

Generating Per fomi ance Incentive Factor 
Estimated January 2002 - December 2002 

Transport at i oii B en c lmark C a 1 c 11 1 at i 011 
Co a1 B e11 c liiiiai-k C a1 c LI 1 at i o 11 

D. STATEMENT OF BASIC POSITION 

Tampa Electric Company's Statement of Basic Position: 

The Coiiimissioii should approve Tampa Electiic's calculation o F its iiiel adj ustinent, 

capacity cost recovery and G P F  true-up and projection calculations, including the proposed file1 

adjustment factor of 3.301 cents pel- I<WH before application of factors wllich adjust for variations 

in line losses; the proposed capacity cost recovey factor of 0.296 cents per ICWH be-Core applying 

the 12CP a id  1/13t'1 allocation methodology; a GPIF reward of $1,095,745 and approval of the 

company's proposed GPIF targets aiid ranges for the foi-thcoining pei-iod. Tampa Electric a1 so 

requests approval of its calculated wholesale incentive beiicluiiai-lc of $2,283,O 19 for calendar year 

2002. 

D. STATEMENT OF ISSUES AND POSITIONS 

Generic Fuel Adiustment Issues 

ISSUE 1: What are the appropriate final fuel adjustment tnie-up ainouiits {or the period 
J an u ai- y , 2 0 0 0 through D e c einb er 2 0 0 0 ? 

3 



TECO: $23,129,476 unden-ecovery. (Witness: Jordan) 

ISSUE 2: What are the appropriate estiinated/actual fuel adjustment true-up amounts for the 
period January 200 1 through December 200 1 ? 

TECO: $65,543,25 9 undei-recovery. (Witness: Jordan) 

ISSUE 3: What are the appropriate total fuel adjustment true-tip a~~~o i i i i t s  to be 
co 1 I ect ed/r e fun ded fi-om J aiiuary 2 002 to December 2 0 0 2 '? 

TECO: $8 8,G 7 2,7 3 5 wid erre co v eiy . (Wit 11 e s s : J or dm) 

ISSUE 4: What are the appropriate levelized fuel cost recoveiy factors for the period 
January 2002 to December 2002? 

TECO: The appropriate factor is 3.301 cents per KWH before the noinial application of 
factors that adjust for variations in line losses. (Witness: Jordan) 

ISSUE 5 :  What should be the effective date of the file1 adjustment charge and capacity cost 
recovery charge for billing purposes? 

TECO: The new factors should be effective beginning with the specified billing cycle and 
thereafter for the period January 2002 and thereafter through the last billing cycle 
for December 2002. The first billing cycle may start before January 1 ,  2002 and 
the last billing cycle may end after December 1,  2002, so long as each custonicr is 
billed for 12 inoiitlis regardless of when the factors became effective. (Witness: 
J o 1-d an) 

ISSUE 6: What are the appropriate fuel recovery line loss multipliers to be used in 
calculating the fuel cost recoveiy factors charged to each rate class/delivery 
voltage level class? 

TECO: 

Rate Schedule 

RS, GS and TS 

RST and GST 

SL-2, OL-1 and OL-3 

GSD, GSLD, and SBF 

GSDT, GSLDT, EV-X and SBFT 

IS-1, IS-3, SBI-1, SBI-3 

Fuel Recovery 

Loss Multiplier 

1.0035 

1.0035 

N/A 

1.0009 

I .  0009 

0.9792 
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IST-1, IST-3, SBIT-1, SBIT-3 

(Witness: Jordan) 

0.9792 

ISSUE 7:  What are the appropriate fuel cost recovery f'actors for each rate class/delivcl-y 
voltage level class adjusted for line losses? 

TECO: The appropriate factors are 

Fuel Charge 

Rate Schedule 

Average Factor 

RS, GS and TS 

RST arid GST 

Factor (cents Der kWh) 

3.301 

3.313 

2.793 (off-peak) 

SL-2, OL-1 and OL-3 3.054 

GSD, GSLD, and SBF 3.304 

GSDT, GSLDT, EV-X and SBFT 4.5 2 3 (0 11 -peak) 

2.786( off-peak) 

IS-1, IS-3, SBI-1, SBI-3 3.232 

IST-I, IST-3, SBIT-1, SBIT-3 4.425 (on-peak) 

2.725(off-peak) 
(Witness: Jordan) 

ISSUE 8: What is the appropriate revenue tax factor to be applied in calculating each 
investor-owned electric utility's levelized fuel factor for the projection period 
January 2002 to Deceiiiber 2002? 

TECO: 1.00072 cents/l(lWH. (Witness: Jordan) 

ISSUE 9: What is the appropriate benclmark level for calendar year 2001 for gains 011 11011- 

separated wholesale energy sales eligible for a shareholder inceiitive as set forth 
by Order No. PSC-OO-l744-PAA-EI, in Docket No. 991 779-EI, issued September 
26, 2000, for each investor-owned electric utility? 



TECO: 

ISSUE 10: 

TECO: 

ISSUE 1 I :  

TECO: 

ISSUE 12: 

TECO: 

ISSUE 13: 

TECO: 

ISSUE 14: 

TECO: 

ISSUE 15: 

TECO: 

$4,7 6 8,644. (Wit ness : Jordan) 

What is the appropriate estimated bencIiniark level for caleiidar year 2002 for 
gains on lion-separated wholesale energy sales eligible for a shareholder incentive 
as set forth by Order No. PSC-OO-1744-PAA-EI, in  Docket No. 991 779-EI, issued 
September 26, 2000, for each investor-owned electric utility? 

$2,283,019. (Witness: Jordan) 

Is each investor-owned electric utility taking reasonable steps to iiiaiiage the risks 
associated with its he1  transactions through the use of physical and financial 
hedging practices? 

Tampa Electric has taken reasonable steps to inanage risks associated with fuel 
transactions. (Witnesses: Brown, Wehle) 

What is the appropriate regulatory treatment for gains and losses from hedging an 
investor-owned electric utility’s fuel transactions through ftltures contracts? 

Any such gains or losses should be flowed tlirougk the fuel and purchased power 
cost recovery clause. (Witness: Jordan) 

What is the appropriate regulatory treatment for the premiums received and paid 
far hedging aii investor-owned electric utility’s fuel traiisactions th-ougli optioiis 
contracts? 

Any premiums received and paid should be recovered through the fuel and 
purchased power cost recovery clause. (Witness: Jordan) 

What is the appropriate regulatory treatinelit for the transaction costs associated 
with an investor-owned electric utility hedging its fuel transactions? 

A13 transaction costs associated with hedging fluel and wholesale energy costs to 
help avoid or limit the risk of price fluctuations for the benefit of Tampa Electric’s 
ratepayers should be recovered through the fuel and purchased power cost 
recovery clause. (Witness: Jordan) 

As relates to capital projects with an in-service date on or after January 1 ,  2002, 
that are expected to reduce long-tem fuel costs, should there be a change iii the 
policy set forth in Order No. 14546 issues in Docket No. 850001-EI-B regarding 
the costs that are recoverable through the fuel cost recovery clause? 

No. While Tampa Electric does not seek recovery of any capital expenditures for 
capital projects with an in-service date 011 or after Jaiiuary 1 ,  200 1 ,  if the coi~ipany 
were to seek recovery of such projects the appropriate regulatory treatment woiild 
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ISSUE 16: 

TECO: 

ISSUE 17: 

ISSUE 17A: 

be to recover the costs of the iiivestiiients and the associated carrying costs 
tlirougli the fLie1 and purchased power cost recovery clause, (Witness: Jordan) 

What is the appropriate rate of retuni 011 the unanioi-tized balance of capilal 
projects with an in-service date on or after January 1, 2002, that are expected to 
reduce long-term fuel costs? 

Although Tampa Electric is iiot seeking to recover any capital costs of such 
projects, if it were to seek such recovery the appropriate rate of retuiii on the 
unainoi+tiized balance would be the midpoint of the company’s allowed return on 
equity range approved by the Coininission in the company’s last rate case. 
(Witness: Jordan) 

(Issue 17 was deleted) 

(Issue 17A was deferred) 

Company -S pecific Fuel Adius tmen t Issues 

Florida Power & Light Company 

ISSUE 18A: 

TECO: 

ISSUE 18B: 

TECO: 

ISSUE 18C: 

TECO: 

ISSUE 18D: 

TECO: 

ISSUE B E :  

ISSUE 18F: 

For the period March 1999, to March 2001, did FPL take reasonable steps to 
manage the risk associated with changes iii natural gas prices? 

No position. 

Is FPL’s aerial survey method of its coal inventory at Plant Scherer as stated in  
Audit Disclosure No. 1 of Audit CoiitroI No. 01-053-4-1 consistent with the 
method set forth in Order No. PSC-97-0359-FOF-E17 in Docket No. 070001 -ET, 
isstied March 3 1, 1997? 

No position. 

miat is the appropriate regulatory treatiiient for sales of natural gas and 
transportation capacity made by FPL to an afii liated company? 

No position. 

What is the appropriate regulatory treatment for sales of natural gas and 
transportation capacity made by FPL to an unaffiliated company? 

No position. 

(Issue B E  was deleted) 

(Issue 18F was deleted) 
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ISSUE 18G: 

ISSUE 38H: 

TECO: 

ISSUE 181 

TECO: 

ISSUE 18J: 

TECO: 

ISSUE 18K: 

z!? 

(Issue 18G was deleted) 

Are the costs associated with Florida Power 6r. Light Company’s purchase of SO 
MW fiim capacity aiid associated energy from Florida Power Corporation 
i-easoiiab 1 e? 

No position. 

Are the costs associated with Florida Power SL Light Coiiipaiiy’s purchase of 
approximately 1,000 MW of capacity and associated energy fi-om Progress 
Energy Ventures, Reliant Energy Seivices, and Oleander Power Project L.P. 
reasonable? 

No position. 

Should the Commission allow Florida Power SL Light Coiiipaiiy to recover 
tlvough the fuel and capacity cost recovery clauses payineiits made to Cedar Bay 
resulting from litigation between FPL and Cedar Bay? 

No position. 

(Issue 18K was deleted at the October 30, 2001 Tssuc ID meeting) 

F 1 or i d a P ow er C oiv oration 

ISSUE 19A: 

TECO: 

ISSUE 19B: 

TECO: 
ISSUE 19C: 

TECO: 

ISSUE 19D: 

TECO: 

Has Florida Power Corporation coilfinned the validity of the methodology used to 
determine the equity coiiipoiieiit of Electric Fuels Corporation’s capital structure 
for calendar year 2000? 

No position. 

Has Florida Power Corporation properly calculated the market price true-tip for 
coal purchases li-oin Powell Mountain? 

No position. 
Has Florida Power Corporation properly calculated the 2000 price for waterborne 
transportatioii services provided by Electric Fuels Corporation? 

No position. 

For the period March 1999, to March 2001, did Florida Power take reasonable 
steps to manage the risk associated with changes in natural gas pi-ices? 

No position. 
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ISSUE 19E: Were Florida Power’s replacement fuel costs for tlie uiiplaimed outage at Crystal 
River Unit 2, coiiirneiicing on Julie I ,  2000, reasonable? 

TECO: No position. 

ISSUE 19F: Should tlie Coinniission allow Florida Power to recover payments made to Lake 
Cogen, Ltd. resulting from litigation between Florida Power and Lake Cogen, 
Ltd.? 

TECO: No position. 

Florida Public Utilities Company 

ISSUE 20A: As stated in Audit Disclosure No. 1 in Audit Control No, 01-053-4-2, did Florida 
Public Utilities Company charge its ratepayers in its GSD class a hiel cost 
recoveiy factor that was less than the Commission-approved fuel cost recovery 
€actor for that class? 

TECO: No position. 

ISSUE 20B: If Florida Public Utilities Company did charge its ratepayers in its GSD class a 
fuel cost recovery factor that was less than the Comi7iission-appi-oved fuel cost 
recovery factor for that class, what are the appropriate con-eclive actions Florida 
P lib lic Utili t i es C o i-np any sh o LI 1 d tal; e? 

TECO: No position. 

Tampa Electric Company 

ISSUE 21A: What is the appropriate 2000 waterborne coal transportation “eiiclmark price for 
transportation seivices provided by affiliates of Tampa Electric CoIiipany? 

TECO: 

ISSUE 21B: 

TECO: 

ISSUE 21C: 

$26.2 3 /Ton. (Wit lies s : W eh le) 

Has Tampa Electric Coinpany adequatcly justified any costs associated with 
transpoi-tation services provided by affiliates of Tampa Electric Company that 
exceed the 2000 waterborne transportation benchmark price? 

Because the actual affiiiated coal transportation cost for 2000 fell below the 
waterbome transportation beiichniark price, no such justification is necessary. 
(Witness: Wehle) 

For the period January 1998, to December 2000, were Tampa Electric Company’s 
decisions regarding its wholesale energy purchases from and its wholesale energy 
sales to Hardee Power Partners reasonable? 
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TECO: 

ISSUE 21D: 

T K O :  

ISSUE 21E: 

TECO: 

ISSUE 21F: 

TECO: 

ISSUE 21G: 

TECO: 

1SSUE 21H: 

TECO: 

Yes. The Hardee Power Partners coal-based purchases have been very benefici a1 
to Tampa Electric’s customers. (Witness: Brown) 

For the period January 1998, to December 2000, were Tampa Electric Coinpaiiy’s 
decisions regarding its wliolesale energy purchases from its wholesale enei-gy 
sales to lion-affiliated entities reasonable? 

Yes. (Witnesses: Brown, Hoi-nick) 

Is Tampa Electric’s lease of 39 portable generators to provide 70 MW of peaking 
capacity reasonable? 

Y e s .  (Witness: Brown) 

Is Tampa Electric’s proposal to refund $6.37 million from 1999 earllings to its 
ratepayers from January 2002, to March 2002, reasoliab le? 

Yes. (Witness: Jordan) 

Does Tampa Electric cuiTently allocate 100% of its purchased power costs to 
retail customers a id  if so what action, if any, should the Coinmission take? 

No, and no action by the Coiiiniission is required. (Witnesses: Jordan, Brown) 

Should separated wholesale sales be charged average system file1 costs and shouId 
non-separated sales be charged systeiii increniental costs‘? 

As a matter of law, this FIPUG issuc is unwarranted, unnecessary and should be 
excluded froiii the Preheariiig Order. The Coinmission has an established, dearly 
articulated policy coiiceming the regulatory treatment of separated sales and also 
has pending a docket (Docket No. 01 O283-EI) addressing the appropriate 
regulatory treatiiieiit of the costs associated with non-separated wholesale sales. 
In addition, contrary to FIPUG’s position, the “issue” FIPUG puts forth is not a 
Tampa Electric specific issue and should not be addressed as such. The 
Coinmission’s generic policy for allocating the costs of separated wholesale sales 
was set forth iii Order No. PSC-97-0262-FOF-EI, issued in Docket No. 970001 43 
on March 11, 1997. The applicability of that policy was reaffirmed in the 
Commission’s December 22, 1999 order’ prescribing the fuel and purchased 
power and capacity cost recovery factors for 2000. That policy was specifically 
reaffirmed once again in the Commission’s July 1 1 , 2000 01-der disposing of 
FIPUG’ s Motion for Mid-Course Pratectioii.’ 

’ Order No, PSC-99-25 12-FOF-E1, Docket No. 99000 1 -E1 ’ Order No. PSC-00- 1266-PAA-E1, Docket No. 00000 1 -E1 
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ISSUE 211: 

ISSUE 21 J: 

ISSUE 2 1 K: 

TECO: 

ISSUE 21L: 

If this issue is included in the prehearing order, Tampa Electric’s position is as 
follows: 

TECO: Separated and noli-separated wholesale sales should be accounted for in 
accordance with the provisions of Order No. PSC-97-0262-FOF-E1, 
issued by the Commission in Docket No. 970001 -E1 on March 1 1, 1997, 
and reaffinned in subsequent orders of the Conmission. (Witness: 
Jordan) 

(FIPUG’s proposed Issue 211 was deleted at the October 30, 2001 Issue ID 
111 e et iiig . ) 

(FIPUG’s proposed Issue 21J was deleted at the October 30, 2001 Issue ID 
in ee t iiig . ) . 

Should the Coinmission open a docket to conduct ail iiivestigation of Tampa 
Electric Company’s affiliate traiisactions and its procurement of power for its 
wholesale custoiiiers to deteiimine whether Tampa Electric Company’s actions 
regarding affiliate transactions are prudent and beneficial to retail customers? 

This FIPUG issue, likewise, is baseless and unnecessary. FIPUG has identified 
no basis for the “investigation” it envisions. This issue should be rejected out of 
hand. FIPUG ignores the fact that the Coiniiiission reviews Tampa Electric’s 
affiliate transactions within this docket (See Issues 2 1 A-C) and reviews the 
company’s wliolesale transactions within this docket. (See Issues 21 C and 2 1 D). 
No “new docket” is wan-anted. 

If this issue is iiicluded in the preliearing order T a m p  Electric’s position is as 
follows: 

TECO: No. Nothiiig in the record supports opening a separate docket to 
duplicate matters aptly handled by the Coininission in this docket. 

(This issue was deleted at the October 30, 2001 Issue ID meeting.) 

Gulf Power Company 

ISSUE 22A: 

TECO: 

ISSUE 22B: 

Were Gulf Power’s replacement fuel costs for the uiiplaiined outage at Crist Unit 
2, coiiimeiicing on August 2, 2000, reasonable? 

No position. 

As stated in Audit Disclosure No. 3 of Audit Control No. 01-053-1-1 and Audit 
Disclosure No. 3 of Audit Control No. 01-023-1-1, did Gulf Power Company 
overstate Interchange Sales reported for the year ended December 3 1, 2000, by 
$3 8 5,796? 
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TECO: 

ISSUE 22C: 

TECO: 

ISSUE 23: 

TECO: 

ISSUE 24: 

TECO: 

No position. 

If Gulf Power Conlpaiiy did overstate Interchange Sales reported for the year 
ended Deceiiiber 3 1, 2000, by $385,796, what are the appropriate corrective 
actions that Gulf Power Company should take? 

No position. 

Generic Getieratiw Perforniance I~iceiitive Factor Jssues 

What is the appropriate generation perfomance incentive factor (GPIF) reward or 
peiialty for performance achieved during the period January, 2000 through 
December, 2000 for each investor-owned electric utility subject to the GPIF? 

A reward of $1,095,745. (Witness: Keselowsky) 

What should the GPIF targetdraiiges be for the period January, 2002 through 
December, 2002 for each investor-owned electric utility subject to the GPIF‘? 

The appropriate targets aiid ranges are shown in the Exhibit to the prefiled 
testimony of Mr. George A. ICeselowsky. (Witness: Keselowsky) 

C o m p a 11 y - S p ec i fi c G en era t i 11 g P e r f o I’ m a ti  ce In c en ti v e Fa c t o r Is s u es 

ISSUE 24A: Should the actual 2000 heat rates for the Big Bend Units # I  and #2 be adjusted for 
the flue gas desulf~~rization’s (FGD) impact on Tampa Electric’s 2000 
rew ard/p enalt y ? 

TECO: Yes. (Witness: Keselo w sky) 

ISSUE 24B: Should the heat rate targets for the year 2002 for Big Bend Units # l  and #2 be 
adjusted for the FGD’s impact on Tampa Electric’s eventual 2002 
r ew ar d p  en al t y ? 

TECO: Yes a (Witness : Kes elo w sky) 

Generic Capacity Cost Recovery Factor Issues 

ISSUE 25:  What are the appropriate final capacity cost recovery true-up amounts for the 
pen o d J a m  ary , 2 0 0 0 through D ec ein b er , 2 0 0 0 ‘? 

TECO: Undewecovery of $589,079. (Witness: Jordan) 
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ISSUE 26: 

TECO: 

ISSUE 27: 

TECQ: 

ISSUE 28: 

TECO: 

ISSUE 29: 

TECO: 

ISSUE 30: 

TECO: 

What is the appropriate estiinated/actual capacity cost recovery true-up amounts 
for the period January, 2001 through Deceiiiber, 200 1 ? 

Underrecovery of $4,97 1,024. (Witness: Jordan) 

What are the appropriate total capacity cost recovery true-up amounts to be 
co 11 ec t ed/re fund ed during the p eri o d Janu ary , 2 0 0 2 tlirou gli D ec einb el-, 2 0 0 2 ? 

Underrecovery of $5,560,103. (Witness: Jordan) 

What are the appropriate projected net purcliased power capacity cost recovery 
amounts to be included in the recovery factor for the period January, 2002 
tluough December, 2002? 

The purchased power capacity cost recovery amount to be included in the 
recovery factor for the period January, 2002 tlx-ougli December, 2002, adjusted by 
the jurisdictioiial separation factor, is $47,002,5 18. The total recoverable capacity 
cost recovery amount to be collected, including the true-up amount and adjusted 
for the revenue tax factor, is $52,600,466. (Witness: Jordan) 

What are the appropriate jurisdictional separation factors to be applied to 
deteiiniiie the capacity costs to be recovered during the period January, 2002 
througli December, 2002? 

The appropriate jurisdictional separation factor is 0.9 189 189. (Witness: Jordan) 

What are the projected capacity cost recovery factors for each rate class/ delivery 
class for the period January, 2002 through December, 2002? 

The appropriate factors are 

Rate Schedule 

Average Factor 

RS 

GS and TS 

GSD, EV-X 

GSLD and SBF 

Capacity Cost Recovery 

Factor (cents per kWh) 

0.296 

0.379 

0.350 

0.269 

0.245 
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IS-1, IS-3, SBX-I, SBI-3 

SL-2, OL-1 and OL-3 

(Wit lies s : Jo rd an) 

0.022 

0.04 1 

Company-Specific Capacity Cost Recovery Factor Issues 

ISSUE 3 I : What is the appropriate adjustment to Gulf Power Company’s total recoverable 
capacity payments to reflect the foi-mer capacity trailsactioils embedded i n  the 
company’s base rates, as reflected on line 8 of Schedule CCE-l? 

TECO: No position. 

- F. STIPULATED ISSUES 

TECO: Nolie at this tiiiie. 

- G,  MOTIONS 

TECO: Tampa Electric has pending the ibllowing motions in tllis proceeding: 

Date Mot i o 11 

July 20, 2001 

August 1,2001 

August 3 1,2001 

September 27, 2001 

October 3,2001 

Tampa Electric’s Notice and Answers to FIPUG’s 2”” 
Interrogatories (24-33) and 2”“ POD #7 and Motion for 
Protective Order Relating to FIPUG’s Z’ld Set of‘ 
Int err0 g at oii es 

Tainpa Electric’s Motion to Compel FPUG to Respond to 
Di scoveiy and Request for Expedited Motion Hearing 

Tampa Electric’s Objections, Motion for Protective Order 
and Wiitten Response to FIPUG’s 3”d Set of 
Interrogatories (34-74) 

Tampa Electric’s Motion for Protective Order Relating to 
FIPUG’S 3 rd Iiiterrogatori es 

Tampa Electric’s Supplement to Motion for a Protective 
Order (FTPUG Interrogatory 5 1 ) 
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- H. OTHER MATTERS 

TECO: None at this time. 

rp 
DATED this f/ -+day of October, 2001. 

Respect fL111 y subm i t t ed, 

o h & - L % L L ,  
LE&. WILLIS 
JAMES D. BEASLEY 
Ausley & McMullen 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 
(850) 224-91 15 

ATTORNEYS FOR TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true copy of Tampa Electric Company's Prelieariiig 

Statement has been fLmished by U. S. Mail or hand delivery (*) on this 3/ - day of  October, 4 
200 1 to the following: 

Mr. Wm. Cochran Keating, IV* 
Staff Counsel 
Division of Legal Services 
Floiida Public Sei-vice Coiimissioii 
2540 Shuiiiard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0863 

MP. James A. McGee 
Senior Counsel 
Floiida Power Coi-poratioii 
Post Office Box 14042 
St. Petersburg, FL 33733 

Ms. Vicki Gordon Kaufnian 
Mr. Joseph A. McGlotlilin 
McWhii-ter, Reeves, McGlothlin, Davidson, 

Decker, Kaufinaii, Arnold & Steen, P.A. 
1 17 S. Gadsdeii Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Mr. Robei-t Vandiver 
Deputy Public CouizseZ 
Office of Public Counsel 
1 1 1 W. Madison Street, Suite 8 12 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400 

Mi.. Matthew M. Childs 
Steel Hector BL Davis 
Suite 601 
2 15 South Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Mr. Jolm W. McWliirter 
McWliii-ter, Reeves, McGlothliii, Davidson, 
Decker, Kaufinan, Aniold & Steer?, P.A. 

Post Office Box 3350 
Tampa, FL 33601 

Ms. Susan Riteiiour 
Gulf Power Coiiipaiiy 
One Energy Place 
Pensacola, FL 32520 

MI-. Jeffrey A. Stone 
Beggs & Lane 
Post Office Box 12950 
Pensacola, FL 32576 

Mr. Nomian Hortoii 
Messer Caparello & Self 
P. 0. Box 1876 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

b L L M u L ,  
~ T O R N E Y  # 
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