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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF JOCELYN Y .  STEPHENS 

1. 
1, My name i s  Jocelyn Y .  Stephens and my business address i s  4950 West 

{ennedy B1 vd. , Sui t e  310, Tampa, F1or.i da , 33609. 

1. 
1. 

4nalyst I V  i n  the D iv is ion  o f  Audi t ing and Safety. 

2. 
4. I have been employed by the F lo r i da  Public Service Commission since 

January , 1977. 

2. B r i e f l y  review your educational background, 

4.  In 1972, I received a Bachelor o f  Science degree from F lor ida  State 

Universi ty w i th  a major i n  accounting. I am also a C e r t i f i e d  Public 

Accountant l icensed i n  the State o f  F lo r ida .  

1. 

I. Current ly,  I am a Regulatory Analyst I V  wi th the respons ib i l i t i es  o f  

31 anni ng and d i  r e c t i  ng audi t s  of regul ated companies , and assi s t i  ng i n audi t s  

3 f  a f f i l i a t e d  transact ions.  I am also responsible f o r  creat ing audi t  work 

3rograms t o  meet a spec i f i c  audi t  purpose. 

2. 
regulatory agency? 

4. Yes. I t e s t i f i e d  i n  the F lor ida C i t i e s  Water Co., ( S .  F t .  M.), t rans fer  

o f  c e r t i f i c a t e ,  Docket No. 910447-SU. 

Q.  

A .  

Please s ta te  your name and business address. 

By whom are you present ly employed and i n  what capacity? 

I am employed by the F lo r ida  Publ ic Service Commission as a Regulatory 

How long have you been employed by the Commission? 

P1 ease descri  be your current responsi b i  1 i ti es . 

Have you presented expert testimony before t h i s  Commission or any other 

What i s  t h e  purpose o f  your testimony today? 

The purpose o f  my testimony i s  t o  sponsor two s t a f f  audi t  reports:  
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a Tampa E l e c t r i c  Company (TECO): Base Year costs f o r  secur i ty  and hedging; 

Docket Number 030001-EI;  Audi t  Control Number 02-340-2-1. A copy o f  the audi t  

repor t  i s  f i l e d  w i th  my testimony and i s  i d e n t i f i e d  as JYS-1. 

e 

030001-€1; Audi t  Control Number 03-036-2-1. 

f i l e d  w i th  my testimony and i s  i d e n t i f i e d  as JYS-2. 

Q .  Le t ’ s  begin by discussing the f i r s t  audi t  repor t ,  the TECO base year 

audi t .  Did you prepare o r  cause t o  be prepared under your supervision, 

d i  rec t ion  , and contro l  t h i s  audi t  report? 

A .  Yes, I was the audi t  manager f o r  t h i s  audi t .  

Q .  Could you summarize the work you performed i n  t h i s  audit? 

A .  Yes. For secur i ty  costs, the audi t  s t a f f  and I obtained t o t a l  secur i ty  

costs f o r  the years 2000 through 2003 (projected) and determined t h a t  t o t a l  

recorded secur i ty  costs (i ncl udi ng i ncremental costs) , for cal endar years 

2000, 2001 and 2002 to ta led  $2,731,227, $3,508 , 664, and $3,619,633, 

respect ively.  We determined t h a t  projected 2003 secur i ty  costs to ta led  

$3,283,370. We tested a randomly selected sample o f  secur i ty  charges t o  

supporti ng documentation. For hedgi ng, we obtained t o t a l  and i ncremental 

Tampa E l  e c t r i  c Company : Capaci t y  Cost Recovery C1 ause Audi t ; Docket No. 

A copy o f  the audi t  repor t  i s  

hedging costs f o r  the years 2001, 2002 and 1 

determined the company’s d i s t i n c t i o n  between 

hedging. We also obtained the percentage o f  t 

a c t i v i t i e s  and recomputed hedgi ng expense 

sa lar ies.  

3r the projected year 2003 and 

f i  nanci a1 hedgi ng and physical 

me employees devoted t o  hedgi ng 

usi  ng the employees ’ annual 

Q .  

A.  Yes. Disclosure No. 1 discusses secur i ty  cos ts .  We requested p lan t  

Could you summarize your f indings i n  t h i s  audit? 

-2- 
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securi t y  costs by funct ion (generati on, transmi ss i  on and d i  s t r i  bu t i  on> . 

However, the company s tated t h a t  i t  d i d  not t rack secur i ty  costs by funct ion,  

when incurred. However, the Company was able t o  provide secur i ty  by funct ion 

f o r  incremental costs incurred as a r e s u l t  o f  the 9/11 event. Base year 

secur i ty  costs per the company ca lcu la t ion  f o r  2001 t o t a l s  $3,108,013 and. f o r  

2002 to t a l s  $3,225,684. We prepared schedules f o r  t h e  years 2001, 2002 and 

projected 2003, by account, by month, for secur i ty  costs recorded i n  the 

general ledger.  I n  order t o  determine the amount o f  normal and recurr ing 

secur i ty  costs, we removed those costs i d e n t i f i e d  by the company as 

incremental. The resu l t i ng  amount equals actual secur i ty  cos ts  on a 

consistent basis. We then calculated an average secur i ty  cost  using 2001 and 

2002 secur i ty  costs. The average costs,  per our ca lcu la t ion .  t o ta led  

$3,166,848. I bel ieve t h a t  the average amount be t te r  represents a base amount 

f o r  secur i ty  costs when determining incremental security costs t o  be used i n  

fu ture years. 

Disclosure No. 2 discusses hedging costs. For the year ended December 

31, 2001. TECO determined tha t  i t  had incurred t o t a l  hedging expense o f  

$169,153. This t o t a l  consisted o f  $159,723 o f  payro l l  and re la ted f r i nge  

benef i ts  $2.500 f o r  t rave l  costs t o  the coal mine f o r  contract  negot iat ions,  

and $6.930 f o r  t ra in ing  on hedging. 

E f fec t i ve  i n  May 2002, the Fuels department and the Wholesale Marketing 

department merged t o  create the Wholesale Marketing and Fuels Department. I n  

addi t ion t o  physical and f inanc ia l  hedging a c t i v i t i e s ,  t h i s  department also 

performs dai l y  a c t i v i t i e s  , p l  ann i  ng , and regul atory ac t i  v i  t i e s  . The company 

cannot provide a breakdown between physi cal  and f i  nanci a1 hedgi ng . Thi s 
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department cur ren t ly  consists o f  f i v e  posi t ions t h a t  devote time t o  hedging 

( r i s k  management): D i rec to r ,  Fuels S t ra teg is t ,  Forecast Analysis, Contract 

Administrator, and Manager o f  Natural Gas. Pr io r  t o  May 2002. the procurement 

o f  natural  gas f o r  Tampa E l e c t r i c ’ s  use was performed by Peoples Gas System 

(PGS). PGS arranged f o r  the purchase and de l i very  o f  the gas and b i l l e d  Tampa 

E l e c t r i c  i t s  actual cost  p lus a small administrat ion fee based on the t ime 

spent arranging the  purchase. The t o t a l  amount pa id  was included as cost o f  

gas and recovered i n  the fuel clause. 

For the calendar year 2002, TECO determined t o t a l  hedging costs t o  be 

$252,939 w i t h  the incremental por t ion  being $83,786. The percentage o f  t ime 

employees spent on hedging a c t i v i t i e s  ranged from 30% t o  80%. Any gains or 

losses on hedging a c t i v i t i e s  are included i n  fuel costs and are recovered i n  

the fue l  clause. 

Q .  Now, i n  regard t o  the second audi t  report regarding the TKO capacity 

cost  recovery clause aud i t ,  d i d  you prepare t h i s  audi t  report? 

A .  Yes, I was involved i n  the preparation of t h i s  audi t  repor t .  

Q.  Could you discuss the work performed i n  t h i s  audit? 

A .  Yes, we compiled the capacity cost  recovery clause revenue and agreed 

it t o  the filing and recomputed revenues using the  approved rate factors and 

company KWH sales. We also recomputed the capacity costs and agreed these 

costs t o  the T K O  b i l l i n g  statements. We i d e n t i f i e d  costs by vendor and 

performed audi t  t e s t  work o f  payments t o  v e r i f y  t ha t  vendors were paid 

according t o  contract  terms. We also v e r i f i e d  

were i ncl  uded, 

Q.  Could you summarize your f indings i n  t h  

tha t  incremental securi t y  costs 

s audi t? 
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A.  Yes. Disclosure No. 1 discusses incremental secur i ty  costs .  The 

company recorded $794,598 i n  i t s  capacity cost  recovery f i l i n g  f o r  2002. This 

equals incremental costs o f  $400,650 f o r  2001 and $393,948 f o r  2002. As 

discussed i n  the previous audi t ,  I bel ieve t h a t  a two-year average o f  net  

secur i ty  costs i s  the most appropriate amount t o  be used i n  ca lcu la t ing  a base 

year f o r  incremental secur i ty  costs. Using the two-year average f o r  2001 and 

2002, the company’s request f o r  $393,948 f o r  2002 i s  reasonable. 

Disclosure No. 2 discusses a capacity pr-ice adjustment. The company 

i ncl  uded an adjustment f o r  $170,300 increasing i t s  capacity charges from 

Hardee Power Partners (HPP) i n  December 2002. The company states t h a t  the 

adjustment was the net  e f f e c t  o f  several omissions t o  the f i l i n g s  occurr ing 

during 1993 and 1994. This adjustment i s  f o r  a c t i v i t y  t ha t  occurred e igh t  and 

nine years ago. We d i d  not  v e r i f y  whether o r  not  these amounts had been 

included i n  any o f  the p r i o r  f i l i n g s ,  but  we d i d  review t h e  adjust ing ent ry  

c red i t i ng  the 7 i abi 1 i t y  and debi ti ng the capaci t y  expense accounts i n  December 

2002. 

D i  sc l  osure No. 3 d i  scusses an erroneous b i  11 i ng f o r  op t i  onal provi s i  on 

customers. The company made refunds associ ated w i th  the 1999 earnings 

settlement t o t a l i n g  $6.1 m i l l i o n  plus i n t e r e s t  over the per iod June through 

August 2002. Duri ng the process, the company erroneously calculated and made 

refunds t o  i t s  optional provis ion customers. This e r ro r  resu l ts  i n  

di f ferences o f  approximately $7,500 between the revenues per the f i l i n g  and 

the revenues on the general ledger. The company i s  working t o  resolve t h i s  

e r ro r .  Because o f  the overa l l  immater ia l i ty  o f  the refund amounts, I bel ieve 

the company should be allowed t o  correct  the  e r ro r  and we can audi t  the 
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A. Yes, i t  does. 

Does this conclude your testimony? 
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D o c k e t  No. 030001-E1 
Exhibit JYS-1 (Page 1 of 6) 
Audit of B a s e  Year Costs  

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE C O ~ S S I O N  

DWIUUN OF AUDITING AND SAFETY 
BUXEACJ OF AUDITING 

TAMPA DISTNCT OFFICE 

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 

BASE YEAR SECURITY AND HEDGIMG COST AUDIT 

FOR THE TWELVE MONTH PERIODS ENDED 
DECEMBER 31,2001 AND DECEMBER 31,2002 

DOCKET NO. 030001-EI 

AUDIT CONTROL NO. 02-340-2-1 

A 
J c yn Y. Stepbkns, Audit Manager u 

Jamis A. McPherson, Tampa District Supervisor 
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Exhibit JYS-1 (Page 2 of 6 )  
Audit of Base Year Costs 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

I. AUDITOR’S REPORT PAGE 

PURPOSE .. -1. e 0 m 0 .. . m .. 0 a 0 1 e em e s w m a 8 me.. a . n . . . 1 * 4 0 1 . a . .* e.. . 1 

DISCLAIM PUBLIC USE ........................................................................................................ 1 

SUMhMXY OF SIGNIFICANT PROCEDURES .................................................................. .2 

IC. DISCLOSURES 

1. Security Costs ....................................................................................................... b * * * . 3  

2. Hedging Costs .......................................................................................................... .4 



Docket No. 030001-E1 
Exhibit JYS-1 (Page 3 of 6) 
Audit of Base Year Costs 

DIVISION OF AUDITING AND SAFETY 
AUDITOR’S REPORT 

March 17,2003 

TO: FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION AND OTHl3RINTERESTED PARTIES 

We have appIied the procedures described later in this report to audit the base year security 
and hedging costs to be used in the he1  and capacity cost recovery clause proceedings for the 
historical twelve month periods ended December 3 1,2001 and 2002 for Tampa Electric Company. 
There is no confidential information associated with this audit. 

This is an internal accounting report prepared after performing a limited scope audit. 
Accordingly, this report should not be relied upon for any purpose except to assist the Commission 
s t a f f  in the performance of their duties. Substantial additional work would have to be performed to 
satis@ generally accepted auditing standards and produce audited financial statements for public 
use. 

-1 - 



Docket No. 030001-EI  
Exhibit JYS-1 (Page 4 of 6 )  
Audit of Base Year Costs  

# 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT PROCEDURES 

Our audit was performed by examining, on a test basis, certain transactions and account balances 
which we believe are sufficient to base OUT opinion, Our examination did not entail a compIete 
review of all financial transactions of the company. Our more important audit procedures are 
summarized below. The following definitions apply when used in this report: 

Compiled - The exhibit amounts were reconciled with the general ledger, and accounts were 
scanned for error or inconsistency. 

Verify - The item was tested for accuracy, and substantiating documentation was examined. 

SECURITY: Obtained total security costs for the years 2000 through 2003 (projected). 
Determined total recorded security costs (including incremental costs), for calendar years 2000, 
2001 and 2002 totaled $2,731,227, $3,508,664, and $3,619,633, respectively. Projected 2003 
security costs totaled $3,283,370. Tested a randomly selected sample of security charges to 
supporting documentation. 

HEDGING: Obtained total and incremental hedging costs for the years 2001,2002 and for the 
projected year 2003. Determined the Company’s distinction between financial hedging and physical 
hedging. Obtained the percentage of time employees devoted to hedging activities and recomputed 
hedging expense using the employees’ annual salaries. 

-2- 



D o c k e t  No. 030001-E1 
Exhibit JYS-1 (Page 5 of 6) 
Audit of Base Year Costs  , 

AUDIT DISCLOSURE: NO. 1 

SUBJECT: SECURITY COSTS 

STATEMENT OF FACT: 

The company was requested to provide plant security costs by function (i.e. generation, 
transmission and distribution). In its response to this request, the company spokesperson stated that 
for the period January 2000 through December 2002 security costs cannot be segregated between 
functions because these costs were not tracked by function, when incurred. The security costs 
specific to a location and to generation are distinguishable to a limited extent, as per FERC rules. 
These would include costs for security personnel who normally sign personnel and visitors in and 
out of a specified plant. Also, security costs pertaining to transmission and distribution cannot be 
segregated. These amounts are recorded as Administrative and General (A&G), along with actual 
A&G security costs. Any segregation of security costs would have to be done on some sort of 
arbitrary allocation methodology, which would not depict atrue reflection of incurred security costs. 

However, the Company was able to provide security by function for incremental costs incurred as 
a result of the 9/11 event. 

AUDITOR OPINION: 

Base year security costs per the company calculation for 2001 totals $3,108,013; and, for 2002 
totals $3,225,684, 

We prepared schedules for the years 2001,2002 and projected 2003, by account, by month, for 
security costs recorded in the general ledger. In order to determine the mount of normal and 
recurring security costs, we removed those costs identified by the company as incremental. The 
resulting amount equals actual security costs on a consistent basis, Staff then calculated average 
security cost based upon 2001 and 2002 security costs, Average costs, per stafT calculation, 
totaled $3,166,848. Staff believes that the average amount better represents a base amount for 
security costs when determining incremental security costs to be used in future years.. See table 
below: 

Projected Average 

Balance FER G/L 3,508,664 3,619,633 3,283,370 3,564,149 
( I n c  Incremental) 

2 0 0 1  - 2002 - 2003 2001-2002 

Incremental Costs (400,651) (393,949) (228,970) 

BALANCE PER G/L 
(Exc Incremental) 3,108,013 3,225,684 3,054,400 3,166,848 

-3 - 



Docket N O .  030001-EI 
Exhibit JYS-1 (Page 6 of 6 )  
Audit of Base Year Costs 

AUDIT DISCLOSURE NO. 2 

SUBJECT: HEDGING 

STATEMENT OF FACT: 

For the year ended December 3 1,2001, Tampa Electric Company determined that it had incurred . 
total hedging expense of $169,153. This total consisted of $159,723 of payroll and related fringe 
benefits determined by the percentage of time each employee in the Fuels department devoted to 
physical hedging activities. Additionally, $2,500 ww spent for travel costs to the coal mine for 
contract negotiations and $6,930 for training on hedging. The payroll costs were not recorded in 
a separate account, rather the percentage of time devoted to hedging was multiplied by the fully 
loaded labor costs for each employee's position. As a result, these hedging expenses cannot be 
traced directly to the general ledger. 

Effective in May 2002, the Fuels department and the Wholesale Marketing department merged to 
create the Wholesale Marketing and Fuels Department. We were told that in addition to physical 
and financial hedging activities this department also performs daily activities, planning, and 
regulatory activities. A breakdown between physical and financial hedging cannot be determined. 
This department currently consists of five positions that devote time to hedging (risk management): 

1. Director 
2. Fuels Strategist 
3. Forecast Analysis 
4. Contract Administrator 
5.  Manager of Natural Gas 

Prior to May 2002, the procurement of natural gas for Tampa Electric's use was performed by 
Peoples Gas System (PGS). PGS arranged for the purchase and delivery of the gas and billed 
Tampa Electric its actual cost plus a small administration fee based on the time spent arranging the 
purchase. The total amount paid was included as cost of gas and recovered in the h e 1  clause. 

For the calendar year 2002, Tampa Electric determined total hedging costs to be $252,939 with the 
incremental portion being $83,786. The percentage of time employees spent on hedging activities 
ranged fiom 30% to 80%. Any gains or losses on hedging activities are included in h e 1  costs and 
are recovered in the fuel clause. 

-4- 
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Exhibit JYS-2 (Page 1 of 9 )  

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

TAMPA DIsTRlCT OFFICE 

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 

CAPACITY COST RECOVERY AUDIT 

FOR THE TWELVE MONTH PERIOD ENDED DECEMBER 31,2002 

DOCKET NO. 030001-E1 

AUDIT CONTROL NO. 03-036-2-1 

4 mon @a&, Audit Manuger 

9a District Supervisor 
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Exhibit JYS-2 (Page 3 of 9) 
Capacity Cost Audit Report 

DIVISION OF AUDITING AND SAFETY 
AUDITOR'S REPORT 

April 8,2003 

TO: FLORIDAPUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION AND OTRERINTERESTEDPAR~S 

We have applied the procedures described later in this report to audit the accompanying 
Capacity Cost Recovery True-up schedules for the historical twelve month period ended December 
3 1, 2002 for Tampa Electric Company. These schedules were prepared by the utility as part of its 
petition for aFuelCost Factor Adjustment inDocket 03OOOl-EI.There is no confidential idormation 
associated with this audit and there are no staff minority opinions. 

This is an i n t e d  accounting report prepared after prforming a limited scope audit. 
Accordingly, this report should not be relied upon for my purpose except to assist the Commission 
staff in the Performance of their duties. Substantial additional work would have to be performed to 
satisfy generafly accepted auditing standards and produce audited financial statements for public 
use. 



D o c k e t  NO. 030001-Ei 
Exhibit JYS-2 (Page 4 of 9)  
C a p a c i t y  Cost Audit Report  

SuMlMARY OF SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS 

During the period November 2001 through August 2002, the Company included an mount for 
Incremental Security Costs totaling $794,598. 

InDecember 2002, the Company included an amount for a 1993 Capacity Price Adjustment totaling 
$170,300. 

Revenues recorded in the general ledger were understated approximately $7,500 due to a r e h d  
being issued, in mor, to optional provision customers. 

S-Y OF SIGNIFICANT PROCEDURES 

Our audit was pefiormed by examining, on a test basis, certain transactions and account balances 
which we believe are sufficient to base our opiniOa Our examination did not enfail a complete 
review of all financial tramactions of the company. Our more important audit procedures are 
summarized below. The following defhitiom apply when used in this report: 

Compiled - The exhibit amounts were reconciled with the general ledger, and accoutlfs were 
scanned for error or inconsistency. 

Veri@ - The item was tested for accuracy, and substantiating documentation w examined, 

REVENUE: Compiled Capacity Cost Recovery (CCR) revenue and agreed to the filing. 
Recomputed CCR revenues using approved FPSC rate factors and company provided KWH sales. 

EXPENSES: Recomputed capacity costs. Agreed capacity costa to Tampa Electric billing 
statements. Identified costs by vendor. Performed audit test work of capacity cost payments to 
verifjr that vendors were paid capacity charges according to contract terms for electric power 
supplied by the vendors. Verified that incremental security costs were transferred fiom the fie1 
clause in accordance with Commission directive. 

TRUEUP: Recomputed CCR true-up and interest using FPSC approved amounts and interest 
rates. 



UULKeL NO. U 3 U U U l - ~ l  

Exhibit JYS-2 (Page 5 of 9) 
Capacity Cos t  Audit Report 

Disclosure NUL 1 

Subject: Incremental Security Costs 

Statement of Fact: In accordaace with Commission Orders PSC-Ol-2516-FOF-EI and PSC-02- 
1761-FOF-EI, the company has recorded an amount for incremental security costs in its 2002 
Capacity Filing of $794,598. These incremental costs were incurred by the company during the 
period November 2001 through August 2002. 

Tampa Electric has interpreted incremental security costs to be any costs that occurred subsequent 
to the 9/11 event, that would not have occurred if not for the heightend level of alert., 
The company’s computation of incremental security costs is shown below: 

Gen’l Ledger Net 
Bd%llR Incremend J&QJ& 

2001 $3,508,733 $400,650 $3,108,083 
2002 3,6 19,633 393,948 3,225,685 

$6,3 33,768 
111111111111111 

Total 2002 Capacity Clause 

Average Net Security 

$794,598 

$3,166,884 

Recommendation: Based upon the security costs audit performed by the PSC staff, a two-year 
average of net security costs was determined to be the most appropriate amount to use in calculating 
a base amount for incremental security costs, The two-year average was calculated using the general 
ledger balances less company recorded incremental costs for the years 2001 and 2002. StaEs 
average base amount for 2001 and 2002 equals $3,166,884. In fitwe years, we believe any costs 
greater than this amount could be considered incremental. 

Using the average balance per staff computation, incremental costs for 2002 should not exceed 
$452,785. This is greater than the amount recorded by the company, therefore the company’s 
computed balance for incremental costs for 2002 appears to be reasonable. 
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Docket No. 030001-E1 
Exhibit JYS-2 (Page 6 of 9) 
C a p a c i t y  Cost  Audit Report 

Disclosure No. 2 

Subject: Capacity Price Adjustment 

Statement of Fa& The company hc1uded an adjustment for $170,300 haeasing its capacity 
charges &om Hardee Power Partners W P )  in December 2002. The company states that the 
djustment was the net effkct of several omissions to the filings occurring during 1993 and 1994. 
First, a December 1993 invoice h m  Hardee Power Partners for Capacity Price Adjustments, 
approved by FERC which totaled $209,820 was never booked to an expense accouflf. Per the 
company spokesperson, the December 2002 adjustment was the result of a~ i n t e d  reconciliation 
of balance sheet accoutlfs performed last year. In doing the reconciliation it was discovered that an 
invoice for capacity price adjustment was paid in December 1993 and booked to account 234.21 (an 
interchange payable account). Additionally, in 1994 several adjustments [credits totaling $39,5201 
were made to interchange customers reducingtheir original capacity bills. These adjustment credits 
were not picked up in the capacity filing since the booked capacity expenses exceeded the amount 
booked as a payable. To d e  sure the ratepayem were not negatively impacted the company offmt 
those credits against the original invoice amount and ma& an adjustment in December 2002 to 
record the balance of $170,300. 

, 

Recommendation: This adjustment is for activity that occurred eight and nine years ago. We did 
not have the time to veri& whether or not these amounts had ken included in any of the prior 
filings, but we did review the adjusting entry crediting the liability and debiting the capacity 
expense accounts in December 2002. 

-4- 
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E x h i b i t  JYS-2 (Page 7 of 9 )  
Capacity Cost Audit Report 

DiscIosure No. 3 

Subje& Erroneow Bilhg for Optional Provision Customers 

Statement of Fa& The company was ordered to make rehds associated with the 1999 eamings 
settlement totaling $6.1 &on plus interest over the period June hugh August 2002. M g  
the process the company erroneously calculated and rnade rehda to its optional provision 
customers. This mor results in differeaces of approximoltely $7,500 between the revenues per CCR 
Filing and revenues per the general ledger. 

The company is currently working to resolve this situation. 

Recommendation: Because of the overall im" 'ality of the refhd mounts, company should 
be allowed to correct the error and PSC staff then pedorm an analysis of the correction in a 
subsequent audit. 



J&m 

2.W.819 

2425.900 

180,919 

(5.003) 

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
CAPACITY COST RECOVERY ADJUSTMENT 

For Months January 2002 through Dn;.mhr 2002 
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