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Q.
Please state your name and business address.
A.
My name is Javier J. Portuondo.  My business address is Post Office Box 14042, St. Petersburg, Florida 33733.

Q.
By whom are you employed and in what capacity?

A.
I am employed by Progress Energy Service Company, LLC as Manager of Regulatory Services - Florida.

Q.
Have your duties and responsibilities remained the same since you last filed testimony in this proceeding?

A.
Yes.
Q.
Have you previously filed testimony before this Commission in connection with Progress Energy Florida’s Environmental Cost Recovery Clause (ECRC)?

 A.  
Yes, I have.

Q.
What is the purpose of your testimony?

A.
The purpose of my testimony is to present, for Commission review and approval, Progress Energy Florida's calculation of the revenue requirements and its Environmental Cost Recovery (ECRC) factors for application on customer billings during the period January 2006 through December 2006.  My testimony addresses the capital and operating and maintenance (“O&M”) expenses associated with PEF’s environmental compliance activities for the year 2006.  
Q.
Have you prepared or caused to be prepared under your direction, supervision or control any exhibits in this proceeding?

A.  Yes.  I am sponsoring Exhibit No.__ (JP-3), which consists of PSC Forms 42-1P through 42-7P.  These forms provide a summary and detail of the projected O&M and capital environmental cost recovery expenses for the period January 2006 through December 2006.
Q.
What is the total recoverable revenue requirement relating to the projection period January 2006 through December 2006?

A.
The total recoverable revenue requirement including true-up amounts and revenue taxes is $23,503,878 as shown on Form 42-1P, Line 5 of my exhibit.  
Q.
What is the total true-up to be applied in the period January 2006 through December 2006?

A.
The total true-up applicable for this period is an under-recovery of $5,960,421.  This consists of the final true-up over-recovery of $5,961,886 for the period from January 2004 through December 2004 and an estimated true-up under-recovery of $11,994,307 for the current period of January 2005 through December 2005.  The detailed calculation supporting the estimated true-up was provided on Forms 42-1E through 42-8E of Exhibit No.__ (JP-2) filed with the Commission on August 8, 2005.  Subsequent to that filing, PEF is withdrawing its request for approval on the Groundwater Reclassification Program and as such has made an adjustment of $72,000 for the 2005 costs as shown on Form 42-1P, Line 2.b.  
Q.
Are all the costs listed in Forms 42-1P through 42-7P attributable to Environmental Compliance projects previously approved by the Commission?

A.
No.  PEF’s 2006 ECRC projection includes both new projects and expansions of existing projects that have not been previously approved by the Commission.  On May 6, 2005, PEF filed a Petition for Approval of Environmental Cost Recovery for activities being implemented to comply with the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency’s new Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) and the Clean Air Mercury Rule (CAMR) Program (No. 7).  See Docket No. 050316-EI.  PEF anticipates incurring approximately $52,964,514 in capital expenditures for this program in 2006.  Those expenditures that meet the criteria for AFUDC are not included in the recoverable costs reflected on Form 42-3P and such costs will be recovered when associated pollution controls are placed into service.  Further discussion on this program is included in the testimony of Patricia Q. West.

In addition, as discussed in the Estimated/Actual True-up testimony filed on August 8, 2005, PEF requested recovery of four new programs in this docket.   Those programs include the new Sea Turtle Lighting program (No. 9), the Arsenic Groundwater Standard program (No. 8), the Groundwater Reclassification program, and the Underground Storage Tanks program (No. 10).  As mentioned above,  PEF is withdrawing its request for approval of the Groundwater Reclassification program.
The Substation and Distribution System O&M programs (Nos. 1 and 2) were previously approved by the Commission in Order No. PSC-02-1735-FOF-EI.  
The Pipeline Integrity Management Program (No. 3) and the Above Ground Tank Secondary Containment Program (No. 4) were previously approved in Order No. PSC-03-1230-PCO-EI.


The SO2 Emissions Allowances (No. 5) were moved to the ECRC Docket from Docket 030001 beginning January 1, 2004 at the request of Staff to be consistent with the other Florida IOUs.  Recovery of SO2 Emission Allowances was previously approved in Order No. PSC-95-0450-FOF-EI.
The Phase II Cooling Water Intake 316(b) Program (No. 6) was previously approved in Order No. PSC-04-0990-PAA-EI.
Q.
Have you prepared schedules showing the calculation of the recoverable capital project costs for 2006?

A.
Yes.  Form 42-3P contained in my exhibits summarizes the cost estimates projected for these projects.  Form 42-4P, pages 1 through 10, shows the calculations of these costs that result in recoverable jurisdictional capital costs of $1,449,706.
Q.
Have you prepared schedules showing the calculation of the recoverable O&M project costs for 2006?

A.
Yes.  Form 42-2P contained in my exhibits summarizes the recoverable O&M cost estimates for these projects in the amount of $16,076,841.
Q.
Have you prepared schedules providing the description and progress reports for all environmental compliance activities and projects?

A.
Yes.  Form 42-5P, pages 1 through 10, contained in my exhibits provides a project description and progress report, as well as the projected recoverable cost estimates for each program
Q.
What is the total projected jurisdictional costs for environmental compliance activities in the year 2006?

A.
The total jurisdictional capital and O&M costs of $17,526,546 to be recovered through the ECRC are calculated on Form 42-1P, contained in my exhibit.
Q.
Please describe how the proposed ECRC factors were developed.

A.
The ECRC factors were calculated as shown on Forms 42-6P and 42-7P contained in Exhibit No.__ (JP-3).  The demand allocation factors were calculated by determining the percentage each rate class contributes to the monthly system peaks and then adjusted for losses for each rate class. The energy allocation factors were calculated by determining the percentage each rate class contributes to total kilowatt-hour sales and then adjusted for losses for each rate class.  This information was obtained from Progress Energy Florida’s July 2003 load research study.  Form 42-7P presents the calculation of the proposed ECRC billing factors by rate class.

Q.
What are Progress Energy Florida’s proposed 2006 ECRC billing factors by the various rate classes and delivery voltages?
A.
The computation of Progress Energy Florida’s proposed ECRC factors for customer billings in 2006 is shown on Form 42-7P, contained in Exhibit No.__ (JP-3).  In summary, these factors are as follows:
	RATE CLASS
	ECRC FACTORS

	Residential
	0.062 cents/kWh

	General Service Non-Demand


@ Secondary Voltage
            @ Primary Voltage
            @ Transmission Voltage
	0.060 cents/kWh
0.059 cents/kWh
0.059 cents/kWh

	General Service 100% Load Factor
	0.048 cents/kWh

	General Service Demand


@ Secondary Voltage
            @ Primary Voltage
            @ Transmission Voltage
	0.056 cents/kWh
0.055 cents/kWh
0.055 cents/kWh

	Curtailable

            @ Secondary Voltage
            @ Primary Voltage
	0.055 cents/kWh
0.054 cents/kWh

	Interruptible


@ Secondary Voltage
            @ Primary Voltage
            @ Transmission Voltage
	0.049 cents/kWh
0.049 cents/kWh
0.048 cents/kWh

	Lighting
	0.050 cents/kWh


Q.
When is Progress Energy Florida requesting that the proposed ECRC billing factors be made effective?

A.
PEF is requesting that its proposed ECRC billing factors be made effective with the first bill group for January 2006 and will continue through the last bill group for December 2006.

Q.
Please summarize your testimony.

A.
My testimony supports the approval of an average environmental billing factor of 0.059 cents per kWh which includes projected capital and O&M revenue requirements of $17,526,546 associated with a total of 10 environmental projects and a true-up under-recovery provision of $5,960,421.  My testimony also demonstrates that the projected environmental expenditures for 2006 are appropriate for recovery through the ECRC.
Q.
Are there any other issues addressed in Progress Energy’s Base Rate preceding that would impact the Environmental Cost Recovery Clause?

A.
Yes.  Given the settlement of  PEF’s base rates in Docket No. 050078-EI, the ECRC schedules no longer reflect Substation Environmental Investigation, Remediation, and Pollution Prevention and Phase II Cooling Water Intake adjustments for costs that were previously adjusted in accordance with the Commission’s off-setting policy for environmental costs included in MFRs that PEF filed in PEF’s last rate proceeding in Docket No. 000824-EI.  Because those costs are no longer in base rates, the adjustments are no longer necessary or appropriate.  
Q.
Does this conclude your testimony?

A.
Yes, it does.  
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