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TECO  – Letter dated 7/22/22, with attached 
response to staff’s second data request  

(Nos. 1-5) 
 

 

20220122.EI Staff Hearing Exhibits 00195



 
July 22, 2022 

 

VIA ELECTRONIC FILING 

 

 

 

Mr. Adam J. Teitzman 

Commission Clerk 

Florida Public Service Commission 

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

 

RE: Petition for Limited Proceeding Rate Increase to Implement Return on Equity 

Provisions in 2021 Agreement, by Tampa Electric Company;  

Docket No. 20220122-EI 

 

Dear Mr. Teitzman: 

 

 Please find attached for filing Tampa Electric Company’s response to Staff’s Second Data 

Request (Nos. 1-5), propounded on July 18, 2022. 

 Thank you for your assistance in connection with this matter. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Malcolm N. Means 

 

MNM/bmp 

Attachment 

cc: All parties of record 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of  the response to Staff’s Second Data 

Request filed on behalf of Tampa Electric Company, has been furnished by electronic mail on this 

22nd day of July 2022 to the following: 

Jennifer Crawford 

Ryan Sandy 

Office of the General Counsel 

Florida Public Service Commission 

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

jcrawfor@psc.state.fl.us 

rsandy@psc.state.fl.us 

 

Thomas A. Jernigan  

Holly L. Buchanan, Maj, USAF 

Scott L. Kirk, Maj, USAF 

Arnold Braxton, TSgt, USAF 

Ebony M. Payton 

139 Barnes Drive, Suite 1 

Tyndall AFB FL 32403 

thomas.jernigan.3@us.af.mil 

holly.buchanan.1@us.af.mil 

scott.kirk.2@us.af.mil 

arnold.braxton@us.af.mil 

ebony.payton.ctr@us.af.mil 

 

Mr. Robert Scheffel Wright  

John LaVia, III 

Gardner, Bist, Wiener, Wadsworth, Bowden, 

    Bush, Dee, LaVia & Wright, P.A. 

1300 Thomaswood Drive 

Tallahassee, FL  32308 

shef@gbwlegal.com 

jlavia@gbwlegal.com 

 

Barry A. Naum 

Spilman Thomas & Battle, PLLC 

1100 Bent Creek Boulevard, Suite 101 

Mechanicsburg, PA 17050 

bnaum@spilmanlaw.com 

 

Richard Gentry 

Mary A. Wessling 

Office of Public Counsel 

111 West Madison Street – Room 812 

Tallahassee, FL 32399 

gentry.richard@leg.state.fl.us 

wessling.mary@leg.state.fl.us 

 

Jon Moyle 

Karen Putnal 

c/o Moyle Law Firm 

118 N. Gadsden Street 

Tallahassee, FL  32301 

jmoyle@moylelaw.com 

kputnal@moylelaw.com 

mqualls@moylelaw.com 

 

Stephanie U. Eaton 

Spilman Thomas & Battle, PLLC 

110 Oakwood Drive, Suite 500 

Winston-Salem, NC 27103 

seaton@spilmanlaw.com 

 

Mark F. Sundback 

William M. Rappolt 

Andrew P. Mina 

Sheppard Mullin Law Firm 

2099 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W., Suite 100 

Washington, D.C. 20006-6801 

msundback@sheppardmullin.com 

wrappolt@sheppardmullin.com 

amina@sheppardmullin.com 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________ 

ATTORNEY 
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 TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
 DOCKET NO. 20220122-EI 
 STAFF'S SECOND DATA REQUEST 
 REQUEST NO. 1 
 BATES PAGE(S): 1 
 FILED:  JULY 22, 2022 
 
1. Refer to Exhibit 3 of the petition, Bate Stamp Page 26. Please provide 

TECO’s proforma monthly weather normalization adjustments to revenues 
for the period January 2017 to date. 

 
 
A. Tampa Electric does not make proforma monthly weather adjustments to 

revenues in its earnings surveillance reports in the ordinary course of 
business and does not have the requested data. 
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 TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
 DOCKET NO. 20220122-EI 
 STAFF'S SECOND DATA REQUEST 
 REQUEST NO. 2 
 BATES PAGE(S): 2-3 
 FILED:  JULY 22, 2022 
 
2.  Refer to TECO’s response to Staff Data Request 1, No. 5.c., the Petition 

Exhibit 2, Page 3 of 4, and TECO’s response to Staff’s First Data Request, 
No. 4.a. BSC_9Q4aMonteCarlo_DegreeDays.xlsx, tab “Data” and 
“Summary”. 
 
a.  Has TECO determined whether the monthly normal CDD and HDD 

data appearing in Exhibit 2 reflects trend (increasing, decreasing) 
over the 20 year period of 2001 through 2020? Please explain. 

 
b.  Does TECO expect any historical trend identified in response to 

Question 2.a. to persist in future years? 
 
c.  How, if at all, did TECO’s method of normalizing sales and revenues 

for weather take into account any trend identified in response to 
Question 2.a? If not, why not? 

 
 
A. a.  Yes, over the period 2001 through 2020, the total HDD normals have 

been decreasing and the total CDD normals have been increasing. 
Updating the rolling 20-year period used for determining normal 
weather each year involves dropping the oldest year and adding the 
most current year. By doing this, the normal degree-days begin to 
reflect more current trends. See the graphs below. 

 

      
 

b.  While it is possible these trends could persist into the future, it is 
unknown at what rate and for how long the trends could persist. 
Because of this uncertainty, Tampa Electric, as well as many other 
utilities, have chosen to continue with current methods of estimating 
future degree days. For short-term forecasting of energy sales and 
revenues for the next year, the current method is reasonable. 

 

2
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 TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
 DOCKET NO. 20220122-EI 
 STAFF'S SECOND DATA REQUEST 
 REQUEST NO. 2 
 BATES PAGE(S): 2-3 
 FILED:  JULY 22, 2022 
 

c.  Tampa Electric uses a rolling 20-year period to determine normal 
degree days, which results in decreasing normal HDD trends and 
increasing normal CDD trends. As older years are dropped out of the 
Monte Carlo simulations and the most current year is added, the 
degree-day normals begin to reflect the same trends seen in actual 
data. 

3
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 TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
 DOCKET NO. 20220122-EI 
 STAFF'S SECOND DATA REQUEST 
 REQUEST NO. 3 
 BATES PAGE(S): 4 
 FILED:  JULY 22, 2022 
 
3.  Refer to TECO’s response to Staff’s First Data Request, No. 5.c. 
 

a.  Is TECO aware of any electric utilities that use alternatives to simple 
averaging of historical CDD and HDD weather data to calculate 
weather normals (e.g. weighting, trending, etc.) in order to take into 
account weather trends? If so, please identify such utilities and 
describe the methods used. 

 
b.  Please explain methods known to TECO for historical trends in 

weather data (CDD and HDD) to be used to project future sales and 
revenues. 

 
 
A. a.  Calculations of weather normal degree days vary among utilities. 

Alternatives to simple averaging do exist; however, Tampa Electric 
cannot identify such utilities or describe the methodology employed.  

 
b.  Tampa Electric is not aware of any specific methods to reasonably 

continue the historical degree-day trends into the calculation of future 
degree days. The uncertainty of these trends makes it difficult to 
incorporate the historical trends into long-term forecasting. For short-
term, or next year forecasting of energy sales, the current method is 
reasonable.

4
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 TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
 DOCKET NO. 20220122-EI 
 STAFF'S SECOND DATA REQUEST 
 REQUEST NO. 4 
 BATES PAGE(S): 5 
 FILED:  JULY 22, 2022 
 
4. Refer to TECO’s Petition, Exhibit 2 and its response to Staff’s First Data 

Request, No. 4.a., Excel File “BS_9Q4aMonteCarlo_DegreeDays.xlsx, tab 
“Summary”, Columns P through AD. Please explain why TECO used Monte 
Carlo Simulations to adjust its historical monthly NOAA-sourced CDD and 
HDD data that was used to adjust sales and revenue in its Petition. 

 
 
A. Tampa Electric did not use Monte Carlo Simulations to adjust its historical 

monthly NOAA-sourced CDD and HDD data. NOAA sourced CDD and HDD 
data, however, is converted from a calendar month basis to a billing period 
basis. The data in columns P through AD, and the data on the “DATA” tab is 
all billing period data. The billing period spans over the prior and current 
calendar months due to the meter reading schedule and requires calendar 
degree days to be converted to represent the billing period. 
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 TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
 DOCKET NO. 20220122-EI 
 STAFF'S SECOND DATA REQUEST 
 REQUEST NO. 5 
 BATES PAGE(S): 6-9 
 FILED:  JULY 22, 2022 
 
5.  Please refer to TECO’s response to Staff’s First Data Request, No. 4.a., 

Excel File “BS_9Q4aMonteCarlo_DegreeDays.xlsx”, tab “DATA”, and 
NOAA’s historical climatological data for March 2010 the Company relied 
upon for calculating weather normals in this proceeding. 

 
a.  Please reconcile the apparent anomalies between the historical 

NOAA CDD and HDD values for March 2010 in the amount of 21.5 
for CDDs and 125.5 for HDDs (calculated below in staff’s Excel 
screenshot) and TECO’s historical CDD and HDD values for that 
same time period (8 for CDD’s and 62 for HDD’s). 

 
b.  Please explain any other anomalies that may exist for monthly CDD 

and HDD data within the 20 year period used to calculate normal 
weather. 
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 TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
 DOCKET NO. 20220122-EI 
 STAFF'S SECOND DATA REQUEST 
 REQUEST NO. 5 
 BATES PAGE(S): 6-9 
 FILED:  JULY 22, 2022 
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 TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
 DOCKET NO. 20220122-EI 
 STAFF'S SECOND DATA REQUEST 
 REQUEST NO. 5 
 BATES PAGE(S): 6-9 
 FILED:  JULY 22, 2022 
 

 
 

 
 
 
A. a.  The values calculated by staff are correct for the calendar period; 

however, to align degree-days with the energy sales billing period, the 
company’s meter reading schedule is used to convert calendar 
degree-days to billing period degree days. An example of this 
conversion can be seen in Tampa Electric’s response to Staff’s First 
Data Request, No. 4 (b), Excel File “BS_10 Q4b_2021 Daily Degday 
Check.xlsx” and “BS_11 Q4b_2022 Actual Billing Degree Days.xlsm”. 
In addition to the timing difference, the HDD value for March 2010 
was omitted from the Monte Carlo Simulation. Please see Tampa 
Electric’s response to 5 (b). 
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 TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
 DOCKET NO. 20220122-EI 
 STAFF'S SECOND DATA REQUEST 
 REQUEST NO. 5 
 BATES PAGE(S): 6-9 
 FILED:  JULY 22, 2022 
 

b.  Anomalies were statistically identified by using the upper/lower 
bounds of two standard deviations from the monthly mean. Based on 
this method, the following months fell out of the upper bounds and 
were excluded from the Monte Carlo simulation. As the Monte Carlo 
software does not accept a blank value for a monthly data point and 
a zero would skew the results, the 20-year average for the month was 
used to replace the original values, which is essentially the same as 
omitting the data point. The anomalies are listed below.  

  
Jan 2016 CDD 
Jan 2007 CDD 
Feb 2018 CDD 
Mar 2010 HDD 
April 2020 CDD 
May 2002 CDD 
Nov 2020 CDD 
Dec 2015 CDD 
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