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RY llANO DE LIVEl{Y 

1\ls Blanca S Bayo, Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 
~lorida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

Octo!,,~? 1998 

Re: Petition by Tampa Electric Company for Approval of CoS! 
Recovery For a new Environmen:al Program. the Big Bend 
Units I and 2 Plus Gas Pesulfurizatjon SVSI m Pocket No 980G93-f;l 

Dear 1\ls. Bayo. 

'-'· 

Enclosed for filing in the above docket arc the original and fifteen (IS) copies of each of the 
following 

(I) Tampa Electric Company's Post-llcnring Statement of Issues and Positions 
(:!) Tampa Electric Comp•ny's Post-Hearing Brief 

Also enclosed are diskettes containing the above referenced documents originally I ) pcd in 
Microsoft Word 97 format whil.:h has been saved in Rich Text format for usc with WordPerfect 

'-... Please acknowledge receipt and filing of the above by stamping the duplicate copy of this 
"\ letter and returning the same to this writer. 

(,;;<'. 

Thank you for your assistance in this mancr 

Sincerely. 

h: ~'"-' 
I 

eke_~~ 
~~es D Beasley 

5 JDB/bjd 

Enclosures 

All Panics of Record (w/encls) . 
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BEFORE mE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition by Tampa Electric 
Company for Approval of Cost Recovery 
for a new Environmental Program. the 
Big Bend Units I and 2 Aue Gas 
Desulfurization System. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

DOCKET NO 980693-EI 
FILED Octobcf2, 1998 

TAMPA ELECTRJC COl\IPM'Y'S 
POST-HEARING STATEM ENT OF ISSUES AND POSIT IONS 

' .. ~ 

Tampa Electric Company ("Tampa Electric" or "tbe compar.y"), pursuant to the 

l>rchearing Order issued in this doc.ket on August 28, 1998, submits the following as its Post-

Hearing Statement of Issues and Positions: 

Ratic Pe>!ition 

Tampa l!lectric has a definitive obligation to comply with the legal requirements of Phase 

II of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA) which prcscnbc certain S01 emission 

limitations for Tampa Electric's generation system beginning January I, 2000 After an cxhausti"e 

review of available compliance ahc:mative.s, th.: most cosH:Ifective compliance alternative i! the 

construC1ion of a S90 million FGD system on Big Bend Units I and 2 Tampa Electric's cost-

effectiveness study shows a system pre~nt worth revenue requirement saving> for the FGD option 

of S I 8 million over the fllst 10 years, S80 million over the first 20 )'eMS and S96 million over tlte 

first 25 years 

It 1s critical that the Commi1sion now confirm that, on the basis of wcumstancc:s at the time 

the decision to build the FGD system is made, the FGD projCC1 is a reasonable compltancc option, 

that it is a projCC1 which qualifies for environmental cost recovery, and that the prudent and 
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reasonable costs associated with implementing the project will be recoverable through the 

Environmental Cost Recovery Clause (ECR\..1 :->echanism 

Consistent with the Guidelines in Order No PSC-94-0044-FOF-Et, the FGD system related 

costs (a) " i ll be incurred after April 13, 1993; (b) will be incurred on the basis of the legal 

requirement of the CAAA; and (•C) are not currently being recovered through base rates or an}' other 

cost re.'Vlvery mechanism. Accordingly, under the principles applied by this Commission for 

recovery under the ECRC, the proposed FGD system is clearly eligible for recovery under that 

mechanism The investment in equipment such as an F'JD system. which has the sole purpose of 

complying with environmental law in the most cost-dTecti,·e way, is rrccisely the type of cost 

which the ECRC was designed by the Legislature to cover 

The Commission has encouraged the panics to come in early for dCierminations involving 

capital expenditures for environm ntal cost recovery so that timely guidance can be provided by the 

Commission with respect to that investment Consequently, the Commission should lind that the 

FGD project is the most cost-effective alternative and is eligible for ECRC recovery at the c:ulicst 

possible time so that all panics may plan accordingly 

TI1e Commission should also approve Tampa Electric's tracking and accumulation of project 

costs in AFUDC until the FGD system goes into service Prior to sc:d.ing the actual reco''CI)' of 

com associated with this project. Tampa Electric will fi le additional supponing testimony and 

exhibits for consideration at the hearing in which the ECRC factors will be set for the: cost recovery 

period when the FGD system will be placed in service 
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l~su rs and Position' 

ls~ut I : 

TECO: 

hsur 2: 

Tf.CO: 

h sur 3: 

Tf.CO: 

n :co: 

h sur S: 

T f.CO: 

lllu Tampa El«:tric Company (TF.CO) adrquatdy uplortd allrmatins to thr 
construction of a Flue Gas Dcsulfuriz~o :i!ln (FGD) systtm on Big Brnd Units I 
and 2? 

•ves. Tampa Electric has carefully and prudently explored all reasonable 
ahematives to the construction of its proposed FGD system for Big Bend Units I 
and 2. The alternatives included build and non-build options. The proposed FGD 
system was clearly the most viable and cost-effective alternative • 

Is the fud price forecast used by TE;CQ io il' lt!eclion of 1 Ct\AA Plntse U 
Compliance plan reasonable! 

•Yes. The company's fuel price forecast is based on a thorough and conrinuing 
analysis of numerous fuel price informatio• resources, input from various 
consuhants, actual buying experience and continuous monitoring of all fuel prices 
on a regular basis. • 

Arc the economic and financial assumptions und by TECO in its ~tlection or 
a CAAA Phase n Compliance reasonable? 

•Yes. The economic and financial assumptions Tampa Elrctric used nrc both 
viable and reasonable ant. are consistent with other business pldnning activities. 
incl~ding the development of the company's 10-Year Site Plan The company 
adopted conservative assumptions and tested the sensi tivity ofkey assumptions • 

Did TECO reasonably consider the environmental compliance costs for all 
regulated air, water and land pollutants in its. selection of the proposed FGD 
system on Big Be" d Units 1 and 2 for suUur dioxide (501) compliancr 
purposes? 

•Yes. The record reflects the company's careful deter. · ~arion to comply with nil 
environmental limitations in the most cost-cffcct ·ivc way possible • 

Has TECO demonstrated that its proposed FCD system on Big Bend Units I 
and 2 for 501 compliance purposes is the most cost-eiTective alternati,·e 
available? 

• vcs Tampa Electric has demonstrated that its proposed FGD system will 
provide the greatest savings to ratepayers of all available ahernatives, on a 
cumulative present worth revenue requirement basis, and will provide nearly 
twice the expected savings of the next most economical option • 
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Issue 6: 

T ECO: 

Issue 7: 

TECO: 

lssut 8: 

TECO: 

Should the Commission approve TECO's request to accrue allowance for 
funds ustd during ~G~!truction (AFUDC) for the proposed FGO system on 
Big Bend UniiJ 1 and 2! 

"Yes. The Commission should authorize Tampa El~tric to accrue AFUDC, for 
eventual r~overy through the ECRC for the entire FGD Project because this 
decision will further the environmental policies of this state, best match customer 
savings with cost and prevent under recovery of expenditures required by law for 
a project clearly demonstrated to be the least cost option • 

Should TECO's petition for cost recovery of a FG 0 system on Big Bend 
Units land 2 through the Environmental Cost Recovtry C lause (ECRC) be 
granted! 

"Yes. The proposed project is the most cost-effective alternative for meeting 
CAAA Phase II limitations and meets the Commission's established three­
pronged test for cost recovery. The Commission should approve the 
reasonableness and prudence of the proj~t and confirm that prudently incurred 
costs will be eligible for ECRC cost r~overy. • 

Should this docktt be closed! 

"Upon final disposit • .ln of the foregoing issues, this docket should be closed • 

DATED this 2"" day of October, 1998. 

Respectfully submitted, 

HARRY W. LONG, JR 
TECO Energy, Inc 
Post Office Box I I I 
Tampa, Florida 33601 -0 11 1 

and 

j.. ~ .. " 
· L WILLIS 

JAMES D. BEASLEY 
Ausley & McMullen 
Post Office Box 391 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 
(850) 224-9115 

A ITORNEYS FORT AMP A ELECTRIC COMPANY 

-4-



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true copy of the foregoing Post-Hearing Statement, filed on 

behalf of Tampa Electric Company, has been furnished by hru.d delivery (•) or U S. Mail on this 

2nd day of Oetober 1998 to the following: 

Ms Grace Jaye• 
Staff Counsel 
Divis•on of Legal Services 
Florida Public Service Commission 
Room 390L - G.;nter Building 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee. FL 32399-0850 

Mr John W McWhirter, Jr. 
l\lc\\'hincr, Reeves. McGlothlin. 

Da,idson. Pjcf & Bakas. P.A. 
Post Oilicc Box 3350 
Tampa. Florida 33601 

/>.·Is. Gai l Kamaras 
Lega l Environmental AssiStance Foundatior 
1114 Thomasville Road, Suite E 
Tallahassee, FL 32303-6290 

Mr. Joseph A. McGlothlin 
Ms. Vicki Gordon Kaufman 
Me Whiner, Reeves. McGlothlin. 

Davidson, Ricf & Bakas. P A 
117 South Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Mr. Roger Ho••-e 
Office of Public Counsel 
Ill W. Madison Str~-et. 11812 
Tallahassee, FIL 32399-1400 

AiJ;oRNEY 


	2-21 No. - 3523
	2-21 No. - 3524
	2-21 No. - 3525
	2-21 No. - 3526
	2-21 No. - 3527
	2-21 No. - 3528



