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PREHEARING ORDER 

I . CQNDUCT OF PROCEEDINGS 

Pursuan to Rule 28-106 . 211 , Florida Admi nis lrd iv • Code , h is 

Order is issued t o prevent delay and to promote the just , speedy, 

and inexpensive determi nat ion of all aspects of this case . 

II . CASb BACKGROUND 

As par of the Commissj on ' s con inuing fuel cost , conserva tion 

cost recove r y, purchdsed gds adjus m~nt and envj r o nmc n i tl cos 

recovery proceed ings , a hea r i ng is seL for November 23 , 24 and ?5 , 

1998 , in this docket and in Dockel Nos . 980001-EI , 98000?-EG, and 

980003-GU . The hea ring will address the issues set out in the body 

of this Prehea ring Orde r. The part i es have stipulated to Issu~ 

Nos . 1 , 1A, 3, 4, 5, SA, 9A, 9C, lOA, 10C, 10E, lOG, lOT, lOK, 10M, 

100 . 

III . PROCEDURE FOR HAN DLI NG CONFf DENTIAL INFORMAT I ON 

A. Any informa tion provided pursuant to a d iscovery r eques 

fo r which proprietary confidential busi ness informat ion sta us is 

r e quested shall be treated by the Commi ss ion and the par ies a s 

c onfiden t ial . The information shall be e xemp from Sec t ion 

119 . 07(1) , Flori da Sta tutes , pending a formal r uling o n suc h 

r equest by the Commission , or upon the return of the informa i o n t o 

t he pe r ::;on providing the info nnc:~ ion . If no dete rm i na i o n o f 

confidentiality has been made and the i nfo rmdL i on has no t b U ll u~ed 

i n the proceeding, it sha ll be ret urned expeditiously to the person 

p r oviding t he information . If a determination of confidentiality 

has been made and the information was not entered i n to the reco rd 

of t he proceeding , it shall be re t urned t o the person providi ng t he 

info rma t ion within the t ime per iods set f o r t h in Sec t ion 

366 . 093(2) , Florida Statutes . 

B. It is the policy of the Flo r i da Public Service Corrunission 

that all Commission hearings be open to the public at al l times . 

The Commi ssion also r ecognizes its obliga tion pursuan t t o Sec t i on 

366 . OY3 , nor ida Sta t utes , to protec t proprietary confident i a l 

business ir1formation from disclosu re outside the proceeding . 

In the event i t be c omes necessary to usc confide nt i al 

information during the hearing, the following procedures will be 

observed : 
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1} Any party wishi ng to use any proprieta ry 

confidential bus i ness info rma t i on, as t hat t erm is 
defi ned in Sectio n 366 . 093 , Flo rida Statu es , s hall 

noti fy the Prehea ring Off icer and all pa r ies of 
record by the time of the Pre hea r i ng Conference , o r 
if no t known at tha t time , no la te r than seven (7) 
days prior to the beginning of the hear i ng . The 
not i ce shall i nclude a procedure to assure tha t the 
confidential nature of the info rmation is prese r ved 
as r equired by s t atute . 

2 ) rai lure o f any party t o comp ly wi th 1) abo ve shall 

be gro unds t o d ·ny Lhc pdr ty th · oppurlu rd y to 
present evidence which i s proprieta ry con fiden ~ial 
business info rma i o n . 

3) When confidentia l info rma tion is use d in the 
hearing , part i es mus t have co pi e s fo r the 
Commi ss j o ne rs , necessary s t aff , and the Cour 
Re po rL e r , in envelopes clea r l y ma r ked wit h h 
nature of the c ontents . Any par t y wish i ng to 
examine the conf i dential ma te r i al that is not 
subject to an orde r gra nt ing conf i de nti a lity s hall 
be provided a co py in t he same fashion as p rovid~d 
to the Commissioner s , subject t o e xecut i o n o f any 
appropriate protec tive ag reemen wi h the owner of 
the material. 

4 ) Counse l and wi t nesses 
verbaliz i ng c onfide nt i a l 
that would compromise the 
Therefore , confidential 
presented by wri t t e n 
possible to do s o . 

aro cau t ion d t o avoid 
i nformaLLon i n such a wa y 
confidential informat ion . 

infor mation sho ul d be 
e xhibit whe n r easonably 

5) At t he conclusion of tha por tion of the heari ng 
that involves con fiden tia l i nforma t ion , all cop ies 
o f c onfidenti a l exh i b i s shall be r e u rned t o the 
proffe ring party . If a conf id •n i a l e xhibit hd~ 

been admitted into evidenc e , the c opy provide d t o 
the Cour t Reporter sha l l be retained in the 
Division of Records and Repo rting ' s conf i de ntial 
files. 
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IV . POST- HEAR! IG PROCEDURES 

Each party shall f ile a post-hea ring statement of issues and 

positions . A summary o f each position of no more than 50 wo r ds , 

se o ff wi h asterisks , shall be i ncluded in tha t statement . If a 

party ' s position has not changed since the issuance of he 

preh arLng order , the post-hear i ng sta emen m~y simply r es rl.e he 

pr:eheadng position ; howeve r , if t he prehearing posilion is Jongt •r 

than 50 words , it must be reduced to no mo re than 50 wo r ds . If a 

par ty fails to f ile a post-hearing sta ement , that par ty shall have 

wa i ved all issues and may be dismissed from the proceeding . 

Pursuant to Rul e 28-106 . 215 , Flo r ida Administra ive Code , o 

party ' s proposed find i ngs of f ac and conclusions of law, i f any , 

s ta eme nt of issues and positions , and brief , shall t ogethe r t o d l 

no more t han 40 pages and shall be filed at the same time . 

V. PREf i LF:D TESTIMONY AND EXHIBITS;_WITNt:...S..S_F:~ 

Testimony of all witnesses to be sponsored by the par ies ~as 

been prefiled . All testimony which has been prefiled in this CdSC 

will be inserted into t he record as though read af er the wi n ss 

has taken the sta nd and affirmed the correctness of the es irnc.ny 

and associa ed exhibits . All t estimony r emai ns subject to 

a pro riate objections . Each wi ness will have he oppo rtuni y o 

oral l y summarize his o r her testimony at the time he or she a~es 

the stand. Upon inse r tion of a witness ' testimony, e··'1ib i s 

ap =--nd d thereto ma y be marke d f o r identifi c a ion . Af ter all 

pa:tics and S aff have had the opportuni y Lo obj~c and c r o~s­

examine , t he exhibit ma y be moved into the r ecord . All o her 

exhib its may be similarly ident ified and ente red into the record a 

the appropriate time during the hear ing . 

Witnesses are r e mi nded tha , on cross -examinat ion, respon5~s 

to questions c a ll ing for a simpl e yes or no answer shall be so 

answe red first , af ter wh ich t he witness may e xplain hi s o r her 

answe r . 

The Conuni.ssion frequentl y adminis ·rs the t es imonial va h ~ 

more than one witness at a time . Therefore , when a witness takes 

the stand t o testify, the attorne y calli ng the witness is directed 

to a sk the witness to affi rm whe her he o r s he has been s wo rn . 
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VI . ORDER Of WITNESSES 

As a resul o f d i s cussions at the prehea ring conference , each 

witness whose name is prececdcd by an as e r isk ( ~ ) has be~n 

e xcused if no Commiss ioner assigned to hear this case seeks to 

cross-examine the particular witness . Par ties shall be 

noti E ied b y the c los e of business on fr i day , November 20 , 

1998 , as to whethe r each witness s ha 11 be r equired to be 

pr s n al hearing . The tes imony of e xcused wi nesss s will 

be inse rted i nto the r ecord as though r ead a nd all exhibi s 

submit ed with those witnesses ' testimony shalJ be iden ifiPd 

as shown i n Section IX of th1.s ?rehearing Order and be 

admitted into the r ecord . 

Wi ness Proffered By_ 

Direct 

*K. M. Dub in fPL 1 , 2 -6 I 8A 

7 , 7A, 8 • R. R. LaBauve 

*J . O. Vick 

.. S . D. Cranmer 

· Ka r n 0 . Zwola k 

f PL 

GULF 

GULf 

TE:CO 

1 , 2 , 7 , 7A, 9 , 9B, 
9D, 9E 

1 , 2 , 3 , 4 , 5 , 6 , 
7 , 7A , 9A, 9C, 9E 

1 , ? , 3 , 4 , 5 , 6 , 7 , 
7A, 10 , lOA, lOB, 
lOC , l OD , lOf, lOG , 
l OH , lOI , lOJ , l OK , 
10L , 10M, lO N I 100 

•Grego ry M. Nelson TECO 10 , l OB , lOD, 101:", 
l OH, lOJ , lOL, 10 

VII . BASIC POSITIONS 

POSI'l' IONS 

None necessary . 

It is ~he basic posit ion of Gulf Power Company tha the 

p roposed environmen al cosL recovery facLors prescn th~ 

best estimate of Gulf ' s environmental compliance costs 

recoverable t h rough the envi r o nmenral cost r ecovery 
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TECO: 

FIPUG : 

cLHl ~l'\ 1o r t he ped od Janua ry 1999 t h r o ugh Decemb_ 1999 

i nc l U IIICJ t he true-up ca l c ulations and ot he r ad j us men s 

a l low~ I y the Commissio n . 

The c!ammls~lon s ho uld appro ve f o r env i r o nmen al cos t 

r e cov tV Lhe new c ompliance p r o g r ams descr i bed in Lhe 

t eslitttt'IIIY and e xhibi s o f Tampa Elect r ic Witne sses Nelsun 

and ~w 1\ nk , The Co rrunission sho u l d a l s o appro v e Tampa 

Elec rl' ' a ca l c ulat ion of its environmental cost r ecovery 

f i ndl I Url~ up for the pe riod Apr i l 1998 th r o ugh Dccembc ~ 

1998 t h1s c o mpany ' s p .cojec e d ECRC r e ve n ue r equ iremen t 

a nd L h N llltfJc:tny ' s pro posed ECRC f actor s f o t t h p c r iod 

J an u ry l 9 thro ugh Decembe r 1999 . 

None a hlfl time . 

OPC: No n e n , p fl<ltl ry . 

STAFF': s r~ f l ' ~i l''' ! Li o n s a r c pre l i minar y dnd ba sed 0 11 rna l.' t ietls 

f i led by ~ h parties a nd o n d iscove r y . The pre limina ry 

posi io l\l~ n,r o f fe r e d t o a ssis the par ties i n p r e f.Jdring 

f o r t h h~ IJ l ng . Sta ff ' s f i nal posi t ions wi ll be ba~~d 

upo n a i l l h e v i dence i n t h e r e co r d and may d iffe r fro m 

the p rellmtn ty pos i tions . 

Vl It . ISSUES At<l.P t•OJ f TI~~ 

Gene r ic Environm nle l Cost Recovery Issues 

STIPULATED 
ISSUE 1: 

STIPULATED 
ISSUE 1A: 

POSITION : 

Wbe ~~~ the e s timated environmental cost recover y 

true-~~ amounts for the period Octobe r, 1997, 

th r t.mQl' Dec embe r, 1998? (for Florida Power & L ight 

Co~~~ ~nd Gulf Power Company only) 

fPl.l 
GU I.I1' t 

$886 , 38 7 over r ecovery . 
$3 , 673 , 682 o ver r e cove ry . 

Wha t A the estimated environmental cost reco very 

tru ""\\{\ "'"ounts for the period April, 1998, through 

Dec n\1 lg98? (for Tampa Electric Company only) 

TECO I $ 1 , 259 , 59 5 o verrecovery . 
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ISSUE 2 : 

POSI'l'ION~ 

GULF : 

FIPUG: 

STAFF: 

STIPULATED 
ISSUE 3 : 

fOS I TIOR;_ 

STIPULATED 
ISSUE_i.;_ 

POSITION 

What are the appropriate p rojected environme ntal 

cost recovery amounts for the period January, 1999, 

through December, 1999? 

Ag ree with Staff . 

Ag ree with Staff . 

Ag ree with Staff . 

Agree with OPC. 

The proj e cted environmenta l cos r ecovery a mounls 

s hould not be approved . See OPC posi ion o n Issue 

11. 

fPL: 
GU Lf : 
TECO : 

$1 7 , 070 , 550 . 
$ 8 ,4 38 , 207 . 
$4 , 464 , 300 . 

What is the appropriate recove ry period to c ollect 

the total environmental cost recovery true - up 

amounts? 

The appropria te r ecove ry pe r iod t o collect the 

total environmental cost r ecovery true- u p amounts 

( the sum of the f inal true- up amounts as approved 

in Order No . PSC-98-122 4-fOf-EI and the e s imated 

true-up amounts) is the t welve month period from 

January 1 999 through December 1999 . 

What should 
environmental 
purposes? 

be the effecti ve date of the 

cost recovery factors for billing 

The fac tor should be effecti ve beginning with the 

speci fied envi ronmental cost r ecovery c ycle and 

thereafter f o r the period Jan uary, 1999 , thro ugh 

December , 1999. Billing cycles ma y star t before 

January 1 , 1999 , and the last cycle may b e r "'~d 
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STIPULATED 
ISSUE~ 

POSITION : 

ISSUE 6 :_ 

POSITIONS: 

FPL : 

GULF: 

TECO: 

FIPUG :_ 

after December 31 , 1999 , so that each cus omer is 
b illed for twelve monlhs regardless of when the 

ad justment facto r became ef(ec ive . 

What depreciation rates should be used to deve lop 

the depreciation expense included in the total 

environmental cost recovery true- up amounts to be 

collected? 

The depreciation rates used to calcula e the 
depreciation expense should be the rates that are 

in effec dur ing the pe riod the a llowed capilal 
investment is in service . 

What are the appropriate Environme ntal 

Recovery Factors for the period January, 

through December , 1999, for each rate g roup? 

Agree with Staff . 

Ag ree with Sta ff . 

Agree with Staff. 

Ag ree with OPC . 

Cost 
1999, 

The proposed environmental cost recovery fa c o r s 

s hould not be approved . Sec OPC pos ition on I~sue 
11 . 
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fPL: 

GULF: 

PX , 

Rate Class 

RS1 
GSl 
GSDl 
052 
GSLD1/CS1 
GSLD2/CS2 
GSLD3/CS3 
ISST1D 
SST1T 
SSTlD 
CI LC D/CI LC G 
CI LC T 
MET 
0Ll/SL1 
SL2 

RATE 
CLASS 

RS , RST 

GS, GST 

GSD, GSDT 

LP, LPT 

PXT , RTP , SBS 

OSI , OSII 

OSili 

OSIV 

Environmental Recove ry 
Factor ($/KW!!l 
0 . 00022 
0.00021 
0 . 00019 
0. 00026 
0 . 00019 
0 . 00018 
0 . 0001 4 
0 . 00025 
0 . 00013 
O. OOOJ9 
0.00018 
0 . 0001 4 
0 . 00019 
0.00017 
0.00017 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
COST RECOVERY 

FACTORS 
¢/KWH 

0 . 096 

0 . 096 

0 . 086 

0 . 077 

0 . 072 

0.057 

0 . 076 

0 .1 28 
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TECO : 

ISSUE l: 

POSITION : 

ISSUE 7A: 

POSITION: 

Rate Class 
RS , RST 
GS , GST , TS 
GSD, GS DT, EVX 
GSLD , GSLDT , SBF, SBFT 
IS1 , IST1 , SBil , 
SBIT1 , I S3 , IST3 , 
SBI3 , SBIT3 
SL, OL 

Fa_c ts>L ( ~LJcWhj_ 
0 . 029 
0 . 028 
0 . 028 
0 . 027 

0 . 026 
0 . 027 

Should the Co~nission roquir.o uti litioo t o petition 

for appr oval of recove ry of new projects through 

the Environmen tal Cost Recovery Clause at leas t 

three months prior to the due date for pro ject i on 

filing testimony? 

By ag reemen of the parties , t his issue has een 
withdrawn , and a staff works hop will be conduc ed . 

Should the Commission set mini mum fi ling 

requirements for utilities upon a p e tition for 

approval of recove ry of ne w pro jects through the 

Environmental Cost Recove ry Clause ? 

By agreement of the parties , this issue ha s b ..... cn 
withdrawn , and a s a[f wo rkshop will be conductu I. 

Com12any - Specific Envi ronmental Cost Recover ~ssue~ 

Flo r id.fl Powe r & LiqhL Compa ny 

ISSUE 8: 

POSI '.1..IONS : 

FIPUG: 

Should the Commiss ion approve Florida Powe r & Light 

Company's request for recovery of costs of the 

Wastewater/Stormwa t e r Di schar ge Elimination Project 

through tho Enviro nme n tal Cost Recove ry Clause? 

Agree with Sta ff . 

Agree with OPC . 
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STAFF : 

No. An increase in fPL ' s r a es is not appropria e 
at this time. See posi t ion statement on Issue 11 . 

Yes. In Order No . PSC-98-1 22 4- fOf-EI , this issue 
was de fer red from the August 1998 Environmental 
Cost Recove ry Clause hearing . Aft e r conduc ing a 
deposition of fPL Witness LaBauve and recei ving he 
appropriate supporti ng documen a ion through 
discovery, staff determine d that the propo~ed 

Wastewater/Stormwater Discharge Elim.ination Projec 
meets the crite ria f o r recovery through the ECRC, 
a s established i n Order No . PSC-94-0044-fOr -EI . As 
explained below, the estima t ed opera ion and 
ma i ntenance (O&M) expense amount should be 
S2 , J 49 , 000 f o r the purpos0 o f se ting f PL ' s 1qqq 

ECkC fc1 c Lors . In add i ion , i f the flncll SPlJbS 
permits at any of t he r ema i ning six affected plan s 
are not issued by Decembe r 31 , 1999 or do not 
r equ i re BMP3 Plans as expected, then the r espec ive 
portion of the amoun appro ved f o r r ecovery a L 
those p lants sho ul d be refunded wi h interes o 
FPL ' s ratepc~ ycrs in 2000 . 

Project Desc r i otion 
According t o FPL Witness LaBauve ' s La te-Filed 
Depos i ion Exh i bit No . 3 , A tachmen 3 , this 
project invol ves activities suc h a s a sh bc~sin 

l i ning , installa ion of re e ntion ta nks , tan k 
coating , sump c onstruc tion , installation of pumps , 
motor , and piping , boile r blowdown r ecovery , si e 
preparation , sepa ra ion of stormwate r a nd ashwa cr 
sys t ems , sepa ra tion of potable and service wc~ter 

systems , a nd engi nee r ing and des i gn work . 

1eS£lly Required 
W1tness LaBauve states hat this proj~ct i s legally 
requ1red to comply with environmen al r egula ions 
imposed by the Environmental Pro t ection Agency 
(EPA). Pursuant to 33 U. S . C. Section 1342 (Federal 
Water Pol lut ion Con rol Act Sec tion 402) and Ti lc 
40 Code of Fede~al Regulations Section 122 , FPL 1s 
required to obtain National Pollutant Disc ha r ge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permits f o r eac h o f its 
power plant facilities. Under current law, these 
permits must be r enewed every f i ve yea r s . 
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Accord i ng to FPL, each new permit issued will 
r equire them t o develop and implemenL a Best 
Management Practice Pol lution Prevention Plan (BMP3 
Plan) to minimize or eliminate , wheneve r feasible , 
the d ischarge of regulated pollutants , including 
fuel oil and a s h , to surface waters . These BMP3 
Plans are to be submit ed to the Florida Depar ment 
of Enviro nmental Protection ( FDEP) since the F.PA 
delegated administ rat ion of the NPDES permi 
program to lhe sta e . Under slate implem ntat ion 
of the program, these permi ts are r eferred to as 
State Pol lutant Discharge Eliminat ion Sys tem 
(SPDES) permits . 

As shown i n rcs pons,.. o a s a f f inter roga ory , 
final SPDES permi s , which contain BM~J Plan 
requ i rements , have been issued at the Port 
Everg lades , For t Lauderdale , Riv iera , and Fort 
Mye rs plants , bu t final SPDES permits ha ve not been 
issued at the r emaining six affec ed FPL pl an s . 
(Mr. LaBauve ' s DeposiLion TranscripL p. 61 -2) 
Witness LaBauve e xpec s that BMP3 Plans will be 
r equired upon the issuance of the f inal SPDr.S 
pe rmits at these remaining si x locations a s well ; 
there fore , FPL has tal<en steps to comply wi h 
exp c Lcd BMP3 Plan r e qu i rem •n s at these plan s . 
(Mr. LaBauve ' s Deposition Transc ript p . 70) I h~ 

final SPDES permits at t he remaining si x affecLed 
p lant s do not r equi r e BMP3 Plans as expected , the 
costs of implementing such plans should be r efunded 
with interest t o FPL' s ratepayers i n the year 2000 . 

According to FPL, this project also meets t wo other 
env i r onmenta 1 r equirements '"'hich were applied to 
E" Pl. in 1997 . Fi r s , the Federal Ambient Wa er 
Qualily Criteria requir '::> E"PL to rn c su rfac wa €'r 
s tandards f or any wastewater disc hdrges LO 
groundwater . For ma ny pol lutants , the surface 
wa te r standards are mo re stri ngent than current 
g roundwate r sta ndards . Second , the Dade Counly 
Depa rtme nt of Environmental Resource Management 
(DERM) requ ires FPL to obtai n multi- source permits 
f o r its Cu tler and Turkey Point plants , the only 
E"PL plan ts l ocated in Dade County. DERM considers 
th~ coo l ing canals a Turkey Po in to be wa ers o f 
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Dade County and thus requires the plan ' s 

wastewater d ischarges into the candls to meeL wa e r 
quality standards in Section 24-11 , Code of 
Metropolitan Dade County . 

Double Recovery 
Accordjng to fP L' s November 10 , 1998 testimony , all 
costs requested for recovery are projected for the 
period beginning Januaey 1999. Therefoee , the 
costs requested for recovery wil l be incurred afLer 
April 13 , 1993 . In addition , Witness LaBauve 

stated t hat tho cosLs ar · no b •ing r~~cov0r cl 

through s ome other recove ry mechanj sm . (Mr . 
LaBauve ' s June 29 , 1998 Direct Testimony p . 10) 

Pr~~t Cost Es timate 
fPL has r eques ed recovery of $3, 145, 000 of 
opera ion and main enance (O& M) expenses projec ed 
t o b incurr din calenda r year 1999 . No capi al 
costs were projec ted for this period . Acco tding t o 
Witness LaBauve ' s Late-Filed Deposition Exh ibit No . 
3 , At achment 3 , fPL estima es that the total cos 
of this projec wi 11 b approxjma ely $13 milli o n , 
further broken down inlo approximd :-.ly sa millt o n 
in capital costs and approxima el y $5 mi llion i n 

O&M expenses over the l ife o f the project . Staf f 
also notes tha t Witness LaBauve summarized the 
alte rnatives evalua ed by FPL and demonstra ed why 
the chosen opLion was the most viable , c os -
effective means foe compliance . (Mr . LaBauve ' s June 
29 , 1998 Di rect Testimony pp. 7- 9) 

Staff recommends the estima ed pro jec cos s t o b · 
incur red for ca lendar year 1999 should be r educ"d 
by an amount of $996, 000 (not jurisdictionalized) . 
As shown in the table below, fPL p rovided t •..Jo 
di ffeee n t total cost estimates of the p roposed 
project , one as a res ponse to S aff ' s Fiest RequPs 
f o r Production of Documents No . 8 , Attachment I , 

and a la ter one as Mr . LaBauve ' s La te-Filed 
Deposition Exhibit No . 3 , At tachment 3. 
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Source Des c ripti on Capital O&M 'l'otal 
($000) ($000 ) ($000 ) 

f PL ~esponse to Subtotol $6, 200 $4 , 20 4 51 0 ,4 0 4 

Staff ' s 1st 
Request fo r PODs , 
No . 8 , AtLachmen Eng i n c r i ng 55?5 5?00 $ 725 
! , p . 1 (date : 
8/19/98) 

Late- filed Depo . Subtctal 56 , 200 53, 00 4 59, 204 

Exh . 3, Attachmen 
3 (date : 9/30/98) Eng in ~ i ng 5 525 s l, 1 q6 5 1, 12 1 

FPL r emoved $1 . 2 mi llion of O&M e xpenses for organo 
clay f ilters from the first O&M cost estimate of 
$4 , 20 4 , 000 to arri ve at the l a ter O&M es imate of 

$3 , 004 , 000. Despite this dec rease i n O&M e x. enses , 
engi neeri ng e xpenses attributed t o the O&M portion 
of the total p rojec cos es imo e inc r ~ 1 sed 

significantly , from $200 , 000 to $1 , 196, 000 . Th is 
i nc r ease i n e ngineering e xpe nses has not been 
justi f ied by FPL at t h is time . Therefore , the 
d ifference o f $996, 000 be t ween the engineering c os 
estimates i n the t wo total pro ject cost estimates 
pro vi ded by FPL should be credi ted to the estimated 
proj ect costs of $ 3, 145 , 000 fo r the upcoming 
calendar year . This red~ction of projected cos s 
will r esult i n a r e vised estimate of $2 , 149 , 000 i n 
expenses t o be incu r r ed i n 1999 f o r FPL ' s propo sed 
proj ect. 

~n~J.j,J~ i_o n 
For t he r t:aso ns SLtltccl abov •, sLc1 f f belicv · ~ he 
Wa stewater / Stor mwate r Disc harge Elimination Pro jec t 
a nd p rudentl y incurred costs are approp r i ate f or 
r e covery through the ECRC . Witness LaBauve sta ed 
t hat FPL would no Lify the Commission of any chang~s 
in s cope to t he proj ect . (Mr . LaBauve ' s Deposi i o n 
Transcript p . 88 ) The project is expected to be 
compl eted by a pproximately December 2000 . (Mr . 
La Bauve ' s De position Tra nsc r i p t p . 89) Fi nal 
dispos i tion o f the cos s i ncurred in this a c ivi y 
will be subjec t t o audl . 
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STIPUJ.A~];Q 

ISSUE SA :_ 

POSITION :_ 

What is the appropriate method for calculating the 

return on average net investme nt for Environmental 

Cost Recovery Clause projects as established by 

Order No . PSC-97-1047-FOF-EI? 

Due to the Commjssion ' s decision to have u ilities 
file p rojected costs for r ecovery through the F.CRC 
on an annual , calendar year basis in Order lo . PSC-
98-0691-FOF- PU, the appropriate me hod f or 
calculating FPL's r eturn on average net inves ment 
fo r ECRC projec s should be changed . The curren ly 
prescribed methodology was cslabli sh d in Ord-r lo . 
PSC-97-1047-FOF-EI . Staff believes that FPL ' s usc 
of the June 1998 capital cost rates f or its October 
5 , 1998 projection filing for calendar year 1999 
was appropriate s ince t he June 1998 ra tes were he 
mos t recent actual capital cost rates before the 
filing of he ptoj ctcd period da la . S aff 
proposes usc o( thes~ sc1mc tat 'l:> fot o h i,~· 

e stimated/actual true-up and the final true-u ror 
the calendar year 1999 period . 

On a go i ng forward basis , FPL should usc h~ 

current year ' s June cost o f capital rates for both 
the debt and equity components f or the projec ion 
filing for the upcomi ng calendar year. The same 
cos of capital rates for both debt and equ i y 
should be used for the est ima t ed/ac ua 1 true-up 
filing and the f ina l true - up filing wh ich represent 
costs f or the same calendar year . The use of the 
same capital cost rates f or the proj ected period , 
the estimated/ ac ual period , and the final true-up 
period should facilitate c omparison ana explana ion 
of cost va riances . The appropriate cost of cap i al 
ra tes are reported on a 13- month average , FPSC­
adjusted basis as f iled in the monthly Earn ings 
Surveillance Repur t s filed with the Commiss ion . 
The relative ra tios of capital components are 
consistent with the capital structure approved in 
FPL ' s last rate case in Order Nos. 13537 and 13948 
(Dock t No . 8304 6?-r:J) . 
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Gulf Power Compan y 

ISSUE 9 : 

POSITIONS: 

QPC: 

STAFF : 

Should the Commission approve Gulf Powe r Company ' s 

request for recovery of costs of the Crist Uni ts 4 -

7 Ash Pond Diversion Curtains project thro ugh the 

Environme ntal Cost Recovery Clause? 

Agree with Staff . 

Agree with OPC. 

No . An incr .ase jn Gulf ' s roL~s is noL dpproprid c 

at this time . See position stdtement on Issue 11 ~ 

Yes . The proposed p.roj ect is a budgeted i tern t o 
address the potential costs due to ne w .requirements 
whi ch are expected in the new Plant Crist Na ional 
Pollutant Discha rge Elimination System (NPDf.S) 
p nniL wh Jch will b• issu d by th• Flor i dc1 
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) . The 
estimated O&M cost for the p.rojec should be 
$66 , 000. However , if the final permit is not 
issued by December 31 , 1999 or does not contain any 
of the expected new requi r emen s , then any amoun · 
approve d for recovery p lus interest should be 
refunded to Gulf ' s customers in 2000 . 

£.r.Q~- -~Llo ion 
The proposed project titled " Plan t Crist Units 4-7 
Ash Pond Diversion Curtains" consists of add ing 
three flow obstructions or curtains to the ash 
pond . (Memorandum to Rachel Allen Terry from John 
M. Dominey da ed October 2? , 1998 ; Mr . Vick ' s 
Depositio n Transcript p . 53) The new curtains 
create a maze which is intended to slow the flow of 
i ndustrial wastewater th r ough the pond . Slowing 
the effluent provides for mo re time for s us pended 
solids t o precipitate out and settle t o the bottom 
of the pond . 
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Legall y Re~treg 
The environmental compliance issue Gulf is 
addressing is lower quantification limi s for me al 
anal ysis of the waste water discharges from the 
Crist ash pond which are e xp c ed to b included in 
the new NPDE:S permit . The FUE:P is e xpr•c Led o 
issue the permits by year end . (Mr . Vick ' s Direc t 
Testimony p . 4; Mr. Vick ' s Deposition Transcri p 
pp . 26 , 28 , 29 , and 46) Gulf has been in he 
permit renewal process for abou t wo years . (Mr . 
Vick ' s Deposition Transc ri p p . 4 6) There f ore , 
staff believes Gulf should be well-informed of the 
changes which are llkely to appear in the new 
permit . 

However, staff also recommends that all cos s f o i 

this project which are r ecovered through lhe ECRC 
be r efunded with interest to the ratepayers if the 
permit is not issued by year-end 1999 . In 
addition , project costs should be refunded with 
in r •s if the issued permi does not con ain any 
of the expected new requirem>nLs . Gran ing cos 
recovery during 1999 should be contingent on hav ing 
an e nv ironmental law or regulation as defined in 
Section 366 . 8255(1) (c) , flor ida Sta utes . Absent a 
legal requ i r ement there are no environmen dl 
compliance costs to be allocated to the r a epayers . 

Double Recovery 
The scope and the cos s o f this pro ject are defined 
by changes in technologies and rule changes since 
Gulf ' s 1990 rate case test yeac. (Mr. Vick ' s Dir..:c L 
Testimony p . 4 ; Mr . Vick ' s Late-filed Deposit ior. 
Exhibit 1 ) Therefore , staff believes recovery of 
the proposed project costs would not cause Gulf o 
r ecover the same costs through he ECRC and ba se 
rates or any other ra te - adjustment clause . 

.f.ro j C \ C~~ ~ ima~ 
Staff r ecommend Lhe es ima cos f o r h • projec 
should be $66, 000 based on the following s aLem 11 

found in a Gulf Power Compan y internal memorandum 
to Rac hel Al len Te cry from John M. Dominey da cd 
October 22 , 1998 : 
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Whe n t he Plan ' s Draft NPD~S Permit 
recently came out requiring ne w MDLs and 
PQLs for me tals , I decided that we needed 
t o budget for the installation of three 
mo re curtains that would further lower­
metals concentrd ions . The $100 , 000 we 
budgeted in 1999 ' s Capita 1 Budget was 
based on the one cur ain ins alled in 
1994 cosLing jus o ve r $?? , 000 . 

While it is p rude n fo r GULf to budget and plan for 
potential costs , the es ima e in thi s case js no 

app r:-opdate f or de termining p rojec ed costs for 

recovery through the ECRC . Instead , staff 

r econunends an amoun o f $66 , 000 based on he seep 

of the proposed project being three imes a similat 

1994 project with actudl costs of approxima el y 
$22 , 000. 

Also , there appea r s to be a question wi h r espec 
to whether or not the proj ec t should bP 

capitalized . Mr . Vick ' s d i r ec tes imony , page 4 , 

d isc usses the project a s a capital projecL . 
However , Ms . Cranmer ' s rev ised November 9 , 1998 

dir "c Les i rnony exhibits , Aa es s amp pag s 3 an' 
30 , indicdte the projec is an O&M ac 1vi y . 
Gulf ' s r esponse to whethe r or not the projec 
should be capital ized is f ound in La e -Fi led 

Deposition Exhibi t ll , which sta e s in par t : 

The ash pond cur ains a Plan Cris are 
not a ret i r ement unit code and should be 
classified as an e xpense item . Wh en Gulf 
f iled its projection fo r 1999 , we were in 
t he early stages o f the planni ng cyc l e 
a nd projec ted tha this would be a 
capj La l item . 

There fore, staff recommends that all costs appro ved 
f or r ecove ry f or th new ash pond cur ains should 
be reported a s an O& M expense rather than as a 

capital item. 
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STIPULATED 
ISS~ 9A: 

ISSUE 9B : 

POSITIONS : 

GULF: 

Conclusion 
For the r e asons s t a ted above , staff believes r.ne: 
Cr is t Units 4-7 Ash Pond Dive r sion Cur ains P rojec~ 

a nd prudentl y i nc urred cosls are app r op ria e for 
r ecovery th r ough the ECRC. The estima ed O&M cos 
f o r t he p r o jec t sho ul d be $66 , 000 i nstead o f the 
pr oposed $100 , 000 . However , if the f inal pe r mit lS 

not issued by Decembe r 31 , 1999 o r does not conta~n 
a ny of the expected ne w r e qu irements , t hen any 
a mou n t appr o ved for r ecovery p l us inte rest should 
be r e f unde d to Gu l f ' s custome r s i n 2000 . This 
p rojecL is expecLed to be compleLed oy 
a ppro ximatel y May 1999 . (Ms . Cranmer ' s Rcvi s~rl 

November 9 , 1998 Di rect Teslimo ny ExhibiLs , F'onn 
42- 2P) Fina l disposition o f the costs i ncurred 1n 
t his acLivi Ly will be subject to audit . 

How should the newly propose d environme n t al c os t s 

for the Crist Units 4- 7 Ash Pond Diversion Curta i ns 

project be allocated to the rate class es? 

The costs o f the Crist Units 4-7 Ash Pond Diversion 
Cu r tains p r o j ect shoul d be al l ocated on an energy 
basis . 

Is it appropri ate for Gulf Powe r Compa ny to r ecove r 

costs for low NO. burner tips on Plant Smi t h Uni t 1 

through the Environme ntal Cost Recovery Clause? 

Yes . This p r oject is substantia 11 y he santL' as a 
similar project t ha t wa s approved by the Corr.mission 
Cor Cr is L Uni s 4 and 5 i n Order No . 
PSC-98-0803-FOE'-EI issu June 9 , 1998 . 

The Clea n Ai r Act Amendments o f 1990 (CAAA) i mposed 
stricte r envi r onme ntal sta nda r ds o n e lect r ic 
ut il i y powe r plants , inc l ud ing new NO;.. em ission 
S£.> '<.:i fi <.: ttl ion !'! whi c h will become e f fecti ve in the 
yea ~ 2000 under TiLle I V Acid R~ in Phase I T o f the 
CAhA. Spe c ifica ll y, Gul f Power musL com~d y \<l i h 
Phase II Low NOx r ules a nd r egulat ions under 40 CFR 
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FIPUG : 

Part 72 , 40 CFR Part 76 , a nd Rule 6?-21 4 . 420 (3) , 

Florida Administrd ive Code . The installa ion of 

low NOx burner tips on Smith Unit 1 is the mos 

cost-effective way in which to a chieve complianc e 

wi th the new standards . Low NOx burner tips are 

primarily a low cost option f or small boilers . The 

burner t i ps have a l ow installa ion cost as 

compared to other available complia nce technologies 

suc h as full low NO, burners and sclec ive 

catal yt ic reduction . The p roject t o upgrade Smith 

Unit 1 t o incorporate low NO;c burner tips is an 

operation and maintenance item which includes both 

material and labor cos s . The low NOA burner tips 

will be installed on Smith Unit 1 during the Fa ll 

1999 boiler outage . 

In order to r ecover environmental compliance cos s 

t h rough the ECRC , a proposed project must meet the 

specific criteria listed in Order No . 

PSC-94-0044-FOF- EI . The three components are as 

follows : (1) suc h costs were prudently incurre 

af t er April 13 , 1993 ; (2) the activity is legally 

required to comply with a governmentall y impose i 

enviro nme ntal regula ion enacted , became effective , 

o r whose effect was triggered afte r the Company ' s 

las t test year upon which r ates are based , and (3 ) 

suc h costs are not recovered through some other 

cost recove ry mechanism or through base rates . The 

first threshold is met because the upgrades to 

incorporate low NOx burner tips are being performed 

during a boiler outage i n 1999 , therefore , the 

costs for this project will be incurred af er Apt il 

13 , 1993 . The second component of the c_iteria Co~ 

r ecovery is also met beca use the projec is he 

most cost-effective approach for compliance wi h 

Phase II of the CAAA, whose effec was triggered 

after the C0mpany' s last test year upon wh ich ra es 

are ba sed . Finally, the third component of the 

c r iterion f o r recove ry is me t because the expenses 

f or the upgrade to low NOx burner tips are no 

recovered through any other cos recovery m0c hdn ism 

o r through basr r~L c~ . 

Agree with OPC. 
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STAFF : 

STIPULATED 
ISSUE 9C: 

POSITION : 

ISSUE 90 : 

No . An increase in Gulf ' s rates is not appro p ria e 

at this time . Sec posit ion statement o n Issue 11 . 

Agree with Gulf. 

How should environmenta l costs for the low NO,. 

burner tips on Plant Smit h Unit 1 be allocated t o 

the rate classes? 

The costs of the low NO~ burner tips o n Plan t Smit h 
Unit 1 should be allocated on an energy ba s is . 

Is it appropriate for Gulf Power Company to recove r 

costs for the purchase of an additional mobi le 

groundwater treatment system through the 

Environme ntal Cost Recovery Clause? 

Yes . The addi tional mobi1e groundwa er trea m nt 
system t ha Gulf purc hased i n the las quarLer of 
1997 has been p l aced in- service as par t of Gulf 
Power ' s appro ve d Groundwater Monitor ing 
environmental compliance activity . This activity 
is associated with the monito ring and r emed ia ion 
of gro undwater at numerous substation sites . The 
Groundwater Mon itoring environmental activity was 
appro ved for cost r ecovery through the 
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause in Order No . 
PSC- 94-0044-FOF-EI whic h was issued in r e s po nse o 
Gulf Po wer ' s initial peti tio n seeking to establ ish 
the r ecovery clause for environmental compl iance 
costs. The activity, as originally a ppro ved , 
involved Gulf Power ' s lease o f a mob ile groundwa e r 
treatment s ystem for use at t he Company ' s Lynn 
Have n subs tation s i te . Gulf ' s subseque n t purchase 
of the first mobile groundwater treatment sys tem 
was addressed in Gulf Power ' s projection f iling f o r 
the October 1995 through Septembe r 1996 r ecovery 
period wh ich was reviewe d by h Comrni$sion .1 11d 
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FIPUG : 

STAFF: 

STIPULATED 
ISSUE 9E : 

POSITION: 

approved in Order No . PSC- 95- 1051-FOF- EI . The 
or i gi na l mob i l e groundwa t e r treatme nL system is 
s ti ll i n-s e r vice a t the Lynn Ha ven s ubsta ion site . 
The s econd mobiJ g roundwd '"r t r •d m nL s ysl •ut hrl 

is the s ub j e c t of this i s s ue was purchased in part 
bec a us e the f i r st system is s till i n- service and 
a lso be cause g r ea t er treatment c apacity is needed 
f or o ther s ite s . This s econd tra i le r i s c ur rentl y 
in-se r vi c e a t t he Compdn y ' s Fo r t WaJ on Beac h 
s ubs t ation s i te . The cos t s associated with t he ne w 
mobi le g r oundwater t r eatment s ystem have been 
p rude ntly i nc urred after Apr il 13 , 1993 i n o rder to 
compl y wi t h governme ntall y imposed envi r onmcnLal 
r equ i r e ments t hat ha ve became e ffecti ve after the 
Company ' s l a st test year upon which i Ls base r a es 
were e s tablished . These costs are not recovered 
t hrough s ome oL he r cost r ecove ry mechanism or 
t hrough ba se r a es and a re t he r e fo r e app ropriate 
f o r recove r y t hrough the Enviro nmenLal Cos 
Recovery Cla use . 

Agree wi th OPC. 

No . An increase in Gulf ' s rates is not appropria e 
a hi ~ im •. S c posi ion s dtf'\m ·nL on Issur 11 . 

Agree with Gu l f . 

What adjustment, if any, should be made to the 

Environmental Cost Recovery Clause to reflect an 

amount which may be in base rates for the costs of 

the underground fue l stor age tanks which have been 

replaced by above ground fuel storage tanks as 

reported in Audit Disc losur e No. 1 of the Florida 

Public Service Commission's Environmental Cost 

Recovery Clause Audit Report for the Period Ended 

September 30, 1997? 

No adjustment is nec essa ry at this time . Staff 
proposes tha t t he po lic y question that unde rl ies 
this issue s houl d be addressed on a gene r ic basis 
as pa rt of the wo r kshop t ha t wi l l be held during 
e ar l y 1999 t o a dd ress t he o the r ECRC policy and 
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procedural question's raised by Staff (i.e . the 
timlng of petitions for new projec s and minimum 
filing requi remen ts) . If the parL ies are unable to 
resolve this issue by agreem. n t following suc h 
wor kshop, then the issue ma y be prescn eel o h • 
Corrunission for resolution in a future proceed ing . 
The parties agree that the retroact i ve e ffect of an 
adjustment , if any , to f.CRC reco verabl0 p1~n 

inves m •nL Lhet mc~y occur dS par o f Lhe ul unct e 

r esolut ion of this issue will exLend bac k t o 
September 1998 . 

Tamoa Electric Company 

for purposes of Issues 10 , lOB, 100, lOf, lOH, lOJ , and l OL, 

the policy questions that underlie staff ' s ad j ustments to 

these issues should be addressed on a generic basis as pa r o f 

the wor kshop t hat will be held during earl y 1999 to address 
the other ECRC policy and procedural ques ions raised by S aff 

(i.e . the timing of pe itions for new pro jects and mi nimum 
fi ling requi remenL!'l) . TECO has agreed o metke he adjus rn\.'n s 

ro osccl by s aff with the undersLand l ng thctt he adjuslrnen • s 
are subject Lo the outcome of the early 1999 staff workshop . 
If the parties are unable to r esolve hese policy ques ions by 
.tqt•' •"nh·n fo ll owing ~uch wo t k shc1p , h •n ht•y lllciY b... tl' .,vnt • d 

Lo Lh Commi ssion f o r reso luLion in a fu ure proceeding . 

ISSUE 10 : Should the Commissi on app rove Tampa 
Company ' s requesL for recovery of costs of 
Bend Unit 1 Classifier Replacement project 
t he Environmental Cost Recove ry Clause? 

Elec r ic 
the Bi g 
through 

TECO: 

FIPUG : 

Ag ree with staff . 

f iPUG ta kes no position on the dolla r amounts and 
does no endo rse h pos iti ons sc for h by s ~rt 

and TECO . 

OPC takes no position on the dollar amounts and 
does not endorse the posi ions set f orth by Staff 
and TECO . 
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STAFF : Yes . The pr:opoc;ed project is a budgete i .em o 

address a reduction of nit r ous oxides {NO.) 

emissions r:equ i r ed by Ti t le IV of the Clean Air 

Act Amendments of 1990 {CAAA ) . The p rojec plan -

in- service beg i nn i ng amount for pu rposes of se ing 
the 1999 factors should be $1 , 217 , 716 . 

Pro· e c Oese r i ion 
Big Bend Unit 1 has older and smdller style 

class ifiers wh ich are being r eplaced by the mo re 

advanced technologies . {Mr . Ne lson ' s Depos i ion 
Transcript pp . 27 , 29 , 31 , 37 , 39) The new 

classifiers wi 11 ensure tha onl y the appropria "' 

coal particle size goes to the burnet s . The 
smaller coal particle size and uniformity aro 
needed to l o we r NOx emissions . {Mr . Nelson ' s 

Deposition Exhibit 13 , pp . 12- 14) The installa ion 

of new classifiers will require modifica ion o the 
existing coal p i ping , hangers , and o her exis ing 
facil i ies with in the vicinit y of the coal 
pulverizers . {Mr . Nelson ' s Late-filed Exhibit 14 ; 

Mr . Nelson ' s Deposi. ion Transcript pp . 29 , 30) 
However , if the present NO, reduc ion effor s cannot 
meet EPA' s limit , TECO may implement o her r e rofi 
options such as wa er injection , over-fire ai , and 
selec ive catal y ic r educ ion . {Mr . Nelson ' s 

Deposition Exh ibit 13 , pp . 6- 7) The projec is 
e stimated t o be comple ed by Decembe r 1998 . {Ms . 

Zwola k' s Deposi ion Exh i hi 2 , p . 1; Mr. Nelson ' s 
La e-Filed Deposi ion Exhibi 3) 

Legally Re guired 
The classifier replacement projec is par of 
TECO' s NO~ compliance strategy for Phase II of the 

CAAA . {Mr . Nelson ' s Deposition Exhibit 13 , pp . 4-7) 

Double R~c9~ 
TECO b lieves ha all of its projec ed cos s are 
not b i ng recov •ted through som• oth't co~ 

r ecovery mechanism or through base rates . {Ms . 
Zwo lak ' s Direct Testimony, pp . 9-10) Howeve r, staff 

believes the scope and costs of this project 
i nc lude some costs which are incl uded in TECO' s 
ba se rates and some new costs wh ich are not 
addressed i n TECO' s last rate case . The following 
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table indicates the items and amo unts wh i ch s aff 
believes t o be bo h in TECO' s base rates and i n the 

es t imated costs for the Big Bend 1 Classi f i er 
Replacemert . 

Sour ce Desc · t p ion A."llO.!n " 

Mr . Nelson ' s Late- Fi 1 ed In-House Payrol l s 139 , 36J 

Depos i ion Exh i b it l 

Mr . Nelson ' s La te- Filed Plant-in-Servt~~ s 3 <; . 54 

Deposi j on Exn ib i s be i ng r ep l -1ced 

To ttl down,...•· J s 1"1 3, J 14 
ad j us rw ·n l fo r 
bds e r e s 1 •·ms 

KOZ-1 , Documen 4 . p. 4 . Beg1nning o f ne si , 39: , o3o 

Ltne 2 (Zwo1ak es ~ tmony pe t iod Amount 
ll/1?/98) 

Totc:ol down•,...c: rd 5 : 73 , '11 -l 

adj us tm~n t fo r 
betse ra es i ems 

Staff Re comme ndes tlon 3eg i nn ing o f he $ 1 , ? 1 "'~ , 716 

pe r iod Amount -
Therefore , staff believes a downward adjus me nt o f 
$ 173 , 914 t o TECO' s beginning plant -in-servi ce o f 
$1 , 391 , 630 is appropria e for purposes of s et i ng 
the 1999 ECRC fac ocs . Absent the adjus t me nt , TECO 
will r ecover the same costs through bo th ba s e ra tes 
a nd the ECRC. 

Pro j e,£! GQ~ L.f& i.IDd..\& 
As previously std ed , a downward adjustment t o 
TECO' s beg i nning plant - in-service is appropr i a e . 
The pr oj ect plan t - in- service be ginning amount fo r 

purposes of set ting the 1999 factors shoul d be 
$1 , 217 , 716 . 0 ne rwis0 , s aff believes TECO ' s 
pro jec t cost e s irnd i'S ar rcasonc~bl . Mt . 

Nelson ' s Deposition Exhibit 13 and Late-filed 
Depos ition ExhibH s 1, 3 , 5 , 10 , a nd 14 p rovide 
summary statements of the de tai led reviews TE:CO has 
pe rfo rmed supporting its project . As indica ed i n 
these documents , alternati ves were eva l uated and 
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STIPULATED 
ISSUE lOA: 

POSITION: 

.ISSUE lOB : 

POS I TIONS : 

TECO: 

FIPUG : 

QPC: 

STAFF: 

considered with the proposed classl f ier: project 

be ing the l east cost option . 

Conclusion 
For the r easons stated above , staff belie ves the 
Big Bend Unit 1 Classif i er Replacemen and 
p rude ntly i ncurred costs are appropr i a te for 
re covery t h ro ugh tho RCRC. The b g i nning plAn -in­
s e r vice amount should be $1 , 217 , 716 . Flndl 
d isposition of the costs inc urred i n this projec 
will be s ubject t o audit . 

How should the ne wly prop 3ed environme ntal c osts 

for th<;> Big Be nd Unit 1 Classifier Replaceme nt 

project be allocated to the rate classes? 

The Bi g Bend Unit 1 Classifjer Replacement , which 
i s a p roject being done t o meet the r equiremer ats of 
t he Clean Air Amendme nts of 1990 , should be 
a l l oc a ted at a rate classes on a n ene r gy basis as 
s et f o r t h i n previous orders by the Commiss ion . 

Should tho Commi s sion appro ve Tampa 

Company's reques t for recovery of costs of 

Bend Unit 2 Classifier Replaceme nt project 

the Environme n tal Cost Recove ry Claus e ? 

Agree with staff . 

Electri c 
the Bi g 
throug h 

FI PUG t akes no posit ion on the dol la r amounts and 
doe s not endorse the positions set for t h by Staff 
and TECO . 

OPC ta kes no posi ion on h dolla r amoun c; an 
do"s no t ~::: ndon;c) the posi t iOn$ set fo rth by S dll 

a nd TECO . 

Yes . The pr opos ed proj ect is a budgeted i tern to 
add ress a r eduction o f nit cous oxi des (NO<) 
emi ssions r equi red by Ti t le IV of the Clean Ai r 
Act Amendments o f 1990 (CAAA ) . The pcoject p lant-
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in-service beg inning amount f o r purposes of sett i ng 

the 1999 factors should be $815 , 104. 

Pro ject Descr i o tion 
Big Bend Un it 2 has older and smaller style 

c lassifie rs wh ich are being replaced by the mo e e 

advanced technologies . (Mr . Nelson ' s Deposition 

Transcr ipt pp. 27 , 29 , 31 , 37 , 3 9 ) The new 

classif i ers will ensure that o nly the approp ria e 

coal pa rticle s ize goes to the bu rners . The 

sma ller c oal par icle size and un iformi y are 

nee d ed to l o wer NO,. emi ss ions . (Mr . Nelson ' s 

Deposit ion Exhibit 13, pp . 12-14) The i nstall~ ion 

of new classifiers will require modification t o the 

existing coal p iping , hangers , and other exis ing 

facilit i es with in the vicin ity of the coa 1 

pu lverizers . (Mr . Nelson ' s Late-Fi led Deposi ion 

Exhibit 14; Mr. Ne lson ' s Deposition Transcript pp . 

29 , 30) Ho wever , if the present NO.. r eduction 

efforts cannot meet EPA ' s limit , TECO may 

implement, other: re trofit options suc h a s water 

injection, over- fire air , a nd selective catalytic 

reduction . (Mr . Nelson ' s Deposition Exh i b it 13 , pp . 

6-7) The p roject was completed i n May 1998 . (Ms . 

Zwolak ' s Deposition Exhibi 2 , p . 2 ; Mr . Nelson ' s 

La te-Filed Depositio n Exhibit 3) 

Lcg,2) l_y f\.cCL\• i rs-.9 
The classifier r e p lacement projec t is pdrt o f 

TECO' s NOx c ompliance strategy for Phase II of the 

CAAA . (Mr . Ne lson ' s Deposition Exhibit 13 , pp . 4- 7) 

Double Reco ver;y 
TECO believes that all of its p rojected costs a r e 

not b eing r eco vered thro ugh s ome othe r cost 

recove r y mechanis m o r through base r ates . (Ms . 

Zwo lak ' s Direct Testimony, pp. 9-1 0) Ho weve r , 

staf f be l ieves the sco pe and costs o f t hi s project 

include some costs wh ich are included in TECO' s 

base rates and s o me ne w costs wh ich are not 

addressed in TECO' s last ra te case . The f ollowing 

t ab l e i ndi cates he i ems a nd amounts which staff 

believes t o b• oL h in TECO' s b tH 1f ' r· r~Lt' !l .tnd in h t' 

estima ted c osts f or the Big Bend Unit 2 Classi.i' t 

Replacement . 
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Sourc e Descripti o n Amoun 

Mr . Nelson ' s Late-filed In- House Payroll s 109, 676 

Deposition Exhi b i l 

Mr . Nelson ' s Late-Filed Plan - in-Se rvice s 60, 2 0 
Deposition Exhibit 5 being r eplaced ·-

Toted downward s 169, 66 
adju "l m•n Co r 
bas r ates items 

·-
KOZ- 1, Do cum nt 4 , p . 5 , aeginninq of the s ~tl ~ , 070 

Line '/ (Zwol k t s into ra y period Amount 
11/12/98) 

Total downward s 169, 966 
ad j ustment fo r 
base rates items 

Staff Recommcnda ion Beg i nning o f the s 81 5, 1011 
per iod Ar.lounc. 

Therefore , s taff believes a d ownward adjustment of 

$ 169 , 2 90 to TECO' s beginn ing pl ant - i n-serv i c e of 

$ 985 , 0 70 is appropri aLe f or purposes of s e tLing Lhe 

199 9 ECRC fac t o r s . Absent the adjustment , TECO 

will reco ver the same c os s th rough both base ra es 

and t he ECRC . 

Pro j ect Cost Estim~ 
As p re viously sta ted , a d o wnward adjus tment t o 

TECO ' s begi nning plant - i n-service is approp r iate . 

The p roject plant-in- se rv ice beginning amo unt f or 

p urposes of set ting the 1999 factors should be 

$815 , 104 . Otherwise , staff believes Tf.CO ' s projec 

cost esti md es are r easonable . Mr . Nelson ' s 

Deposition Exh i bit 1 3 and Late-filed Deposition 

Exh i b its 1, 3 , 5 , 10 , and 1 4 p rovide summary 

s t atemen ts o f the detai led reviews TECO has 

perfo r med suppo rting its project . As indicated i n 

these documents , alternatives were evaluated and 

c o ns i d e red with the p r o posed cla ssifier p roject 

b ei ng the l east cost option . 
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STIPULATED 
ISSUE lOC : 

POSITION.!., 

! SSUE 100_;_ 

TECO: 

STAFF : 

~ n<;!.LV tiQn 
For the reasons sLated above , staff believes he 
Big Bend Unit 2 Classi f ie r Replacemen and 
p r udentl y incurred costs are appropria e for 
r ecovery through the ECRC . The beginning plan - in­
service amoun should be 5815 , 104 . Find l 
d isposition of the costs i ncurred in t his project 
will be subject t o audit . 

How should the newly proposed environmen dl cos s 
f or the Bi g Bend Unit 2 Classifier Replacern\;.·nt 
project be allocdled to the r ate classes? 

The Bjg Bend Un iL 2 Classj fier Replac me" , which 
is a projec be ing done to mee the requir~mcnts or 
the Clean Ai r Amendments of 1990 , should be 
al located at a ra te classes on an energy basis a s 
set forth in previous orders by the Co~ni ssion . 

Shou l d the Commission approve Tampa Ele ctric 

Company ' s r eque st for recovery of c osts o f t he 

Gannon Unit 5 Class i fie r Replaceme n t p r o j e c t 

through the Environme ntal Cost Re c overy Cla u s e ? 

Agree with staff . 

FIPUG takes no position on the dol lar amoun s and 
does not endo rse he posi ions set fo r h by S dff 
and TECO . 

OPC t akes no position on the dollar amounts and 
does not endo rse the posi tions set fo r th by S aff 
and TECO . 

Yes . The proposed project is a budgeted item to 
address a r educ ion of nitrous oxides {NO..) 
emissions requir d by Titl e IV of the Clec:tn Air 
Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA) . The project plant­
in-service beginning amount for purposes of s~Lting 
t he 1999 factors should be $1 , 129, 039 . 
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Proje~escriotio~ 

Gannon Uni t 5 has older and smaller style 

classifiers wh ich are being replaced by the mo r e 

advanced technologies . (Mr . Nelson ' s Deposi i0n 
Transcript pp. 27 , 29 , 31 , 37 , 39) The ne·..,. 

classifiers wi ll cnsur the onl y th app r opr ir~ 

coal parLicle size goes to the burners . The 
smaller coal par icle size and uniformity are 

needed to lower NO,. emissions. (Mr. Ne lson ' s 
Deposition Exh ibit 13 , pp. 12-14) The insLallation 

of new classifiers will require modifica ion t o the 

existing coal piping , hangers , and other e x i s ing 

facilities wi hin the viciniLy of he coal 
pu l verizers . ( ~1r . Nelson ' s Late-filed Deposi ion 

Exhibit 14 ; Mr . Nel son's DeposiLion Transcri pt pp . 

29 , 30) Ho•..Jover , if he present NO, r edur ior'l 

ef for s cannot meet EPA' s limi , TECO may 
implement , other retrofi t op U ons such as wa e r 
i n jection, over-fire air , and selecLive ca alytic 
r eduction . (Mr . Nelson' s Deposition Exhibi 13 , pp . 
6-7) The project is was comple ed in December 
1997 . (Ms . Zwolak ' s Depos ition F.:xhibi ? , p . 1 ; 

Mr. Nel son ' s La e- F'iled Deposi t ion F:xhibi 3) 

Leg a ll_y_B€'~d 

The class ifier r eplacemen t projec is part of 

TECO ' s NO,. compliance sLra eg y for Phase II of the 
CAAA . (Mr . Ne lson ' s Deposition Exhibit 13 , pp . 4-7) 

Double Recovery 
TECO bel ieves tha all o f its projected cos s are 
not being r ecovere hrough some o her cos · 

recovery mechan ls~ or through ba se ra tes . ( ~s . 

Zwolak ' s Direct Testimony, pp . 9-10) However , 

staff belie ves the scope and costs of this projec 
include some costs which are included in TECO ' s 
base rates and s ome new cos s wh ich are not 

addressed in TECO ' s last rate case . The foll owing 
table indicates the items and amounts which staff 
believes to be bo h in TECO' s base rates and in the 

estimated costs for the Gannon Unit 5 Class i fier 
Replacemen . 
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Source Desc ription Amount 

Mr. Nelson ' s La e-E"Ll-ad rn-House Payroll s 130, 368 
Deposi ion E:xhibl 1 

Mr. Nelson ' s Late-riled Plant - in-Service s 81,116 
Deposition Exhibi 14 being r eplaced 

Ball mill rech"rge 

Mr. Nelson ' s Late-riled Plan - in- Service s 18 , 517 
Deposition Exhi bit 5 be ing r e laced 

Totdl downward s 230 , 001 
adju!'l mf!nt for 
bd!'IO rdt •s i ems 

KOZ-1 , Document 4 , p . 6, Bf!g1nnlng o f h·~ $1 , 359 , 040 

L1ne 2 (Zwola k t es imony P~t iod Amount 
11 /l?./98) -

TOtdl downwa::-d s /'30 , 001 
d ju-t m~ ·u l o t 

bd~C ra cs 1 "'"'~ 

Staff Recommendation Begi nning of the Sl , 1?.9 , 03. 
period Amount 

Therefore , staff believes a d o wnw rd adjus men~ o f 

$230 , 001 to TECO' s beginning plant-in-service of 

$1,359 , 040 is appropriate for purposes o f setting 

the 1999 ECRC factors . Absent the adjustment I n:co 
will recove.r the same costs through both ba se ra •s 

and the ECRC . 

Pro ject Cost Es tima e 
As pre viously s ated , a d ownward adjustment o 

TECO ' s beg inning plant-in-service is appropriat 

The p roject plan t - in - serv ice beginning amount f or 

purposes of setting the 1999 fa ctors should be 

$1,129, 039. Otherwise , staff belie ves TECO' s project 

cos es jma es are reaso nable . Mr. Nelso n ' s 

Deposition Exhibit 13 and Late -Filed Deposi t ion 

Exhibits 1 , 3, 5, 10 , and 14 provide summary 

statemen ts of the detailed reviews TECO has 

performed suppo.r ting its project . As indicated in 

these documents , al ernatives were eva.J.ua ed and 

considered with the pro posed classifier p rojec 

~eing the least cost option . 
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STIPULATED 
ISSUE lOE ;_ 

POSITI ON : 

ISSUE lOF: 

POS I TI ONS: 

TECO: 

FIPUG: 

STAFF : 

Conclusion 
For the r easons s tated abo ve , s taff believes the 

Ga nnon Unit 5 Class i f ie r Replacement a nd p rudentl y 
inc urred c os t s are a ppr op r i a te f o r r ecovery through 

the ECRC. The beg inni ng plant - i n-service amoun 
sho uld be $1, 129, 039 . Final d isposition of the 

costs inc u r red i n th is p roject wjll be subject tn 

a udit . 

How should the newly p r oposed envi r onmental c os t s 

for the Gannon Unit 5 Classif ier Replacement 

projec t be alloca t e d to the rate classes? 

The Gannon Un it 5 Classi f i er Rep lacement , which is 

a proj ec be i ng done t o meet t he r equirements o f 

the Clean Ai r Amcndm·~Ls o f 1990 , s hould b~ 

alloca ted at a r ate classes on an energy basis as 
set forth in p revious orders by the CommiRsion . 

Should the Commission appr ove Tampa Elec tric 

Company's request for recovery of costs of the 

Gannon Uni t 6 Classif i e r Repl acement p roj ec t 

thr ough the Environme n tal Cost Recovery Clauoo? 

Ag ree with staff . 

FIPUG takes no pos ition on the dollar a mou nts and 

does not endorse t he positions s et f orth by Staff 
and TECO. 

OPC takes no posit ion on the dollar amounLs and 

does not e ndo r s e the posit i ons s et fo r t h by Staff 
and TECO . 

Ye s . The p r opos ed project i s a budgeted i tern to 
address a r educ tio n o f nitro us ox i des (NO_.) 
e missions requi red by Title IV of the Clea n Ai r 

Act Ame ndments o f 1990 (CAAA) . The proj ect p l a nt ­
in- service beg inning amount in June 1999 for 

purposes of sett i ng the 1999 fa ctor s should be $ 

1 , 318 , 752. 
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Pro ject Descr i ption 
Gannon Unit 6 has older and smaller style 
c lassi f i e rs wh ich are being replaced by the more 
advanced technologies . (Mr. Nelson ' s Depos i tion 
Transcript pp. 27 , 29 , 31 , 37 , 39) The ne•11 
classifiers will ensure that only the appropria e 
coal part icle si ze goes t o the burners . The 
sma ller coal pa rticle s ize and un i formity are 
needed to lower NO.< emissions. (Mr . Nelson ' s 
Deposition Exhi bH 13 , pp. 12-1 4) The instdlla i on 
of new classifiers will requi re modification to the 
existing coal p i pi ng , hange r s , and other e xisting 
facilities within the vicinity of the coal 
pul verize r s . (Mr . Nelson ' s La e- f iled Deposition 
Exhibit 14 ; Mr . Nelson' s Deposi Lion TranscripL pp . 
29 , 30 ) However , if the present NO,. r educlion 
effor ts cannot meet EPA ' s limit: , TECO may 
implement , other retrofit options s uch as water 
i n ject ion, over- fire a ir, and se1ec ti ve catalytic 
r eduction. (Mr. Nelson' s Deposition Exhibi 13 , pp . 
6- 7) The project is expected to be completed in 
J une 1999 . (Ms . Zwolak ' s Deposition Exhibit 2 , p . 
4; Mr . Nelson ' s Late-filed Deposition Exhibit 3) 

Legall y Regu~ 
The class ifier r e placement project is par of 
TECO ' s NOx compliance strategy for Phase I I of the 
CAAA . (Mr . Nelson ' s Deposition Exh i bi t 13 , pp. 4-7) 

QQl!..t:> l R~ v e a 
TECO believes tha a l l o f iLs projec t ~d cos t s 01 

not being recovered through s ome other cos 
recovery mechan ism or t hrough base ra tes . (Ms . 
Zwo lak's Direc t Testimony , pp . 9-10 ) However , 
staff be lieves the scope and costs of this project 
i nc lude some costs which are included in TEC0 ' s 
base rates and some new costs wh ich are not 
addressed in TECO' s las t rate case . The following 
table i nd icates the items and amoun s whi c h staff 
believes to be both in TI:.:CO' s base rates and in h" 
es tima ted costs for the Ga nnon Unit 5 Classif ier 
Replacement. 
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Source Desc r 1pt1on Amount 

Mr. Nelson ' s Lat-e - F" 1 ed In- House l?:~ y::oll s 160 , 563 

Deposition Exh i bit 1 

Mr . Nelson ' s La e-F1led Plant-in-Service s 27 , 7 7 

Depos i t i on Exhi bit 5 be i ng replaced 

Total downwa r d s 188 , 365 
adjus tmen fo r base 
ra tes items 

KOZ-1 , Document 4, p . 7 , June 1999 $1 , 507 , 117 

Line 2 (Zwolak testimony Plant-in- Serv ice 
11/12/98) Est i mated Amoun 

Tota l downwa r d s 18 8 , 365 
ad j ustment fo r base 
rates items 

Staff Recommendat i on June 1999 $1 , 318 , 752 
Plant-in-Se rvice 
Es tlma t ed Amount 

Therefore, staff believes a downward adjustme n t o f 

$188,365 to TECO' s est i ma ted June 1999 plant - i n ­

service of $1 , 507 , 117 is appropriate for purposes 

of set t i ng the 1999 ECRC factors . Ab sen t he 

adjustmc n L, TECO wi ll r ecove r Lhe sam0 c~~ · ~ 

thro ugh both base rates and t he ECRC . 

Project Cost Estimate 
As previously sta ted , a d o wnward ad justment t o 

TECO' s estimated plan t -in-servic e is appropria te . 

The estimated June 1999 plant- i n-service amount f o r 

purposes of setting the 1999 factots should be 

$1 , 318,752. Otherwise , s t aff believes TECO' s projecL 

cosL esLimaLes are reasonable . Mr . Nelson ' s 

Depositio n Exhibit 13 and Late-riled Depo s ition 

Exhibits 1 , 3 , 5 , 10 , and 14 provide summary 

statements o f the detailed reviews TECO has 

perfo rm •d suppe r i ng i s projec t . As indi c a e d i n 

the se docum'nLs , al rndLiv s were cvdlua \.' and 

considered with the proposed classifier proj e e L 

being the least cost o pt ion . 
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STIPULATED 
ISSUE___i_OG : 

POSITION: 

ISSUE lOH: 

POSITIONS: 

TECO : 

FIPUG : 

OPC :_ 

STAFF : 

Conclusion 
f o r the r e a sons s tated above , staff believes the 

Ga nnon Unit 6 Classifier Replacement and prudentl y 

i ncurred costs are appropriate fo r recovery through 

t h "' ECRC . The c sUmr1 E•d Ju ne 1999 plAn t -jn-se>rvic•· 
amounL s hould be $1 , 318 , 752 . f1nal di spo~i ion o f 

the costs incurred in this pro jec will be subjecc 
to audit . 

How s houl d the newl y proposed environmental costs 

f or the Gannon Unit 6 Classifie r Replacemen 

p roj ect be allocated to the r ate classes? 

The Gannon Unit 6 Classi fier Replacemenc , wh ich is 

a p roject being done t o meet the requiremenLs of 

the Clean Air Ame ndments of 1990 , should be 

allocated a t a r a e classes on a n energy bas is as 

s et forth i n p revious orders by the Commission . 

Should the Commission approve Tampa Electric 

Company's request for recover y of costs of the 

Gannon Coal Crusher project through the 

Environme ntal Cost Recovery Clause? 

Ye s. This project meets the standards for cost 

r ecovery set for t h in pr ior orde r s of the 
Commission . (Wi ness : Nelson , Zwolak) 

FIPUG tak~s no posi ion on the dollar amounts and 

does not endo r se the ~ositions set f o rth by Sta: f 
a nd TECO . 

OPC takes no posi ion on the dollar amoun Ls and 

does no t endorse the positions set fo r th by Staf f 
a nd TECO . 

Yes . The p roposed project is a budge ed i tt.-=m Lo 
address increased operationa l cos ts due to using 
PRB coa l , and the project cont r i bu tes to a n overall 

r e d uct ion of nitrous oxides (NO,. ) emissions as 
rP.quired by Ti le IV of the Clean Air Ac 
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Amendments of 1990 (CAAA) . The pro ject estimate 

plant- in- service amount for purposes of set ing the 

1999 factors should be$ 3, 953 , 481 for July 1999 . 

Project De~ip~ion 
The Gannon Coal Crusher Addition projec is the 

addition of two c rushers at the Gannon Station . 
(Mr . Nelson ' s Deposi ion E:xhibiL 14 , pp . 8-9 ; Mr . 

Nelson ' s Deposition Exhibit 13 , pp . 16) The 

additional crushers will be located in the Gannon 

Station Coalfield . (Mr. Nelson ' s Deposition 
Exhibit 14 , pp . 8-9 ; Mr. Nelson ' s Deposition 

Transcript pp. 51 ; Mr . Nelson ' s Deposition Exhibit 

13 , pp . 16) The projec is e xpected to be comple ed 

in July 1999 . (Ms . Zwo lak ' s Deposition Exh ibi 2 , 
p. 5) 

Legall y 8eo ir~ 
Staff does not know if the additional Gannon coal 
crushers were ini iall y intended as part o f Tf:CO ' s 
overall NO~ compliance s rategy for Phase II of he 
CAAA . At depos ition , Mr . Ne lson was asked to reAd 
TE:CO ' s internal program scope approval for Lhis 
project . T~CO' s program scope approval lis ed the 
consequ~nCPS of no t adrling addi ional Ganno n 
coalfield crushe r s . (Mr . Nel son ' !:> De o ::;J 1o n 

Transcript , p . 59) The items listed as shorL-term 
and long-term consequences of not implementing he 

project were ex ended bunkering times due to 
capacity deficiencies , poor combustion , los s of 

class r evenue , r isk of fires due to findi ng 
sho rtfal ls (LOI) , and excessive ma intenance on 

crushers and ash handling equipment . There was no 
mention of noncompliance wi h the CAAA . (Mr. 
Nelson ' s Deposi ion TranscripL , p. 59) In 
addition, s aff believes the e xtent to whi c h TECO 
wi ll cont i nue to use PRB coal at Gannon is 

uncerta i n because TECO' s PRB coal purchases hrough 
September 1998 have been 100% spot purchases . (Mr . 
Nelson ' s Late-filed Depositjon ExhibiL 1/ , p . 6) 

However, staff believes that additional crushers at 

the Gannon Statio n will contribute in the o vera ll 
efforts to achieve l ower NO,. emissions i f Tl·.CO 
conLi nucs to usc PRB coal a Gannon . This is 
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because TE:CO wi 11 be able to bet e r con rol ilO< 

emissions and maintain unit efficienc y whi le 
continuing to use PRB coal at the Gannon Sta !on . 
(Mr . Nelson ' s Deposition Transcript , pp . 207 - 209 ; 
Mr. Nelson ' s Deposition Exhibit 13 , p . 16) 

Double Recovea 
TECO bel ieves that all of its projected costs are 
no t be i ng r ecovered through s ome o he r cost 

recovery mechanism or th rough base rates . (Ms . 
Zwola k ' s Direct Tes imony , pp . 9-10) Howeve: r , 
staff believes the scope and cos s of this projec 
incl ude some costs whi ch are included in TECO' s 

base rates and some new costs which are nol 
addressed in TECO' s las rdLe case . The following 
table indicaLes the items and amounLs which sLaf 
believes to be both in TECO' s ba se rates and in he 
estimated costs for the Gannon Coal Crusher 
Addition. 

Sou ce o Desc c ip i o n AmoJn~ 

Mr. Nelson ' s Late-Fll e d : :~-House l?ay::-oll s 110 , 5?1 

Deposi ion Exh i bit 1 

To al dowmold!'d s 110 , 571 
<>d ; JSLmenL f o c 
base ::-c1 tes items 

KOZ-1 , Do c um n 4 . p . 10 , Jul y 1999 $4 , 064 , 00.? 

Line 2 (Zwolak t.es i mony PlanL-Ln-ServLce 
11/12/98) Est ima ed Amount. 

7otal downward s 110, 521 
adjustment for 
base ra f> S 1 - ~::ns 

Staff Recommendat ion Jul y 1999 $3, 953 , -181 
Plant - in-Service 
Estimated Amount. 

Th r for , strtff h1•l ic-ves downward .1djus m••n o f 
$110 , 521 t o TECO' s estimated July 1999 plant-in­
service of $4, 064 , 002 is appropr iate f o r pu rposes 
of setting the 1999 ECRC facto rs. Absent the 
adjustment , TECO will recover . the same cos s 
through both base rales and Lhe ECRC . 
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STIPULATED 
ISSUE lOI: 

POSITION : 

ISSUE lOJ: 

POSITIONS : 

TECO : 

Project Cos Estima~ 

As previousl y stated , a downward adjus men to 
TECO' s estimated p lant - in- service is appropria e . 
The estimated Jul y 1999 plan t -in-se rvice amounL for 

purposes of setting the 1999 factors shoul be 

$3, 95 3,4 81. 0 he nd se , s c1ff bf'lir>v ..:c; TECO' s 

p roject COSL CSLJmdLCS ace r 'dSOndbl . Mr . 
Nelson ' s Deposition Exhibit 13 and Late-filed 

Deposi tion Exh ibits 1, 6, 10 , a nd 14 provide 

surrunary sla emenLs of the detai l ed r evler,ts TECO has 

performed supporting i s projec . As indica ed in 

these documents , alternatives were evaluated and 
considered with the proposed c r usher projecL being 
the l east cost option . 

Conclusion 
Fo r t he r easons stated above , s taf f believes the 

Gannon Coal Crusher Addition and prudently incurred 
costs are appropriate for recovery through the 
ECRC. The estimated Jul y 1999 plan t - in- service 
amount shoul d be $3 , 953 , 481 . Fi na l di s position of 

the costs incurred i n this project wi ll be subjec 
to audit . 

How should the newly propose d enviro nme ntal costs 

for the Gannon Coal Crusher project be allocate d to 

the rate classes? 

The Gannon Coa l Crusher , which is a project be ing 

done t o meet the r equirements o f the Clean Air 
Amendments of 1990 , should be allocated at a rate 
classes on an ene~gy basis as set for th in prev ious 

orders by the Commission . 

Should the Commission approve Tampa Electr i c 

Company's request for recovery of c osts of the 

Gannon Unit 5 Stack Extensions project through the 

Environmental Cost Recovery Clause? 

Agree with s taff . 
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FIPUG ;_ 

STAFF : 

FIPUG takes no position on the dollar amounts and 

does not endorse t he posi tions set forth by S aff 
and TECO . 

OPC takes no position o n the dollar amoun s and 

does not endorse the positions set fo rth by S d ff 
and TECO . 

Yes . The proposed project is a budgeted item to 
address Ambient Ai r Quality Standards for su lfu r 
d ioxi de (502) emissions wh ich surfaced during an air 
o perating permit application review by the Fl o r idd 
Depar t ment of Environmental Protection (FDEI?) . The 
a ir opera ti ng permit is required by Title V of t he 

Clean Air Act Amendments o f 1990 (CAAA ) . S a f f 

believes a do wnwa rd adjusLrnent to n :CO' s a cLua1 

plant - in-service for in- house payroll expenses is 
appropriate . However , no adjustment should be made 
at th is time f o r purposes of setti ng t he 1999 
f actors . 

Proj ecL~£rio i Q.O. 
T~CO is proposi ng to i nc r eas • the sack heigh o f 
Ga nnon Unit 5 by 46 feeL . The ex isting sLac k will 
be struc urally r ei n forced t o suppo rt the 
additional weight of the e xtensions . The increased 

s tack he i gh t will increase the dispersion o f 
e missions over a larger area . The improv~ 

d ispersion decreases S02 ground level 
concentrat i ons. (Mr . Nelso n ' s Deposition Exhibit 
13 , pp . 17-19 ) The proj ect is not estimated to be 
completed by December 1999 . (Ms. Zwola k' s No vember 
23 , 1998 , Revised Direc t Testimony Exh i bit KOZ-1, 
Document 4 , p . 8) 

Leg a 11 Y.._fuLCULlr ed 
I n a September 30 , 1998 lette r , TECO was info rmed 
by FDEP that the re was a potential for the Gannon 
Station S02 emissions to exceed federa l and s taLe 
Ambient Air Qua lity Standards . (Mr . Nelson ' s Late­
Filed Depos i tion Exhibit 8 , p . 2) In the let te r , 
FDEP explains tha t he fi nd i ng occu rred dur i ng the 
Depar tment ' s r eview of t he Gannon Station CAAA 
Title V Air Ope rating Permit . TECO reviewed 
various mi tigation opt ions and selected the lowest 
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cost option . (M:- . Nelso n ' s Deposition E:<h i b i 13 , 
pp . 17 - 18) TECO indicates that E"Df.P agrees with 

TECO' s app roach t o mee i ng the so. emission 
requirements . (Mr. Nelson ' s Deposition Exh ibit 13 , 
p . 17) 

Double Recovery 
TECO believes tha all of its projected costs are 
not being recovered through some other cost 

r ecovery mechanism or through base rates . (Ms . 
Zwolak ' s Direct Tes imony , pp . 9-10) However , 

staff believes he scop • and cos s of this proje · 

include some costs wh ich are being recover~d 

through TECO' s ba se ra es and some new costs whic h 
are not addressed in TECO' s last r ate Cdse . The 
costs which scaff believes are already be ing 
recovered through base r ates are the in-house 
payroll expenses . Current estimates by TECO ~how 

$28 , 525 for in-house payroll has been included in 
the t otal project es;: ima e . (Mr . Nelson ' s La e ­
E"iled Deposition Exhibit 1 : " In- House Payroll " 
e xpenses for Gannon Unit 5 and Gannon Unit 6 were 
transposed in this e xhibi . ) Therefo re, staf: 
believes a do wnward adj us ment to TECO' s a c U<'ll 

p lant - in- s ervice is appropriate . Absent the 
a djustment , TECO will r ecover the same costs 
t hrough both base rates and the ECRC . 

Pro ject Cost Es~ima e 
As p reviously stated , a downward adjustment L O 

TECO' s plant - in- service is app::-opr ia te . However , 
no ad justment for in-house payroll should be made 
for the current projec ion period because Lhe 
p roj e ct will not be completed until a subsequen 
ECRC period . TECO' s request for cost recovery f o r 
this proj ect f or calendar year 1999 consists of 
construction wor k in progress (CWIP) . OthenJise , 
staf f believes T2CO' s project cost estimates are 
r easonable . Mr . Nelson ' s Deposition Exhibit 13 and 
Late- E"iled Deposition Exhibits 1 , 8 , 9 , and 14 
provide summary statements of the detailed reviews 
TE:CO has performed supporti ng their project . As 
i ndi ccH•·cl jn Lh.- .., ,. clocllm'nls , tc1l e-rn iv s wen:• 

e valuated and cons.td"'red with Lh pt·o OM.•d ~ el l." !.. 

ex tens ion project being the least cost option . 
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STIPULA_!ED 
ISSUE lOK : 

POSITION : 

ISSUE lOL : 

POSITIONS: 

TECO : 

FIPUG: 

STAFF : 

Conclusion 
For the reasons s t a ted abo ve , staff believes the 
Gannon Unit 5 Stac k Exte nsion and p rudentl y 

incurred costs are appropr i a te for recove ry through 

the ECRC . Howe ver, TECO shoul d not r ecove r in­
house payroll expenses f o r t his project through the 
ECRC because those expenses are being r ecove r ed 
thro ugh TECO ' s base rates . Final d i sposition of 

the c osts inc urred in this project will be subjec 

to audit . 

How should Lhe ne wly proposed envjro nmenLal cosls 

for the Ganno n Un i 5 Stac k Ex tensions projec be 

al located t o the ra te c lasses? 

The Gannon Un it 5 Stack Extensions , wh ich is a 

p ro ject being done to meet the requ i rements of the 
Clean Air Amendments of 1990 , should be allocaled 
at a r ate classes on an energy basis as sc for h 
in previous orders by the Commission . 

Should the Commission approve Tampa Electric 

Company' s request for recovery of cos ts of the 

Gannon Unit 6 Stack Exte ns i ons projec t through the 

Environmental Cos t Recove ry Clause? 

Agree with staff . 

FIPUG takes no position o n the do llar amounts and 

does not endorse the positions set forth by S aff 
and TECO . 

OPC takes no pos ition on the dollar amo unts and 

does not endo rse the positions s e t f orth by Staff 

and n~co . 

Yes . The pro posed project is a budgeted i tern t o 
address Ambient Air Quality Standards for sulfur 

dioxide (S02 ) emissions which surfaced during an air 
operating permit appli cation review by the Flo r ida 
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) . The 
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a i r operating permit is requ i r ed by Title V of the 

Clean Ai r Act Amendmen s of 1990 (CAAA ) . The 

pro jec t ' s est imated plant-in-se rvice amoun fo r 

purposes of set ing th 1999 fd c o r s should b 

$759, 719 for December 1999 . 

Pro ject Description 
TECO is proposing to increase the stack height of 

Gannon Un it 6 by 46 feet . The e xisting stack will 

be s tructurally reinforced t o support the 

addit ional weight of the e xtensions . The increased 
stack height will increase the di spersion of 

emissions ove r a larger area . The improv~d 

d ispersion deer ases 502 ground level 

concen rat ions . (Mr . Nelson ' s Deposition Exhibi 

13 , pp. 17 - 18 ) The project is estima ed t o be 

c ompleted by December 1999 . (Ms . Zwolak ' s November 

23 , 1998 , Rev ised Direc Testimony Exh ibit KOZ-1 , 

Document 4 , p . 9) 

1&9~Ll.LR illd 
In a September 30 , 1998 letter , TECO was info rmed 

by FDEP t hat there was a po t ential for the Gannon 
Station S02 emi ss ions to e xceed feder~l and s aLe 
Ambient Ai r Qua lity Standards . (Mr. Nelson ' s Late­
Filed Deposition Exhibit 8 , pp . 2) In the le ter , 

FDE P explains that the f i nd i ng occurred during the 
Department ' s review of the Gannon S aLion CAAA 
Tit le V Air Opera ing Permi . TECO reviewed 
va r ious mi igation options and selec ed the lowest 

cost op tion . (Mr . Nelson ' s Deposition Exhibit 13 , 
pp . 17-18) TECO indica es that FDEP agrees wi h 
TECO' s approa c h to meeting the S02 emiss ion 
r equirements . (Mr . Nelso n ' s Deposit i on Exh ibi 13 , 

p . 17) 

Doub le Recovery 
TECO believes that all of its projected costs are 

not be i ng r ecovered through some other cosL 
r ecovery mechanism o r th ro ugh base rates . (Ms . 
Zwolak' s Direct Testimony, pp. 9-10) However , staff 
believes the scope and costs of this project 
inc lude some cosLs which are being r ecov r~d 
t hrough TECO' s base rates and s ome new cos s wh ich 
are not add ressed in TECO' s la s t rote case . The 
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following tab le indicates the items and amoun s 

whic h s t aff believes to be both in TECO ' s ba se 

r ates and in the est i mated costs f o e the Gannon 

Unit 6 stack extensi on . (The " In-House Payroll " 

expenses foe Gannon Unit 5 and Gannon Un i 6 have 

been transposed in Mr . Ne lson ' s Late-filed Exh ib1t 

1 . The December 1999 plant - in-se ev ice and CWI P 

amounts ha ve b"0n r~nspoRed in Ms . Zwo l~k ' s 

November 12 , 1998 Revised Testimony, KOZ- 1 , 

Document 4 , p . 9 . ) 

Source D~scnpt ion Amoun • 

Mr. Nelson ' s Late-Filed In-House Pa yrol l s 26 , 66i 

Depos1 ion Exhibit I 

Total downward s 26 , 661 
ad jus m nt. for 
bas !d s i ms 

KOZ-l , Docum':!nt 4 ' P· 9 , December 1999 $ 786 , .ldO 

Line 4 (Zwola k t es l mony Plan -in-Service 
11 /12/98) Es ima · cd Amount 

To a I downwa:" I s ") -, , ... o .. 
acljuc; ITI<)n l ! O l 

ba sP rates i ems 

Staff Recorrunendation DecPmber 1999 s 75 1 71 
PI nt-in-5Prvic 
Estlmctted Amount 

Theeefore , staff believes a downwa rd adjustment of 

$26 , 661 to TECO's estimated December 1999 plan -in­

s e rvice of $ 786 , 380 is appro priate . Absent the 

adjustment , TECO will recover the same cos s 

through both base ra tes and the ECRC. 

Project Cos t Es tima e 
As pre vio us ly stated , a downward ad jus m n o 

T~CO ' s b gi nn ing planL-in-scrvice is appro ria ~ 

The project estimated December 1999 plant-in­

s ervice amoun t for purpo s es of setting the 1999 

factors should be $759 , 719 . Otherwise , s taff 

believes TECO' s project cost estima es are 

r easonable . Mr. Nelson ' s Deposition Exhib i 1 3 and 

Late - filed Deposit i on Exhibits 1 , 8 , 9 , and 1 4 
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STIPULATED 
ISSUE 10M: 

POSITION : 

ISSUE lON: 

POSITIONS : 

TECO : 

FIPUG: 

prov ide summary s atements of the detailed reviews 

TECO has performed supporting thei r project . As 

i ndicated in these documents , alternatives were 

e valuated and cons i dered with the pro posed stack 

e xtension project be i ng the least cost op ion . 

Conclusi on 
For the r easons stated above , s aff believes Lhe 
Gannon Uni t 6 Stack Extension and prudenLly 

i ncurred costs are appropria e for r ecove ry through 

the ECRC . The estima ed December 1999 plan t-in­
s ervice amo un t should be $759 , 719 . 2inal 

d isposi ion o f the cos t s incurred in this projec 

will be subject to aud i t . 

Bow should the newly proposed environmental costs 

for the Gannon Unit 6 Stack Extension s project be 

allocated to the rate classes? 

The Gannon Unit 6 Stack Extensions , wh ich is a 

p roject being do ne to meet the requi r emenls of t he 

Clean Air Amendments of 1990 , should be alloca ed 
at a rate classes on an energy bas is as set for h 
i n previous o cders by the Commission . (Zwola k) 

Should the Commiss i on approve Tampa Electric 

Company's request for recovery of costs of the 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) Annual Surveillance Fees through the 

Environmental Cost Recove ry Clause? 

Agree with staff. 

FIPUG ta kes no posit ion on the dollar amounts and 
docs noL endorse h~ positions set f o rth by S aff 

and TI::CO . 

OPC ta kes no positio n on t he dollar amounts and 

does not endorse the posit ions set forth by Staff 
a nd TECO . 
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STAFF: Yes . The Commission should approve Tampa Elec trtc 
Company's request to r ecover the cosl of the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) Annual Surveillance Fees through the ECRC . 
These fee s are pa id to the Florida DeparLmenL of 
Environmental Protection (FDEP) pursuant to Ru l e 
62-4. 052 , Flor i da Administrative Code . 

Project Descripti9D 
These are annual surve i llance fees paid to Lh · fDEP 
associated with TECO' s Big Bend , Gannon, Hookers 
Poi nt , and Sebring StaLions . (Ms . Zwo la k ' s 
Depos ition Exhibit 2 , p . 10) 

~gally Requ ired 
Chapter 62-4 . 0S2 , Florida Administra i ve Code 
implements the annual regulatory program and annual 
surveillance fees for wastewater permits . These 
fees are in addition to t he appli ca ion f e es 
described in Rule 62-4 . 050 , Florida Admi ni s Lra i ve 
Code. (Ms . Zwolak ' s Deposition Exhibit 2 , p . 10) 

Double Recovery 
All costs r equested for recovery are projec Led for 
the period beginning January 1999 . (Ms . Zwo lak ' s 
DepositLon ExhibiL 2, p . 10) Therefore , Lhe cosL s 
requested for recovery will be incurred after April 
13, 1993 . I n addition, the r ule which r equires 
payment of these surveillance fees was promulga ed 
i n 1995 a nd became effective in 1996 . Both of 
these dates are subseque nt to TECO' s last rate case 
in 1992 . (Ms . Zwolak ' s Deposition Exhibi 2 , p. 10 ) 
Therefore , staff believes that the costs project~d 
for this proposed proj ec are not be t ng r e covered 
through s ome other c ost recove ry mechanism o r 
through base rates . 

Pro j ect Cos t Es c1mace 
TECO has r equested recovery of $55 , 200 of 
p rospective operation and maintenance (O&M ) 
expenses projected to be incurred in calendar year 
1999. (Ms . Zwolak ' s November 12, 1998 Revised 
Direct Tes timony, KOZ-1 , Document 2 ; Ms . Zwolak ' s 
Deposition Exhib i 2 , p . 10) 
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STIPULATED 
ISSUE 100: 

POSITION : 

Conclusion 
for the r easons stated above , staff believes the 
NPDES Surveillance f ees activit y and pruden ly 
incur red costs a re appropriate for r ecovery through 
t he ECRC . f i na l d i sposition of the costs incurred 
in this project will be subject to audit . 

Bow should the newly proposed environmental costs 

for the National Pollutant Discharge Elimi naLion 

System (NPDES) Annual Surve illance Fee s be 

allocated to the rate classe s? 

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Sys em 
(NPDES) Annu~ l Su rvei llancP Fees sha ll b al loca Pd 
to the rate c lasses on a demand bas is as specified 
in our last cost of s e rv ice study which was 
app roved in our last rate case . 

Iss ues Raise d b Other Parti es 

ISSUE 1!...;_ 

POSITIONS : 

GULF: 

Should the Commission conside r whethe r approva l of 

environmental cost recovery factors will enable 

electric utilities to earn excessive returns on 

equity under currently prevailing financial marke t 

conditions? 

As fPL understand this issue , Order No . PSC-94-
0044-fOf-EI , has already decided this issue . 

No. This iss ue has already been litigat~d before 
the Commission in the context of the initial 
es t ablishmen t of the environmental cost r ecovery 
clause i n Docket No . 930613 -EI . Issue 6 in that 
proceedi ng asked " Should environmental cos s be 
r ecovered from ratepa yers through the ECRc if the 
util ity is cur rently earning a fair ra te of 
return? " I n r esponse to that issue , "OPC argued 
tha t to allow any recovery t h rough the c lause if 

the ut ility is not underearning would amounL to 
double r ecovery . " Order No . PSC-94 - 001\4 - FOF-F: I a 
page 4. Af ter reviewing the speci fie sta tutory 
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mandate authorizing separa e clause r ecove ry of 
environmental costs set forth in Section 366 . 8255 
of t he Florida Stat- utes , pa rticula r ly subsections 
366.8 255( l)(d) , 366. 8255(2) , and 366 . 8255(5) , the 
Commiss ion concluded " . that the legisla ure 
clearly intended the r ecovery of investmen 
carrying costs and O& M expenses through the 
c nvironmnnLdl cos r PCOv ry c l Aus~ . For Lhis 
r eason , Public Counsel ' s a rg urnenL musL b • 
rejected ." Order No . PSC-94 - 0044 -FOF- EI at page 4. 

As Gulf Power stated in its position on Issue 6 in 
Doc ket No . 930613-EI , "Whet her a util it y is 
currently ea rning a fa i r rate of re Lurn is noL 
r elevant to the r ecovery o f environmen al cos s 
pursuant to s . 366 . 8255 F. S . The surveillanc~ 

r eport is t he mechanism by which the Commission 
moni to r s a utili y' s ea rnings i n o rder Lo determine 
whethe r the ut ility ' s base raLes are r easonable . 
Commission policy with r egard to cos -specific 
recovery clauses (suc h as fuel , conservation , etc . ) 
is to exclude both the costs and the r evenues 
associated with the clause from t he determination 
of reve nue r equ i cements when setting base ra es . 
The ra tiona le behind this process is to isola e the 
ef fects of c lause r ecovery from the revenue 
r equi r ements appropriately addressed through base 
ra tes . " Staff noted i n it s position on Issue 6 i n 
Docket No . 930613-EI that "There is no relationship 
between whether a ut i li t y is over- or under-earn i ng 
and the r ecovery of prudent ly incurred 
environmental compliance costs . " 

OPC ' s r equcs ed issue and he wording of i s 
position on the issue imply that Lhe determinat ion 
of the appropriate rate of r eturn on common equity 
(ROE) f or a utility and the determination of 
whe ther a ut i l ity is earning a fai r rate of return 
a re wi t hi n the scope o f the ECRC. In Or der No . 
PSC- 94-0044 - FOF- EI , the Commission specificall y 
rejected these premises . First , the Commission 
determined t he environmental cost r ecovery 
proceedings are not t he proper f o r um for the 
Commission to address possible changes to a 
util i ty ' s ROE. " Section 366 . 8255 ( 1) (d) , Florida 
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TECO: 

Statu es , clearly sea es that an elec ric utili y 

be a llowed to earn its last authodzed rate of 

return on equity on in-serv ice capital inves ments 

incurred by the utility i n complying with 

environmen al laws or regula ions . " Order No . PSC-

94 -0044 -FOF-E:l at page 14 . The Conunissi.on Ja er 

stated : "We agree with Gulf Power that potentially 
controversial and time consuming eviden iary 

debates regarding the appropriate capital struc ure 
and ROE should be the subject of other proceedings . 

In addition , we agree with the Company that the 

administration of the true-up mechanism and the 

audit r equirements would be simplif ied if the 
quantification of the envi r onmental cos recovery 

f actor is consistent with how t he other cos 

recovery clausr-CJ arc adminis •rc:cl." Ordr~r No. PSC .... 

94-0044- FOE"-EI at page 16. 

The level of earnings on rate base for each u ility 

is considered in this Commission ' s very effect i ve 
continuing surveillance program and in ba se ra " 
proceedings . Cost recovery through the ECRC is 

unrelated to the Company ' s earnings on rate base . 

The ECRC was established by the legislature and has 
been implemented by this Commission to provide for 

r ecovery of any environmental compliance costs no 
r ecovered in base r ates and which are incurred 

a fter April 13, 1993 . There has never been an 

earn i ngs test with respect to any of the various 
cost recovery clauses . Neither the fuel , capaci y, 

conserva ion or environmental cl~uses have an 
earning~ L st . 

Section 366 . 8255(2) , florida Statutes , clearly 
sa es that if a propos"d cnvironman al compl11nc~ 

project is approved by the Commission , th 
Commission shall allow recove ry of the utili y ' s 

prudently incurred environmental compl iance cos s . 
through an environmental compliance ·cost­

r ecovery factor that is separate and apart from he 
utility ' s ba se rates . Section 366 . 8255 , florida 
Statutes , only contemplates that the Commission 
address whether petitions f or env ironmental 

a ctivities are prudent and reasonable , g iven the 

al erna ives . 
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FIPUG: 

STAFF: 

In any event , Tampa Elec ric will only be permi ed 
to earn within its authorized rate of re urn on 

equ)ty pur suanl to thP t e rms of its ra P 

Stipulation. Eve n afler th€.! Stipulr~ ion p"•ri orl 
ends , this Commission re tai ns its ve ry effec i ve 
continuing surveil lance program to mon itor earnings 
and a!'lsurf' thrt hf' Cornpr~ny is earning wi hin a 

return on equity rc~nyc considered rec1sonc~ule by the 
Commission . 

Yes . 

Yes. Subsccti.on 366 . 82~~(5} , Flo r idel Sa u •s 

(1997) , a llows f o r environmental c ompliance cos~ 
to be considered when establishing ba se ra es and 
precludes r ecovery of such costs both in ba se ra es 
and through the envi ronmen al cosL r ecovery clause . 
The legislat i ve intent was appare ntly t o al low for 

recovery o f en vi ronmcnLal costs through a separa e 
cost recovery facto r between rate cases so ha an 
electric utili t y ' s earnings would not be d ri ·1en 
below a reasonable level by expend i ures 
necessi ated by newly enacted environmen al 
compliance laws and regula ions . The Commission , in 
Order No . PSC- 94 -004 4- FOf-EI , speci fica 11 y f ound 
that " if the util i ty i s curren l y earn ing a isLi [ 
rate of return that it should be able to recover , 
upon petition, prudent ly inc urred envi r o nmenLol 
compliance cos s through the ECRC if such cos s 
were incurred after the effective date of he 
environmental compliance cost legisla ion and if 
such costs are no t be ing r ecovered through any 
other cos recov r y m•chanism .u (Emphasis add d . ] 
If , how ver , a bose re1 e pcoc •cdi ng consid.•z izHJ 
environmental costs would l ikely r esult in new base 
rates which would be less than the sum of c urrent 
base rates p lus environment a 1 charges , then 
customers are effectively paying mo re than once for 
e nvironmental costs , and the electric util ity is 
earning more than a " fair H return. 

Thi s issue was rai sed by Publi c Counsel. 
takes no position at this time . 

s a ff 



ORD8R NO . PSC- 98- 15 40-PHO-Er 
DOCKET NO. 98 0007- EI 
PAGE SO 

I X. EXHIBIT LIST 

Wit nesses whose names are preceded by an a s e r is k ( * ) ha ve 
bee n excus ed . All exhib i ts subMitted wi th tho s e witnesses ' 
testimony shal l be admitted into the reco rd . 

Wi tness Proffered By I. D. No . 

Di r ect 

*Dubin fPL 
(KMD- 1) 

( KMD- 2) 

*LaBau ve 
(RRL- 1) 

(RRL- 2) 

( RRL-3) 

(RRL-4) 

(RRL- 5 ) 

Descr l ot ion 

Appe nd i x I 
Envin mental Cost 
Recovery Projections 
Jan ur~ ry 1999 
De c emb e r 19 99 , . 
Commission f o rms 42-
lP thro ugh 42-7P 

Appe nd i x I I 
Enviro nme nta l Cost 
R e c o v e r y 
Estimat e d / Actual 
Period Octobe r 1997 -
Decemb e r 19 98 , 
Comm isison f o rms 42-
lE th rough 42-8 E 

final Pe rmit - Pu t nam 
Power Plan t and Best 
M a n a g e m e n t 
Pr~ctices /Po llu t i on 
Pre ven ion CondiLions 

Permit f o r f PL Po r t 
Everglade s Po wer 
Plant - Old 

Permi t f o r fP L Port 
Eve rg l a des Powe r 
Plan t - Curre nt 

NPDES Pe rm jL I ssuance 
Dat e s & BM P3 
Submittal Date s 

Amb i ent Wate r Qual i ty 
Criteri a 
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WiLness Prof fe r ed 8.)! 

*Vick GULF 

*Cranmer 

*Zwolak TECO 

I.D. No . 

( RRL-6) 

(RRL-7) 

(RRL-8) 

(RRL-9 ) 

( RRL-10) 

(JOV-1) 

(S DC-1) 

(KOZ- 1) 

( KOZ - 2 ) 

Desc r i pU.Q.Q 

Letter from EPA da ted 
June 13 , 1997 

Mult i p le 
Annual 
Permit 

Source 
Operating 

Section 24-11 , Code 
o f Metcopol itan Dade 
Coun y 

Wastewa e r /Stormwater 
Disc harge El imination 
- Di ag rams 

Scope of Work by Site 

DEP Rule 62-4 . 2 46 

Schedules 4 2-lP 
through 42 - 7 P (1/99 -
12/99) ; 42 - lE throug h 
42-8E (10/97-9/98 and 
10/98-12/98) 

Final tru e - up 
Envi r o nmental Cost 
Reco very , Commission 
Forms 42-lA t hrough 
42-8A for the period 
October 1997 through 
Marc h 1998 

Fi n al tru e - up 
Environmental Cost 
Recove ry Commiss~on 
Forms 42 - lP through 
42- 7P for the period 
October 1998 
December 1999 and 42-
lE through 42-SE f or 
the period April 1998 
- Se p tember 1998 
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Wi tness Proffered B_y 

TECO 

STAFF 

I. D. No . 

(KOZ-3) 

(KOZ - 4) 

Oese r i p\. i_on 

Form 42-lP for the 
Projec ted Period 
October 1998 
December 1998 

Form 42-1E2 for the 
perio d April 1998 t o 
December 1998 

Composite Discove ry 
(COM-1) Exhibit f or Tampa 

Electr jc Company 

Staff ' s Composjte · 
(STAFF-1) Discovery Exhibit for 

Gulf Power Company 

Staff's Composjte 
(STAFF-2) Discovery Exhibit f o r 

Florida Powe r & Light 
Company 

Parties and Staff reserve the r ight to identify addi ti~~al 
e xhibits for the purpose of c ross-examinaLion . 

X. PROPOSED STIPULATIONS 

The parties have stipulated to Issue Nos. 1 , 1A, 3 , 4 , 5 , SA, 
9A, 9C, lOA, lOC, 10E, lOG , lOI , 10K, 10M, 100 . 

XI . PEN DI NG MOTIONS 

There are no pending motions at this time . 

XII. RUL I NGS 

It is therefore , 

ORD~RED by Commissioner Susan F. Clark, a s Prehe aring Officer , 
that · this Prehearing Orde r s hall govern the conduct of these 
proceedings as set forth above unless modified by t he Commission . 
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By ORDER of Commissioner Susan 
Officer , this 20th day of November 

F. Clark , 
1998 

as Prehearing 

~J~~ 
SUSAN f . CLARK 
Commissioner and Preheari ng Officer 

(S EAL) 

LJP 

NOTICE Of fURTHER PROCEEDI NGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 

120 . 569 ( 1) , flor ida Statutes , to notify pa rties of any 

administrat ive hearing o r judicial review of Commission orders that 

is available under Sections 120 . 57 or 120.68 , florida Statutes , as 

well as the procedures and time limits t hat apply. This notice 

s hould not be cons trued to mean all requests f or an administrative 

hearing or j udicial review will be granted or result in t he rel ief 

sought . 

Mediation ma y be available o n a 
med i at ion is conducted, it does not 
interested person's r i ght to a hearing. 

case-by-case basis. I f 
affect a substantially 

Any pa rty adversely affected by this o rder, wh ich is 

preliminary, procedural or intermediate i n nature , may request : (1) 

recons ideration within 10 days pursuant to Rule 25-22.0376, Florida 

Admi nistrative Code, if issued by a Prehearing Officer ; (2) 

r econsideration within 15 days purs uant to Rule 25-22 . 060 , florida 

Admi nistrative Code, if issued by the Commiss ion; or (3 ) judicial 

r eview by the Florida Supreme Court , in the case of an electric, 

gas or t elephone utility, or the first Dist rict Court of Appeal , in 

the case of a water or wastewater utility . A motion for 
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r econsideration shall be filed with the Director , Division of 

Records and Re po r t ing , in the f o rm prescribed by Rule 25- 22 . 060 , 

Florida Administrative Code. Judicia l r eview o f a prelimina ry , 

procedural or i nte rme d iate ruling or order is avail able if review 

of the fina l act ion will not p rovide an adequate r emedy. Such 
r eview may be r equested from the appropriate court , as described 

above , pursua nt to Rul e 9.100 , Flor i da Rules of Appellate 

Procedure . 
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