BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Environmental cost DOCKET NO. 000007-EI
recovery clause.
'FILED: OCTOBER 20, 2000

STAFF'S PRELIMINARY LIST OF ISSUES AND POSITIONS

A. Generic Environmental Cost Recovery Issues

ISSUE 1: What are the appropriate final environmental cost
recovery true-up amounts for the period ending December

31, 19992
POSITION:
FPL: $1,644,089 over recovery.
TECO: Staff takes no position. Discovery is pending.
Gulf: $541,592 over recovery.

ISSUE 2: What are the estimated environmental cost recovery
true-up amounts for the period January 2000 through
December 2000°?

POSITION:
FPL: $2,019,621 over recovery.
TECO: Staff takes no position at this time pending
. resolution of company specific issues at hearing.
Gulf: Staff takes no position at this time pending
resolution of the company specific issues at
hearing.

IsgﬁE 3: What are the total environmental cost recovery true-up
amounts to be collected or refunded during the period
January 2001 through December 20017

POSITION:
FPL: $3,663,710 to be refunded.
TECO: This is a fall-out issue. Staff takes no position

at this time pending resolution of company
specific issues at hearing.

Gulf: This is a fall-out issue. Staff takes no position
at this time pending resolution of company
specific issues at hearing.
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ISSUE 4:

POSITION:
FPL:

TECO:

Gulf:

ISSUE 5:

POSITION:

ISSUE 6:

POSITION:

ISSUE 7:

POSITION:

ISSUE 8:

0000C7-EI

What are the appropriate projected environmental cost
recovery amounts for the period January 2001 through
December 20017

$6,400,000.

Staff takes no position at this time pending
resolution of company specific issues at hearing.
Staff takes no position at this time pending
resolution of company specific issues at hearing.

What should be the effective date of the environmental
cost recovery factors for billing purposes?

The factors should be effective beginning with the
specified environmental cost recovery cycle and
thereafter for the period January, 2001, through
December, 2001. Billing cycles may start before
January 1, 2001, and the last cycle may be read after
December 31, 2001, so that each customer is billed for
twelve months regardless of when the adjustment factor
became effective. .

What depreciation rates should be used to develop the
depreciation expense included in the total
environmental cost recovery amounts for the period
January 2001 through December 2001?

The depreciation rates used to calculate the
depreciation expense should be the rates that are in
effect during the period the allowed capital investment
is in service.

What are the appropriate jurisdictional separation
factors for the projected period January 2001 through
December 200172

None at this time.

What are the appropriate Environmental Cost recovery
Factors for the period January, 2001, through December,
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2001, for each rate group?
POSITION:
- FPL: This is a fall-out issue. Staff takes no position

at this time pending resolution of generic issues
and company specific issues at hearing.

TECO: This is a fall-out issue. Staff takes no position
at this time pending resolution of generic issues
and company specific issues at hearing.

Gulf: This is a fall-out issue. Staff takes no position
at this time pending resolution of generic isgues
and company specific issues at hearing.

B. Company Specific Environmental Cost Recovery Issues

Florida Power & Light Company

ISSUE 9: What effect does Florida Power & Light Company’s
stipulation have on the ECRC?

'POSITION: For 2001, the Stipulation does not-allow FPL to recover
a level of costs, including true-ups, in excess of $6.4
million. The level of costs incurred above the cap
will not be recovered through the ECRC in future
periods.

Gulf Power Company

ISSUE 10: Should the Commission approve Gulf Power Company’s
request for recovery costs of the Generic NO, Control
Intelligent System to Plant Smith Unit 1 project
through the Environmental Cost Recovery Clause?

POSITION: Not at this time. This issue is the subject matter of
a future staff workshop pursuant to Commission
discussion on Item 46 during Agenda Conference on
September 26, 2000. Staff is to present a
recommendation to the Commission on this matter at a
later date. However, Gulf should record the incurred
costs until the Commission has decided the matter.

ISSUE 10A: How should the newly proposed environmental costs
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for the Generic NO, Control Intelligent System to
Plant Smith Unit 1 project be allocated to the
rate classes?

POSITION: The recoverable costs for Generic NO, Control
Intelligent System to Plant Smith Unit 1 should be
allocated to the rate classes on an energy basis.

ISSUE 10B: Should the Commission approve Gulf Power Company’s
request for recovery of costs for the Consumptive
Water Use Monitoring Activity through the
Environmental Cost recovery Clause?

POSITION: Yes. The Commission voted on this matter in Docket No.
000808-EI at the Agenda Conference held on September
26, 2000. The Commission found that the proposed
Consumptive Water Use Monitoring Activity qualifies for
recovery through the ECRC.

ISSUE 10C: How should the newly proposed environmental costs
for the Consumptive Water Use Monitoring Activity
be allocated to the rate classes?

POSITION: The recoverable costs for Consumptive Water Use
Monitoring Activity should be allocated to the rate
classes using the 12 C01nc1dent Peak and 1/13 Average
Demand method.

ISSUE 10D: Should the Commission approve Gulf Power Company’s
request for recovery of costs for Gulf Coast Ozone
Study through the Environmental Cost recovery
Clause?

POSITION: Yes. The Commission approved Gulf’s recovery of only
those annual costs of the Gulf Coast Ozone Study in
excess of the amount included in the approved rate case
test year budget reduced by the amount actually spent
on environmental studies as an operating expense during
the relevant ECRC recovery period by Order No. PSC-00-
1167-PAA-EI. The PAA Order became effective and final
July 21, 2000.
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Tampa Electric Company

ISSUE 11: Should the Commission approve Tampa Electric Company’s
' request for recovery of costs of the Big Bend Units 1,
2, and 3 Flue Gas Desulfurization System Optimization
and Utilization Program through the Environmental Cost

recovery Clause?

POSITION: Yes. The Commission voted on this matter at the Agenda
Conference held on September 5, 2000. The Commission
found that the proposed program qualifies for recovery
through the ECRC in Docket No. 000685-EI. The PAA
Order is pending.

ISSUE 11lA: How should the newly proposed environmental costs

- for the Big Bend Units 1, 2, and 3 Flue Gas
Desulfurization System Optimization and
Utilization Program be allocated to the rate
classes?

POSITION: The Big Bend Units 1, 2, and 3 Flue Gas Desulfurization
System Optimization and Utilization’ Program is
necessary to meet the requirements of the DEP and EPA
pursuant to authority derived from the Clean Air Act.
Therefore, the recoverable costs should be allocated to
the rate classes on an energy basis as set forth in
previous Commission Orders.

ISSUE 11B: Should the Commission approve Tampa Electric
: Company’s request for recovery of costs of the
Particulate Emission Minimization and Monitoring
Program through the Environmental Cost recovery
Clause?

POSITION: No position at this time. The Commission is scheduled
to vote on this matter in Docket No. 001186-EI on the
October 17, 2000 Agenda Conference.

ISSUE 11C: How should the newly proposed environmental costs
for the Particulate Emission Minimization and
Monitoring Program be allocated to the rate
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classes?

POSITION: The Particulate Emission Minimization and Monitoring
Program is necessary to meet the requirements of the
DEP and EPA pursuant to authority derived from the
Clean Air Act. Therefore, the recoverable costs should
be allocated to the rate classes on an energy basis as
set forth in previous Commission Orders.

ISSUE 11D: Should the Commission approve Tampa Electric
Company’s request for the recovery of costs of the
Reduction of Nitrogen Oxide Emission Program
through the Environmental Cost recovery Clause?

POSITION: No position at this time. The Commission will
determine whether the program gqualifies for ECRC
treatment in Docket No. 001186-EI. This matter is
scheduled to be decided on the October 17, 2000 Agenda
Conference. '

ISSUE 11E

oo

How should the newly proposed environmental costs
for the Reduction of Nitrogen Oxide Emission
Program be allocated to the rate of classes?

POSITION: The Particulate Emission Minimization and Monitoring
Program is being done to meet the requirements of the
DEP and EPA pursuant to authority derived from the
Clean Air Act. Therefore, the recoverable costs should
be allocated to the rate classes on an energy basis as
get forth in previous Commission Orders.

ISSUE 11F

re

Should the Commission approve Tampa Electric
Company’s request for the recovery of costs of the
Big Bend Unit 4 Particulate Matter Continuous
Emission Monitor through the Environmental Cost
recovery Clause?

POSITION: No position at thig time.

ISSUE 11G: How should the newly proposed environmental costs
for the Big Bend Unit 4 Particulate Matter
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Continuous Emission Monitor be allocated to the
rate of classes?

POSITION: The recoverable costs should be allocated to the rate
classes on an energy basis.

Respectfully submitted this 20th day of October, 2000.

7L&¢£2¢L€/7si jf%ZI:,_
MARLENE X. STERN
Staff Counsel
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
2540 SHUMARD OAK BLVD.
GERALD GUNTER BUILDING
TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
(850) 413-6230 -
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing

‘document titled STAFF’S PRELIMINARY LIST OF ISSUES _AND POSITIONS

has been furnished to the following by U. S. Mail this 20th day of

October, 2000:

Florida Industrial Power
Users Group

c¢/o John McWhirter

P. O. Box 3350

Tampa, Florida 33601-3350

Tampa Electric Company
Angela Llewellyn

P. 0. Box 111

Tampa, Florida 33601-0111

- McWhirter, Reeves Law Firm
Vicki Kaufman/Joseph McGlothlin
117 South Gadsden Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Beggs and Lane Law Firm
Jeffrey Stone/Russell Badders
P. 0. Box 12950

Pensaccla, Florida 32576-2950

Office of Public Counsel

c/o Stephen Burgess

111 West Madison Street, #812
Tallahassee, Florida 32399

3

Gulf Power Company
Susan D. Ritenour
One Energy Place

" Pensacola, Florida 32520-0780

. Steel, Hector & Davis

Matthew M. Childs
215 S. Monroe St., Suite 601
Tallahassee, Florida 32301-1804

Florida Power & Light Co.
William G. Walker, III
9250 West Flagler Street
Miami, Florida 33174
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Legal Environmental Assistance Ausley Law Firm
Foundation, Inc. Jim Beasley

Gail Kamaras Lee Willis

Debra Swim P.O. Box 391

1114 Thomasville Rd., Suite E Tallahassee, FL 32302

Tallahassee, FL 32303

Black & Veatch

Myron Rollins

P.O. Box 8405

Kansas City, MO 64114
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MARLENE K. STERN

Staff Counsel |

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.,
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850
(850) 413-6199




