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Q.
Please state your name and business address.
A.
My name is Kent D. Hedrick.  My business address is Post Office Box 14042, St. Petersburg, Florida 33733.

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

A.
I am employed by Progress Energy Florida as Manager of Environmental Performance and Technical Assessment.
Q.
What is the scope of your duties?

A.
Currently, my responsibilities include management of the environmental compliance functions and performing environmental technology assessments for Progress Energy Florida (PEF or “Company”).

Q.
Please describe your educational background and professional experience.
A.  
I received a Bachelors of Science degree in Environmental Engineering from the University of Florida.  In addition, I am a registered professional engineer in the State of Florida.  Currently I hold the position of Manager of Environmental Performance and Technical Assessment.  Before then, I held several environmental management positions with the Company.

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

A.
Yes, I have.
Q.
Have your duties and responsibilities remained the same since you last filed testimony in this proceeding?

A.
Yes, they have.
Q. 
What is the purpose of your testimony?
A. 
The purpose of my testimony is to explain material variances between the Estimated/Actual project expenditures versus the original cost projections for environmental compliance costs associated with PEF’s Substation and Distribution System Environmental Investigation, Remediation, and Pollution Prevention Programs for the period January 2005 through December 2005.   My testimony also describes a new environmental compliance program that falls within my responsibility and for which Progress Energy is seeking cost recovery in this docket.
Q. 
Are you sponsoring any exhibits to your testimony?

A. 
Yes.  I am sponsoring the following exhibits:

· Exhibit No. __ (KDH-1) – a copy of  Rule 62B-55.006, F.A.C.; 

· Exhibit No. __ (KDH-2) – a copy of Lighting Ordinance for Marine Turtle Protection of Franklin County Florida;

· Exhibit No. __ (KDH-3) – a copy of An Ordinance of Gulf County, Florida, Creating Regulations for the Protection of Sea Turtles and other Enumerated Species within Certain Beaches of Gulf County . . . ,  and
· Exhibit No. __ (KDH-4) – a copy of An Ordinance Regulating Lighting for the Protection of Marine Turtles and Aquatic Sea Life for the Beaches of Mexico Beach . . . .
Q.
Please explain the variance between the Estimated/Actual project expenditures and the original projections for the Distribution System Program for the period January 2005 to December 2005 (Project #2). 

A.
Project expenditures for the Distribution System Program are estimated to be $460,825 higher than originally projected.  This is due to the roll over of remediation activities of 126 single-phase sites from the 2004 work plan into the 2005 work plan as a result of work delays.  
Q.
Are there any new environmental programs that fall within your responsibilities for which PEF is seeking recovery in this docket?
A.
Yes.   PEF is seeking ECRC recovery of a new Sea Turtle Lighting Program, which falls within the scope of my responsibilities.
Q.
Are you familiar with the requirements that environmental costs must meet to be eligible for recovery through the ECRC?

A.
Yes.   The general requirements are that all expenditures must have been prudently incurred after April 13, 1993; all activities must be legally required to comply with a governmentally imposed environmental requirement which was created, or whose effect was triggered, after the company’s last test year on which rates are based; and none of the expenditures are being recovered through some other cost recovery mechanism or through base rates.  

Q.
Does the new Sea Turtle Lighting Program qualify for cost recovery under these criteria?

A.
Yes.  As discussed in more detail below, the Sea Turtle Lighting Program is being implemented in response to new environmental requirements which were created, or whose effect was triggered, after the minimum filing requirements (MFRs) were submitted in the Company’s last rate case, Docket No. 000824-EI and were not included in the MFRs submitted in the current rate case before this commission in Docket No. 050078-EI.  None of the costs of this program are being recovered through base rates or any other cost recovery mechanism.  PEF is seeking recovery of costs incurred after the date of the filing of this testimony. 

Q.
Why is the Company implementing the Sea Turtle Lighting Program? 

A.
PEF owns and leases high pressure sodium streetlights throughout its service territory, including areas along the Florida coast.   Pursuant to Section 161.163, Florida Statutes, the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), in collaboration with the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FFWCC)  and the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS), has developed a model Sea Turtle lighting ordinance.  See Rule 62B-55, F.A.C. (Copy provided as Exhibit No. ___(KDH-1)).   The model ordinance is used by the local governments to develop and implement local ordinances within their jurisdiction.   
To date, Sea Turtle lighting ordinances have been adopted in Franklin County, Gulf County and the City of Mexico Beach in Bay County, all of which are within PEF’s service territory.  Copies of the Franklin County, Gulf County, and Mexico Beach ordinances are provided as Exhibits No.  __ (KDH-2),  No.__ (KDH-3) and No. __ (KDH-4).   Since 2004, officials from the various local governments, as well as FDEP, FFWC and USFWS,  have advised PEF that  lighting it owns and leases is affecting turtle nesting areas that fall within the scope of these ordinances,   As a result, the local governments are requiring PEF to take additional measures to satisfy new criteria being applied to ensure compliance with the ordinances.  

Q.
What compliance activities does PEF expect to undertake in connection with the new Sea Turtle Lighting Program?
A.
PEF will be working with the local governments and regulatory agencies to determine the most cost-effective compliance measures for each site.  Potential compliance measures include retrofitting or replacing existing streetlights and, in certain cases, monitoring to determine the effectiveness of the new or retrofitted lights.   
Q.
Has the Company projected the costs that it will incur for the Sea Turtle Lighting Program in 2005 after the date of filing of your testimony?
A.
Yes.  PEF projects to incur capital costs of $92,500 and O&M costs of $80,000 in 2005.  Capital cost estimates are based on the modification of 500 lighting fixtures to add lens shielding and/or buffering at a cost of approximately $185 per unit.  PEF estimates O&M costs of $80,000 for monitoring the effectiveness of these retrofits.  Actual costs may vary depending upon discussions with regulatory agencies to determine the most cost-effective and appropriate compliance measures for specific sites.  
Q.  
Does this conclude your testimony?

A.  
Yes, it does.
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