
State of Florida 

1fIuhItt~£r&ir£ (!llllttllthminn 
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER. 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 


TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850 
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DATE: April 2, 20 I 0 

TO: Ann Cole, Commission Clerk, Office of Commission Clerk 

FROM: Erik L. Sayler, Senior Attorney, Office of the General Counse 

RE: Docket No. 0901 09-EI - Petition for approval of solar energu~~~ 
agreement between Tampa Electric Company and Energy 5.0, 

Please place the attached Tampa Electric Company's responses to Staff's Third Set of 
Interrogatories (Nos. 70-79) and Third Request for Production of Documents (No. 13), dated 
April I, 2010, into the Docket file. 

Please place Energy 5.0 LLC's responses to Staff's First Set of Interrogatories (Nos. 1-4), 
dated April I, 2010, into the Docket file. 

ELS/th 
Attaclunent 

tJ 2 4 4 8 AP -2 ~ 

FPSC - COMl-1IS SIUH CLERK 



AUSLEY & McMuLLEN 
ATTORN EYS AN D COU NSELORS AT LAW 

123 SOUTH CALHOUN STREET 

P . O . BOX 391 (ZIP 32302 ) 

TALLAHASSEE , FLORIDA 32301 

(850) 224-9115 FAX (850) 222-7560 

April 1, 2010 

HAND DELIVERED 

Mr. Erik L. Sayler 
Senior Attorney 
Office of General Counsel 
Florida Public Service Commission 
Room 370L - Gerald L. Gunter Bldg. 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Re: 	 Petition for approval of solar energy power purchase agreement between Tampa 
Electric Company and Energy 5.0 LLC; FPSC Docket No. 090109-EI 

Dear Mr. Sayler: 

Enclosed are Tampa Electric Company's answers to Staff's Third Set of Interrogatories 
(Nos. 70-79) and Third Request for Production of Documents (No. 13), propounded and served by 
electronic and U. S. Mail on March 12, 2010. 

Sincerely, 

JDB/pp 
Enclosures 

. .' 



BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for approval of solar energy ) 
power purchase agreement between Tampa ) 
Electric Company and Energy 5.0 LLC. ) 

DOCKET NO. 090109-E1 

FILED: April 1,2010 

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY'S NOTICE OF SERVICE OF ANSWERS 

OF THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION STAFF 
TO THIRD SET OF INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 70-79) 

Tampa Electric Company has this date furnished by hand delivery to Mr. Erik L. Sayler, 

Senior Attorney, Office of General Counsel, Florida Public Service Commission, 2540 Shumard 

Oak Blvd., Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850, its Answers to Staff's Third Set of Interrogatories (Nos. 

70-79), propounded and served by electronic and U. S. Mail on March 12,2010. 

DATED this/-day (7' of April, 2010. 

Respectfully submitted, 

J. JEFFRY WAHLEN 
Ausley & McMullen 
Post Oflice Box 391 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 
(850) 224-91 15 

ATTORNEYS FOR TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

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

Answers to Staffs Third Set of Interrogatories (Nos. 70-79), filed on behalf of Tampa Electric 

Company, has been furnished by U. S. Mail or hand delivery (*) on this /-day of April 2010 to 
c 

the following: 

Mr. Erik L. Sayler* 
Senior Attorney 
Office of General Counsel 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Mr. Robert Scheffel Wright 
Mr. John T. LaVia, 111 
Young van Assenderp, P.A. 
225 South Adams Street, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Mr. Richard Zambo 
2336 S.E. Ocean Blvd. - #309 
Stuart. FL 34996 

Energy 5.0, LLC 
1601 Forum Place, Suite 1010 
West Palm Beach, FL 33401 

G S  

ATMRNEY 

2 



BEFORE THE 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for approval of Solar ) DOCKET NO. 090109-El 
Energy Power Purchase Agreement ) FILED: APRIL 1,2010 
Between Tampa Electric and Energy ) 
5.0, LLC 1 

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY'S 

ANSWERS TO THIRD SET OF INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 70 - 79) 

OF 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION STAFF 

Tampa Electric tiles this its Answers to Interrogatories (Nos. 70 - 79) 

propounded and served on March 12,2010, by the Florida Public Service 

Commission Staff. 



TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 090109-El 

INDEX TO STAFF‘S THIRD SET OF INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 70- 79) 

Witness 

Smith 

Smith 

Smith 

Smith 

Aldazabal 

Subject 

Please complete the following table describing the 
total cost estimate for TECO to self-build a 25 MW 
Solar PV facility at TECO’s Polk Site: 
In addition to TECO’s response to Interrogatory 70, 

please provide the following information 
related to a self-build project at the Polk Site: 
a) Annual and Levelized cost of the 

project (Glkwh) 
b) Please provide a comparison of 

TECO’s response to Interrogatory No. 
71(a), above to those found in the 
Navigant study for the following 
technologies: 

1. Solar Thermal 
2. Solar PV 

’lease supply the weighted average cost of capital 
that TECO used for purposes of TECO’s response to 
Interrogatory 70. For purposes of this response, 
Dlease identify the capital structure components, 
amounts, relative percentages, cost rates, and the 
Neighted average cost of capital on a pretax and after 
tax basis. 
Please exdain how the benefits. if anv. of federal tax 
:redits were included the response io Interrogatory 
70? 
3n page 31 of TECO’s post-hearing brief, filed 

August 28,2009, in Docket No. 080409-EG, 
In re: Commission review of numeric 
conservation aoals (TamDa Electric 
Company), TECO addresses GDS’s Subsidy 
for Demand Side Renewable Projects. In its 
brief, TECO states, “For GDS to ignore the 
non-cost-effectiveness of these measures 
and to propose a financial burden [$0.10 
monthly residential bill impact] on Tampa 
Electric’s customers in the form of a huge 
subsidy of those measures over a five year 
period is totally wrong.” 
a) Please identify the basis for the 

statement that it is “totally wrong” for 
GDS to ignore the “non-cost- 
effectiveness” of demand-side 
renewable measures? 

b) Please reconcile this statement 
i 

- Bates 
StamDed 

1 

2 

4 

5 

6 



Number Witness Subject 

Benjamin Smith II 
Manager, Power Marketing 

Carlos Aldazabal 
Director, Regulatory Affairs 

Tampa Electric Company 
702 N. Franklin Street 
Tampa, Florida 33602 

75 

76 

77 

78 

79 

- Bates 
Stamped 

7 

~ 

relative to the “cost-effectiveness” of 
the proposed contract? 

c) Please explain or describe the financial impact 
a $0.48 increase to monthly residential bills will have 
on TECO’s customers? 

Smith Please provide the average residentiallcustomer 
delinquency rate TECO has experienced for the years 

Smith Please provide an updated response to Staff 
Interrogatory No. 66. Please use TECO’s most recent 
fuel forecasts. For scenarios which include carbon 
costs, please use the Congressional Budget Office’s 
C02 cost estimates under H.R. 2454. 
Please identify any consumer groups of which TECO 
is aware that support paying higher rates for 
renewable energy. 
As of January 2010, what percentage of eligible 
customers were participating in TECO’s renewable 
energy program? 
Please explain or describe whether all the discovery 
responses served by TECO to Staff‘s First and 
Second Set of Interrogatories (Nos. 1-44 and 45-69, 
respectively) and responses served by TECO to 
Staffs First and Second Set of Requests for 
Production of Documents (Nos. 1-4 and 4-12, 
respectively) are current. If the responses are not 
current, please supply or provide supplemental 
responses as needed. 

2000-2009. 

Aldazabal 

Aldazabal 

Aldazabal 

8 

9 

10 

11 

.. 
11 



TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 

STAFF'S THIRD SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
INTERROGATORY NO. 70 
PAGE 1 OF 1 
FILED: APRIL 1,2010 

DOCKET NO. 090109-El 

Capital 

70. Please complete the following table describing the total cost estimate for 
TECO to self-build a 25 MW Solar PV facility at TECOs Polk Site: 

OBM Administrative Tax Credits Rebates Other C a t s  

A. The following table reflects the approximate costs for a self-build 25 MW Solar 
PV facility at the site of Tampa Electric's Polk Power Station. 

Administrative 
Capital OBM costs Tax Credits Rebates Other 
(5000) (5000) (5000) (5000) (5000) (5000) 

175,000 9,965 1,335 (22,485) 0 0 

1 



TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 

STAFF'S THIRD SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
INTERROGATORY NO. 71 
PAGE 1 OF 2 
FILED: APRIL 1,2010 

DOCKET NO. 0901 09-El 

71. In addition to TECOs response to Interrogatory 70, please provide the 
following information related to a self-build project at the Polk Site: 
a) Annual and Levelized cost of the project (&/kwh) 

b) Please provide a comparison of TECOs response to Interrogatory No. 
71(a), above to those found in the Navigant study for the following 
technologies: 
1. Solar Thermal 
2. Solar PV 

A. a) The levelized cost of the 25 MW self-build Solar PV facility is 
approximately 45.8 cents per kWh, and the annual cost of the project is 
as follows: 

Year Annual Cost 
2010 0 
201 1 64.7 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
2024 
2025 
2026 
2027 
2028 
2029 
2030 

62.2 
59.4 
56.8 
54.3 
51.9 
49.7 
47.4 
45.2 
42.9 
40.7 
38.5 
36.2 
34.0 
31.7 
29.8 
28.3 
27.2 
26.0 

2031 
2032 
2033 

24.9 
23.7 
22.5 
21.4 

2034 20.2 
2035 19.0 

2 



TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 

STAFF‘S THIRD SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
INTERROGATORY NO. 71 
PAGE 2 OF 2 
FILED: APRIL 1,2010 

DOCKET NO. 090109-El 

b) Using the “favorable for renewable energy scenario” data on page 266 of 
the Navigant Florida Renewable Energy Potential Assessment study, the 
following is a comparison between the response to Interrogatory No. 71(a) 
above and those found in the Navigant study for the following 
technologies: 

1. Solar Thermal 
2. Solar PV 

Solar Ground 
TEC Self-Build Mounted PV Solar CSP 

Year (cents/kWh) (cents/kWh) (cents/kWhl 
2009 0.0 28.8 25.5 
2010 
201 1 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 

0.0 
64.7 
62.2 
59.4 
56.8 
54.3 
51.9 
49.7 
47.4 
45.2 

25.1 
24.2 
23.3 
22.4 
21.6 
20.7 
19.8 
19.0 
18.2 
23.5 

25.4 
25.4 
25.4 
25.4 
25.3 
25.3 
25.1 
24.8 
24.5 
31.9 

2020 42.9 22.5 31.5 

TEC Self- TEC Self-Build 
Build Vs. vs. 
Solar PV Solar CSP 

Delta Delta 
(cents/kWh) (cents/kWh) 

- - 
- 

40.5 39.3 
38.9 36.8 
37.0 34.0 
35.2 31.5 
33.6 29.0 
32.1 26.8 
30.7 24.9 
29.2 22.9 
21.7 13.3 
20.4 11.4 

3 



TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 

STAFF'S THIRD SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
INTERROGATORY NO. 72 
PAGE 1 OF 1 
FILED: APRIL 1,2010 

DOCKET NO. 090109-El 

72. Please supply the weighted average cost of capital that TECO used for 
purposes of TECOs response to Interrogatory 70. For purposes of this 
response, please identify the capital structure components, amounts, relative 
percentages, cost rates, and the weighted average cost of capital on a pretax 
and after tax basis. 

A. Tampa Electric's weighted average cost of capital used for the response to 
Staffs Third Set of Interrogatories No. 70 is as follows: 

Rate (%) Weight (%) 
Debt 6.80 46.04 
Common Equity 
Compositemotal 

11.25 
9.20 

53.96 
100.00 

After tax discount rate for present worth calculations: 7.99% 
38.575% Corporate income tax rate utilized in the analysis: 

4 



TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 

STAFF'S THIRD SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
INTERROGATORY NO. 73 
PAGE 1 OF 1 
FILED: APRIL 1,2010 

DOCKET NO. 090109-El 

73. Please explain how the benefits, if any, of federal tax credits were included the 
response to Interrogatory 70? 

A. Pursuant to the current tax law, the data provided in response to Staffs Third 
Set of Interrogatories No. 70, reflects a 30 percent federal tax credit for the 
qualifying property placed in service in 201 1. The credit reduces current tax 
payable in 201 1 and is amortized over the depreciable life of the property. 

5 



TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 

STAFF‘S THIRD SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
INTERROGATORY NO. 74 
PAGE 1 OF 1 
FILED: APRIL 1,2010 

DOCKET NO. 090109-El 

74. On page 31 of TECOs post-hearing brief, tiled August 28, 2009, in Docket 
No. 080409-EG, In re: Commission review of numeric conservation aoals 
[Tampa Electric Companv), TECO addresses GDS’s Subsidy for Demand 
Side Renewable Projects. In its brief, TECO states, “For GDS to ignore the 
non-cost-effectiveness of these measures and to propose a financial burden 
[$0.10 monthly residential bill impact] on Tampa Electric’s customers in the 
form of a huge subsidy of those measures over a five year period is totally 
wrong.” - 

Please identify the basis for the statement that it is “totally wrong” for 
GDS to ignore the “non-cost-effectiveness” of demand-side renewable 
measures? 
Please reconcile this statement relative to the “cost-effectiveness” of 
the proposed contract? 
Please explain or describe the financial impact a $0.48 increase to 
monthly residential bills will have on TECOs customers? 

The basis for Tampa Electric’s statement in its post-hearing brief in 
Docket No. 080409-EG is specific to the Commission cost- 
effectiveness tests used in determining demand-side management 
(“DSM) goals, namely, the rate impact measure (“RIM”) test, the total 
resource cost (“TRC) test and the participant test. All renewable 
measures evaluated in the DSM goals proceeding were not cost- 
effective under any of these tests. The company believes it is not 
appropriate to promote a non-cost-effective measure to be installed 
behind the meter at the expense of all other ratepayers. 

Tampa Electric acknowledges that its proposed PPA agreement with 
Energy 5.0 is above avoided costs. However, the agreement was 
signed in an effort to address the renewable energy policies articulated 
by the Governor and Florida Legislature. Those policies which 
promote the development of renewable energy, particular solar, result 
in payments above avoided costs for energy. 

The PPA is expected to have a first year impact of $0.48 on monthly 
residential bills. The $0.48 represents less than one-half of 1 percent 
of a current average residential bill; therefore, the company does not 
anticipate an increase to the delinquency rate as a result of the 
agreement. 

6 



TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 

STAFF'S THIRD SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
INTERROGATORY NO. 75 
PAGE 1 OF 1 
FILED: APRIL 1,2010 

DOCKET NO. 090109-El 

75. Please provide the average residentiallcustomer delinquency rate TECO has 
experienced for the years 2000-2009. 

A. Tampa Electric's response to Staffs Second Data Request No. 3 dated 
November 17, 2009, was updated to reflect the balance of 2009 in the table 
below. 

Residential Delinquency Rate 
2000 0.28% 
2001 0.27% 
2002 0.32% 
2003 0.28% 
2004 0.30% 
2005 0.34% 
2006 0.34% 
2007 0.36% 
2008 0.40% 
2009 0.49% 

7 



TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 

STAFF'S THIRD SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
INTERROGATORY NO. 76 
PAGE 1 OF 1 
FILED: APRIL 1,2010 

DOCKET NO. 090109-El 

76. Please provide an updated response to Staff Interrogatory No. 66. Please 
use TECOs most recent fuel forecasts. For scenarios which include carbon 
costs, please use the Congressional Budget Office's C02 cost estimates 
under H.R. 2454. 

A. The most recent fuel forecast can be found in Tampa Electric's response to 
Staffs Second Data Request No. 4 filed on November 17, 2009. The CO2 
cost estimates used in the forecast reflect those found under H.R. 2454. 

8 



TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 

STAFF'S THIRD SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
INTERROGATORY NO. 77 
PAGE 1 OF 1 
FILED: APRIL 1,2010 

DOCKET NO. 090109-El 

77. Please identify any consumer groups of which TECO is aware that support 
paying higher rates for renewable energy. 

A. Tampa Electric is aware of three consumer groups that advocate paying 
higher rates for renewable energy, Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, 
Natural Resources Defense Council and Florida Solar Coalition. 

9 



TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 090109-El 
STAFF'S THIRD SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
INTERROGATORY NO. 78 
PAGE 1 OF 1 
FILED: APRIL 1,2010 

78. As of January 2010, what percentage of eligible customers were participating 
in TECOs renewable energy program? 

A. As of January 2010, there were 2,720 customers participating in the 
company's renewable energy program representing 0.41 percent of the 
customers eligible to participate at that time. 

10 



TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 090109-El 
STAFF'S THIRD SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
INTERROGATORY NO. 79 
PAGE 1 OF 1 
FILED: APRIL 1,2010 

79. Please explain or describe whether all the discovery responses served by 
TECO to Staffs First and Second Set of Interrogatories (Nos. 1-44 and 45-69, 
respectively) and responses served by TECO to Staff's First and Second Set 
of Requests for Production of Documents (Nos. 1-4 and 4-12, respectively) 
are current. If the responses are not current, please supply or provide 
supplemental responses as needed. 

A. Tampa Electric's responses to Staffs First and Second Sets of Interrogatories 
Nos. 1 through 44 and 45 through 69 as well as Staffs First and Second Sets 
of Requests for Production of Documents Nos. 1 through 4 and 4 through 12 
reflect the most current information. 

11 



A F F I D A V I T  

STATE OF FLORIDA 1 
1 

COUNTY OF HILLSBOROUGH ) 

Before me the undersigned authorit personally appeared Carlos Aldazabal who 

deposed and said that he is Director, Tampa Electric Company, and that the individuals 

listed in Tampa Electric Company's response to Staffs Third Set of Interrogatories, (Nos. 

70 -79) prepared or assisted with the responses to these interrogatories to the best of his 

information and belief. 

Dated at Tampa, Florida this 30m day of March, 2010. 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this 30th day of March, 2010. 

My Commission expires 



'J 

BEFORE THE 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for approval of Solar ) DOCKET NO. 090109-El 
Energy Power Purchase Agreement ) FILED: APRIL 1, 2010 
Between Tampa Electric and Energy ) 
5.0, LLC 1 

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY'S 

ANSWERS TO THIRD SET OF INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 70 - 79) 

OF 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION STAFF 

Tampa Electric files this its Answers to Interrogatories (Nos. 70 - 79) 

propounded and served on March 12,2010, by the Florida Public Service 

Commission Staff. 



Number 

70 

71 

72 

73 

74 

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 090109-El 

INDEX TO STAFF‘S THIRD SET OF INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 70- 79) 

Witness 

Smith 

Smith 

Smith 

Smith 

Aldazabal 

Subiect 

Please complete the following table describing the 
total cost estimate for TECO to self-build a 25 MW 
Solar PV facility at TECO’s Polk Site: 
In addition to TECO’s response to Interrogatory 70, 

please provide the following information 
related to a self-build project at the Polk Site: 
a) Annual and Levelized cost of the 

project ($/kwh) 
b) Please provide a comparison of 

TECO’s response to Interrogatory No. 
71(a), above to those found in the 
Navigant study for the following 
technologies: 

1. Solar Thermal 
2. Solar PV 

Please supply the weighted average cost of capital 
that TECO used for purposes of TECO’s response to 
Interrogatory 70. For purposes of this response, 
please identify the capital structure components, 
amounts, relative percentages, cost rates, and the 
weighted average cost of capital on a pretax and after 
tax basis. 
Please exdain how the benefits. if anv. of federal tax 
credits were included the response io Interrogatory 
70? 
On page 31 of TECOs post-hearing brief, filed 

August 28,2009, in Docket No. 080409-EG, 
In re: Commission review of numeric 
conservation aoals (TamDa Electric 
ComDanv), TECO addresses GDS’s Subsidy 
for Demand Side Renewable Projects. In its 
brief, TECO states, “For GDS to ignore the 
non-cost-effectiveness of these measures 
and to propose a financial burden [$0.10 
monthly residential bill impact] on Tampa 
Electric’s customers in the form of a huge 
subsidy of those measures over a five year 
period is totally wrong.” 
a) Please identify the basis for the 

statement that it is “totally wrong” for 
GDS to ignore the “non-cost- 
effectiveness” of demand-side 
renewable measures? 

b) Please reconcile this statement 
i 

Bates 
Stamped 

1 



75 

76 

77 

78 

79 

Witness 

Smith 

Smith 

Aldazabal 

Aldazabal 

Aldazabal 

Benjamin Smith I I  
Manager, Power Marketing 

Carlos Aldazabal 
Director, Regulatory Affairs 

Tampa Electric Company 
702 N. Franklin Street 
Tampa, Florida 33602 

Subject 

relative to the “cost-effectiveness” of 
the proposed contract? 

c) Please explain or describe the financial impact 
a $0.48 increase to monthly residential bills will have 
on TECOs customers? 
Please Drovide the averaae residentiallcustomer 
delinquency rate TECO has ixperienced for the years 
2000-2009: 
Please Drovide an uDdated resDOnSe to Staff 
lnterrogitory No. 66. Please use TECOS most recent 
fuel forecasts. For scenarios which include carbon 
costs, please use the Congressional Budget Office’s - 
C02 cost estimates underH.R. 2454. 
Please identify any consumer groups of which TECO 
is aware that support paying higher rates for . .  - 
renewable energy. 
As of Januarv 2010. what Dercentaae of eligible 
customers were participating’ in TECO’S renewable 
energy program? 
Please explain or describe whether all the discovery 
responses served by TECO to Staffs First and 
Second Set of Interrogatories (Nos. 1-44 and 45-69, 
respectively) and responses served by TECO to 
Staffs First and Second Set of Requests for 
Production of Documents (Nos. 1-4 and 4-12, 
respectively) are current. If the responses are not 
current, please supply or provide supplemental 
responses as needed. 

Bates 
StarnDed 

9 

10 

11 

.. 
11 



TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 

STAFF'S THIRD SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
INTERROGATORY NO. 70 
PAGE 1 OF 1 
FILED: APRIL 1,2010 

DOCKET NO. 090109-El 

Capital 

70. Please complete the following table describing the total cost estimate for 
TECO to self-build a 25 MW Solar PV facility at TECOs Polk Site: 

Other Administrative Tax credits Rebates 
COStS OBM Capital Other Administrative Tax credits Rebates 
COStS OBM 

A. The following table reflects the approximate costs for a self-build 25 MW Solar 
PV facility at the site of Tampa Electric's Polk Power Station. 

Administrative 
Capital OBM costs Tax Credits Rebates Other 
(5000) (5000) ($000) (5000) (5000) (5000) 

175,000 9,965 1,335 (22,485) 0 0 

1 



TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 

STAFF'S THIRD SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
INTERROGATORY NO. 71 
PAGE 1 OF 2 
FILED: APRIL 1,2010 

DOCKET NO. 090109-El 

71. In addition to TECOs response to Interrogatory 70, please provide the 
following information related to a self-build project at the Polk Site: 
a) Annual and Levelized cost of the project ($/kwh) 

b) Please provide a comparison of TECO's response to Interrogatory No. 
71(a), above to those found in the Navigant study for the following 
technologies: 
1. Solar Thermal 
2. Solar PV 

A. a) The levelized cost of the 25 MW self-build Solar PV facility is 
approximately 45.8 cents per kWh, and the annual cost of the project is 
as follows: 

Year Annual Cost 
2010 0 
201 1 64.7 
2012 62.2 
2013 59.4 
2014 56.8 
2015 54.3 
2016 51.9 
2017 49.7 
2018 47.4 
2019 45.2 
2020 42.9 
2021 40.7 
2022 38.5 
2023 36.2 
2024 34.0 
2025 31.7 
2026 29.8 
2027 28.3 ~~~ ~~ ~ 

2028 27.2 
2029 26.0 
2030 24.9 
2031 23.7 
2032 22.5 
2033 21.4 
2034 20.2 
2035 19.0 

2 



TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 090109-El 
STAFF‘S THIRD SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
INTERROGATORY NO. 71 
PAGE 2 OF 2 
FILED: APRIL I, 2010 

b) Using the “favorable for renewable energy scenario” data on page 266 of 
the Navigant Florida Renewable Energy Potential Assessment study, the 
following is a comparison between the response to Interrogatory No. 71 (a) 
above and those found in the Navigant study for the following 
technologies: 

1. Solar Thermal 
2. Solar PV 

Solar Ground 
TEC Self-Build Mounted PV Solar CSP 

Year (centslkwh) (cents/kWh) (cents/kWh) 
2009 0.0 28.8 25.5 
2010 0.0 25.1 25.4 
201 1 64.7 24.2 25.4 
2012 62.2 23.3 25.4 
2013 59.4 22.4 25.4 
2014 56.8 21.6 25.3 
2015 54.3 20.7 25.3 
2016 51.9 19.8 25.1 
2017 49.7 19.0 24.8 
2018 47.4 18.2 24.5 
2019 45.2 23.5 31.9 
2020 42.9 22.5 31.5 

- 
TEC Self- TEC Self-Build 
Build Vs. vs. 
Solar PV Solar CSP 

Delta Delta 
(cents/kWh) (cents/kWh) 

- - 
- 

40.5 39.3 
38.9 36.8 
37.0 34.0 
35.2 31.5 
33.6 29.0 
32.1 26.8 
30.7 24.9 
29.2 22.9 
21.7 13.3 
20.4 11.4 

3 



TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 090109-El 
STAFF‘S THIRD SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
INTERROGATORY NO. 72 
PAGE 1 OF 1 
FILED: APRIL 1,2010 

72. Please supply the weighted average cost of capital that TECO used for 
purposes of TECOs response to Interrogatory 70. For purposes of this 
response, please identify the capital structure components, amounts, relative 
percentages, cost rates, and the weighted average cost of capital on a pretax 
and after tax basis. 

A. Tampa Electric’s weighted average cost of capital used for the response to 
Staffs Third Set of Interrogatories No. 70 is as follows: 

Rate (“7) Weight (“7) 
Debt 6.80 46.04 
Common Eauity 11.25 53.96 
Compositenotal 9.20 100.00 

After tax discount rate for present worth calculations: 
Corporate income tax rate utilized in the analysis: 

7.99% 
38.575% 
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TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 

STAFF'S THIRD SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
INTERROGATORY NO. 73 
PAGE 1 OF 1 
FILED: APRIL 1,2010 

DOCKET NO. 090109-El 

73. Please explain how the benefits, if any, of federal tax credits were included the 
response to Interrogatory 70? 

A. Pursuant to the current tax law, the data provided in response to Staffs Third 
Set of Interrogatories No. 70, reflects a 30 percent federal tax credit for the 
qualifying property placed in service in 201 1. The credit reduces current tax 
payable in 201 1 and is amortized over the depreciable life of the property. 
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TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 090109-El 
STAFF‘S THIRD SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
INTERROGATORY NO. 74 
PAGE 1 OF 1 
FILED: APRIL 1,2010 

A. a) 

On page 31 of TECOs post-hearing brief, filed August 28, 2009, in Docket 
No. 080409-EG, In re: Commission review of numeric conservation aoals 
[Tampa Electric Companv), TECO addresses GDS’s Subsidy for Demand 
Side Renewable Projects. In its brief, TECO states, “For GDS to ignore the 
non-cost-effectiveness of these measures and to propose a financial burden 
[$0.10 monthly residential bill impact] on Tampa Electric’s customers in the 
form of a huge subsidy of those measures over a five year period is totally 
tdrong.” 
a) Please identify the basis for the statement that it is “totally wrong” for 

GDS to ignore the “non-cost-effectiveness” of demand-side renewable 
measures? 
Please reconcile this statement relative to the “cost-effectiveness” of 
the proposed contract? 
Please explain or describe the financial impact a $0.48 increase to 
monthly residential bills will have on TECOs customers? 

b) 

c) 

The basis for Tampa Electric’s statement in its post-hearing brief in 
Docket No. 080409-EG is specific to the Commission cost- 
effectiveness tests used in determining demand-side management 
(“DSM) goals, namely, the rate impact measure (“RIM”) test, the total 
resource cost (“TRC) test and the participant test. All renewable 
measures evaluated in the DSM goals proceeding were not cost- 
effective under any of these tests. The company believes it is not 
appropriate to promote a non-cost-effective measure to be installed 
behind the meter at the expense of all other ratepayers. 

Tampa Electric acknowledges that its proposed PPA agreement with 
Energy 5.0 is above avoided costs. However, the agreement was 
signed in an effort to address the renewable energy policies articulated 
by the Governor and Florida Legislature. Those policies which 
promote the development of renewable energy, particular solar, result 
in payments above avoided costs for energy. 

The PPA is expected to have a first year impact of $0.48 on monthly 
residential bills. The $0.48 represents less than one-half of 1 percent 
of a current average residential bill; therefore, the company does not 
anticipate an increase to the delinquency rate as a result of the 
agreement. 
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TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 090109-El 
STAFF'S THIRD SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
INTERROGATORY NO. 75 
PAGE 1 OF 1 
FILED: APRIL 1,2010 

75. Please provide the average residential/customer delinquency rate TECO has 
experienced for the years 2000-2009. 

A. Tampa Electric's response to Staffs Second Data Request No. 3 dated 
November 17, 2009, was updated to reflect the balance of 2009 in the table 
below. 

Residential Delinquency Rate 
2000 0.28% 
2001 0.27% 
2002 0.32% 
2003 0.28% 
2004 0.30% 
2005 0.34% 
2006 0.34% 
2007 0.36% 
2008 0.40% 
2009 0.49% 
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TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 090109-El 
STAFF'S THIRD SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
INTERROGATORY NO. 76 
PAGE 1 OF 1 
FILED: APRIL 1,2010 

76. Please provide an updated response to Staff Interrogatory No. 66. Please 
use TECOs most recent fuel forecasts. For scenarios which include carbon 
costs, please use the Congressional Budget Office's C02 cost estimates 
under H.R. 2454. 

A. The most recent fuel forecast can be found in Tampa Electric's response to 
Staffs Second Data Request No. 4 filed on November 17, 2009. The CO2 
cost estimates used in the forecast reflect those found under H.R. 2454. 
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TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 

STAFF'S THIRD SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
INTERROGATORY NO. 77 
PAGE 1 OF 1 
FILED: APRIL 1,2010 

DOCKET NO. 090109-El 

77. Please identify any consumer groups of which TECO is aware that support 
paying higher rates for renewable energy. 

A. Tampa Electric is aware of three consumer groups that advocate paying 
higher rates for renewable energy, Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, 
Natural Resources Defense Council and Florida Solar Coalition. 
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TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 090109-El 
STAFF'S THIRD SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
INTERROGATORY NO. 78 
PAGE 1 OF 1 
FILED: APRIL 1,2010 

78. As of January 2010, what percentage of eligible customers were participating 
in TECOs renewable energy program? 

A. As of January 2010, there were 2,720 customers participating in the 
company's renewable energy program representing 0.41 percent of the 
customers eligible to participate at that time. 
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TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 

STAFF'S THIRD SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
INTERROGATORY NO. 79 
PAGE 1 OF 1 
FILED: APRIL 1,2010 

DOCKET NO. 090109-El 

79. Please explain or describe whether all the discovery responses served by 
TECO to Staffs First and Second Set of Interrogatories (Nos. 1-44 and 45-69, 
respectively) and responses served by TECO to Staffs First and Second Set 
of Requests for Production of Documents (Nos. 1 4  and 4-12, respectively) 
are current. If the responses are not current, please supply or provide 
supplemental responses as needed. 

A. Tampa Electric's responses to Staffs First and Second Sets of Interrogatories 
Nos. 1 through 44 and 45 through 69 as well as Staffs First and Second Sets 
of Requests for Production of Documents Nos. 1 through 4 and 4 through 12 
reflect the most current information. 
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A F F I D A V I T  

STATE OF FLORIDA 1 
1 

COUNTY OF HILLSBOROUGH ) 

Before me the undersigned authority personally appeared Carlos Aldazabal who 

deposed and said that he is Director, Tampa Electric Company, and that the individuals 

listed in Tampa Electric Company’s response to Staffs Third Set of Interrogatories. (Nos. 

70 -79) prepared or assisted with the responses to these interrogatories to the best of his 

information and belief. 

Dated at Tampa, Florida this 30m day of March, 2010. 

Swom to and subscribed before me this 30th day of March, 2010. 

My Commission expires 



AUSLEY & MCMULLEN 
ATTORNEYS A N D  C O U N S E L O R S  A T  LAW 

I 2 3  SOUTH CALHOUN STREET 

P.O. BOX 391 (ZIP 32302)  

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301 

(650) 224-8115 FAX (850)  222-7560 

April 1,2010 

HAND DELIVERED 

Ms. Ann Cole, Director 
Division of Commission Clerk 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

Re: Petition for approval of solar energy power purchase agreement between Tampa 
Electric Company and Energy 5.0 LLC; FPSC Docket No. 090109-E1 

Dear Ms. Cole: 

Enclosed for filing in the above docket are the original and one copy of Tampa Electric 
Company's Answer to Third Production of Documents (No. 13) of the Florida Public Service 
Commission Staff propounded and served by electronic and U. S. Mail on March 12,2010. 

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

Thank you for your assistance in connection with this matter. 

Sincerely, - 
James D. Beasley 

JDB/pp 
Enclosure 

cc: All Parties of Record (w/enc.) 



BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for approval of solar energy ) 

Electric Company and Energy 5.0 LLC. ) 
1 FILED: April 1,2010 

power purchase agreement between Tampa ) DOCKETNO. 090109-E1 

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY'S ANSWER 
TO THIRD PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS (NO. 13) 

OF THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION STAFF 

Tampa Electric Company ("Tampa Electric" or "the company") files this its Answer to 

the Third Request for Production of Documents (No. 13) propounded and served on March 12, 

2010, by the Florida Public Service Commission Staff, and says that, Tampa Electric has 

produced this date all documents requested by Staff to Mr. Erik L. Sayler, Senior Attorney, 

Office of General Counsel, Florida Public Service Commission, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, 

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850. 
4 

DATED this /."y day of April 1,2010. 

Respectfully submitted, 

J W S  D. BEASLEY 
J. JEFFRY WAHLEN 
Ausley & McMullen 
Post Office Box 391 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 
(850) 224-91 15 

ATTORNEYS FOR TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Answer to Staffs Third 

Request for Production of Documents (No. 13), filed on behalf of Tampa Electric Company, has 

been furnished by U. S. Mail or hand delivery (*) on this 14 day of April 2010 to the following: 

Mr. Erik L. Sayler* 
Senior Attorney 
Florida Public Service Commission 
Room 370L - Gerald L. Gunter Building 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Mr. Robert Scheffel Wright 
Mr. John T. LaVia, I11 
Young van Assenderp, P.A. 
225 South Adams Street, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Mr. Richard Zambo 
2336 S.E. Ocean Blvd. - #309 
Stuart, FL 34996 

Energy 5.0, LLC 
1601 Forum Place, Suite 1010 
West Palm Beach, FL 33401 

m 0 F W E Y  

- 2 -  



BEFORE THE 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for approval of Solar ) DOCKET NO. 090109-El 
Energy Power Purchase Agreement ) FILED: APRIL 1,2010 
Between Tampa Electric and Energy ) 
5.0, LLC 1 

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY'S 

ANSWERS TO THIRD REQUEST FOR 

PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS (NO. 13) 

OF 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION STAFF 

Tampa Electric files this its Answers to Production of Documents (No. 13) 

propounded and served on March 12,2010, by the Florida Public Service 

Commission Staff. 



TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 090109-El 

INDEX TO STAFF'S THIRD REQUEST FOR 
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS (NO. 13) 

Number Subiect 

13 Please provide any documents supporting or explaining 
TECOs response to Staff's Interrogatory No. 77, identifying 
any consumer groups of which TECO is aware that support 
paying higher rates for renewable. 

- Bates 
StamDed 

1 



1 

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 090109-El 
STAFF'S THIRD REQUEST FOR 
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 
DOCUMENT NO. 13 
BATES STAMPED PAGE: 1 
FILED: APRIL 1,2010 

3. Please provide any documents supporting or explaining TECOs response to 
Staffs Interrogatory No. 77, identifying any consumer groups of which TECO is 
aware that support paying higher rates for renewable. 

A. Tampa Electric's response to Staffs Interrogatory No. 77 is based on the position 
these groups articulated in numerous documents recently filed in Docket Nos. 
080407 through 08041 3-EG, Commission review of numeric conservation goals, 
for the seven utilities subject to the Florida Energy Efficiency and Conservation 
Act. 

1 



BEFORE THE FLORlXlA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

RESPONSES TO STAFF'S FIRST S'C OF INTERROOATORIBS TQ 
5.0. L E  mos. 1 - 4) 

Encggy 5.0 LLC (IEnmpy 5.0" OT ''BN"), m t  to Role 28-106.206, Florida 

A b b i S h t l  'vc Code, Rule 1.340, Florida Rule? of Civil Pmccdm, and the orda Establishing 

ProoadPse in this mattq hatby submits icsnsponsasto thescafps First Set of h ~ e s t o  

hagy 5.0, which WQC propounded on March 12,2010. 

The answem to all intmm@ss havebem ihiuhcd by Mr. Gil A. Wcisbhaa, 

5.OLLC. 1601 FommPlroe,SUite1010,W~P~Beaob,FL33401. AcopyofMr. ' 

Weisblum's Aifidavit is attacbd with rhexe rcspanses. 



-GATORIES B.REsw NSES 

1. Please complete the following table describing the total cost of the pmposed Energy 5.0 

project 



E50 has assumed that solar equipmart is exanpt 6um Florida Sales Tax and tbru this exolasiw 
applie8 to costs for the mth amy and intaconnsction, E50 has not assumed any bcndie for 
additional rebates. 

I I I I 1 



2. Please & h e  the weighted average coat of cclpital that Energy 5.0 proposes to use for 

purpoa#l of this project. For purpcwre% of this rcspoasc, identify &e Stnroture components, 

amounts, relative parcentagas, cogt rates, and the weighted average cost of capital on a pretax 

andaftertaxbasis. 

Tax Rate 
WACC (Ab-T-) 

WACC (Pre-Tax) 



b) &mualrtvcnue(S) 
Rapolue: 
As indicated above, pmjeat gcncntion will be variable resulting id variability in ~ m u e .  
However, amuming a typicd first year delivcry of __ and 811 assusncd 
degradation of- each yeat, the annual project revenue would start at sl()nillion 
and & k t  yar-to-ye~r variability and au underlying mual decline at-. The 
lcvclized ann~al rcvlpuc is -on. 



solar PV z o o s 2 Q l ! 2 2 e r r u  
Unfavotabls 28.8 25.1 243 23.4 

Mid-favorable 28.8 25.1 243 23.3 

F d I e  . 27.7 24.1 233 22.4 . 

SOlarlE~d zppe 2010 rn 
Unfnrorable 25.3 25.1 25.1 25.1 
Mid-frvorabte 25.5 25.4 25.4 25.4 

Favorable 24.7 24.6 24.6 24.5 - 

?ht above estimatcd K O E  for the FS-1 Project i s  lessthanthe costs eetimatsdin the 
Navigant S o h  PV costs for2009, which is when tbcNcgotiatcd cwbnctwas executed 
and submitted to the Commission for approvd by Tampa Bltdric. The Navigant Study 
waa completed in Deoanber 2008, and significaut changes have ocaarcd in the cost of 
fiarmcingaadmatcei.ls, c o m m  pridast sincctban. There ism artimrteprovidcd 
for the year 2007 when the Tampa E l d c  Request for hewable Xnmm Roposals was 



4. Please explain how the bendits, if any, of Wead tax credits wcrc included in the cost of 

the Enagy 5.0 project? 

statedinreaponscto lntarogatory No. 2 above, E50 exphi  to utilizcthc Orant to h c e  
o ofthe total Wtycost. E50 is aaslmningthat the FS-1 project wiU qualify forthe Orant or 9 BSO will be able to monaizs the iuwwmcnt tax a d i t s  (rrc). The form of fsdenl tax 

ban& that wiU be available to tbe FS-1 Project will dspmd on thcpmject scbsdule and 
ConstMOtiaa The Fs-1 Projcct will only be able to take advaumge of the Gmut ifit ia “uda 
constructim”byWba 31,2010. The Treasuay c l d a  apmject to be Mdcx comtmcb ‘ n  
wha physicsl work of a significant natunbogins on thepmject, or by meeting the 8afshmbo1 
Iaovisions or “conamdon by contract” rup6rana.u~ set f a  in the Section 1603 Program 
Guidance. (cltrrpot guidance cdh for at least 5% of digiblc project cost to be ”in&’’ 

biDding non-refundablc mkact~ by Decanba 3 1,2010.) 

S d O n  1603 of the AmaitSa Raxnrsry and I?hnv&nant Act of2009 authorizes the 
Dsparbncmt of Tromry to im grants to mmvable mmgy facilities that w m  plpced in service 
o r o o m m c l l c c d ~  ‘on by the 14 of 2010. E50 expeocs the FS-1 project to qualify for a 
payment equivalcat to 30% of tk? eligiile costs of the pmpdy. Appli4ons will be reviewed 
end paymate made withiu 60 days frraa the lataofthedate ofthe cannplctc upplication or the 
datethe pmpasty i s p W  in savicc. E50 cdmatcn 
w ~ o n ”  q a a t i o n  -eat, approximatd+ ofthe total capitrrl costs ofthe 
p j e d  will be eligible for a grant. If the -1 hject ie not ’tnda coD8tNobion’’ by the OUITont 

p t  dedine, E50 would eadcavorto fullyutilize andmondizc the lTC Zn otdato mon& 
the ITC, E50 would bve to acpCad on the thm avlilabte tax equity markcl, which is cumdy 
tbh, ohallcaging md Cxpcnsive (the ITCs are only valuable to investom with S i f l a t  poSitiv0 
tpx liabilitiea). Using the ITC as a iinanciug source inmmscs uncertainty and potcatirlly 
degmdes the eoO110mica of the project. h addition to the lTC d o r  the Grsnt, aC0e)artsd 
dspnddon/Modifid Accelaatad CoSt-hvcry Sylrtna (MAW) tax bend@ 
to rcncwable s n q  projects. E50 will a-pt to monetize the aooclaotsd d d a t i o n  tax 
shields available to the PS- 1 p j a c t  duougb its tax equity investors. 

ifthe project me& the % d e r  

Wailable 



Respectfufly submitted this .l,g day of m, 2010. 



DRTIFICATE OF- 

I BeR&BY CERTIFY that atme and coned copy ofthe foregoing hrs bcca ~(pved by 
chronic mail and hand delimy (*) or U.S. Mail this &day of April, 2010, on the fbllowhg: 

Fa& L Sayh, Eaqpire * 
Florida Public sgvioe commwn on 
2540 Sbmard Oak Boalcvod 
Tsllllb.ssce, FL 32399-0850 T-PL 33601-0111 

Ms. Paula IC Bmwn 
Tampa Electric Company 
P.O. Box 11 I 

. .  

James D. BeePlsy. Equh 
AusleyLawFirm 
Post Office Box 391 
Tallduwm, Florida 32302 

RicbardA.Zamb0 
MogaicFbtiliza,LLc 
2336 S.B. Ocean Bhrd, #309 
StW4PL34996 



APFIDAWT 

STATE OF NEW YORK 1 

I hereby cntify that on this L k  day of & p n  ,20 10, before me, an 

officer duly authorized in the Sate and County &resaid to take ackaowldgments, pt~onally 

before me that Wshe provided the answers to Interrogatory Numbers I through 4 from STAFF'S 

FIRST SET OF IWERROOATORIES TO ENERGY 5.0, LLC (NOS. 1 - 4) in W e t  No. 

090109-EI, and that the responses m true and corncf based on hislher pmod knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hueunto sct my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforessidasofthie I e day of 1 ,2010. 

My Commission Expires: 

-7/.r/ao 1s 


