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	STAFF'S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES TO DUKE ENERGY FLORIDA, INC. (NOS. 1-11)
	DEFINITIONS
	INTERROGATORIES
	1. CR3 EPU Project:  Witness Teague, at pages 4 and 5 of the May 1, 2015 testimony, discusses the Company’s determination that it was (or may be) cost effective to abandon certain equipment in place and salvage the equipment through the general decommissioning process of Crystal River Unit 3.  Beginning on page 11, witness Teague explains that in March of 2015 the Company established a decommissioning transition organization and approved the “CR3 Investment Recovery Closeout and Long-Term SAFETOR Asset Recovery Plan.”
	a. Please explain how, if at all, the Company plans to transfer the affected EPU plant balance to the decommissioning process.
	b. Please explain how, if at all, any of the Company’s CR3 EPU unrecovered investment balance is affected by the Company’s March 2015 decisions regarding non-CR3 EPU assets.
	c. Please explain how, if at all, the Company’s collection of CR3 EPU unrecovered investment balance is affected by the Company’s March 2015 decisions regarding non-CR3 EPU assets.

	2. CR3 EPU Project Net 2014 True-up: Witness Foster’s March 1, 2015 Exhibit TGF-2, page 3 of 12 identifies a true-up amount for 2014 of ($1,070,629).  Witness Foster’s May 1, 2015 Exhibit TGF-4, page 4 identifies an estimated true-up amount for 2015 of ($857,612).  The sum of these true-up amounts totals ($1,928,241).  However, on page 3 of Witness Foster’s May 1, 2015 Exhibit TGF-4 the true-up amounts for prior periods is shown as ($2,075,578).  Please explain why there is a difference in these representations of the total true-up amounts and identify the components that result in the difference.
	3. CR3 EPU Project Net 2014 True-up: Witness Foster’s May 1, 2014 Exhibit TGF-5, page 4 of 16 filed in Docket No. 140009-EI, supports an estimated $155,210 variance for collection during 2015.  Please describe how the $155,210 is adjusted from Duke’s current calculation of its final over/under recovery true-up calculations and provide citations to where the adjustment(s) is(are) recognized in the Company’s schedules.  If the amount is not adjusted from the Company’s petition, please explain why.
	4. Levy Project Net 2014 True-up: Witness Foster’s May 1, 2014 Exhibit TGF-4, page 4 of 15 filed in Docket No. 140009-EI, supports an estimated $7,999,738 variance for collection during 2015.  Please describe how the $7,999,738 is adjusted from Duke’s current calculation of its final over/under recovery true-up calculations and provide citations to where the adjustment(s) is (are) recognized in the Company’s schedules.  If the amount is not adjusted from the Company’s petition, please explain why.
	5. Levy Project 2015-2016 Scenarios:  Witness Foster, beginning on page 14 of the May 1, 2015 testimony, discusses an estimate of 2016 revenue requirements supported by the calculations shown in Exhibit TGF-3.  For purposes of this question, please provide the response for each requested scenario in the same format as redacted pages 3, 4, 5 and 8 of TGF-3 of witness Foster’s May 2015 testimony. 
	a. Scenario A:  Pages 3, 4, 5, and 8 of TGF-3 are revised as necessary to show the effects of assuming no revenue collection during 2016.
	b. Scenario B:  Pages 3, 4, 5, and 8 of TGF-3 are revised as necessary such that the schedule for 2015 (page 4 of TFG-3), at lines 10 and 20 are the same monthly amounts for January through April as those shown in Exhibit TGF-4 attached to witness Foster’s May 1, 2014 testimony and filed in the Docket No. 140009-EI.  For purposes of Scenario B, also assume revenue collection occurs during calendar year 2016 as necessary and year ending 2016 uncollected investment and O&M balances are zero.  Include in your response a listing of the changes to TGF-3 that result in Scenario B.
	c. Scenario C:  Pages 3, 4, 5, and 8 of TGF-3 are revised as necessary consistent with Scenario B and further modified to show the effects of assuming no revenue collection during 2016.

	6. Please refer to witness Foster’s May 1, 2015 Exhibit TGF-3, Appendix A, page 2 of 3.  There is a reference to a 2015 “additional amortization of uncollected investment balance” of $113,366,975.  Review of witness Foster’s Exhibit TGF-4, at pages 5 and 9 of 15 shows a $94,038,554 amount rather than a $113,366,975 amount.
	a. Please provide citations to where the $113,366,975 amount was shown in the Company’s projections for 2015 filed in docket 140009-EI.
	b. If the $113,366,975 amount was not explicitly included in the Company’s projections for 2015 filed in Docket No. 140009-EI, please explain how, if at all, use of the $113,366,975 amount is the most appropriate method to determine variances between projected and estimated 2015 Levy project costs and revenue requirements.

	7. Please refer to witness Foster’s May 1, 2015 Exhibit TGF-3 page 11 of 17.  The notation on the schedule states “[t]his schedule is included to support the calculation of the monthly revenue requirement for the months (January 2015-April 2015).”  Also on page number 11, there is a representation that the total revenue requirement amount for the 2015 period is $105,927,535.
	a. Review of witness Foster’s Exhibit TGF-4, filed in Docket No. 140009-EI, at page 9 of 15, shows a $103,991,141 amount rather than a $105,927,535 amount.  Please provide citations to where the $105,927,535 amount was shown in the Company’s projections for 2015 filed in Docket No. 140009-EI.
	b. On March 2, 2015, Duke Energy Florida, Inc., filed a petition to end the Levy project fixed factors, effective May 2015.  Please reconcile implementation of the termination of the collection of revenues from May through December 2015 with the statement in Exhibit TGF-3, at page 11, regarding the level of revenue requirements for 2015 totaling $105,927,535.
	c. If the $105,927,535 revenue amount was not explicitly included in the Company’s projections for 2015 filed in Docket No. 140009-EI, please explain how, if at all, use of the $105,927,535 revenue amount is the most appropriate method to determine variances between projected and estimated 2015 Levy project costs and revenue requirements.

	8. Please refer to witness Foster’s May 1, 2015 Exhibit TGF-3 page numbers 4, 5 and 9 of 17.  On page 9, the notation indicates that the uncollected Levy project investment as of year ending 2015 is estimated to be $12,084,506.  On page 4, line 6.i, the estimated net investment balance at the end of 2015 is $4,801,486.  On page 5, line 6.j the 2016 beginning net investment balance is estimated to be $4,801,486.  Please explain why the estimated uncollected Levy project investment, as of year ending 2015, is $12,084,506 while the associated net investment balance at the end of 2015 is $4,801,486.
	9. Please identify all true-up amounts witness Foster includes in the “$4.1 million of prior period net over-recoveries” as stated on page 16 of the May 1, 2015 testimony.  Describe in the response whether any of the amounts included in the $4.1 million net over-recovery are reversed in the calculation of the $12,084,506 amount the Company is projecting to amortize in 2016.  If so, please explain why the reversal is appropriate.
	10. On page 5 of 15, line 5.c of Exhibit TGF-4 filed in the 140009-EI docket, the Company showed projected 2015 jurisdiction amounts of $427,394 for January and $427,394 for February without any additional charges throughout the remainder of 2015.  In witness Foster’s May 1, 2015 Exhibit TGF-3 page number 4, the 2015 jurisdictional amounts for January and February are $10,416 and $3,461 respectively, and the amounts in the subsequent months result in a total ($61,304).  
	a. Please explain the reason, or reasons, for the variance in jurisdictional additions between the two filings.
	b. Please show how the Company’s filing has accounted for the variance between these projected and estimated/actual jurisdictional expenses.
	c. If the variance between these projected and estimated/actual jurisdictional expenses is not included in the Company’s estimated true-up, please explain why it believes excluding this variance is appropriate.

	11. On page 5 of witness Foster’s March 2, 2015 testimony a total under-recovery amount of $6,833,655 is identified as the final true-up applicable to the 2014 period for the Levy project.  A $6.1 million ( or $6,077,838 pursuant to the referenced schedules) amount is identified as the revenue requirement for the 2015 period inclusive of true-up effects and adjustments on page 11 of witness Foster’s May 1, 2015 testimony.  On page 14, a $5.5 million (or $5,466,083 pursuant to the referenced schedules) amount is identified as the revenue requirement for the 2016 period.  On page 16, a total $13.5 million (or $13,459,542) revenue requirement is requested for recovery.  For the Levy project, please state the Company’s requested 2014 final true-up amount net of recoveries and collections during 2014 and 2015; estimated true-up amount for 2015 net of recoveries and collection during 2015; and, the projected 2016 amount.  Please reconcile these amounts to $13,459,542, and provide citations to the prefiled testimony and exhibits where each of these amounts is identified.
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