FILED 2/26/2019
DOCUMENT NO. 01265-2019
FPSC - COMMISSION CLERK

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition for a limited proceeding to || DOCKET NO. 20180149-El
approve first solar base rate adjustment, by

Duke Energy Florida, LLC.

DATED: February 26, 2019

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| HEREBY CERTIFY that STAFF’S THIRD SET OF INTERROGATORIES to DUKE
ENERGY, FLORIDA LLC (NOS. 51-60) has been served by electronic mail to Matthew R.
Bernier, 106 E. College Ave., Suite 800, Tallahassee, Florida 32301 and that a true copy has

been furnished to the following by electronic mail this 26" day of February, 2019:

Dianne Triplett James W. Brew

Duke Energy Laura Wynn

299 First Avenue North PCS Phosphate- White Springs

St. Petersburg, FL 33701 1025 Thomas Jefferson Street, NW
Dianne.triplett@duke-energy.com Washington, DC 20007

ibrew@smxblaw.com
law@smxblaw.com

Jon Moyle Jr. J. Kelly

Moyle Law Firm, P.A. Charles Rehwinkel

118 N. Gadsden St. Office of Public Counsel
Tallahassee, FL 32301-1599 111 W Madison St. Room 812
jmoyle@moylelaw.com Tallahassee, FL 32399-6588

kelly.jr@leq.state.fl.us
rehwinkel.charles@Ileq.state.fl.us

/s/ Johana Nieves
JOHANA NIEVES
Attorney, Office of the General Counsel

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

(850) 413-6199

jnieves@psc.state.fl.us
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	sTAFF’S THIRD SET OF INTERROGATORIES TO DUKE
	ENERGY FLORIDA, LLC (nOS. 51-60)
	DEFINITIONS
	INTERROGATORIES
	51. In response to staff interrogatory No. 1, DEF stated that it expects a firm summer capacity of 42.7 MW from Hamilton and Columbia individually.
	a. Please explain in detail (including any calculations) how DEF determined that 42.7 MW is appropriate for planning purposes?
	52. What is the expected firm winter capacity from Hamilton and Columbia individually?
	a. Please explain in detail (including any calculations) how DEF determined them?

	53. How are the firm summer and winter capacities affected by the solar panel degradation?
	54. Please complete the table below summarizing the anticipated output and firm capacity for the Hamilton and Columbia projects. Please provide this information for the period 2018-2050.
	55. Please refer to the Direct Testimony of DEF witness Matthew G. Stout, page 10, lines 18 to 22. Has the Engineering, Procurement, and Construction Contractor (EPC) for the Columbia project been selected? If yes, please identify it.
	56. What is the solar photovoltaic generating unit (solar panel module) expected useful life for each project?
	57. Please provide the specifications, including dimensions (width, length and height), for a typical solar panel module being used for each project?
	58. For the Hamilton Project, was there a grid interconnection study conducted prior to construction? If yes, were there any findings of concern?
	59. Please refer to the Direct Testimony of DEF witness Matthew G. Stout, page 12, lines 10 to 20. What would be the Columbia Project capital cost in $/kWac units if the import tariffs are added to the solar panels and to the racking system?
	60. Please refer to the Direct Testimony of DEF witness Benjamin M. H. Borsch, page 7, lines 11 to 23.
	a. For how long has DEF relied on the Planning and Risk suite for planning purposes?
	b. Has DEF previously used the Planning and Risk suite, for modelling purposes, in a docketed case?
	c. Please explain why DEF relied on the PVSyst model for the solar performance projections used in the production cost model.
	d. Has DEF previously used the PVSyst model for planning purposes?
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