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WITNESSES: 

Witness Subject Matter 
Direct 

Mark R. Roche Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery True-
Up and Projection 

C. David Sweat Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery True-
Up and Projection 

EXHIBITS: 

Witness Proffered Exhibit No. Description 
By 

Direct 
MarkR. Tampa MRR-1; A-Schedules, Schedules 
Roche Electric filed April 3, 2023 supporting cost 

Company recovery amount, 
actual January 
2022- December 
2022 

Mark R. Tampa MRR-2; E-Schedules, Schedules 

Issues# 

1- 10 

1- 10 

Issues# 

1-10 

1-10 
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Roche Electric 
Company 

filed May 1, 2023;  
revised July 21, 2023; 
second revised July 31, 
2023 

supporting cost 
recovery amount, 
projected January 
2023- December 
2023 

Mark R. 
Roche 

Tampa 
Electric 
Company 

MRR-2; P-Schedules, 
filed May 1, 2023; 
revised July 21, 2023; 
second revised July 31, 
2023 

Schedules 
supporting costs 
recovery amount, 
projected for the 
period January 
2024–December 
2024 

1-10 

C. David 
Sweat 

Tampa 
Electric 
Company 

CDS-1 filed April 3, 
2023 

Storm Protection 
Plan 
Accomplishments 

1-10 

C. David 
Sweat 

Tampa 
Electric 
Company 

CDS-2 filed May 1, 
2023 

Project List and 
Summary of Costs 

1-10 

 

 

(3) STATEMENT OF BASIC POSITION 
 
 Tampa Electric’s Statement of Basic Position: 
 

In Order No. PSC-2022-0386-FOF-EI, issued November 10, 2022, the 

Commission found that Tampa Electric’s 2022-2031 Storm Protection Plan (“2022 SPP”) 

is in the public interest and approved that plan with one modification – elimination of the 

company’s existing Transmission Access Enhancement Program as of December 31, 

2022.   

The Commission is currently scheduled to conduct a hearing regarding the Storm 

Protection Cost Recovery Clause on September 12, 2023, to review and approve the 

proposed cost recovery factors to be used for the January 2024 through December 2024 

period.   

The Commission should determine that Tampa Electric has properly calculated its 

Storm Protection Plan cost recovery true-up and projections and the Storm Protection 
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Plan cost recovery factors set forth in the testimony and exhibits of witness Mark R. 

Roche during the period January 2024 through December 2024. These calculations were 

performed in accordance with the requirements of Section 366.96 of the Florida Statutes 

and Rule 25-6.031 of the Florida Administrative Code. While Tampa Electric agreed to 

make an adjustment to the times tax multiplier at the request of Commission Staff, no 

party has challenged or made any other recommended adjustments to the company’s 

calculations. The company’s true-up, projections, and factors should accordingly be 

approved. The Commission should also find that Tampa Electric’s actual 2022 Storm 

Protection Plan costs were prudently incurred. No party has challenged the prudence of 

Tampa Electric’s actual incurred costs or made any recommended adjustments to any of 

the projects or costs included in the 2022 final true-up. 

 

(4) STATEMENT OF ISSUES AND POSITIONS 

GENERIC STORM PROTECTION PLAN COST RECOVERY ISSUES 

 

ISSUE 1: What amounts should the Commission approve as the Utilities’ final 2022 

prudently incurred costs and final jurisdictional revenue requirement true-up 

amount for the Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause? 

TECO: The Commission should approve final Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery 

Clause prudently incurred jurisdictional revenue requirements of $44,118,287 and 

a jurisdictional cost recovery true-up over-recovery amount of $6,543,328 for the 

period January 2022 through December 2022 including interest. 

(Witness: Roche, Sweat) 

 

ISSUE 2: What amounts should the Commission approve as the Utilities’ reasonably estimated 

2023 costs and estimated jurisdictional revenue requirement true-up amount for the 

Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause? 
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TECO:  The Commission should approve actual/estimated Storm Protection Plan Cost 

Recovery Clause jurisdictional revenue requirements of $67,657,813 and a 

jurisdictional estimated cost recovery true-up under-recovery amount of $3,056,003 

for the period January through December 2023 including interest. 

 (Witness:  Roche, Sweat) 

 

ISSUE 3: What amounts should the Commission approve as the Utilities’ reasonably projected 

2024 costs and projected jurisdictional revenue requirement amount for the Storm 

Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause? 

TECO: The Commission should approve reasonably projected Storm Protection Plan Cost 

Recovery Clause jurisdictional revenue requirements of $90,584,791 for the period 

January 2024 through December.   

(Witness:  Roche, Sweat) 

 

ISSUE 4: What are the Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause total jurisdictional 

revenue requirements, including true-ups, to be included in the Storm Protection 

Plan Cost Recovery factors for 2024? 

TECO: The Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause total jurisdictional cost recovery 

amounts, including true-ups, to be included in establishing Storm Protection Plan 

Cost Recovery factors for the period January 2024 through December 2024 is 

$92,428,593.  

(Witness: Roche, Sweat) 

 

ISSUE 5: What depreciation rates should be used to develop the depreciation expense 

included in the total Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause amounts for 

2024? 

TECO: The depreciation rates from Tampa Electric’s most current Depreciation Study, 

approved by Order No. PSC-2021-0423-S-EI issued November 10, 2021, within 

Docket No. 20210034-EI, should be and were used to develop the depreciation 
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expense included in the total Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause 

amounts for 2024. 

(Witness: Roche, Sweat) 

 

ISSUE 6: What are the appropriate jurisdictional separation factors for 2024? 

TECO: The appropriate jurisdictional separation factors are as follows: 

FPSC Jurisdictional Factor: 93.3746% 

 FERC Jurisdictional Factor: 6.6254% 

(Witness: Roche, Sweat) 

 

ISSUE 7: What are the appropriate Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause factors for 

2024 for each rate class? 

TECO: The appropriate January 2024 through December 2024 cost recovery clause 

factors utilizing the appropriate recognition of Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission transmission jurisdictional separation, revenue tax factors and the rate 

design and cost allocation as put forth in Docket No. 20210034-EI are as follows: 
  

 Cost Recovery Factors 

Rate Schedule (cents per kWh) 

RS 0.658 

GS and CS 0.775 

GSD Optional – Secondary 0.172 

GSD Optional – Primary 0.170 

GSD Optional – Subtransmission 0.168 

LS-1, LS-2 3.877 

 

 Cost Recovery Factors 

Rate Schedule (dollars per kW) 

GSD – Secondary 0.72 

GSD – Primary 0.71 
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GSD – Subtransmission 0.70 

SBD – Secondary 0.72 

SBD – Primary 0.71 

SBD – Subtransmission 0.70 

GSLD - Primary  0.60 

GSLD - Subtransmission  0.12 

   (Witness: Roche, Sweat) 

 

ISSUE 8: What should be the effective date of the new Storm Protection Plan Cost 

Recovery Clause factors for billing purposes? 

TECO: The effective date of the new Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause factors 

should be January 1, 2024. 

(Witness:  Roche, Sweat) 

 

ISSUE 9: Should the Commission approve revised tariffs reflecting the new Storm 

Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause factors determined to be appropriate in this 

proceeding?  

TECO: Yes, the Commission should approve revised tariffs reflecting the new Storm 

Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause factors determined to be appropriate in this 

proceeding. 

(Witness: Roche, Sweat) 

 

ISSUE 10: Should this docket be closed? 

TECO: Yes, Docket No. 20230010-EI should be closed once the Commission’s decisions 

on all the issues in the docket have become final and the Commission has 

concluded that the docket has otherwise met the requirements for closure.  

(Witness: Roche, Sweat) 
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OPC Proposed Company-Specific Issues 

FPL 

OPC Proposed Issue 1A:   Has FPL demonstrated that the programs and projects contained in 

its current SPP plan and on which it is basing cost recovery, are 

prudent to undertake and prudent in amount? 

TECO:              No Position. 
   
OPC Proposed Issue 1B:  Has the Commission properly determined, pursuant to Section 

366.06(1), Fla. Stat., that the projected expenditures proposed for 

cost recovery by FPL are prudent?  

TECO:    No Position. 
 
 
 
DEF 

OPC Proposed Issue 2A:   Has DEF demonstrated that the programs and projects contained in 

its current SPP plan and on which it is basing cost recovery, are 

prudent to undertake and prudent in amount? 

TECO:    No Position. 
 
   
OPC Proposed Issue 2B: Has the Commission properly determined, pursuant to Section 

366.06(1), Fla. Stat., that the projected expenditures proposed for 

cost recovery by DEF are prudent?  

TECO:    No Position. 
 
TECO 

OPC Proposed Issue 3A:   Has Tampa Electric demonstrated that the programs and projects 

contained in its current SPP plan and on which it is basing cost 

recovery, are prudent to undertake and prudent in amount? 

 

TECO:  Tampa Electric objects to inclusion of this issue as an 

inappropriate attempt to re-litigate issues that were decided in a 

prior proceeding. In Order No. PSC-2022-0386-FOF-EI, issued 

November 10, 2022, the Commission found that Tampa Electric’s 
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2022-2031 Storm Protection Plan (“2022 SPP”) is in the public 

interest and approved that plan with modifications. Section 

366.96(2)(c) of the Florida Statutes defines “Storm Protection Plan 

costs” as the “reasonable and prudent costs to implement an 

approved transmission and distribution storm protection plan.” 

Section 366.96(7) requires the Commission to conduct a 

proceeding to determine the utilities’ prudently incurred “storm 

protection plan costs” and allow for recovery of those costs.  Order 

No. PSC-2022-0386-FOF-EI thus constitutes both authorization 

for Tampa Electric to undertake the programs and projects 

comprising the approved plan and authorization to seek cost 

recovery for the costs to implement that plan in this docket. Tampa 

Electric objects to any attempt to revisit these settled issues in this 

docket. 

 

Tampa Electric also objects to inclusion of this proposed issue as 

irrelevant to, and beyond the scope of, this proceeding. Rule 25-

6.031(3) of the Florida Administrative Code provides that the 

issues in this proceeding are “limited to determining the 

reasonableness of projected Storm Protection Plan costs, the 

prudence of actual Storm Protection Plan costs incurred by the 

utility, and to establish Storm Protection Plan cost recovery factors 

consistent with the requirements of this rule.” Thus, the only 

questions to be resolved by the Commission in this docket are 

whether the company’s projected costs to implement the approved 

2022-2031 Storm Protection Plan are reasonable, whether the 

actual costs to implement that approved plan are prudent, and 

whether the company’s proposed clause factors are appropriate. 
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If the Commission ultimately includes this issue in the Prehearing 

Order, Tampa Electric’s position is as follows:  

 

The Commission previously authorized Tampa Electric to 

undertake the programs and projects contained in the company’s 

2022-2031 Storm Protection Plan in Order No. PSC-2022-0386-

FOF-EI, issued November 10, 2022, in Docket No. 20220048-EI. 

Tampa Electric’s projected SPP implementation costs are 

reasonable and the company’s actual incurred costs for 2022 were 

prudently incurred, and the Commission should accordingly 

approve those amounts and the resulting cost recovery factors for 

2024. (Witness: Roche, Sweat) 

 
   
OPC Proposed Issue 3B:  Has the Commission properly determined, pursuant to Section 

366.06(1), Fla. Stat., that the projected expenditures proposed for 

cost recovery by Tampa Electric are prudent?  

 

TECO: Tampa Electric objects to this issue as irrelevant to, and beyond the 

scope of, the proceedings in this docket. Pursuant to Rule 25-

6.031(3) of the Florida Administrative Code, projected costs are 

reviewed for reasonableness and actual, incurred costs are 

reviewed for prudence. Through this issue, OPC is improperly 

attempting to apply the legal standard for review of incurred costs 

to projected costs. 

 

 If the Commission ultimately includes this issue in the Prehearing 

Order, Tampa Electric’s position is as follows:  

 

Tampa Electric’s projected SPP implementation costs are 

reasonable and should be approved pursuant to the standard set out 
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in Rule 25-6.031(3) of the Florida Administrative Code. (Witness: 

Roche, Sweat). 

 
FPUC 

OPC Proposed Issue 4A:   Has FPUC demonstrated that the programs and projects contained 

in its current SPP plan and on which it is basing cost recovery, are 

prudent to undertake and prudent in amount? 

TECO:  No Position. 
   
OPC Proposed Issue 4B:  Has the Commission properly determined, pursuant to Section 

366.06(1), Fla. Stat., that the projected expenditures proposed for 

cost recovery by FPUC are prudent?  

TECO:  No Position. 
 

OPC Proposed Issue 4C:  Due to the proposed change in the cost allocation, did the 

Commission have adequate notice of the rate impacts caused by 

the capital expenditures under FPUC’s current SPP so that the 

Commission could determine whether FPUC’s projects and 

programs were prudent?  

TECO:  No Position. 
 

(5) STIPULATED ISSUES 

Tampa Electric is not aware of any stipulated issues as of this date. 

 

(6) PENDING MOTIONS 

Tampa Electric is not aware of any pending motions as of this date.  

 

(7) PENDING CONFIDENTIALITY CLAIMS OR REQUESTS 

 Tampa Electric has no pending confidentiality claims or requests at this time. 

 

(8) OBJECTIONS TO WITNESS QUALIFICATIONS AS AN EXPERT 

 Tampa Electric has no objections to any witness' qualifications as an expert in this 

proceeding. 
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(9) STATEMENT OF SEQUESTRATION OF WITNESSES 

 Tampa Electric does not request the sequestration of any witnesses at this time. 

 

(10) COMPLIANCE WITH ORDER NO. PSC-2023-0090-PCO-EI 

 Tampa Electric has complied with all requirements of the Order Establishing Procedure 

and the modified Order Establishing Procedures PSC-2023-0105-PCO-EI and PSC-2023-

0178-PCO-EI entered in this docket. 

 

 DATED this 7th day of August 2023. 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 
 
 
     _________________________________________ 

MALCOLM N. MEANS 
VIRGINIA PONDER 
J. JEFFRY WAHLEN 

     Ausley McMullen 
     Post Office Box 391 
     Tallahassee, Florida  32302 
     (850) 224-9115 
 
     ATTORNEYS FOR TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

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

filed on behalf of Tampa Electric Company, has been furnished by electronic mail on this 7th day 

of August 2023 to the following: 

Daniel Dose 
Shaw Stiller 
Office of General Counsel 
Florida Public Service Commission 
Room 390L – Gerald L. Gunter Building 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 
ddose@psc.state.fl.us 
sstiller@psc.state.fl.us 
 
Walt Trierweiler 
Charles Rehwinkel 
Patricia A. Christensen 
Mary Wessling 
Office of Public Counsel 
111 West Madison Street, Room 812 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400 
Trierweiler.walt@leg.state.fl.us 
rehwinkel.charles@leg.state.fl.us 
christensen.patty@leg.state.fl.us 
wessling.mary@leg.state.fl.us 
 
Mr. Matthew R. Bernier 
Mr. Robert Pickels 
Ms. Stephanie A. Cuello 
Duke Energy Florida, LLC 
106 E. College Avenue, Suite 800 
Tallahassee, FL 32301-7740 
matthew.bernier@duke-energy.com 
Robert.pickels@duke-energy.com 
stephanie.cuello@duke-energy.com 
FLRegulatoryLegal@duke-energy.com 
 
Mr. Mike Cassel 
Florida Public Utilities Company 
208 Wildlight Avenue 
Yulee, FL  32097 
mcassel@fpuc.com 
 

Mr. Kenneth A. Hoffman 
Florida Power & Light Company 
134 W. Jefferson Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
ken.hoffman@fpl.com 
 
Christopher T. Wright 
Florida Power & Light Company 
700 Universe Boulevard 
Juno Beach, FL 33408-0420 
christopher.wright@fpl.com 
 
Jon C. Moyle, Jr. 
Karen A. Putnal 
Moyle Law Firm, P.A. 
118 N. Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
jmoyle@moylelaw.com 
kputnal@moylelaw.com 
mqualls@moylelaw.com 
 
James W. Brew 
Laura Wynn Baker 
Stone Mattheis Xenopoulos & Brew, P.C. 
1025 Thomas Jefferson Street, NW 
Ste. 800 West 
Washington, D.C. 20007-5201 
jbrew@smxblaw.com 
lwb@smxblaw.com 
 
Ms. Dianne M. Triplett 
Duke Energy Florida, LLC 
299 First Avenue North 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 
dianne.triplett@duke-energy.com 
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Beth Keating 
Gunster Law Firm 
215 South Monroe St., Suite 601 
Tallahassee, FL  32301 
bkeating@gunster.com 
 
Nucor Steel Florida, Inc. 
Corey Allain 
22 Nucor Drive 
Frostproof, FL  33843 
Corey.allain@nucor.com 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Mr. Peter J. Mattheis 
Mr. Michael K. Lavanga 
Mr. Joseph R. Briscar 
Stone Law Firm 
1025 Thomas Jefferson St., NW 
Suite 800 West 
Washington, DC  20007-5201 
pjm@smxblaw.com 
mkl@smxblaw.com 
jrb@smxblaw.com 
 
Michelle Napier 
Florida Public Utiltities Company 
1635 Meathe Drive 
West Palm Beach, FL  33411 
mnapier@fpuc.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
ATTORNEY 

 

 
 
 




