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FPSC - COMMISSION CLERK
BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Energy conservation cost recovery || DOCKET NO. 170002-EG

clause.

DATED: JUNE 30, 2017

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| HEREBY CERTIFY that STAFF'S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES TO
TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY (NOS. 1-26) has been served by electronic mail to James D.

Beasley (Jbeasley@ausley.com), J. Jeffry Wahlen (Jwahlen@ausley.com), and Ashley M.

Daniels (adaniels@ausley.com), Esquires, Ausley & McMullen, Post Office Box 391,

Tallahassee, FL 32302, and that a true copy thereof has been furnished to the following by

electronic mail this_30th day of June, 2017:

Ms. Paula K. Brown Mr. J.R. Kelly

Tampa Electric Company Mr. Charles J. Rehwinkel
Post Office Box 111 Ms. Patricia A. Christensen
Tampa, Florida 33601 OFFICE OF PuBLIC COUNSEL
regdept@tecoenergy.com c/o The Florida Legislature

111 W. Madison Street, Room 812
Tallahassee FL 32399-1400
kelly.jr@leg.state.fl.us
rehwinkel.charles@leg.state.fl.us
christensen.patty@]Ieq.state.fl.us

Mr. John T. Butler Mr. Kenneth A. Hoffman

Mr. Kenneth P. Rubin Florida Power & Light Company
Ms. Maria J. Moncada 215 S. Monroe Street, Suite 810

Florida Power & Light Company Tallahassee, Florida 32301-1858
700 Universe Boulevard Ken.Hoffman@fpl.com

Juno Beach FL 33408-0420
John.Butler@fpl.com
Ken.Rubin@fpl.com
Maria.Moncada@fpl.com
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Ms. Dianne M. Triplett

Duke Energy Florida, Inc.

299 First Avenue North

St. Petersburg, Florida 33701
Diane.Triplett@duke-energy.com

Mr. Jeffrey A. Stone

Mr. Russell A. Badders

Mr. Steven R. Griffin

Beggs & Lane

Post Office Box 12950
Pensacola, Florida 32591-2950
jas@beggslane.com
rab@beggslane.com
srg@beqggslane.com

Ms. Beth Keating

Gunster, Yoakley & Stewart, P.A.
215 South Monroe Street, Suite 601
Tallahassee, Florida 32301
bkeating@gunster.com

Mr. James W. Brew
Ms. Laura A. Wynn

Stone Mattheis Xenopoulos & Brew, P.C.

1025 Thomas Jefferson Street, NW
Eighth Floor, West Tower
Washington, D.C. 20007
jbrew@smxblaw.com
law@smxblaw.com

Mr. Matthew R. Bernier

Duke Energy Florida, Inc.

106 East College Ave., Suite 800
Tallahassee, FL 32301
Matthew.Bernier@duke-energy.com

Mr. Robert L. McGee

Gulf Power Company

One Energy Place

Pensacola, Florida 32520-0780
rimcgee@southernco.com

Mr. Mike Cassell, Regulatory Affairs
Florida Public Utilities Company
1750 S.W. 14™ Street, Suite 200
Fernandina Beach, FL 32034
MCassel@fpuc.com

Mr. Jon C. Moyle, Jr.
Moyle Law Firm, P.A.
118 North Gadsden Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32301
jmoyle@moylelaw.com

/sl Kelley F. Corbari

KELLEY F. CORBARI

Senior Attorney, Office of the General Counsel
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Telephone: (850) 413-6234

Email: KCorbari@psc.state.fl.us
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	STAFF'S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES TO
	TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY (NOS. 1-26)
	INTERROGATORIES
	The following questions refer to the process(es) used by TECO to develop its ECCR factors.
	3. Please describe the process and approach for evaluating and developing the projected cost estimates used by TECO to establish its upcoming year’s ECCR factors.
	4. Please describe any internal controls TECO has in place to monitor the accuracy of its projected cost estimates.
	5. Please describe the process used by TECO to ensure compliance with its internal policies when developing and implementing its projected cost estimates.
	TECO True-Up Process
	6. Please state whether or not TECO establishes benchmark goals related to its annual true-up amount.
	a. If Yes, please provide the internal benchmarks used by TECO in its true-up filings in Docket Nos. 160002-EG and 170002-EG, and explain:
	1. The process used by TECO to establish the benchmarks;
	2. The frequency the benchmarks are set; and
	3. The manner in which TECO utilizes the results of each year’s annual benchmark goals to develop its future estimates.

	b. If No, please explain why TECO does not utilize true-up benchmark goals.

	7. Referring to Schedule CT-2, of TECO’s Filing, please provide a detailed description, by program, of the types of expenditures found in the “Other” cost category.
	8. Referring to Schedule CT-2, of TECO’s Filing, please provide a detailed description, by program, of the types of expenditures found in the “Common Expenses” cost category.
	9. Please describe the process/methodology used by TECO to allocate its “Payroll & Benefit” expenditures across its DSM programs (e.g., allocating administrative “Payroll & Benefits” costs as “Common Expenses” versus allocating costs to a specific DSM...
	10. Please explain the process used by TECO to incorporate the administrative “Common Expenses” into the cost-effectiveness tests for each of its DSM programs.
	11. Referring to Schedule CT-2, Page 2, of TECO’s Filing, TECO attributed $44,463 to “Other” expenses in its Renewable Energy Program.  Please provide a detailed breakdown of the $44,463 costs included in this category.
	12. Schedule CT-2, Page 3, indicates that Renewable Energy Program “Revenues” expenditures were $142,357 less than projected by TECO.  Please explain the process used by TECO to develop its “Revenues” projection for this Program and explain the reason...
	13. Schedule CT-2, Page 3, indicates that TECO expended a total of $9,871, in “Outside Services” for its Renewable Energy Program, which is $204,117 less than the cost projected by TECO. Please explain the reason(s) the actual costs of “Outside Servic...
	Please refer to Schedule CT-2, Page 2, of TECO’s Filing and the Table below for the following question. The Table contains data regarding TECO’s Energy Audits Program that Staff compiled from TECO’s True-Up filings in Docket Nos. 140002-EG through 170...
	14. Referring to Schedule CT-2, Page 2 of TECO’s Filing, and the Energy Audit Table above, please explain the reason(s) for the 55 percent decrease in “Outside Services” expenditures from 2016 compared to 2015, for the Energy Audit Program.
	15. Referring to Schedule CT-2, Page 2 of TECO’s Filing, and the Energy Audit Table above, in 2015, TECO “Advertising” expenditures for its Energy Audit Program decreased by 5 percent in 2015, yet increased by 14 percent in 2016.  Please explain the r...
	16. Referring to Schedule CT-2, Page 2 of TECO’s Filing, and the Energy Audit Table above, please explain the reason(s) for the increase in “Materials and Supplies” expenditures for the Energy Audit Program from 2015 to 2016.  As part of your response...
	17. Referring to TECO’s Filing and the Energy Audit Table above, please state whether or not TECO has considered ways to reduce the average cost per energy audit.  If Yes, please describe the measures TECO considered to reduce the cost per audit, and ...
	18. Referring to Schedule CT-6, Page 1, of TECO’s Filing, please provide a detailed breakdown of Energy Audits Program expenses, for the following audits:
	 Residential Walk-Through;
	 Residential Customer Assisted;
	 Residential Computer Assisted;
	 Commercial/Industrial; and
	 Commercial/Industrial Comprehensive.

	19. Please provide a detailed description of the Residential Computer Assisted Audit and explain how it differs from TECO’s other audit programs.
	Please refer to Table below for the following question. The Table contains data compiled by Staff comparing the projected and actual number of participants versus the projected and actual incentives paid for the Energy Star for New Homes program.
	20. Please explain the reason(s) the projected “Incentives” costs for the Energy Star for New Homes Program were less than projected by TECO, even though the participation level in the Program was greater than projected by TECO.
	21. Schedule CT-2, Page 3, indicates that TECO under-projected costs for its Neighborhood Weatherization Program by $734,027, yet the number of Program participants was within five percent of TECO’s projection.  Please explain the reason(s) for the de...
	22. Schedule CT-2, Page 3, indicates that TECO over-projected “Outside Services” costs by $1,836,000 for its Demand Response Program, yet under-projected “Incentives” costs by $1,836,000.  Please explain the reason(s) the “Outside Services” and “Incen...
	23. Referring to Schedule CT-6, Pages 2-3, the number of participants for the Residential Ceiling Insulation and Residential Duct Repair Programs are the same (1,293).
	a. Please confirm the participant numbers for both these Programs.
	b. Please state whether or not there is a large percentage of duplicate customers participating in both of these two Programs. If Yes, please provide the amount/percentage, if known, of duplicate customers participating in both Programs.

	24. Schedule CT-6, Page 12, indicates that TECO’s Prime Time Program was retired on May 11, 2016, while Schedule CT-3, Page 1, indicates TECO expended $308,024 on the Program between June 2016 and the end of the year 2016.  Please describe of the type...
	25. Please rank, by cost, all advertising methods or mediums used by TECO to inform customers of available conservation programs.
	26. Please explain how TECO quantifies the results, or cost-effectiveness, of its conservation program advertising campaigns.
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