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State of Florida • 

DATE : 

TO : 

FROM : 

RE : 

-M-E-M-0-R-A-N-D-U-M-

J une 1 7, 1998 
Lee Willis, Esquire 
Vicki Gordon Kaufman , Esquire 
Grace A. Jaye, Attorney, Divisi on 
Docke t No. 980693- EI - Petition by T.1mp,1 :': l <!ct r i c Comp.1ny 
f o r approval of cost recove ry 11.1 1 a n~w env i ronmenta 1 
program, the Big Bend Unit s 1 & ~ flue Ga~ Desultur i~a li on 
System. 

Via Facsimile 

The following is a list 
discussed at tomorrow' s issue 
·.:ill be held at 9:30a . m. 
Bu1ld ing. 

of staff' s preltmlnary iss ue~ t o be 
identi fi ratton meet:ng . The meettng 
in Room 36~ 0 1 the Ge raLi :::;:.Jr.ter 

!. 

) 

Has Tampa Elec tric Company 
alte rna t ives to the construc t ion 
(FGDl s ystem on Big Bend Uni t s 

tTECOI adequately exp lo red 
of a Flue Ga~ Oesu I t ur 1 ;:.J t i o n 

1 and 2? 

--·-
Is the purchased power f o recast u!«,•d I ' \' TECO 
o f a Cl ean Air Ac':. Ame ndments o f 1990 
Compl i ance plan reasonable? 

111 i t s s • 1·~..: t i on 
I C L\AA l Ph. 1 :; ..:> I l 
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I, • 
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r _,, 
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Is the energy fo recast used by TECO 1 n 1 s se lect i on of a C/\fl.A 
Phase II Compliance plan reasonabl e? 

Is the load f orecast used by TECO in It s selec ton o ! u 
Phase I I Compl i ance p lan reasonabl e? 

.. , . 
-~.:·..r. 

Is the fue l price forecast used by TECO i n l LS selection o( a 
CAAA Phase II Compliance plan reasonable? 

Is t he Demand Side Management (DSM) fo r ecast us.::d by TECO in 
its selection of a CAAA Phase II Compliance pla n reasonable? 

Are the economic and financial assumptions used by TECO in i ts 
select ion of a CAAA Phase II Compl iance p lan reasonable ? 

COCI '" ·· ·. 
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8 . Did TECO reasonabl y consider thP o•nv i t '' tltth ' tlt .11 ,· ,omplt .tth'<' 

costs f o r all regulated air , wa t e r .J nd l..m d !••• 11\H .o nt,.; in t ls 
se lecti o n o f the proposed FGD s ys t em o n Bto l\••nd lltttt •: I .tnd 
2 f o r sulfu r dioxide (SO.l compli a n ,·C> purpo :>·•:; ! 

9 . Has TECO de mons t r ated that its propo~L·J r\jl) s ystem o n B i q Bend 
Units 1 and 2 f o r so. c ompliance pu rpos~s ts th~ ~e st rest 
ef f ec t i ve al terna tive available? 

10 . Wha t return on equity (ROE ) should TECO be ull o wed t .> t'd t n o n 
th e capita l investment costs for the propo~··d FCD s y :H ·~m on 
Bi g Bend Units 1 and 2? 

I 1 • Wha t is the appropriate overal l tat e •11 
r ecovery of the capi tal investme nt ~os t s 1 0 1 
syste m o n Big Bend Unit s 1 and ? ? 

t ••IU!ll l l>t L h l· 

1 11.- p r op~•scd FGD 

1.' . S ho uld t he Commission approve TECO ' s r eques 1 o r r e .,,.,," r y of 
allowanc e for funds used du r ing const r uc ti o n I AFUD~ l f o r t he 
pro posed FGD system o n Bi g Be nd Un its 1 a nd 2? 

1 L S ho u l d t he Commission approve TECO ' s r e quest. f or r cco v•' f 'i o f 
t he pro po sed FGD system on Big Bend Un its l and 2 o vet .:1 ten
year period? 

1•1 . viha t i s the a ppropriate depreciat 1on r cl t P 1 l1r Lh0 propos.•d FGD 
s ys t e m o n Big Bend Units 1 a nd 2 ? 

I ~ - i·lhat s houl d be the date o f implementati o n f o r thP deprc · t .. t o n 
rate f or t he pro po sed FGD syst e m on !h Bend Untts I unu .:.? 

1· . Based o n the r e solutio n of t he pre vi o us i s s ot(•S , should TI::CO ' s 
pe itton f o r cos t r ecove ry of a FGD sys : r:rn em !3i g Ben i Units 
! anJ 2 through t he Environmental Cosc Re..::o ·; .·ry Claus( t £CRC) 
Lo:: gra n led? 

l I . Should t hi s doc ket be c los ed? 
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