
r 
40 4 

l 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In Re: Proposed revi~ions in ) 
Schedul es by City of Mount Dora. ) 

DOCKET NO. 910064-EM 
ORDER NO . 2~ 1 0~ ______________________________ ) 
ISSUED : 2-14 - 9 1 

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of 
this matter : 

THOMAS M. BEARD, Chairman 
BETTY EASLEY 

FRANK S. MESSERSMITH 
MICHAEL McK . WILSON 

ORDER AUTHORIZING THE CITY Of MOUNT DORA 
TO ADD A CUSTOMER CHARGE. TO DECREASE BATES FOR 

CERTAIN BATE CI.ASSES. AND TO APP PUBLIC AND 
PRIYATE OQTSIPE LIGHTING SCHEPVLES 

BX THE COMMISSION: 

The City of Mount Dora (Mount Dora or Utility) requested that 

I 

this Commission authorize the addition of a customer charge for I 
monthly electric service provided by the Utility; that we approve 
a change in the basis of the minimum charge; that we approve 
proposed rate decreases for the residential, general service 
nondemand, and general service demand classes of the Utility; and , 
finally, that we approve the addition of public street and highway 
and private lighting rate schedules to the Utility ' s tariff. 

Certain costs incurred by a utility vary with the number of 
customers served. Examples of such costs include those for met e rs, 
service drops, meter reading and billing expenses. In order to 
recover these costs, which vary with the number of customers , a 
utility may assess each customer a monthly "customer charge" to 
recover the utili ty's costs for these expenses . We find that it is 
appropriate for Mount Dora to include a customer charge f or the 
residential and general service rate classes in its monthly billing 
so that the utility may properly recover these costs. 

Prior to implementing the customer charge discus sed above, the 
rate schedules for reside ntial and general service nondemand rate 
classes had a minimum charge of $5.98, which was the equivalent of 
charging the customer for 67 KWH of service, regardless of the 
number of KWH actually used by the c ustomer. Thus, even if 
customers used less than 67 KWH, they were still charged $5.98. 
Therefore, the effect of the existing minimum charge is to bill 
customers for only those KWH above 67 used . Since the energy I 
charge recovers energy-related costs whic h vary with the number of 
KWH used and demand-related costs, the Utility ' s previous minimum 
charge was inequitable . It was not based on cost causation and it 
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was anti-conservation. With the proposed use of the custome r 
charge as the minimum charge for the residential and general 
service nondemand rate schedules , the Utility is now assured of 
recovering customer-related costs o n a per customer basis, and 
recovering energy-related costs on an energy basis. In addition, 
customers will now be billed for each KWH actually used during the 
monthly billing period. 

In addition, the previous rate schedule minimum charge for the 
general service demand rate class was not reflective of the costs 
actually incurred. The general service demand rate class was 
assessed a minimum charge of the demand charge multiplied by the 
maximum demand in the preceding twelve months , which was a 100 per 
cent ratchet. Mount Dora has proposed a minimum chargr for the 
general service demand class which consists of the customer charge 
plus the demand charge multiplied by the billing demand which shall 
not be less than 51 KW, the minimum service level a customer must 
meet in order to be classified as a general service demand class 
member. We find that the elimination of the 100 per cent rachet is 
appropriate because it ignored the diversity of customers' peak 
loads. For example, some customers may usually be at their maximum 
demand during system peak hours, whereas other customers may attain 
their maximum loads i n frequently during system peak hours . Undtr 
the previous minimum charge, l>oth types of customers would pay 
demand charges based on their maximum demand , whenever it occurred. 
The previous assessment ignor~d the fact that there is an increased 
probability, when a customer is more frequently at maximum demand, 
that the maximum demand will be coincident with the monthly system 
peak hour by which Mount Dora's wholesale supplier bills its demand 
charge. It should be noted that demand ratchets of nongenerating 
utilities can serve to provide appropriate price signals, if they 
are based on demands set during the monthly system peak hours ; 
however, Mount Dora did not have this structure . This Commis sion 
approves Mount Dora's proposed cha nge for the calcu lation of the 
minimum charge for general service demand class members. 

We find that after reviewing the cost of service study for 
Mount Dora, and compari ng Mount Dora's present and proposed rates 
with the rates of Florida Power Corporation (FPC), the inves tor­
owned utility whose t erritory adjoins Mount Dora's, the 
relationship of the proposed rates or revenue responsibilities for 
the three classes appears to be appropriate. The rates for each of 
the classes have been set a t a level to recover 100 percent of the 
class ' revenue responsibil i ty , as determined in the cost of service 
study. The general service nondemand rates were set equal to the 
residential rates . These rates are consistent with FPC ' s cost of 
service study and load research data, which shows that with respect 
to energy-related and demand-related costs , it is cheaper to serve 
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the general service nondemand class than the residential service 
class. 

In order to further evaluate the relationship between general 
service demand class rates and the rates of the residential and 
general service nondemand classes, staff calculated bills for 
typical Mount Dora and FPC residential and g~neral service demand 
customers. The typical bill for the residential class is for 1000 
KWH; the typical bill for general service demand class is 
calculated tor a demand of 75 KW and a usage of 26,000 KWH. In 
order to calculate a KWH charge for these typical customers, the 
total bills were divided by KWH usage. Before the change in rates, 
Mount Dora's typical general service demand customers' per KWH 
billed was $.07515, or 92 percent of Mount Dora's residentia l 
billed charge of $.08150. With the proposed decrease, ~he general 
service demand customers per KWH billed charge will be 76 per cent 

I 

of the residential charge. Currently the billed charge per KWH of 
$ . 05389 for FPC's typical genera l service demand customers is 7 5 
percent of its billed charge of $.07152 for t he typical residential 
customer. We find that the proposed relationship between the I 
revenue responsibility of the three c lasses appears to be cost 
based and equitable. Accordi ngly, we approve the proposed 
decreases in rates for Mount Dora's residential, general service 
nondemand, and demand classeb. 

Also, Mount Dora proposed a decrease in the demand charge of 
the general service demand rate schedule from $9.00 to $4.94. 
Because the existing demand charge is significantly higher than the 
demand unit cost for investor-owned utilities, we find that the 
reduction appears to be reasonable. Therefore, we approve this 
decrease in the demand charge. 

Under the existing rates, public street and highway lights 
were billed for only their KWH usage; there was no charge for 
either the fixture or its maintenance. Mount Dora implemented 
separate energy and fixture charges for street and highwa y lights. 
The private area lighting rate schedule states an $8.00 charge per 
light and it is not available to new installations. The c harges 
for these lights recover 100 per cent of the class allocated cost 
or revenue responsibility. The total charges for the street and 
highway mercury vapor and high press ure sodium vapor lights are, 
respectively, 13 and 4 per cent higher than FPC ' s total charge for 
the same lights. We find that the charges for these various lights 
appear to be reasonable. Accordingly, we approve Mount Dora's 
addition of public street and highway and private lighting rate I 
schedules. 
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Finally, if no protest, motion for reconsideration, or notic e 
of appeal is timely fined, we find that this docket shall be 
closed. 

It i s, the refore, 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that City of 
Mount Dora is hereby authorized to charge its residential and 
general service customers the monthly "customer charge" reflected 
in the body of this Order. It is further 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the City 
of Mount Dor a is hereby authorized to decrease its rates for 
certain rate classes as r e flected in the body of this Ord 3r. It is 
further 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the City 
ot Mount Dora is hereby authoriz d to decre ase the demand charge 
for the general service demand class as reflected in the body of 
this Order. It i s further 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the City 
of Mount Dora is hereby authorized to add rate schedules for public 
street and highway and private outside lights as reflected in the 
body of this Orde r. It is further 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that if no 
protest, motion for reconsideration, or notic e of appeal is timel y 
filed, thi s docket sha ll be closed. 

BY ORDER of the Fl orida Public Service Commission, this 1 4 t h 

day of FEBRUARY , 1991. 

(S E A L) 

MAB.BMI 
MTDORA.MAB 

Reporting 

40 7., 



r'" 
4 08 

ORDER NO. 2 4 104 
DOCKET NO . 910064-EM 
PAGE 5 

NOTICE OF FUBTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 
120.59(4), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative heari ng or judicial review of Commission orders that 
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as 
well as the procedures and time limits that apply . This notice 
should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief 
sought. 

The Commission's decision on this tariff is interim in nature 
a n d will become final, unless a person whose substantial interests 
are affected by the action proposed files a petition for a formal 
proceeding, as provided by Rule 25- 22.036(4), Florida 
Administrative Code, i n the form provided by Rule 
25-22.036 (7) (a) (d) and (e), Florida Admi nistrative Code. This 
petition must be received by the Director, Division of Records a .1d 
Reporting at his office at 101 East Gaines Street, Tallahassee, 
Florida 32399-0870, by the close of business on Marc h 7 . 199 1 

In the absence of such a petition, this Order shall become 
final on the day subsequent to the above date. 

Any objection or protest filed in this docket before the 
issuance date of this Order is considered abandoned unless it 
satisfies the foregoing conditions and is renewed with i n the 
specified protest period . 

If this Order becomes final on the date described above, any 
party adversely affected may request judicial review by the Florida 
Supreme Court in the c ase of an electric, gas or telephone utility 
or by the First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water or 
sewer utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Director, 
Division of Records and Reporting and filing a copy of the notice 
of appeal and the filing fee with the appropriate court . Th is 
filing must be completed within thirty (30) days of the date thi s 
Order becomes final, pursuant to Rule 9 . 110, Florida Rules of 
Appellate Procedure. The noti ce of appeal must be i n the form 
specified in Rule 9.900 (a ) , Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
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