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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COt~ISSION 

In re : Conserv ation Cost Recovery 
Cl ause. 

) 
) ___________________________________ ) 

DOCKET NO. 900002- EG 
ORDER NO. 23393 
ISSUED: 8 - 22 -90 

Pursu a n t t o Notice, a Prehearing Conference was he ld on 
August 6 , 1990 , in Tallahassee , before Commissioner Betty 
Easley , P r ehearing Officer . 

APPEARANCES : 

J AMES McGEE , Esqui r e , Flo r ida Power Corpor a tion, 
P . 0. Box 1404 2 , 3201 34th Street, South, St. 
Petersburg, Florida 33733 
On behalf of Florida Powe r Co rporation . 

JOHN T . BUTLER, E"'iquire, Steel, Hecto r & Davis, 4000 
Southeast Fin ancial Center, Miami, Florida 33131-2398 
On Lehalf of Flo r ida Power & Light Company. 

ROBERT S . GOLDMAN, Esquire , Mess e r, Vicke rs, 
Caparello , French , Madsen & Lewis, P. o . Box l876, 
215 South Monroe Street, Suite 701, Tall aha ssee , 
Florida 32301 
On behalf of Florida Public Utilities Companv ~nd 

West Florida Natural Gas Company . 

JEFFREY A. STONE , Esquire, Beggs & Lane , 700 Blount 
Building , 3 West Garden Street, P . 0 . Box 12950, 
Pensacola , Flo r ida 32576-29 50 
On behalf of Gulf power Company . 

JAMES D. BEASLEY, Esqui re , Ausley , Mc Mull e n , McGehee , 
Carothers a nd P r octor , P . 0 . Box 391, 227 S. Calhoun 
St r eet , Tallahassee , Flo r ida 32301 
On behalf of Tampa _.E l ectric Company and Cily Ga~ 

Company of Flo rida. 

WAYNE L. SCHIEFELBEI N, Esquire , Gatlin, Woods , 
Ca r l s o n & Cowdery , 1709-D Mahan Drive, Tallahassee , 
Flo r ida 32308 
Qn_j)e half of Central Florid{LJi2s Company and Pl~o.t. 

City Natural Gas Compan·• {Chesapeake Utilities 
Corporation . Florida Division) . 
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ANSLEY WATSON , JR. , Esquire, MacFarlane , Ferguson, 
Allison & Kelly , P . 0. Box 1531, 215 Mad1son Street, 
Tampa , Florida 33601 
On behalf of Peoples Gas Svstem . Inc. 

VICKI GORDON KAUFMAN, Esquire , Lawson , McWhirter, 
Grandoff and Reeves , 522 E. Park Avenue , Suite 200 , 
Tallahassee , Flo rida 32301 
On behalf of the Florida Industrial power Users Group 
and the Florida Industrial Gas u~. 

JOHN ROGER HOWE , Esquire, Assistant Public Couns e 1, 
Office of Public Counsel, c/o The Florida 
Legislature, 111 w. r1adison Street, Room 812, 
Tallahassee , Florida 32399-1400 
On behalf of the Citizens of the State 0f Flo~. 

PAUL SEXTON, Esquire, Richard A. Zambo, P. A., 200 S. 
Gadsden Street , Tallahassee, Flo rida 32301 
On behalf of Tropicana Products . Inc. 

MARSHA E . RULE , Esqui r e, and ROBERT v . ELIAS, 
Esquire, Florida Public Service Conunission, 101 East 
Gaines Street , Tallahassee , Florida , 323 99- 0863 
On behalf of the Commission Staff . 

PRENTICE P . PRUITT , Esquire , Office of the Ge n e ral 
Counsel , 101 East Gaines Street, Tallahassee, 
Florida, 32399-0861 
~sel to the Commissioners. 

Background 

As part of the continuing fuel and energy conservatio n 
cost recovery proceedings , a hear1ng is set for August 22-24, 
1990, i n t his doc ket and in Dockets Nos . 900001-EI and 
900003-EG . The following subjects were noticed for hearing in 
such dockets : 

l. Dete r mi nation of t he Pro posed Levelized Fuel 
Adj u stmen t Factors for all investor-own ed utilities 
for the period October, 1990 through March, 1991 ; 
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2 . Determination of the Estimated Fuel Adju stment 
True- Up Amounts for all investor- owned electric 
u tilities for the period April, 1990 through 
September, 1990, whic h are to be based on actual data 
for the period Apri 1 , 1990 through May, 1990, and 
r evised estimates for the period June, 1990 Lhrough 
September, 1990 ; 

3. Determination of the Final Fuel Ad justment True-Up 
Amounts for all investor-owned electric util :ties for 
the period October, 1989 through March , 1990, which 
are to be based on actua l data for that pe riod; 

4. Determination of the Projected Conservation Cost 
Recovery Factors for certain investor-owned electric 
and gas utilities for the period October, 1990 
through March, 19Q1; 

5. De e rmination of the Estimated Conservation True-Up 
Amounts for certain investor-owned electric and gas 
u tilities for the period April, 1990 through 
September, 1990 , which are to be based on actual data 
for the period Apri 1 , 1990 through May, 1990, and 
revised estimates for the period June , 1990 through 
September, 1990 ; 

6 . Determinatio n of the Final Conservation True-Up 
Amounts fo r certain investor-owned electric and gas 
utilities for the period October, 1989 th~ough March , 
1990, which are to be based o n actual data f or that 
period; 

7 . Determination of any Projected Oil Backout Cost 
Recovery Factors for the period October, 1990 throug ' 
Ma r ch , 1991 , for the cost of approved oi l backout 
proj ects to be recovered pursuant to the provisi ons 
of Rule 25-17.16, Florida Administrative Code; 

8. Determination of the Estimated Oil Backout Cost 
Recovery True-Up Factors for the pe riod Apri 1, 1990 
through September, 1990, for the costs of approved 
oil backout projects to be recovered pursuant to the 
provisions of Rule 25- 17.1 6 , Florida Administrative 
Code , wh ich are to be based on actual data for the 
period April, 1990 through May , 19 90 , and revised 
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estimates f o r the 
September, 1990; 

period June, 1990 through 

9. Determination of the 
Amounts for the period 
1990, wh ich are to be 
period ; 

Final Oil Backout True-Up 
Octobe r, 1989 through March, 

based on actual data for that 

10. Determination of Generating Performance 
Factor Targets and Ranges for the period 
1990 through March, 1991; 

Incentive 
October , 

11. Determination of Generating Performance Incentive 
Factor Rewards and Penalties for the period October , 
1989 through March, 1990 ; and 

12. Determination of the Purchased Gas Adjustment True-Up 
Amounts f o r the period October , 1989 through March , 
1990, to be recove r ed during the period September, 
1990 through March, 1991. 

Use of Prefiled Testimony 

All testimony which has been prefiled in this case will be 
inserted into the r ecord as though read after the witness has 
taken the stand and affirmed the correctness of the testimony 
and exhibits, unless there is a sustainable objection . All 
testimony remains subject to appropriate objections. Each 
witness will have the opportunity to orally summarize his 
tes timony at the time he o r she takes the stand . 

Use of Depositions and Interrogatories 

If any pa rty seeks to introduce a n interrogatory or a 
deposition, or a portion thereof, the request will be subject 
to proper objections and the appropriate evidentiary rules 
will govern . The parties will be free to utilize any exhibits 
r equested at the time of the depositions, subject to the same 
conditions. 
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Order of Witnesses 

j tf;Cj 

The witness sche dule is set f o rth be low in order of 
appeara nce by the wi tness ' n ame , subject matter, and the 
issues which will be covered by his or her testimony . 

Wi t nesses whose names are preceded by an aste risk {*) have 
been excused . The parLies have stipula t ed that the tes timony 
o f such witnesses wi 11 be inserted i nto the r ecord as though 
read , a nd c ross-exami nation will be waived. 

WITNESS 

{Direct ) 

*P. D. Cleveland 
{FPC) 

*D . \>willis 
(FPL) 

*Peacock 
(FPUC) 

*J. F. Young 
(GPC) 

*G. J . Ko rdecki 
(TECO) 

*Barefoo t 
(CFGC/PCNG) 

*Sessa 
(CFGC/PCNG ) 

SUBJECT MATTER 

Compo nents of FPc·s 
Co nservation Plan and 
Associated Costs 

Compo ne nts of FPL's 
Conservation Plan and 
Associated Costs 

ECCR Pr ojections; True­
up (Marianna a nd 
Fe rnandina Beach 
Divi sions ) 

1-3 

1-3 

1- 3 

Components of Gulf •s l - 3 
Conservatio n Plan and 
Associated Costs 

Compo ne n ts of TECO ' s 1 - 3 
Conse rvation Plan and 
Associated Projected and 
Actual Costs 

True-up Factor; ECCR 7 , 9 
Projections ( Proposed 
Methodology) 

True-up Factor; 1-4 
ECCR Projet. llon 
(Cur rent Methodology) 
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WITNESS 

(12i rect} 

T. D. Anderson 
(CGC) 

J. A. Wutzler 
(CGC) 

S . D. Wilson 
(PGS) 

•s. L. Shoaf 
(SJNG) 

• Arnold 
{WFNG) 

•sott 
{WFNG) 

•Goodwin 
{WFNG) 

• smith 
(WFNG) 

A. Rosenberg 
(FIGU) 

SUBJECT MATA.ER 

Components of City 
Gas ' Conservation 
Plan and Associated 
Costs 

ECCR Modification 

ISSUES 

1-3 

4-71 9 

Components of PGS's 1-9 
Conservation Plan and 
Associated Projected 
and Actual Costs; True-
uP and Estimated True- up; 
Proposed Modification of 
Cost Recovery Methodology; 
Conservation Cost Recovery 
Factor(s) 

Components of SFNGC's l - 3 
Consorvation Plan and 
Associated Projected and 
Actua l Costs 

Conservation True- ups 1-3 
Projections 

Conservation Projections 2 

Therm Sales Projections 3 

Proposed Modification 7, 9 
of Conservation Cost 
Recovery Methodology 

History of Surcharge 4- 9 
and Impact of Proposed 
Methodol ogy 
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WITNESS 

(Direct) 

N. Elswick 
(Tropicana) 

K. D. Taylor 
(Tropicana) 

.. 

SUBJECT t1AIIER 

Whether Peoples Gas 
System, Inc. should 
Apply its Energy Con­
servation Cost Recove ry 
Charge to Large Indus­
trial Customers 

Whether Peoples Gas 
System, Inc. should 
Apply its Energy Con­
servation Cost Recovery 
Charge to Large Indus­
t-rial Customers 

EXHIBIT LIST 

I '1 1 

4 - 9 

4 - 9 

The parties h a ve stipulated that exhibits marked with an 
asterisk (*) will be inserted into the r e co rd by agreement. 

Exhibit 

• 
(PDC-1) 

• 
( DLW-1 ) 

* 
{DLW- 2) 

• 
(MAP-1 ) 

• 
(MAP-2 ) 

Witness 

Cleveland 
( FPC) 

Wi 11 is 
(FPL) 

Willi s 
(FPL) 

Peacock 
(FPUC) 

Peacock 
(FPUC) 

12.e s c r i p..t..i.Qn 

Schedules C- 1 - C-5; 

CT- 1 - CT- 6 

C- 1 - C- 5 

Schedules CT- 1 - CT- 6 
(Marianna and 
Fernandina Beach 
Divisions 

Schedules C- 1 - C- 5, 
(Marianna and 
Fernandina 
Beach Divisions) 
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F;XHIB! T LIST 

The parties hava stipulated that e xhibits marked with an 
as t e risk (•) will bo inserted into the record by agreement . 

~hi..12i..t 

• 
(JFY-1 ) 

• 
(JFY-2) 

• 
(GJK- 1) 

• 
(GJK-2) 

* 
(PSB- 1) 

• 
(SS-1) 

• 
(SS-2) 

(TDA- 1) 

(TDA- 2) 

(JAW- 1) 

(SDW-1) 

~it ness 

Young 
(GPC) 

Young 
( GPC) 

Ko rdecki 
(TECO) 

Kordecki 
(TECO) 

Barefoo t 
(CUC) 

Sessa 
(CUC) 

Sessa 
(CUC) 

Anderson 
(CGC ) 

Ande rso n 
(CCC) 

Wutzler 
(CGC) 

Wilso n 
(PGS) 

Description 

Schedules CI-l - CT-6 

Sc hedules C- 1 - C-5 

Tampa Electric's Con­
servation Cost 
Recovery True-up 

Conservation Cost 
Recovery Projected Datd 

Sc hedules 1 and 2 ; 
Ce ntral Florida and 
Pla nt City 

Sc hedules CT- 1 - CT- 6 

Schedules C- 1 - C- 5 

Conservation Cost Re ­
cove ry True-up Amount 

Conservation Cost Re­
covery Projec ion 

ECCR Charges by Rate 
Class 

Conservation Cost Re­
covery True-up data 
(Oclober , 1989 through 
March, 1990), consis­
ting of Schedules CT- 1 
- CT- 6 

I 
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EXHIBIT LIST 

The pa rties have stipula t ed that e xhibits marked with au 
asteris k (*) will be inserted into t he record by agreement . 

Exhibit 

(SDW- 2) 

(SDW-3 ) 

(SDW- 4) 

(SOW-S ) 

(SDW- 6) 

(SDW-7 ) 

* 
(SLS- 1) 

Witness 

Wilson 
,PGS) 

Wilson 
( PGS) 

Wi lson 
( PGS) 

Wilson 
( PGS) 

Wi lson 
(PGS) 

Wilson 
(PGS) 

Shoaf 
( SJNG) 

~~ription 

Data (or Develorment of 
Conservatio n Cost 
Recovery Factor 
(October , 1990 through 
March, 1991), cons is­
ting of Schedules CT- 1 
- CT-6 

Gas Hot Water Heater 
Load Retention Program 

Gas ECCR Charges as 
Percentage of Electric 
Bill 

ECCR Charges as Percen­
age of Charges for 
Gas Se rvice (by 
Customer Class) 
Present Methodology 

ECCR Charges as Percen­
age of Charges for 
Gas Service (by 
Customer Class) 
Present Methodolog y 

Proposed ECCR Charges 
by Customer Class Based 
on Froposed 
Methodo logy (October, 
1990 through March 
1991) 

Schedules CT-1 - CT- 6 

I '73 
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EXHIBIT LIST 

The parties have stipulated that exhibits marked with an 
asterisk (*) wi ll be inserted into the record by agreement. 

Exhibit 

* 
(SLS- 2) 

* 
(CA-l ) 

* 
(CA-2) 

* 
(PAS-1) 
(Revised) 

Witness 

Shoaf 
(SJNG) 

Arnold 
(WFNG) 

Arnold 
(WFNG) 

Smith 
(Wi-NG) 

~cription 

Schedules C- 1 - C-5 

Sc hedules CT-1 - CT-6 

Schedules C- 1 through 
C-5 

ECCR Charges by Rate 
Class, Current 
Methodology 

I 

* 
(PAS- 2) 
(Revised) 

Smith 
(WFNG) 

ECCR Charges by I 
Customer Class , 
{Peoples Gas Proposed 
Methodology) 

(AR-1) 

(KDT-1) 

(KDT-2) 

Staff : 

N/A. 

Rosenbe rg 
(FIGU) 

Taylor 
{TPI) 

Taylor 
(TPI) 

History of Surcharge 
and Impact l)f Proposed 
tolethodology 

Kent D. Ta;,lor; 
Professional 
Credentials 

Proposed Tropi ca na 
Service Lateral 
Bradenton, Flo rida 

EARTIES' STATEMENTS OF BASIC POSITIONS 

I 
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Chesapeake Utilities C~poration (CUCl: 

The Commission should approve the final adjusted net 
true-up amount for the period October 1 , 1989 through Ma r eb 
31 , 1990, the estimated true-up amount for the six month~ 

endi ng September 30 , 1990 , the projected conse rvation e xpenses 
for the period October 1 , 1990 through Marc h 31, 1991 , a nd the 
conservation cost r ecovery factor to be applied to bills 
rendered for meter readings taken between October 1, 1990 and 
Ma reb 31, 1991, as filed by the Flo rid a Divis ion of Chesapeake 
Utilities Corporation. Peoples ' Gas System's propvsal for 
c alcula t ing the ECCR factor is the most appropriate 
methodology in that regard. 

City Gas Company of Florida CCGC): 

The Commission s hould determine that City Gas has 
properly calculated its co.servation cost recovery true- up and 
project i o ns a nd that t he appropriate conservation cost 
recovery factor to be app lied by City Gas du r ing the pe riod 
October , 1990 through March, 1991 , is 1.616 cents per therm, 
i ncluding tax . City Gas endorses the modification of the ECCR 
methodology proposed by Peoples Gas. 

Florida Industrial Power Use r s Group (FIP~ : 

N/A . 

Florida Industrial Gas Users Group (El~Ul : 

FIGU supports the elimination of the ECCR charge f or 
large i ndustrial gas custome rs and large industri al 
i n terruptible gas customers. The ECCR charge shou ld be 
calculated and assessed solely o n the basis o f residential and 
comme rcial base revenues. However , if the Commission does no• 
e l imi nate t he ECCR charge entirely for these custome r s , the 
Peoples Gas System proposal to reallocate the gas conse rvation 
su reba r ge to more closely track costs and be ne fits s hould be 
implemented. 

Florida Power CorporatiQn CFPCl: 

FPC's true-up amounts and cost recovery factor s hould be 
approved as filed . 

!15 
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Florida Power & Light Company (FPL): 

FPL ' s true- up amounts and cost recovery factor s hould b~ 
approved as filed. 

Florida Public Utilities Company CFPUC} : 

The Commission should approve FPUC's true-up 
ca lculations, projections and conservation cost recovery 
factors for application to FPUC' s bills to customers during 
the period October, 1990 through March, 1991. 

Gulf Power Company 

It is the basic position of Gulf Power Company that the 
proposed ECCR factor presents the best estimate of Gulf's 
conse rvation expense for the period October, 1990 through 
March, 1991, including ~ he true- up calculations and other 
adjustments allowed by the Commission. 

Peoples Gas System. Inc . {PGSl: 

The Commission should approve PGS · s final adjusted net 
true-up amount of $645,865 (underrecovery) for the period 
October 1, 1989 through March , 1990 and should approve the 
estimated true-up amount of $1,621,44 5 (underrecove ry) for the 
six months ending September 30, 1990, and the projected 
conservation program expenses for the six months e nding March 
31 , 1991. 

The Commission should approve Peoples• proposed new 
methodology for recovering its conservation cost because it is 
more rational and equitable to all rate classes then is the 
current methodology. Based on the new methodology (if all 
customers are required Lo pay the ECCR factor), the Commission 
should approve the following ECCR factors for the following 
rate classes for application to bills rendered for meter 
readings taken between October 1, 1990 and March 31, 1991: 

Rate Class 

Residential 
Commercial 
Commercial - Large Volume 
Interruptible 
Interruptible Large Volume 

ECCR Factor 
(Cents Per Therm> 

2.880 
1.836 
1.273 
0.712 
0.450 

I 
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Office of Public Counsel (OPCl: 

/77 

At the April 17, 1990 Agenda Conference the Commission 
ordered that a separate investigative docket be opened to 
investigate Gulf Power Company's advertising expenses . The 
docket has not been opened to date and the order has not been 
written. As to Issues 1, 2 and 3, Public Counsel agrees with 
Staff with the understanding that that portion of Gulf Power 
Company· s conservation costs r elated to advertising expenses 
will be addressed in a different proceeding and, depending on 
that decision, refunds may be ordered. 

In its Order No. 9974, dated April 24, 1981, the 
Commission decided, as a matter of policy, that the costs of 
conservation programs should be recovered equally from all 
electric and gas utility customers on a per k 'lowatt- hou r or 
per therm bas is. Later, in Order No. 11210, dated September 
29, 1982, the Commiss1on , at page 9, reaffirmed that 
"conservation measures benefit all customers , and therefore 
shoule be collected in like manner fr om all customers . " 
Peoples Gas ' s propos a 1 to change its conserva lion cost 
recovery methodology is inconsistent with established policy, 
and the utility has not offered changed ci rcumstances or other 
reasons that would support a departure from that policy. 

St . Joe Natural Gas Company (SJNGl: 

The Commission should approve the final true-up amount 
for the six month period ending March 31, 1990, including 
interest, the projected conservation program e xpenses for the 
six month pe riod ending March 31 , 1991 and the Conserva lion 
Cost Recovery Factor be be applied to customer bills rendered 
for the six month period end i ng r1arc h 31, 1991, as filed by 
SJNG. 

Tampa Electric Company (TECOl: 

The Commission should determine that TECO has properly 
calculated its conservation cost recovery true-up project ions 
and that the appropriate conservation cost recovery factor to 
be applied by TECO during the period October, 1990 hrough 
March, 1991 is 0.107 cents per kwh, for firm r etai l sales. 
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Tropicana Products. Inc. ( TPil: 

T ropicana • s basic position is that Peoples' ECCR should 

not be applied to large industrial customers because Peoples 

conservation programs are not beneficial to those customers 
and may actually be harmful to them . If Peoples ' ECCR is to 
be applied to its large induslrial customers , then Peoples 

proposed revision to its ECCR methodology should be approved. 
Furthe r, Peoples ' tariff should be revised to permit Peoples 
to reduce or waive its ECCR c harges in cases of competitive 
fuels or potential bypass situations. 

West Florida Natural Gas Company (WFNGl: 

The Commission should approve WFNG's true-up calculation, 
projections , and conse rvation cost r ecovery factors for 

application to WFNG bills during the period October, 1990 
t hrough Marc h 1991. In addition , the Commission should 
approve t he reallocation of conservation costs proposed by 
Peoples Gas System. 

STATEMENT OF ISSUES AND POSITION~ 

Stipulated issues are indicated with an asterisk{ *). 

1 . ISSUE: What is the appropriate adjusted net true-up 
amount for the period October, 1989 through March, 1990? 

POSITIONS 

STAFF: (I tems not in dispute are indicated with an 
asterisk). 

.EK...;.. 
UL..:.. 
FPUC: 

GULF: 
TECO: 
QLC_;_ 

~ 
fliS_;_ 
SJNG: 
TECO: 
WFNG: 

Agree with utility- $465,580 underrecovery . 
Agree with utility- $586,610 overrecovery . 

Agree with utility : 
$ 136 underrecovery (Marianna ) 

$5,4 07 o verrecovery (Fernandina) 
Agree with utility - $162 , 590 overrecovery. 
Agree with utility - $289,373 ove rrecovery . 

Agree with utility - $23,402 overrecovery . 
Agree with utility - $65,463 over r ecovery. 
Agree with utility - $645,865 o verrecovery. 

Agree with utility - $11,868 overrecovery. 
Agree with utility - $288,373 overrecovery. 
Agree with utility - $96,196 overrecovery. 

I 
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I 



I 

I 

I 

ORDER NO. 23393 
DOCKET NO . 900002-EG 
PAGE 15 

~ Agree with Staff. 

~ $ 23 ,402 over recovery. 

~ $65 ,4 63 overrecovery . 

~ $465,580 unde rrecove ry. 

.f..eL.l. $586,610 over r ecovery. 

(Sessa) 

rPUC: $ 136 unde rrecovery (Maria nna ) 
$5,407 overrecove ry (Ferna ndi na ) 

GULF: $162 , 590 overrecovery . 

~ $64 5 , 865 unde rrecovery . 

SJNG ; $11,868 overrucovery . 

1~ $289,373 overrecovery. 

WFNG; $96, 196 overrecovery. 

FIPUG; No position . 

FIGU : No posit ion . 

~ No positio n at this time. 

2 . ISSUE; What is the appropri a t e projected end- o ( - period 
total net t r ue-up amount for the period Ap ril , 1990 
through September, 1990? 

POSITIONS 

STAFF; (Items not in dispute are indicated with a n 
asterisk). 

il'~ 
.Ea.;_ 
FPUC ; 

Agree with u tility - $370,174 underrecovery. 
Agree with util ity - $4 14,7 58 underrecovery . 

Agree with utility: 
$ 29 o ve rrecove ry (Marianna) 

$11 , 310 o vc rrecovet y ( Fernand i na ) 

171 
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GULF; 
IECO: 
~ 
~ 
~ 
SJNG : 

Agree with utility - $177,898 overrecovery. 
Agree with utility - $872,9 31 over recovery. 

Agree with utility - $13, 524 o ve rrecovery . 
Agree with ut ility - $72, 584 overrecovery. 
Agree wi t h uti lity - $1, 621 ,44 5 und e rrecovery. 

WFNG; 
Agree with utility - $15 , 111 overrecovery. 
Agree with utility - $105,591 overrecovery. 

Qf.C_;_ Agree with Staff. 

QJ.C...;_ $13,524 overrecovery . ( Sessa) 

~ $7 2 , 584 overrecovery. 

~ $370 , 174 underrecovery. 

f£L...:.. $414,758 unde rrecovery. 

FPUC: $29 overrecovery (Marianna ) 
11 , 310 o v e rrecovery (Fernandina) 

GULF; $177,898 ove rrecovery. 

~ $1 ,621 ,44 5 underrecovery . 

SJNG: $15 , 111 overrecovery. 

TECO; $872,931 o verrecove ry. 

WFNG : $105, 591 o ve rrecovery . 

FIGU: No posit ion. 

FIPUG; No position . 

~ No position at this time. 

I 
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3 . ISSUE; What is the appropriate conservation cost 
r ecovery factor for the period October , 1990 through 
March , 1991? 

POSITIONS 

ataf~ Staff ' s positions for i nvestor- owned gas 
ut i lities on the appropriate cost r ecovery factors depend 
upon the Commission~ vote on Issues 4 through 9 . 

f.fC...;.. Agree with utility - . 231 cents per kwh . 
illL.;_ Agree wi th utility - . 084 cenls per kwh . 
FPUC; Agree with u tility : 

.017 cents per kwh (r1arianna) 

.007 cents per kwh ( Fernandina) 
GULF; Agree with utility - . 013 cents per kwh . 
TECO; Agree with utility - . 107 cents pe r kwh . 
~ Agree with utility - .284 cents per therm and 

.279 cents per therm - Public Authority 
Fac tor. 

~ Agree with uti lity - 1 .616 cents per therm. 
.f.Q.S_;_ Agree wi t h uti lity - 1. 079 cents per therm and 

1. 059 cents per ther m - Public Authority Fac or . 
SJNG; Agree with utility - .087 cents per therm . 
WFNG; Ag ree with utility - . 846 cenls per therm . 

~ Agree with Slaff. 

~ If the cu rre nt me thodology is not changed , the 
appropriate cost recovery fa ctors are .284 cents per 
therm; and . 279 cents per the rm for the Public Authority 
Factor . ( Sessa) 

~ 1. 616 cents per therm . 

~ .231 cents per kwh. 

m...;_ . 084 cents per kwh . 

FPUC; .017 cents per kwh (Mar ianna ) 
.007 cents per kwh (Fernandina) 

GULF; . 013 cents per kwh .. 

If I 



ORDER NO . 23393 

DOCKET NO . 900002-EG 
PAGE 18 

~ If the Commi s sion makes no change in cost 
allocation methodology , 1.079 cents per therm and 1.059 
cents per therm - Public Authority Factor . 

SJNG : . 087 cents per therm. 

TECO: .107 cents per kwh . 

WFNG: If the Commiss ion makes no 
conservation cost recovery methodology, 
factor is .846 cents per therm. 

change in the 
the appropriate 

FIGU : The ECCR facto r should be eliminated f o r large 
interruptible gas users and large industrial 
interruptible gas use rs. The conservation cos t r ecovery 
f ac tor for October, 1990 through Marc h, 1991 f o r the gas 
utili ties should reflect the elimination of this factor. 

FIPUG: No positio n . 

~ The issue assumes that the Commission will continue 
the current ECCR allocation methodology without change. 
Tropicana has proposed certain changes in Issues 4- 9 . If 
the Commission r etains the cu rrent methodology without 
any c hange, Tropicana has no position as to the proper 
levelized f ac t o r per therm . 

4. ISSUE: Should large industrial gas c ustome rs be r equ ired 
to pay the energy conservation cost ( ECCR) factor? 
(TPI/FIGU) 

POSITIONS: 

Sib~ No position at this time . 

~ Yes . 
methodology. 

cue s upport s 
( Ba r e foot) . 

Peoples Gas System ' s proposed 

~ Yes . Howe ver, City Gas be lie ves tho Commission 
should adopt t he new methodology proposed by Peoples Gas 
for collecting these costs through the ECCR factor t o 
make large indus trial customers • cont ributions more 
proportionate to the bene fits they receive from 
conservation programs . {Wu t zler ) 

I 

I 

I 
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FIPUG : No position at this time. 

FIGU: No. Large industrial users receive no benefits 
from the programs which this charge supports. (Rosenberg ) 

~ Yes . 

.f.G.S..; Yes; since these customers derive some benefits 
from Peoples' energy conservation programs , they should 
pay some portion of the costs of such programs , which 
costs are recovered by the Company throuqh i ts ECCR 
fdctor. Under the current method for calculating the 
factor {.i......f:..... , dividing otat conservation p rogram costs 
by total therm sales for the projection period), however, 
the amount of such costs required to be paid by 1 a rge 
industrial customers is grossly disproportionate to the 
benefits they receive . Thus, the ECCR faclor cha rged by 
Peoples to its customers [including large industrial 
(interruptible) customers] to recover its conservation 
program costs should be based on the new methodology 
proposed herein by Peoples. Howe ver , even if Peoples ' 
proposed new methodology is approved by the Commission, 
Peoples believes that it needs the flexibility (as 
suggested by Tropicana Products, Inc . } to reduce o r waive 
entirely its ECCR charges for larg~ industrial 
(interruptible} customers to prevent l oss of s uch 
customers to alternate fuels , or to prevent the 
customers ' complete bypass of the Company ' s distribution 
system events which would adversely affect the 
Company 's r emai ning r atepayers. Large industrial 
(interruptible} customers should not be required to pay 
the ECCR factor to the extent of any such reduction or 
waiver. {Wilson) 

SJNG ; No posilion at this time . 

I.f.I....;. No. Peoples ' conservation programs are not 
beneficial to large industrial customers and may actually 
be harmful to such customers . (Elswick , Taylor} 

WFNG; Yes. Firm induslrial customers should pay an ECCR 
factor, but it should be calculated more equitably than 
under the present methodology. The pending propos a 1 of 
Peoples Gas System to change the allocation of 
conservation costs would produce a more equitable result. 

!P3 
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5. ISSUE: Should interruptible gas customers be required to 
pay the energy conservation cost (ECCR) factor? (Staff) 

6. 

POSITIONS : 

STAFF: No position . 

~ No positi on. 

~ Yes, but only to the extent they would be required 
to pay unde r Peoples Gas ' proposed new ECCR methodology. 
(Wu t zler) 

~ Yes . 

FIPUG: No position at this time . 

FIGU: No. See Issue 4. (Rosenberg ) 

E.QS~ People's position is the same as its position on 
Issue 4. 

SJNG: No position at this time. 

UI....;. No . See Tropicana ' s posit ion on Issue No. 4. 
(Elswick , Taylor) 

WFNG: Yes . These customers derive some benefit 
WFNG • s energy conservation programs. However, 
supports the proposed Peoples Gas mech~nism 
allocating conservation costs, which would be 
equitable to this customer class. 

from 
WFNG 

for:­
more 

ISSUE; Shoula natural gas used to 
facilities be subject to the energy 
r ecovery (ECCR) factor? (TPI ) 

fire cogeneration 
conservatio n cost 

POSITIONS; 

STAFF : No position at this time. 

~ No position . 

~ No. (Wutzler ) 

I 

I 

I 
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FIPUG: No position. 

FIGU: No . (Rosenberg) 

~ No, due to the 
cogeneration facilities 
(Wilson) 

significant contribution whic h 
make to energy conservation. 

SJNG: No position at thi s time. 

~ No. Such facilities, constructed with private 
funds, conserve e nergy and confe r a substantial benefit 
on the St a te and should no t be penalized for using 
natural gas. ( Elswick, Ta ylor ) 

WFNG: No. Cogeneration advances conservation goals for 
the be nefit of the state and its citizens , ond should be 
encouraged. A conservation surcharge will make 
coge nera tion l ess att r acti ve economically . 

~ Yes. 

7 . ISSUE : Peoples Gas System, Inc,. in Docket 900409-EG, 
proposed a c hange in the Commission- required methodology 
for Ene rgy Conservation Cost Recovery ( ECCR ) by gas 
utilities . The proposed method is simila r to the 
application of interim r e ve nue i ncreases equally across 
the base rates for all classes. The current method , in 
place since 1981 , r ecovers costs by applying a flat cents 
per therm ECCR factor on all therms sold. Peoples 
proposed to r ecover ECCR costs from each customer class 
in proportion to that class • total non-gas revenues in 
the s ame ratio as the proportion of total ECCR revenues 
to the utility's total non- gas revenues. This would 
require a di fferent ECCR factor for each rate class. 
Should this change be made for all gas utilities 
participating in ECCR, effective with the October 1, 1990 
through March 31, 1991 r ecovery period? (S ta f f ) 

POSITIONS : 

STAFF : No position at this time. 

~ Yes. (Barefoot ) 

If'S 
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~ Yes. City Gas adopts the position stated by 
Peoples Gas System, Inc. (Wutzler) 

FIPUG: No position. 

FIGU: Yes, if the Commission does not eliminate 
charge entirely for large industrial customers. 
Issu~ 4 . (Rosenberg ) 

this 
See 

~ Yes. Peoples · proposed new methodology is more 
rational and equitable for all customer classes in that 
it results in ECCR charges more closely related to 
Peoples ' cost of service to each rate class, more 
equitably assigns responsibility for conservation program 
costs to the rate classes in rel ation to the program 
benefits received by each class, and furthers the 
objective of assisting Peoples in retaining large volume 
interruptible customer~ on its distribution system. That 
objective would be furthered to an even greater extent if 

I 

Peoples is permitted to wa ive or reduce its ECCR c harges I 
to interruptible customers to prevent their loss to 
alternate fue ls or their bypass of the Company· s 
distribution system. {Wil son ) 

SJNG: No position at this time. 

~ Large industrial customers should not be subject to 
Peoples • ECCR. However, if such customers must continue 
to pay Peoples ' ECCR, then Peoples ECCR methodology 
should be modified in accordance with the petition , 
effective October 1, 1990. (Elswick, Taylor) 

WFNG : Yes , except to the extent the Commission 
determines that interruptible customers o r cogeneration 
customers should not be subject to the ECCR surcharge. 
The Peoples Gas propos a 1 is a more equitable method of 
recovering conservation costs. (Smith) 

OPC : No. 

I 
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a . ISSUE : Should Peoples Gas Sys t em be granled the 
flexibility to r educe or waive its ECCR factor in 
r espon se to competition from altern ate fuel competition 
o r t he possibility of c ustomer bypass? (TPI/PGS) 

POSITIONS: 

SIAF~ No position at this time . 

~ No position . 

~ No position at this time. 

FIPUG: No position at thi s time . 

FIGU : Yes. ( Rosenberg ) 

~ Yes . {Wilson) 

£~ No position at thi s time . 

~ Yes. Peoples ' con servation cost recovery clause in 
its t a r iff s hould be r evised to pe rmit Peoples to r educe 
or eliminate ECCR c harges in r esponse t o fuel competiti o n 
o r the possibility of byp ass . This wo uld provide Peoples 
the f l exibi l ity to r espond to competiti ve cond itions. 
{Elswick, Taylo r) 

WFNG : Al thoug h this i ssue is framed with r espect to 
Peop les Gas Sy stem o n l y, it appea r s to be generic in 
na ture . WFNG supports in principle the suggested 
fl e xibility, subj ec t to the reasonable r esolutio n of such 
matters as the mecha n ism for s ubsequen t r ecover y of costs 
that h ave been "wa ived " f or t he l a r ge customer. 

~ No . 

/F7 
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9 . ISSUE: If the Commission approves the proposed c hange in 
the recovery methodology for ECCR by investor -owned gas 
utilities, what is the appropriate conservation cost 
recovery factor for each rate class for t he period 
October 1990 through March 1991? (Staff/PGS) 

POSITIONS: 

STAFF: Staff ' s positions on the appropriate rate class 
cost recovery factors depend upon the Commissions vote on 
Issues 4 through 8. 

Rate Schedule ECCR Factor (Cents Per Therm) 

Residential 
Gas Lighting Custo~~rs 
Commercial Firm 
CompLessed Natural Gas 
Interruptible Preferred 

Rate Sc hedule 

GS Residential 
AC Residential 
GS Commercial 
GA Commercial LV 
GS Industrial 
Interruptible 
Public AuthoriLy 

(Barefoot) 

FIPUG: No position. 

3 . 017 
3.071 
1 . 176 
0 . 874 
0 . 611 

ECCR 
Cents 
Eiti Tberm 

$0.01943 
$0.01892 
$0 . 00888 
$0.00494 
$0.00300 
$0. 00142 
$0.00142 

FIGU: This 
Commissio n's 
should be 
calculation. 

is a fallout calculation 
vote on the preceding issues. 

required to pr~vide the 
(Rosenberg ) 

ECCR 
Ad justed 
.f.ot.. T~ 

0.198 
0.01928 
0.00905 
0.00503 
0 . 00306 
0.00145 
0.00143 

based on the 
Each utility 

appropriate 

I 

I 

I 
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' 

Rate Class ECCR factor Ccents per therm> 

Residenti al 
Commercial 
Commercial-Large Volume 
Interruptible 
Interruptible-Large Volume 

{Wilson) 

SJNG: No position at this time. 

2 . 880 
l. 836 
l. 273 
0.712 
0. 451 

~ The appropriate rate class cost recovery factors 
depend on the Commission's action on Issue 4-8. The 
final facto r s cannot be properly identified until 
interactive effects of the various issues are accounted 
for. Peoples position on this issue assumes that the 
Commission will change the ECCR allocation m~thodology 

only as Peoples has proposed. 

WFNG: Assuming the Peoples Gas methodology is approved 
and no other changes are made to the mechanism of 
cost recovery, the following factors would apply : 

Rate Class 

Residential 
Commercial 
Firm I ndustrial 
Interruptible 

{Smith) 

~ No position at this time. 

ECCR Factor 
(Cents Per Iherm> 

l. 959 
0.684 
0 . 221 
0.149 
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10. ISSUE: Are Gulf Power Company ' s advertising e xpe nses 
accurate, reasonable , prudently incurred, and approp riate 
for cost recovery? 

By agreeme nt of the parties this issue will be addressed 
in a separate docket. 

MOTIONS 

.If..I.l. Du ri ng the Prehea ring Conference, the Staff 
i ndicated that it was normal practice for the Staff to 
bring gene ric issues, such as I ssue 4- 9, to an age nda 
conference after hearing , rather than f o r the Commission 
to vote on the issues at the close o f hearing. Staff 
also indicated that, under s uc h circumstances , it was not 
likely that any changed methodology could be put in 
effect by Octobe r 1, 1990. In r esponse , Tro picana made 
an oral motion that the Commi ssion vote on Issues 4- 9 at 
the close of the he aring or as soon thereafter as will 
permit Peoples to implement any c hanges i n its ECCR 
methodology by Octobe r 1 , 1990. The Prehearing Office r 
deferred any rul ing on Tropicana ' s motion to the full 
panel. 

FIGU: FIGU j o ins in the motion made by Tropicana at the 
Prehearing Confe r e nce for a bench vo t e on imp l ementation 
of the appropriate ECCR factor. The Commission should 
act quic kly to implement its decision so that the 
app ropriate factor will be in place by October 1 , 1990 . 

None at this time. 

Based on the foregoi ng, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida 
these proceedings shall be 
modified by the Commission. 

Public Service Commission tha 
governed by this order unless 

I 
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By ORDER of Commi ssione r Betty Easley, Prehea ring Officer, 
this 22nd d ay of AUGUST 1990 

( S E A L ) 

RVE 
(7666L) 

I Cf'l 


	Roll 7-1204
	Roll 7-1205
	Roll 7-1206
	Roll 7-1207
	Roll 7-1208
	Roll 7-1209
	Roll 7-1210
	Roll 7-1211
	Roll 7-1212
	Roll 7-1213
	Roll 7-1214
	Roll 7-1215
	Roll 7-1216
	Roll 7-1217
	Roll 7-1218
	Roll 7-1219
	Roll 7-1220
	Roll 7-1221
	Roll 7-1222
	Roll 7-1223
	Roll 7-1224
	Roll 7-1225
	Roll 7-1226
	Roll 7-1227
	Roll 7-1228
	Roll 7-1229
	Roll 7-1230



