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BEfORE THE fLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Pet ition by florida Horne } DOCKET NO. 880585-EC 
Bu1lders Associat ion to revi e w and } 
rem dy unfa ir and unreasonable rate ) ORDER NO. 21984 
s ructurc of W1thlacoochec River ) 
Elect ric Cnope rat i ve , Inc. ) ISSUED: 10-2-89 
- --------------_______ ) 

The f ol l owing Cornmi 3sioners participated 
disposition of t hi s matter: 

MICHAEL McK. WI LSON , Chairman 
THOt.V.S M. BEARD 

BETTY EASLEY 
GERALD L. GUNTER 
JOHN T . HERNDON 

ORDER DENYING MOT I ON fOR RECONSIDERATION 

BY THE COt-U.U SSION: 

in the 

I ._ 

Florida Home Builders Association ( FHBA) f i led a Moli o n I 
f o r Reconsiderati on of Order No . 20768 entered on February 17 , 
1989. Order No. 20768, in part, dispose d o r a complaint filed 
by fHBA challenging Withl acoochee River Elec t ric Cooperative 
Inc.'s (WREC ' s ) $500 contribution-in-aid- of - construction 
(CIAC} tariff charge. In its Motion , FHBA ha s two main 
poi nts. These are : 

(1) There was no competent subs_ontial 
evidence to suppor the Commiss i on' s 
finding that the CIAC is reaso.table 
because · .. . the current [les s ] embedded 
d iffe rent1a l per cus tome r is g reater 
t han $500 '; and 

( 2 ) The decis ion, by it s own terms , 
know i ngly sanctions and imposes an 
i n v a 1 i d r a t e s t r u c t u r e u n t il such t i me 
as WREC corrects the s t r ucture. 

FHBA's first argument h inges on the asserti on that the 
Commission made an "extraordinary adjustment" in t he 
reassignment to new customers of costs to increase s ystem 
capacity in the ca lcu1 a ion of the CIAC. ~hey assert hat this 
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• xlraordinary adjustment" was nol suprHLed 
substanlul evidence. we disagree with FIIBA's 

the following reasons. 

by competent 
arguments for 

First, the allocation of zero costs 
Increased Sy ~tem Capacity lo new customers is, 
Shurbutl, a very conservative estimate. 

associated with 
according to Mr. 

Mr. Shurbutt testified that Exhibit 210, wh ich shows 75 

and 25 pcrcen assignments of increased capacity costs , wa s 

prepared in tesponse to questiot. ing on this poin at the 

hearing. He agreed that a 75 percent allocation of those costs 

would be more appropriate than a 25 percent allocation - after 

already having stated t hat the zet o allocation wa s not 

correct. Seeing that the original allocation was a very 

conserva tive estimate and absent evidence to the contrary, the 

Commission cons ide red the use of a 75 percent assignment as 

being more reflective of costs i ncurred to serve new cusLom~rs. 

Secondly, FIIAA appears to be confusing he assignment of 

cosls associated wi th increases in sy slem capaci Ly with the 

totaJ percentage of new construction costs assignable to new 

customers. Wh ile t,e two are related, the,~ are not the same 

thing. FHBA continues t o rely upon the 27 percent assignment 

oC costs to c ,.is• ing c u stomers , despi t the testimony that the 

27 percent assignment was simpl y a mathematical result of the 

anal y s is o f the costs in the ~Jork Plan, not an assumption of 

the study itself. 

FHBA further argues that since the cost study was flawed, 

a charge based on that study is necessaril y invalid. Evidence 

developed dunng the hearing help supply a correct cost basi s 

Cor a CIAC. Th fact that the original study does not support 

the $500 is irrelevant. We made various adjustments as a 
result of evidence d veloped at the hearing o arrive at our 

decision. The data developed at the hearing does support a 
$ 500 ClAC charge as being fa i r , just and reasonable for 

residential (RS) and small comrner~ial customers (GS) . 

As we sec it, FHBA has no standi ng to object to the lack 

of a cost-based CIAC tnsofar as large (demand-metered) 

customers are concerned unless it is shown to materially affect 

RS and GS customers. we find under t he circumstances the 

record does not indicate that the fa1lure to have a cost - based 

CIAC for large customers for even a short period of time would 
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have a material impact on the amount of CIAC charged to RS and 
GS customers. The RS and GS classes comprise over 98 percent 
of WREC · s customer base. . 'REC was di cected to submit a cost 
study establishing a CIAC for larg~ customers based on the same 
pr1nciplcs as those used for the RS and GS c las ses . Taking all 
of thcsC' factors into consideration, plus t he fac• that WREC 
does not .1n 1cipatinq any ne•,o~ large industrial custo,ners 1n the 
near future, are the basis upon which the Commiss 1on decided to 
order that Lhe charge be approved . 

Il is clear that our decisions se forth in Order No. 
20768 wert. prop( rly based upon the evidence and eslimony and 
no error 1n (act or law has been made and , therefore , FHBA ' s 
Motion foe Reconsid ration must be d~nied. 

Jt: is therefore, 

ORDERf.O by the Flooda Public Service Commi s s1on 
Florida Home Builders Association's (FHB/\'s) Mo ion 
Ruconsidera ion is hereby denied . It is further 

ORDERED that this docket is closed. 

that 
f o r 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, 
this 2nd day of October ::...:,_ ____ _ ~L 

SEVE TRIBBLE irector 
Otvision of Records and Reporting 

{ S E A L ) 
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NOTICE OF JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Servicn Commission is required by 
Section 120.59(4), Florida Statutes , to notify parlies oC any 
administrative hearing or judicial review o C Commission o rders 
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 gran cd or result in the relief sought 

Any par y advctscly affected by the Commission' s final 
action in this matter may request judicial review by t h e 
Florida Supreme Court in the case of an electric , gas or 
telephone utility or the First District Court of Appeal in the 
case oC a water or sewer utility by filing a notice o f appeal 
with the Director, Divi ~ ion of Reco rds and Reporting and filing 
a copy of the not ice of a ppca 1 and the f 11 i ng fcc wi Lh the 
appropdatc court . This filing must be completed w1th i n thirty 
(30) days after the issuance of Lhis order, pursu a 1t to Rule 
9.ll0, Florida Rules o! Appellate Procedure. The no ti c e of 
appeal must be in the form specified i n Rule 9 . 9 00(a). Flo rida 
Rules of Appellate Procedure . 
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