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CASE BACKGROUND

As directed in Order No. PSC-98-0309-PHO-EI, Docket No.
980001-EI, issued February 23, 1998 (Prehearing Order), staff
established this docket to consider a change in the frequency and
timing of the hearings in Docket Ncs. 980001-EI, 980002-EG, 980003-
GU, and 980007-EI as well as the manner of implementing such a
change. On March 17, 1998, staff conducted a workshop to hear
comments from investor-owned electric and gas utilities and other
interested parties regarding proposed changes to the frequency and
timing of the four cost recovery clauses. The workshop was
attended by representatives from Florida Power Corporation (Florida
Power), Florida Power & Light Companv (FPL), Tampa Electric Company
(TECO), Gulf Power Company (Gulf), Florida Public Utilities Company
(FPUC), Peoples Gas System (Peoples Gas), Central Florida Gas
{a/k/a Florida Division of Chesapeake Utilitiﬁm*pgrporatinnl.ﬂGity
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Gas Company of Florida (City Gas), the Legal Environmental
Assistance Foundation (LEAF), the Office of the Public Counsel
(Public Counsel), and the Florida Industrial Power Users Group
(FIPUG). The participants were asked to provide written comments
to issues addressed during the workshop.

RISCUSSION OF ISSUES

: Should the Commission approve a change in the frequency
of the Fuel and Purchased Power Cost Recovery Clause hearings from
a semiannual to an annual basis?

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. The Commission should approve a change in
the frequency of the Fuel and Purchased Power Cost Recovery Clause
hearings to an annual basis.

The Fuel and Purchased Power Cost Recovery Clause
(fuel clause) has three main components: the fuel and purchased
power cost recovery factor; the generation performance incentive
factor; and the capacity cost recovery factor. These three factors
are calculated and set on a six-month projected basis with the
following exceptions. First, the Commissign approved Gulf Power's
request for a twelve-month projection period for its capacity cost
recovery factor in Order No. PSC-95-1089-FOF-EI, issued September
5, 1995. Second, the Commission approved FPL's requests for a
twelve-month projection period for its capacity cost recovery
factor and its generation performance incentive factor in Order No.
PSC-96-1172-FOF-EI, issued September 19, 1996.

1. REASONS FOR PROPOSED CHANGE

The Commission should approve a change in the frequency of the
fuel clause hearings to an annual basis for the following reascns.
First, an annual fuel hearing would reduce the number of hearing
days per year reserved for the fuel clause. FPL, Florida Power,
and Gulf agree that an anrual fuel clause hearing would allow the
Commission and the parties to use their time and monetary resources
more efficiently. The Commission and the parties would gain a
degree of administrative efficiency by saving the costs associated
with an additional hearing (travel, legal, administrative, etc).

Second, midcourse corrections may occur less frequently. In
order No. PSC-93-0840-FOF-EI, issued June 7, 1993, the Commission
stated that the "volatility of fuel prices may cause more midcourse
corrections over a year period, and therefore the change to annual
hearings could prove to be more, rather than less, costly.”
However, staff notes that fuel prices are currently less volatile
and a higher probability exists that monthly over-recoveries and
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under-recoveries will be offset between annual fuel clause
hearings. Hence, midcourse corrections may occur less frequently
than previously surmised. Florida Power, FPL, FPUC, and Gulf
indicate that during the last ten year period they may have
requested fewer midcourse corrections for factors approved on an
annual basis.

Third, an annual factor would provide custorers with more
certain and stable prices. Florida Power, FPL, and Gulf indicate
that industrial and commercial customerc prefer more stable
electricity prices. FPL and Gulf further indicate that residential
customers would prefer the simplicity of one fuel factor for an
entire year. Currently, the fuel clause factor changes every six
months in April and October. The proposed change would allow the
fuel clause factor to remain unchanged for twelve months.
Therefore, ratepayers could plan with greater certainty their level
of expenditures for electricity during a given twelve month period.

II. PARTIES' COMMENTS

Six parties filed comments relative to this issue. FPL,
Florida Power, Gulf, FPUC, and TECO support the proposed change to
an annual fuel clause hearing. However, FIPUG opposes the proposed
change, and expressed eleven concerns with it. Most of these
issues, if implemented, would represent major, substantive changes
to the fuel clause rather than procedural changes. Staff believes
these issues are beyond the scope of this docket. These issues are
more appropriate for consideration in the generic fuel clause
docket.

However, staff believes that FIPUG raised three concerns that
should be addressed in this docket. First, FIPUG maintains that
“(r)ates set using long range forecasts will violate Florida law.”
FIPUG cites Citizens of Florida v. Hawkins, 356 So.2d 254 (Fla.
1978) where the "Florida Supreme Court held that the Commission
erred when it used an actual year-end rate base when setting (base)
rates prospectively...” Staff does not believe that the rationale
of Citizens can be applied to the Commission’'s cost recovery
proceedings. When setting base rates prospectively, the Commission
essentially takes a “snapshot” of the utility's projected rate base
and income statement at a given point in time, and sets the base
rates necessary to recover the utility’s revenue requirements. Any
forecasting errors that occur when that “snapshot” is taken will be
carried forward, without any true-up mechanism, and will accrue to
the benefactor of the forecasting error. For the instant fuel cost
recovery proposed procedural change, the Commission would require
a utility to project its fuel costs up to 15 months into the
future., However, the fuel clause has a true-up mechanism which
allows the utility and its ratepayers to be "made whole” when an
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over-recovery or under-recovery occurs. The true-up mechanism, in
conjuction with the fuel clause’'s annual staff audits, ensures that
the Commission is in compliance with Section 366.06, Florida
Statutes, which requires that rates be set on “actual legitimate
cosats.”

Second, FIPUG states that "(t)he new procedure would deny
consumers due process.” FIPUG does not believe that adequate time
exists to analyze the filings of 14 utilicies, conduct discovery,
and prepare for the hearings. FIPUG's statement has some merit.
Staff has modified the proposed filing schedule to address this
concern. Although the Commission maintains a tight schedule
between the filing date for the utilities’ projected costs and the
the cost recovery hearings, the Commission may defer an issue or
establish a separate docket to provide for more discovery and
analysis on a complex or controversial issue. As the Commission
stated in Order No. 13452, issued June 22, 1984, “the burden to
demonstrate prudence necessarily falls on the utility. When a
utility does not come forward to demonstrate the prudence of ite
Expanditurea, that issue is still viable for this Commission to

etermine.”

Third, FIPUG suggests that “(a) procedure that would allow
inflexible fuel factors is discriminatory and discourages
conservation.” FIPUG states that if a utility charges a single
average fuel cost factor calculated and set annually, ratepayers
would be neither willing nor able to respond to instantaneous fuel
price changes. A single average fuel cost factor, FIPUG claims,
would fail to promote conservation and would discriminate against
high load factor customers. Over the course of a year, staff
believes that any *missed” opportunities for a ratepayer .o benefit
from lower fuel costs in periods of low demand would be offset by
higher fuel costs that would be necessary to match peak demand
periods. Moreover, staff notes that all investor-owned electric
utilities have optional tim:-of-use rates.

III. RELATED ISSUES

As a result of the proposed annual fuel hearing, several items
associated with the fuel clause should be addressed. First, all
parties and staff believe that the Commission should not change its
policy regarding midcourse corrections. This policy is articulated
in Order No. 13694, issued September 20, 1984. As the Commission
stated, when the utility becomes aware that its actual fuel costs
are ten percent greater than or less than its projected fuel costs
during a recovery period, the utility shall advise the Commission
through a prompt filing. If the utility fails to advise the
Commission, the Commission will disallow the intermst on that
portion of the under-recovery in excess of ten percent. The
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utility shall also request a hearing to adjust its fuel clause
factor unless the utility believes that such an adjustment is
impractical due to the magnitude, timing, or both of the over-
recovery or under-recovery. In any event, any party may request a
hearing or the Commission may order a hearing to consider a change
in the utility’s fuel clause factor.

Second, in Order No. 14546, issued July 8, 1985, the
Commission established the fuel-related ~xpenses that can be
properly recovered through the fuel clause. A utility must obtain
Commission approval of these fuel-related expenses before a utility
may recover these expenses through the fuel clause. If a utility
seeks to recover, between hearings, fossil-fuel related costs which
result in fuel spavings and if these costs were not previously
addressed in determining base rates, the utility must obtain
Commission approval before cost recovery may commence. However, the
Commission’s approval of the fossil-fuel related costs between
hearings may cause the utility to over-recover or under-recover by
more than ten percent of its projected fuel costs. If this
occurs, a change in the utility’s fuel clause factor may be
necessary. Florida Power believes that the decision to change the
fuel clause factor should be made on a case-by-case basis. FPL,
FPUC, and Gulf believe that a utility should request and the
Commission should approve a change in the fuel clause factor only
when the projected costs in the interim petition would cause the
utility to over-recover or under-recover by ten percent during the
recovery period. Staff agrees with FPL, FPUC, and Gulf; however,
the Commission should also consider the magnitude of the costs and
the timing of the interim petition when deciding whether a change
is warranted between fuel clause hearings.

Third, staff recognizes that an adjustment to the current
reporting schedules will be necessary to accomodate the change from
a six-month to a twelve-month recovery period. The utiliti-s
currently file A-Schedules to document actual fuel costs on a
monthly basis. Also, the utilities file E-Schedules and H-
Schedules as exhibits to their witnesses’ testimonies in fuel
clause hearings to support the next recovery period‘s fuel clause
factors.

IV. CONCLUSION

Staff recommends that all components of the fuel clause for
all investor-owned electric utilities be prospectively calculated
and set on a twelve-month projected basis. After reviewing the
comments submitted by the investor-owned electric utilities and
FIPUG, staff believes that changing the fregquency of the fuel
clause hearing from a semiannual to an annual basis is in the
public interest.
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ISSUE 2: Should the Commission approve a change in the
frequency of Lhe Environmental Cost Recovery Clause (ECRC) hearings
for Tampa Electric Company from a semiannual to an annual basis?

RECOMMENDATION;: Yes. The Commission should approve a change in
the frequency of the Environmental Cost Recovery Clause (ECRC)
hearings for Tampa Electric Company to an annual basis.

STAFF ANALYSIS: Section 366.8255, Florida Statutes, which
establishes an environmental cost recovery clause (ECRC). This
statute authorizes the Commission to allow recovery of prudently
incurred environmental compliance costs through the environmental
cost recovery factor. According to the statute, this factor "must
be set periodically, but at least annually.”

In Order No. PSC-96-1171-FOF-EI, issued Septemuer 18, 1996,
the Commission found that the ECRT should be changed from a six-
month cost recovery period to an annual cost recovery period with
respect to FPL and Gulf. One month earlier, in Order No. PSC-96-
1048-FOF-EI, issued August 14, 199€, TECO’'s initial ECRC factors
were approved by the Commission. These factors were set for a six-
month period with the understanding that the Commission may
consider a change to an annual cost recovery period for TECO after
it gained experience with the ECRC. :

staff believes that TECO has now had sufficient experience
with the ECRC to justify a change to annual cost recovery period.
In addition, much of the rationale stated in Issue 1 for annual
cost recovery periods applies to the ECRC. An annual ECRC hearing
would reduce the number of hearing days per year reserved for the
ECRC and would allow for increased administrative efficiency for
the parties as well as the Commission. Also, customers could more
easily project electricity costs because the ECRC factor would
remain unchanged for a twelve-month period.

TECO supports the proposed change for the ECRC recovery
periods. FIPUG, hcwever, believes that the Commission should
establish a new docket to decide this issue. Staff disagrees.
This docket was established in part to decide this issue.
Moreover, the Commision did not find it necessary to establish a
separate docket when deciding this issue with respect to FPL and
Gulf. It was accomplished within the scope of the annual ECRC
docket. Staff believes the material support for establishing
annual cost recovery periods in the ECRC for TECO is substantially
the same as it was in the Commission’s decision for FPL and Gulf.
Therefore, staff believes that no additional information is
regquired to make the determination in this case,
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Neither Florida Power nor FPUC have petitioned the Commission
for recovery of environmental compliance costs through thc ECRC.
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ISSUE 3;: Should the Commission approve a change to
calculate the factor for the Fuel and Purchased Power Cost Recovery
Clause on a calendar year basis?

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. The Commission should approve a change to
calculate the factor for the Fuel and Purchased Power Cost Recovery
Clause on a calendar year basis that commences each January and
concludes the following December, beginning in 1999, pursuant to
the transition schedule attached as Attachment A.

STAFF ANALYSIS: For the following reasons, the Commission should
approve a change to calculate the factor for the Fuel and Purchased
Power Cost Recovery Clause (fuel clause) on a calendar year basis
that commences each January and concludes the following December,
beginning in 1999.

First, an annual factor for the fuel clause set on a calendar
year basis would result in one charge for fuel costs set in place
for a one year period from January through December. With the
exception of TECO, utilities have indicated that an annual fuel
clause factor calculated on a calendar year basis would coincide
with most commercial and industrial customers’ budget periods. As
stated by FPL, the proposed change would provide ratepayers greater
certainty about electricity costs due to a more stable, predictable
twelve month charge for fuel. Currently, ratepayers may experience
three different charges for fuel within a calendar year. If the
Commission adopted an annual factor based on a non-calendar year,
ratepayers would still experience two different charges for fuel
within a calendar year.

Second, if the fuel cost factor is based on a calendar year,
an interested party could more easily analyze fuel cost
information. Currently, one must extract these data from three
recovery periods to calculate fuel costs for a calendar year.
Under the proposed change, one would only need to extract data from
one twelve-month recovery period to calculate fuel costs on a
calendar year basis. Also, maintaining fuel cost information on a
calendar year basis is consistent with the manner in which most
data are accumulated and reported to the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, the Department of Energy, and other public agencies.

Third, an annual, calendar year factor will simplify staff
audits. staff currently audits each investor-owned electric
utility's fuel expenses from April through the following March.
Therefore, staff must access information from the utilities’
general ledger and EDP tapes from two calendar years to complete
each year‘s audit. As illustrated in Attachment A, the audit
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period for the fuel clause will commence in January and conclude
the following December. Thuo, staff will only be required to
access the utilities’ general ledger and EDP tapes from one

calendar year.

Fourth, an annual, calendar year factor will allow for greater
administrative efficiencies. With Commission approval of staff's
recommendations in Issues 1 and 2, the length of the recovery
period for all components of all cost recovery clauses for all
investor-owned electric and gas utilities will be twelve months.
As staff expressed in Issues 1 and 2, the Commission and the
parties will gain greater administrative efficiencies if the
frequency of the hearings for the fuel clause for the investor-
owned electric utilities and the ECRC for TECO is changed from a
semiannual to an annual basis. These administrative efficiencies
can not currently occur; however, since the timing of the recovery
periods differs among the four cost recovery clauses. Changing
each recovery period to an annual, calendar year basis will allow
these efficiencies to be gained.

Six parties filed comments relative to this isesue, FPL,
Florida Power, Gulf, and FPUC support staff’s proposed change.
TECO opposes the proposed change to a calendar year recovery
period. TECO states that an April through March period coincides
very effectively with its budgeting process for fuel costs that are
recovered through the fuel clause. Moreover, no compelling reason,
TECO asserts, exists to implement a calendar year cost recovery
schedule as opposed to an annual cost recovery period of April
through March. In response, staff notes that components of FPL's
and Gulf’'s fuel clause factors (capacity cost recovery and GPIF for
FPL and capacity cost recovery for Gulf) currently have an annual
recovery period which commences in October and concludes the
following September. Therefore, the best alternative to a calendar
year recovery period for the fuel clause would be an October
through September recovery period, not an April througnu March
recovery period as TECO has proposed.

FIPUG neither supports nor opposes a calendar ye~ar recovery
period, but states that the Commission should recognize seasonal
cost differentials when calculating the fuel clause factor or
calculate the fuel clause factor based upon historic costs. Staff
believes that FIPUG's proposed changes fall outside the scope of
this docket as set forth in the Prehearing Order. FIPUG may raise
this issue in a more appropriate forum such as Docket lNo. 980001-EI
or a separate docket.

Although TECO‘’s and FIPUG's comments have some merit in
isolation, staff believes that the long term benefits to all
parties in the four cost recovery clauses outweigh the one-time
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transition costs necessary to achieve the desired administrative
efficiencies as expressed in Issue 1 and 2. Staff will coordinate
with the investor-owned electric utilities to mitigate the cne-time
transition impacts for the fuel clause.
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ISSUE 4: Should the Commission approve a change to
calculate the factor for the Environmental Cost Recovery Clause on
a calendar year basis?

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. The Commission should approve a change to
calculate the factor for the Environmental Cost Recovery Clause on
a calendar year basis that commences each January and concludes the
following December, beginning in 1999, pursuant to the transition
schedules attached as Attachments B and C.

STAFF ANALYSIS: Based on the analysis in Issue 3, staff
recommends that the Commission approve a change to calculate the
ECRC factors on a calendar year basis that commences in January and
concludes the following December, beginning in 1999. As stated by
FPL and Gulf, an ECRC factor calculated on a calendar year basis
will coincide with most ratepayers’ budget periods and therefore
provide convenience in addition to certainty of electricity costs.
it also makes it easier for interested parties to extract and
analyze data. Finally, reporting on a calendar year basis would be
more consistent with how most comparable data are reported to other
agencies.

wWith Commission approval of staff’'s recommendations in Issues
1 and 2, the length of the recovery period for all components of
all cost recovery clauses, including the ECRC, for all investor-
owned electric and gas utilities will be twelve months. As staff
expressed in Issues 1 and 2, the Commission and the parties will
gain greater administrative efficiencies if the frequency of the
fuel clause and the ECRC for TECO is changed from a semiannual to
an annual basis. However, these administrative efficiencies cannot
be realized unless the timing of the recovery factors for the ECRC
is modified to coincide with the timing of the recovery factors for
the fuel clause. Therefore, the Commission should change the
recovery period for the ECRC to a calendar year basis to allow
these administrative efficiencies to be gained.

Four parties filed comments relative to this issue. FPL,
Gulf, and FIPUG expressed support for the proposed change.
However, FIPUG's support was conditioned on the ECRC based upon
historical, not projected, costs. As expressed in Issue 1, st.if
believes that FIPUG's proposed change to a historical cost recovery
mechanism falls outside the scope of this docket as expressed in
the Prehearing Order. However, FIPUG may raise these issues in a
more appropriate forum such as Docket No. 980007-EI or a separate
docket.
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Although TECO recognizes that the Commission and the parties
can gain substantial administrative efficiencies if all cost
recovery clause hearings are held with the same frequency and
timing, TECO expressed opposition to recovery on a calendar year
basis. TECO asserts that no compelling reason exists to implement
a calendar year cost recovery schedule as opposed to an annual cost
recovery period of April through March. 1In addicion, TECO states
that an April through March periecd coincides very effectively with
its budgeting process for environmental costs that are recovered
through the ECRC. In response, staff notes that FPL and Gulf
currently have an annual recovery period for the ECRC which
commences in October and concludes the following September.
Therefore, the best alternative to a calendar year recovery period
for the ECRC would be an October through September recovery pericd,
sian inu transition would be necessary for the participating
utilities.

Staff believes that the long-term benefits to all parties in
the four cost recovery clauses outweigh the one-time transition
costs necessary to achieve the desired administrative efficiencies
as expressed in Issues 1 and 2. Staff will coordinate with FPL,
Gulf, and TECO to mitigate one-time transition impacts associated
with the change to calculating ECRC factors on a calendar year
basis.
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ISSUE 5; Should the Commission approve a chunge to
calculate the factor for the Purchased Gas Adjustment (PGA) true-up
on a calendar year basis?

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. The Commission should approve a change to
calculate the factor for the Purchased Gas Adjustment (PGA) true-up
on a calendar year basis that commences each January and concludes
the following December, beginning in 1999, pursuant to the
transition schedule attached as Attachment D.

: On May 10, 1993, the Commission issued Order No.
PSC-93-0708-FOF-GU which changed the frequency of the Purchased
Gas Adjustment (PGA) true-up hearings from semiannual to annual.
This order also directed the investor-owned gas utilities to
calculate their annual PGA true-up factors on a non-calendar year
basis (April through March of the following year). Based on the
analysis in Issue 3, staff recommends that the Commission approve
a change to calculate the factor for the PGA true-up on a calendar
year basis that commences each January and concludes the following
December.

As expressed in Issues 1 and 2, the recovery period for the
fuel clause for the investor-owned electric utilities and the
environmental cost recovery clause for TECO should be changed to
use the Commission’s and the parties’ time and monetary resources
more efficiently. Currently, the Commission sets the PGA true-up
factors for investor-owned gas utilities to be recovered from April
through March of the following year. Unless the timing of the
recovery period for the PGA true-up is modified to coincide with
the fuel clause, the Commission and the parties will not achieve
the efficiencies described above.

Three investor-owned gas utilities submitted comments about
the proposed change. FPUC supports the proposed change for two
reasons. First, FPUC currently projects information relevant to
the PGA true-up during ite internal budget process on a calendar
year basis. The new recovery period would coincide with FPUC's
internal budgeting period. Second, FPUC experiences greater
volatility in gas prices and sales at the immediate end of the
current April through March recovery period. The proposed changes
would bisect this wvolatile period.

Peoples Gas and Central Florida Gas do not support Cthe
proposed change. Absent some compelling reason, Central Florida
Gas and Peoples Gas do not foresee any benefits or advantages of
the proposed change that would cifset the time and expense involved
in making the transition. Central Florida Gas believes a change in
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the PGA true-up in the middle of the winter season may send mixed
price signals Lo its customers. However, Peoples Gas states a
customer who is most price sensitive likely purchases natural gas
from a third party supplier and transports the natural gas over its
LDC's distribution system. This customer would be unaffected by
PGA true-up changes. Also, the PGA true-up is set as a cap with a
monthly flex down provision; thus, the recovery period over which
the cap applies is relatively insignificant.

Central Florida Gas’ and Peoples Gas' statements do have some
merit in isolation. However, staff believes tha long-term benefits
to all parties in the four cost recovery clauses outweigh the one-
time transition coste necessary to achieve the desired
administrative efficiencies as expressed in Issues 1 and 2. Staff
will coordinate with each investor-owned gas utility to mitigate
the one-time transition impacts.
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ISSUE 6; Should the Commission approve a change to
calculate the factor for the Energy Conservation Cost Recovery
(ECCR) Clause on a calendar year basis?

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. The Commission should approve a changs to
calculate the factor for the Energy Conservation Cost Recovery
(ECCR) Clause on a calendar year basis that commences each January
and concludes the following December, beginning in 2000, pursuant
to the transition schedule attached as Attachment E. The
Commission should initiate rulemaking to amend Rule 25-17.015,
Florida Administrative Code, to implement this change.

STAFF ANALYSIS: Pursuant to Rule 25-17.015, Florida Administrative
Code, the Commission is required to conduct a hearing in the first
guarter of each year to calculate an energy conservation cost
recovery (ECCR) factor for investor-owned electric and gas
utilities on a non-calendar year that commences in April and
concludes the following March. Based on the analysis in Issue 3,
staff recommends that the Commission initiate rulemaking to amend
Rule 25-17.015, Florida Administrative Code, to allow faciors for
the ECCR clause to be calculated on a calendar year basis that
commences each January and concludes the following December.

As expressed in Issues 1 and 2, the recovery periocd for the
fuel clause for all investor-owned electric utilities and the ECRC
for TECO should be changed to use the Commission’s and the parties’
time and monetary resources more efficiently. Currently, cthe
Commission sets ECCR factors for investor-owned electric and gas
utilities to be recovered from April through March of the following
year. Unless the timing of the recovery period for the ECCR factor
is modified to coincide with the fuel clause, the Commission and
the parties will not achieve the efficiencies deacribed above.

Six parties filed comments relative to Issue 6. Gulf, FPUC,
and FIPUG expressed support for the proposed change. However,
FIPUG's support was conditioned on an ECCR factor based upon
historical, not projected, costs. As stated above, staff believes
that FIPUG's proposed change to a historical cost recovery
mechanism falls outside the scope of this docket as expressed in
the Prehearing Order. However, FIPUG may raise this issue in a
more appropriate forum such as Docket No. 980002-EG or a separate
docket.

TECO opposes the proposed change. TECO states that an April
through March period coincides very effectively with its budgeting
process for its energy conservation costs that are recovered
through the ECCR clause. Morwover, no compelling reason, TECO
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states, exists to implement a calendar year cost recovery echedule
as opposed to an annual cost recovery period of April through

March.

Peoples Gas and Central Florida Gas also oppose the proposed
change, but for slightly different reasons. Both agree that the
time and expense involved in making the transition would not offset
the benefits of a calendar year recovery period. Central Florida
Gas states that a calendar year recovery periocd would not “mirror”
the seasonality of the natural gas industry as the April through
March recovery period does. Peoples Gas claims that a calendar
year recovery period may increase the systemic forecasting error
present in the projected energy conservation costs.

TECO's, Central Florida Gas’, and Peoples Gas’ statements do
have some merit in isolation. However, staff believes that the
lony-term benefits to all parties in the four cost recovery clauses
outweigh the one-time transition costs necessary to achieve the
desired administrative efficiencies addressed in Issue 3. Staff
will coordinate with each investor-owned electric and gas utility
to mitigate the one-time transition impacts.
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ISSUE 7: Should this docket be closed?

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. If no person whose substantial interests are
affected by the Commission’s proposed agency action files a protest
within 21 days of the order, this docket should be closed.

STAFF_ANALYSIS: If no person whose substantial interests are
affected by the Commission’s proposed agency action files a request
for hearing within 21 days of the order, no further action will be
required and this docket should be closed.
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