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1. CASE BACKGROUND

On January 31, 199
pﬂtitiﬂn request;ng"
minimum filing requir
regquested a total perm:

projected test years © 4

”9 490,000 reward for ex : ,xmana&, anﬂ that the prepaﬂaa
increase be implemented in se - steps. The requested rate
increase is based on a 13.60% return on common eguity.

FPC filed supplemental MFRs after its initial MFRs were
derermined to be deficient by the Director of the Division of
lectric and Gas of the Florida Public Service Commission. on
April 14, 1992, we issued order No. PSC-92-0208~FOF-EI, suspending
the rate ﬁchaﬁulas filed by FPC, and authorizing FPC to increase
its rates on an interim basis to generate additional annual
revenues of $31,208,000. Pursuant to Notice issued June 3, 1992,
a hearing has been scheduled on FPC's petition for permanent rate
inorease for July 9 through 10, July 13 through 17, July 20 and
July 22 through 24, 1322, Also pursuant to notice, & prehearing
conference was conducted in this docket on June 19, 199%2.

PROCEDURE FOR HAHDLING CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION

A Any information provided pursuant to a discovery reguest
which proprietary confidential business information status is
vested shall be treated by the Commission and the parties as
cnfidential. The information shall be exesnpt {rom Section
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3139.07(1
request
the P
confiden
in the pr‘
pzwvxdingk

3nformat1¢n i
166.093(2), F

’vxca aﬁmmlsﬂimn
~at all times.
ﬁan* to Secticn
y cenfidential
e outside the proceeding.

B. It
that all Comnj
The Commisgion
366,093, Florida
pusiness informatio

ry to use confidential information

In the event it bec 5 21
i t procedures will be chserved:

1) Any par

to use any proprietary
nformatien, as that term is
defined in f . 093, Florida Statutes, shall
notify the P : o ‘#Ofﬂzcer and all partlag of
record by the time af the Prehearing Conference, or
if not known at that time, no later than sewven (7)
days prior to the beginning of the hearing. The
notice shall include a procedure to assure that the
confidential nature of the information is preserved
as reguired by statute.

23 Failure of any party to comply with 1) abecve shall
be grounds to deny the party the opportunity to
present evidence which is proprietary confidential
business information.

23 wWhen confidential information is used in the
hearing, parties must have copiles for the
Cﬁﬁm&mﬁlﬁﬂéfw, necessary staff, and the lourt
Reporter, Iin envelopes c¢learly marked with the
nature of the contents. Any party wishing to
examine the confidentlial material that is not
subject to an order granting confidentiality shall
be provided a copy in the same fashion as provided
to the Cunﬂisasmﬁerd, subject to execution of any

sppropylate protective agrecment with the owner Gf

tihve material.
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strative Code,
atement of issyes
statement, a summary of
irked with #n asterisk.

prehearing pesition on
mmendation. The rule also
, t included in the post-
hearing statement is conside If a party's position has
not changed since the prehearing arﬁex’w s desued, Lh& post-hearing
statement can simply restate the grehearing position.

cach party is rec
and positions: You
each position of no m
In the absence of the
thaﬁ issue will be use
provides that any iss

.11 post-hearing memoranda, including findings of fact,
conclusions of law, statement of issues and positions, and briefs,
shall total no more than 50 pages, and shall be filed simultane~
cusly.  Arguments in brieis must be identified by lssue number.
Froposed findings of fact and conclusions of law are not required.
Y proposed findings of fact are subnitted, each one must cite to
tie record, identifying transcript page and line. All proposed
raindings of ract which relate to a part ticular issue shall be
groupad together and shall ldantxfy the issue number to which they
r 2 Each proposed finding of fact shall be separately and
cutively numnbered. Any written statement which 18 not clearly
nated as a proposed finding cf fact shall be considered to be
Loargument yather than a proposed finding of fact,

VI PREFILED TESTIMONY AND EXHISTITS

FLS e o By e g e o BT N R S, o v g s - o 3 s o By
Testinony of all witnesses Lo be apgﬂ&n“wﬁ by the 1
. 1y ko k%4

TS = f

Gas been pretiled.  All which has been

i
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this case will be
witness has t
testimony  an &
to appropriat
Lo orally s
takes the
appended
parties ar
examine, th ®h
exhibits may'b&
the appropriate tim

' era@ into the record at

;&xamxnatlan responses
no answer shall be so
_Vay axplain his or her

Wliﬂ@&ﬁ&% aﬁa
to guestions callis
answeread flrﬁi‘; af
AnGwer.

P
e

ORDER OF WITNESSES

Witness

ng For _Issues #

v.J . Keesler, Jr. FPC Executive Managenent
Direct & Rebuttal)

oo

COST QF CAPITAL

U.H. Seligson FpC Cost of Equity

“ark A. Chiechettl OpC Cost of Equity

#ichard A, Baudino Oecgidental Rate of Return (This witness
is unavailable July 16, 17, and
203

Rebuttal
CLUH. Seligson FrPe Cost of Eguity

START-UP WITNESSES

Cor jpiese ate Periorpmance
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Bitness
F.L. McCoy

M.H. Phillips

J.A. Hancock
p.M. Beard, Jr.

W.l. Barron, Jr.

[

LWL, Wieland

.0, Williams

Hanoy Praitt

James P. MaGaughy

SL.EL. Greene, 117

JoAL, Hanoook
LML, Beard, Jr.

W. L. Barron, Jr.

Twgry

“F?@ﬁf

QpPC
AHCLG

FpC

FpC
Fpo

Fro

and

*1ﬂ???? and Demand

el Forecast and Inventory
cy

. Customer Service

Fossil & Nuclear 04 Expense
Corporate Performance Award,

O&M Expenses, Financial
Indicators, Rate Design

Performance Reward, Wages and
Salaries

Fossil Production Q&M
Huclear Production C&M

LaKe Tarpon Substation

ACCOUNTING

Other Post Employment Benefits
Expanse
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witness

§.G. Paterson

J. scardino, Jr.
D.B. Bongers.
Hugh Larkin, Jr. = ©
victoria A.

Monatanaro

Lane Kollen

wicnews i
9, 10, 16, 1™,

rey

theodora $. Carlson FI?ﬁG5ﬁ “5gﬁ‘ ’ -3 Exp*nsef ?$gﬁ

5 'Fbﬁﬁll ﬂiant
" .,lement Expense (lssue
‘Nos. 9, 10, 36, 48, 96, 99,
100} {This witn@ss is
unavailable July 17 and 20)

Hebuttal

NLE. Bongers FPC Other Post Employment Benefits
Expense

Soarding, Jr. FPC Various Accounting Issues

COST _OF SERVICE & RATE DESIGN

wL L Slusser, Jr. FRC Cost of Service
F.o oNiweon, Jr FPC Rate Design
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Witness
Randall

Henry C. Lilly, O
Jeffry Pollock =

o Rebutta. tz: LEAF
Teytimany Approprxat@
Intervenor Testimony {Issus
Nos. 121~ 123 127, 128, 135,
137, 138, :m»ﬁ-ﬂ:xszs, 156, 159)
(This witness is unavailable

July 24)

Eebuttal

S.F. Nixon, Jr. FPC Custowner Migration,
Interruptible/Curtailable
Service Costing & Pricing

QTHER

rr. John Stutsz LERY Izsues 163 & 164 {This witnes:
is not avallable July %, 10,
13~-17. The preferred dates of
this witness are July 20-24)

Daniel Kirshner LE&AF Issues 163 & 164 (This witness

iz not available July 24. 'The
preferred dates of this witness
are July 20-24).




fuel and Zons

Rate Base
Overall Rate ef Ret
NOI Regquirsment

Operating Revenues
Operating Expenses

HOT

HOI Deficlency 54,501
NOT Multiplier 1.BQ7B2¢&
evenue Reguirement 135,863
Performance Reward ; g,gﬁs
Annual Revenue Increase $145.852

QFFICE OF PUBLIC COUNBEL {(OPC):The OPC contends that Florida Power
Corporation's request for ratﬁ relief shcould not be granted. Rate
pase and expenses in the company's MFR's are overstated; revenues
are understated. For 1892, ¥Florlda Power <Corporation’s O&M
cxpenses are $77,824,000 in excess of the 0&M Benchmark. In light
- the Commission's directive in Docket No. 836470-E1 for FPC to
a handle on Q&M expenses, the OPC maintaing that this excess
should receive considerable attention during the rate proceeding,
Frots request for o return on eguity in excess of 14% has no merit
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bhurden.

With apprﬁpxx

1ly F?C*s rate increase
total permanent base rate
‘ L e 1992 current test year.
;nw $31.208 millimh interis : ase allowed by the Commission
in Order 920208 should be 3 _full. The Company's allowed
return on equity shoul : ot as FPC reguests 13.6%) and
ivs overall cost of capilt it > 7,91% (not as FPL reguests
©L24%). FPC has included in i quested revenue reguirement
MUmMerous accauntingwﬁerlved costs for which ratemaking recognition
15 inappropriate, an inappropriate and unjustified performance
reward, and levels and growth in 0&M expenses substantially in
zxcess of those reasonably ‘Jjustified by inflation and customer

growih.

The Cmmm;s&;an
*unest of $108 096

FPC‘s proposal to reat the interruptible rate as a demand
s ide management program, and to include an interruptible credit as
part of the ECCR, should be rejected. To encourage low cost,
reeliable interruptible service, the Commissicn should reguire FPC
to offer an opportunity sales tariff.

FLORIDA INDUSTRIAL POWER aﬁgxamgggggmjgggggl In this case, FPC
rongly  attempts to  include nonfirm rates with demand-side
wanagemant programs offered to firm customers and made sublject to
the ECCR clause; attempte wrongly to ignore embeddsd costs in the
y.L;,nq of nonfirm service; and proposes a cost of =ervice

zthodoelogy that is inappropriate for its systen.

Interruptible and curtailable customers constitute s separale
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To aaﬁ‘
fairly refle
classes ;mpés
cost of
characterist
costs  assoc:
incurred tQ :5’
undezr istin

o Sy
Y th&-tat&l
the ﬁﬁstﬁ

existing ra rateg»whmahwwzllmeVQ the
revenues generated by to the ¢osts incurred to
serve it, thereby eli _subsidies (to the extent
the pollay of graduallamaaﬁd oﬁha, considerations will allow).

The company must invest in prw&uatlon and transmission systens
sufficient to enable it to meet the peak demand which customers
place on the system. The highest instantaneous demands drive the
required investment in plant; and since FPC's strong seasonal
winter and summer peaks are higher than the others, each class’
relative contribution to the aggregate winter and summer peak
demands constitutes the most appropriate mnmeasurement of its
responsibility for production and transmission costs. The average
of the ratiocz of class demands to total winter and summer peak
demands should be used to allocate the costs of production and
rransmission plant among the classes. FPC's proposed 12CP and 1/13
s nethodology is less appropriate than the winter/summer peak
responsibility method because including data for other peaks having
less significance te the determination of the required investment
in plant dilutes the attempt to identify individual class cost
V‘“GGnalbill?y In addition, including the classes' relative

nergy consumption {(average demand) as a component in the
lculation of the 12CP and 1713 AD allccator is inappropriate
cause it attempts to assign responsibility for more of the
pensive base load generating units to customers who have high

snsunptlion without a corresponding assignment (or recognition
within the study); to the same customers Qf a greater shere of the
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wnstcmexa
function of -
to insure th
of-pocket co
to the fixed cost
doesg zwt. aause .

aomnxsalmn*ﬁ nanfirm ,gy;f’; purpaae Qf the
cbﬁt ta serve

”mmflrm customars 1n<g¢ te a1
approach imposes a pre >4 ad egst prxce concept (fxrm
rate minus peaker) witho 4 to the cost to serve nonfirnm
custoners The governing erterlon of the cost study and of
oricing gervzge to customers should uniformly be embedded costs;
“he cest of avoided capacity c¢an then be used as one "sanity check"
on the reascnableness of the relationship between firm and nonfirm
rates, as the Commission intended. Further, once class revenue
requirements have been identified, the difference between firm and
nonfirm rates can be expressed through appropriate difference:z in
the demand charges applicable to each without the necessity of the
“oredit mechanism® in the design of the rate.

In addition to the issues highlighted here, FPC has in
rumerous instances nade proposals that either depart from the
nrinciple of recognizing cost-causation or that impose, rather than
remedy, subsidies betwaen and among ratepayers. FIPUG's positions
arve developed with resgpect to specifically identified issues.

**LQRII}A COHSUEER AOTION MHETWORE (FCAN): Florida Power's current
s of return is excessive and revenues should be reduced in

rocordance with the posgition taken herein by the Public Counsel.
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dumanstr
reasonable.
exhaustive re

ﬁ@&éifi@*iﬁ$ﬁ~ﬁ

The Commis
rarparat@, per
serutinize Flor
Mr. Wells presente
v“genqaﬁ. Fpi

RCensary to & 0L
financial Lmﬁlcatarwfig'

d&f@xopment af atreéﬁ ;
However, a review of th.
will show that the inc
Stlll overgtated. The.

ance charges.
in thls care

ITRONMENTAL ASSIST, ?Vwagmjggggi The economic
)1awrtive» ¢re&t@é by regulatory pﬂllmle& exert a powerful
influence on utility actions. Thée current connection between
1 *11t revenues and sales QlVﬁﬁ Plorida Power Corporation ("F?c“}
nw incentive to maximize electric sales between rate cas
additional kWh FPC sells between rate cases ;ngmgmgmmégﬁ
1, and avery kWh customers do not buy due to conservation
, its bottom line. As a result, one of the strongest
sconomic incentives in place under current regulation discourages
investment in even low cost energy conservation and cCreates a
strong disincentive to utility pursuit of fully integrated resource
mianning and isplementation of least cost resource acquisition

lans.

Two regulatory policies are essential to correcting current
noentives—--to aligning FPC's economic interests with those of its
tonars.  Decoupling utility revenues from sales 1s a necessary
it step, and providing economic rewards for pursuing the least

rasource optilons--specifically, those conservation and
iency options that reduce utility revenue requirements—--is the

andd The experience of other states indicates ¢that bouh
jecoupling and incentives for cost effective demand side managenent

are vital to the achievement of utility least cost
Since utility regulation ought to provide the greatest
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rewards
least

PP vember 4, 1991,
the Camp&ny‘ﬁ
‘el;efa; Th@ use
Cwmmissi n Ln,pria ;baae rate proceedlnq {D@ckat
No. 830465-E1). {Kaaalax* Scardino)

ORC Flmridajﬁnwar‘s use of the projected 19983 projected
test vyear iz inappropriate and should  be
disallowed. {Larkin)

OCCIDENTAL: With appropriate adjustments, the 1992 projected

test year can provide a reasonable and sufficient
hasis for the determination of FPC's revenue
requirement and any resulting deficiency or
surplus. The Commission should reject completely
the proposed 1993 test year. {Kollen)

Ho pesition at this time.

Ho position at this time.

No position at this time.
LEAF: No position at this time.

FEe Ho position at this tine.
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ISSUE 23
FPC:

OPC

QCCIDENTAL:
FIPUG:
FCAN:
AHCLG:
EAF:

TAFF:

ISBUE 3:

Are Florida Power's forecasts of Customers and KWH
by Revenue Class, and System KW for the 1992 and
1993 test years reasonable? (Weiland)

Yes. Florida Power's forecasts for 1992 and 1593
were based on reasonable assumptions and prepared
in accordance with accepted procedures. As
requested in paragraph 12 of the Company's
petition, the continued reasonableness of the 1993
forecast should be reviewed and, if necessary,
revised based on the level of economic recovery
currently anticipated. (Wieland)

FPC's forecasted KWH for 1992 are understated and

- otherwise inappropriate. Florida Power's use of
. the projected 1993 projected test year is

inappropriate and should be disallowed. (Larkin)

- Agree with FPC.

No position at this time,
Nd'position at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.
RATE BASE

Is FPC's forecast of inflation rates appropriate?

Yes. Florida Power uses a general inflation rate,
based on recognized  forecasts, as a budget
guideline in the development of only those items
for which a rate of increase specific to that item
is unavailable. (Greene, Bcardino)

No position at this time.

No. apprepriate inflation assumpticn is 3.1%
for * 1992 current test year. Taxing into
account this projection, the 1992 test vyear O&M

¥pense should be reduced by $2,642,(
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FIPUG:

ECAN:

'|f§§l‘

910890~-ETX

Commission does not reject the 1993 projected test
year, the appropriate inflation assumption is 3.3%.
The inflation adjustment for the 1993 projected
test year reduces O0O&M expense by 3$5, 334,000.
(Kollen)

No pcsitian at this time.

No

No

No

position
position

posiﬁicn

at this

at this

at this

time.
time.

time.

No position at this time.

Is Florida Power's requested level of Plant in
Service in the amount: of $4,245%,287,000
($4,715,371,000 system) for the 1992 current test
year and $4,617,0920,000 ($5,175,330,000 system) for
the 1993 proyectad test year approprlate?
(Scardino}

Yes. The 1l3-month average bazlances were formulated
to reflect Florida Power's budgeted capital
additions and retirements expected to occur during
each test year. 1In addition, appropriate pro forma
adjustments were made to the Plant-In-Service
balances 1in order for the test years to be
representative of the period when new rates will be
in effect. (SBcardino)

Ho. Plant in Service should be adjusted by
$17,023,000 (jurisdictional).

Ne . The requested level of Plant in Service is
based on inappropriate inflation ;w;lmptlonb,
excessive growth rates in salaries and wages, and

an excessive AFUDC rate (Kollen)

2
.

No positicon at this
No position at this time.

He positicn at this time.

No pasition at this time.
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STAFF: No position at this time.

ISSUE 53 Should an adjustment be made in any test year for
the purchase of three aircraft? (Scardino,
S8lusser, Mesks)

FPC: No. The three aircraft, 2 helicopters and 1 fixed
wing, are used and useful in providing electric
service. (S8cardino) ,

QPC: = Flight eguipment should not be reflected in the
rate base. (Larkin) '

OCCIDENTAL: No position at this time.

FIPUG: No pesition at this time.

FCAN: No position at this time.

AHCLG: No position at this time.

LEAF: No pesition at this time.

STAFF: No position at this time.

ISSUE _6: Should adjustments be made to any test year Plant-

In-Service and Accumulated Depreciation to correct
errors related to the rescinded purchase of an
airplane by FPC? (Becardino, 8lusser, Meeks )

FPC: Yes, for the 1991 interim test year. The Company
incorrectly prepared a pro forma adjustment to
remove the effects of the rescinded sale of a Piper
Cheyenne to Florida Power from Florida Progress.
As part of their audit of the interim test year,
staff issued Audit Disclosure No. 3 which
recommended the following adjustments to correct
the proforma adjustment:

Increase electric plant in service - $278,000
40

Increase accumulated depreciation -~ 0,000
Increase 0&M expense = 65,000
Decrease ¥Fed and gtate Inc tax - 25,000

The Company concurs with Staff's aud i

"
recommendation. In its response to the audit
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OCCIDENTAL:

FIPUG:

910890~EIX

disclosure, the Company noted that the pro forma
adjustments made to both the 1992 current test year
and the 1993 projected test year correctly removed

the effects of the rescinded sale of the aircraft.

(Scardino)

Flight equipment should not be reflected in the
rate base. (Larkin)

No position.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Is the acquisition and inclusion of $2,310,000
($2,500,000 system) for Sebring's ownership share
of Crystal River 3 in rate base for the 1992
current test year appropriate? {Barron)

Yes. The acquisition cost included in rate base is
based on the net book value of Sebring's ownership
share of Crystal River 3. (Beard, Barron, Scardino)
The prospertive purchase should be excluded from
Rate Base.

No position at thisg time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

3

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

4
e
b
M
—
i

pei

Ho position
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ISSUE _8: - Is the inclusion of $10,838,960 ($14,381,000
| system) in the 1992 current test year for capltal'
additions at the Lake Tarpon Substation
appropriate?

FPC* Yes. The Lake Tarpon substation project w1ll be
closed to Plant in Service in September 19392 and
uged in conjunction with other operational 500kv

~lines and the Crystal River Energy Complex.
(Phillips, Barron, S8Scardino)

GPC: - To the extent that the deferral of other porticas

of the Lazke Tarpon project will render the Lake
- Tarpon substation project not used and useful, the
project should not receive rate base treatment
“(Larkin)

OCCIDENTAL: The 1993 test year (and 1993 capital additions)
should be rejected.

FIPUG: No position at this time.

FCAN: Noe position at this time.

AHCLG: No pasition at this time.

LEAF: No position at this time.

STAFF: No position at this time.

ISSUE 9: Should the Commission approve FPC's request to nove

from a cash basis to an accrual basis when
accounting for pension expense for ratemaking
purposes? That is, should the Commission approve
FPC's request to set its pension expense at a level
equal to the expense calculated fer accounting
purposes under the provisions of Statement of
Financial Accounting Standard (SFAS) No. 877
(Peterson, Scardino)

FPC: Yes. Adoption of the accrual accounting treatment
specified in FAS 87 for pension expense complies
with Generally Accepted Accounting Principles and
is consistent with sound ratemaking practices.
Accrual accounting allows the costs associated with
this form of deferred compensation to be recognized
in rates over the active service life of employees,
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and thus matches the full cost of the benefits with
tire periods in which the employees earned them.
(Peterson, Bcardino)

QPC: The amount included in the 1992 currert test year

is overstated. by $453,570 ($485,257 system).
(Larkin)

QCCIDENTAL: No. FPC has not justified its reguest to
accelerate the timing of its pension expenses
recognition for ratemaking  purposes. The

accounting treatment should follow the ratemaking
treatment. The Commission should limit the Jlevel
of pension expense to the projected $0 million 1992
‘funding level consistent with FPC's unilateral
treatment since 1987. The Commission should order
the Company to defer the timing difference between
‘that $0 million ratemaking level and the $4.561
million SFAS No. 287 level of pension expense as a
non rate base regulatory asset. Assuming FPC's
request  is disapproved, the effect on rate base for
the 1992 test year is to reduce it by $375,000
(jurisdictional), vyielding a revenue reguirement
reduction of $40,336. In the 1993 projected test
vear, disapproval of FPC's reguest reduces rate
base by 5$375,000 (jurisdictional), yielding a
revenue regquirement reduction of $40,095. (Kollen)

FIPUG: No. FPC wants to use SFAS No. 87 te determine its
pension expense for ratemaking purposes even though
it will make no centribution to its pensicn fund in
1952 and its 1993 cash contribution will be half
the SFAS No. 87 expense. SFAS HNo. 87 1is an
accounting standard which reguires pensicn expense
to be reported for financial reporting ptrposes on
an accrual basis. SFAS 87 specifically
contemplates that pension expense far 1iCemaki

purposes may be determined on a different bhasis.

For ratemaking purposes, the Commission should base

pension expense on cash contributions. rPC's
pension fund is overfunded. It is unfair to make
ratepayers pay for the higher SFAS No. 57 expense

when they have already provided more than encugh to
fully fund the plan. Carlson)

No position at this time.

M es

position at this time
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LEAF: No position at this time.
STAFF: No position at this time.
ISSUE 10: Should the Commission approve FPC's request to move

from a cash basis to an accrual basis when
accounting for post-retirement benefits other than
pensions (OPEB) for ratemaking purposes? That is,
should the Commission approve FEC's request to set
the expense for OPEB at a level equal to the
expense calculated for accounting purposes under
the provisions of SFAS No. 106? '

FPC: ‘Yes. Adoption of the accrual accountinag treatment
specified in FAS 106 for post-retirement benefits
other +than pensions complies with Generally
Accepted Accounting Principles and is consistent
with sound ratemaking practices. Accrual
accounting allows the costs associated with this
form of deferred compensation to be recognized in
rates over the active service life of employees,
and thus matches the full cost of the benefits with
the periods in which the employees earned them.
(Twery, Bcardino)

OPC: FPC's request to implement FAS 106 should be denied
2t this time. Post-retirement benefits other than
pensions expense should be limited to the pay-as-
you-go  amount {i.e., the level of expense
datermined on the cash basis of accounting).
(Montanaro)

W CCIDENTAL: No. FPC has not Jjustified its request to
accelerate the timing of its OPEB expense f{or
ratemaking purposes. The accounting treatment
should follow the ratemaking treatment, The
Commission should limit the level of OPEB expenses
to the 1892 cash pay-as-—you-go level of $3,8B25,000.
The Commission should order FPC to defer the timing
difference between this ratemaking level of OPEB
axpense and the SFAS No. 106 level of expense as a
non-rate base regulatory asset. The regulatory
asset should not earn a rate of return since it is
accounting derived and does not reflect deferral of
a cash cost. Assuming FPC's request is
tdisapproved, the effect on rate base for the 1992

vear is to reduce p 5 A $1,335,000
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(Jurisdictional), yielding a revenue reguirement
reduction of $143,598. 1In the 1993 projected test
year, disapproval of FPC's request reduces rate
base by $1,026,000 (jurisdictional), yielding a
reven:ie requirement reduction of "$109,700.
(Kollen) ‘ -

‘No. FPC wants to use SFAS No. 106 to determine its

expense for postretirement benefits other than
pensions ("OPEBY"). SFAS No. 106 1is an accounting
standard which reguires OPEB expense to be reported
for financial reporting purposes on an accrual
basis. 8FAS 106 specifically recognizes that OPEB
expense for ratemaking purposes may be determined
on a different basis. The treatment FPC proposes
is inappropriate for ratemaking purposes for four
reasons. First, the accuracy cf the accrual methed
is highly suspect because it is based on numercus
speculative assumptions (such as the medical trend
rate) . ‘Second, the pay-as-you-go method better
achieves equity among different generations of
utility ratepayers. Third accrual ratemaking
treatment 1is unnecessary to comply with generally-
accepted accounting principles. Fourth, FPC has
ot demonstrated that its proposal to internally
fund QPEB ie less costly for ratepayers than an
external fund. (Carlson)

No position at this time.

Ho position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Is Florida Power's requested level of Construction
Work in Progress in the amount of $124,340,000
{$13%,‘(),,000 system) for the 1992 current test
‘V

year and $110,667,000 ($123,348,000 system) for the
1993 pYOJQCLLﬁ Lc;t year appropriate? (Scardino)

Yes. The 12-meonth average amounts 2 the
Company's investment in projects ready sice
b not yet closed to Plant—-in nd
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for Funds Used During Construction. {8c¢ardino,
Barron) : ;

oFcC: Ho. The 1992 current test year CWIP balance should
he reduced by $34,511,462 ($3%,638,000 syste@).
OPC does not express an opinion at tnhis time
regarding the 1993 projected test year CWIP
balance. (Larkin) ;

. qgglggﬂmapz No. The Company's adjustments to CWIP for the

effects of SFAS No. 87 and SFAS No. 106 should be
rejected. This reduces rate base (jurisdictional)
by $1,710,000, vyielding a revenue requirement
reduction of $184,000 for the 1992 test year. For
the 1993 projected test year, adjustments reduce
rate base (jurisdictional) by $1,401,000, yielding
revenue regquirement reduction of $150,000.
(Kollenj - -

FIPUG: No position at this time.

FCAN: No position at this time.

AHCLG: No position at this time.

LEAF: No ﬁosition at this time.

STAFF: No position at this time.

ISSUE 123 Should an adjustment be made to the balance of

Construction Work In Progress for 1991, 1992, or
19937 (Scardino, Slusser)

P FC Yes, for the 1991 interim test year. The Company
agrees with Staff's position that CWIP should be
decreased, but in the amount of $1,244,943
($1,320,216) not $14,539,093 ($15,834,026). As
part of its audit of the Interim Test Year, Staff
isgsued Audit Disclosure Nos. 4, 5, and 6 which

dealt with CWIP issues. Florida Power accepts
Staff's recommendation regarding Audit Disclosure
Nos. 4 and 5, but disagrees with HNo. 6. None of

the three audit disclosures impact the CWIP request
in the 1992 current test year or the 1993 projected
test year. A table to reconcile the Company's
posjition to Staff's 1is shown bhelow: (Scardino,
Elusser)
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Audit Disclosure #4
Auvdit Disclosure #5
Company Position
Audit Disclosure #6
Staff Position

The 1892, CWIP

Jurisdic 1 Systen
$( 2,314,122) S( 2,452,067)
1. 069,179 s A Ry 455 8
( 1,244,943) ( 1,320,216)
Ll;+221kligl LlihiLiLﬁlQL
14,539 $(15,834,026)

balance should be reduced by

$34,511,462 ($38,638,000 system).OPC does not
‘express an opinion at this time regarding the 1993
projected test year CWIP balance. (Larkin)

Yes. See Issue No. 11. (Kollen)

Ho position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this tine.

No position at this time.

For the 1991

interim test year, CWIP should be

reduced by $2,314,122 ($2,452,067 system) for

construction

Account 107.20

accrued AFUDC.

projects which were included in
CWIP Not Eligible for AFUDC, but

CWIP should be increased by $1,069, 179 ($1,131,851
system) of construction work orders which did not
accrue AFUDC and were not included in CWIP.

No further position at this time with regard to
1991, 1992 and 1993.

Is Florida Power's requested level of Property Held

for Future Use

{$11,145,000
projected test

Yes. BEach of

in the amount of $9,559,000

yqfem) for the 1992 current test year
and $9,436,000

145,000 system) for the 1992

year appropriate? (Bcardino)

items included in Property Held

for Future Use has been recorded at coni, }h]fshn‘&
for specific preojects, and has an ass igne i

service date.

{8cardino)
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Yes, but only if lease revenues of $1,200,000 are

~included in test year revenue.

No. See Occidental's Position on Issue No. 14.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

' No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Is Florida Power's reqguested level of Property Held
for Future Use for Avon Park Unit II in the amount
of $7,182,000 ($8,178,.000 system) for the 1992
current test year and $7,067,000 ($8,178,000
system) for the 1993 projected test vyear
appropriate considering the company's agreement to
lease the plant to Eco Peat in 19947 (Scardino,
Barron, Phillips)

Yes. The Company has entered into a contract with
ECO-Peat to lease the Avon Park Unit 2 for a period
of 32 years, with 30 years of operation and 2 vears
of construction. The annual expected lease
revenues range from $500,000 per year to $1,200,000
per year. The net investment in Avon Park 2 in the
1992 current - test year is only $1,099,000
{$1,028,000 System) when accumulated depreciation
is considered. The net investment in Avon Park 2
in the 1993 projected test year is only $891,000
{$796,000 System) when accumulated depreciation is
considered. (8Bcardino, Barron)

Yes, but only if lease revenues of $1,200,000 are
included in test year revenue.

No. The Commission should exclude the Avon Park I1
investment from rate base. The inclusion by FPC of
the Avon Park II investment in its 1992 rate base
contradicts the Commission's order in Docket No.
83C470~EI. Further, because the Company has
entered into an option agreement with the Eco-Peat

company to begin leasing the plant facilities
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FIPUG:

during 1994, the unit is not used and useful at
this time and may never be used and useful for
retail jurisdiction ratepayers. Exclusion of the
Avon Park Il investment reduces FPC's rate base bv
$14,887,000 (including the deferred carrying
charges amount included in working capital)
(jurisdictional), yielding a revenue requirement
reduction of $1,601,000 for the 1992 test vear. If
the Commission does not dismiss the 1993 test year,
exclusion of the Avon Park II investment from FPC's

rate base yields a revenue reduction of $1,539%,000

for the 1993 projected test year. (Kollen)

No position at this time.

FCAN No position at this time.
HCLG Ho position at this time.
LEAF No pesition at this time.
PAFF: No position at this time.

ISSUE 15: Is Florida Power's requested level of Working
Capital in the amount of $55,920,000 ($65,537,000
system) for the 1992 current test vear and
$54,817,000 {$67,159,000 system) for the 1%93
projected test year appropriate? (Scardino)

Yes. The Company's 13-month average working
capital has been prepared in accordance with the
balance sheet method, which has been adopted by the
Commission as 1its peolicy for the calculation
working capital. The following table summarizes
the Company's working capital development.
(&cardino)
Fully Adjusted
13-Month Average
Q===-In Thousands———-3>
—System Juris,
current Test Year 1992
Cash and Eguivalents $ 1,489 1,386
Recelvables & Prepaids 143,661 133, 720
Stock 63,307 , B3
erials, Supplies & Stores a9, 111 '

2bEr ing

A
e

gquislition 2,863 2,665
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Deferred Debits | 16,132 _15,003
Total Current Assets ‘ ‘

& Deferred Debits 326,563 299,538
Operating Reserves 56,897 53,451
Current & Accrued Liabilities 201,236 187,307
Deferred Credits S LAV A <2850
Total Current Liabilities ;

& Deferred Credits 261,206 243,618

Total 1992 Working Capital Allovance § 65,357 55,920

For Projected Test Year 1993:

Cash and Egquivalents $. 1,489 S AT
Receivables & Prepaids 161,718 150,283
Fuel Stock 65,408 57,015
Materials, Supplies & Stores 102,191 91,797
Sebring Acquisition 2,863 2,661
Deferred Debits 18,442 17.:331
Total Current Assets :

& Deferred Debits 352,111 120,270
Operating Reserves 61,539 ST 837
Current & Accrued Liabilities 219,547 204,023
Deferred Credits 3,866 LK ]
Total Current Liabilities el

& Deferved Credits . 28R, 952 265,453
Total 1993 Working Capital Allowance $ 67,159 54,817

OPC: No. FPC's 1992 working capital should be increased

by $9,686,000 ($11,395,294 system), jurisdictional.
OPC does not express an opinion at this time
regarding the 1993 working capital balance. (Larkin)

JCCIDENTAL: No. The adjusted rate base for the 1992 current
test year should be reduced by $78,679,000
(jurisdictional), yielding a revenue requirement
reduction of $8,462,000. If the Commission decides
to consider the 1993 test year, the Company's
adjusted 1993 projected test year rate base should
be reduced by $93,112,000 (jurisdictional),
yielding a revenue requirement reduction of
$9,955,000 for the 1993 projected test year.
(Kollen)

[PUG: No position at this time.

No position at this time.
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No position at this time.

" No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Should the Commissien direct FPC to, in its next
base rate filing, calculate working capital based
upon a lead/lag methodology. in lieu of the current
methodology? ,

No, The Commission has adopted the balance sheet
method as its policy for the calculaticn of working
capital in - base ' rate proceedings and should
therefore be used in the Company's next base rate
filing unless the Commission adopts a differert
policy. . The balance sheet method has been
consistently utilized by the Commission over the
last decade and 1is a proven, well understood
approach for calcul..zing working capitel. it
should not be abandoned in favor of conducting
complex,  time consuming and expensive lead/lag
studies. (Scardino)

No position at this time.

Yes. {(Kollen)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Is Flerida Power's rerquested Property Insurance

Reserve of $3,732,000 ($4,010,00C system) for the
1992 current test year and $4,587,000 (54,936,000

system) for the 1993 projected test year, which
reflects a change in scope of its current storm
damage reserve to include not only © storms
and hurrilcanes but also other destructive acts of

re, appropriate? {(Bcardino)
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ISSUE 183

Yes. The scope of the storm damage reserve should
be expanded to reccgnize the fact that these acts
of nature c¢an inflict the same, if not greater,
physical and fimancial hardship on the Company as
do tropical storms and hurricanes. (Scardino)

No.

Agree with Public Counsel.

Na.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

N¢ position at this time.

Should an adjustment be made to the working capital
allowance for 1992 and 1953 to correct an error in
the 13-month average for contract retainage?
{Scarding)

Ho. The contract retainage error effects only the
1991 interim test year. The 1992 and 1993 balances
included in the working capital allowance are
projected amounts, See Staff's Audit Report for
the interim test year, Audit Disclosure No. 3,
which discusses the working capital adjustments.
(Scardino)

No position at this time.

Ho position.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Ho position at this time,
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Should the net overrecovery aof fuel and
conservation expenses of $8 434,000 ($4,651,000

‘system) for the current 1992 test year be included

in the calculation of working capital allowance?
(8cardino, Slusser)

No. This adjustment is not appropriate in the 1992
current test year or the 1993 projected test year

“because in a projected test year, the Company

matches the current month  fuel/conservation
revenues with the appropriate expenses. The
forecast is done in a manner consistent with the
Commission's fuel/conservation cost recovery
procedure. For working capital purposes in a
projected test year the Company's customer accounts
receivables are not overstated by the accumulated
net overrecovery cf fuel/conservation expenses as
the case may be in an actual test year but are
really  understated because  the monthly
fuel /conservation revenues have been modeled to be
less than the applicable expense. For this reason,
the Company does not agree with the Commission's
past practice of removing the accumulated net
overrecovery of fuel/conservation expenses from a
projected test year. {Scardino)

Yes.

Agree with Public Counsel.
No position at this time.

No position at this time,.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No positien at this time.

Should adjustments be made to working capital for
1992 and 1993 to exclude accrued utility revenues?

The halance sheet and the lncome statemer
2grz]l components of the ratemaking proce
records unbilled revenue as otl

and reduces the gross cost to be


http:curro.nt
http:overrecovl3.ry

URDER NO. PSC-92-0605-PHO-EI

DOCKET NO.
PAGE 31

OPC:

QCCIDENTAL:

OCCIDENTAL:

910890-EIL

from the customer in providing electric service
accordingly. Accrued utility revenues which is the
offset to the unbilled revenue is appropriately
included in working capital as it compensates for
the timing difference between revenue recognition
and cash receipt to the Company. (8cardino)

No position at this time.

Yeés. For the 1992 current test year this reduces
rate base by $50,864,000 (jurisdictional), yielding
a revenue requirement reducticn of $5,471,000. If
the Commission decides to use the 1993 projected
test year, the appropriate reduction to rate base
is $54,060,000 (jurisdictional), yielding a revenue
reduction of $5,780,000. (Kcllen)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

He position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Should adjustments be made to working capital for
1992 and 1993 to exclude FAS 106 net assets?

No. Thne implementation of FAS 106 results in a net
liability, not a net asset, for 1992 or 1963.
{Scardino)

Yes.

Yes. Exclusion of the SFAS No. 106 asset from the
1992 current test year reduces rate base by
$21,135,000 (jurisdictional), yielding a revenue
requirement reduction cof $2,273,000. Exclusion of
the SFAS No. 106 asset from the 1993 projected test
year reduces rate base by $34,431,000
{jurisdictional) yielding a revenue reguirement

reduction of $3,681,000. (Kollen)

Na positien at this time.
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No position at this time.

‘Mo position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Should adjustments be made to working capital for
1992 and 1993 to exclude the vacation pay accru«l
asset?

No. The vacation pay accrual asset represent the
amount of wvacation earned but not taken that is
estimated to be capitalized. The balance sheet and
the income statement are integral components of the
ratemaking. process. The - Company charges O&M and
the wvacation pay accrual asset and credits the
accrued vacation pay liability for vacation pay
when earned. . The vacation pay accrual asset is
appropriately included in working capital as it
compensates for the timing difference between
vacation earned and vacation taken for payroll that
will be charged to construction. {8cardino)

No position at tihis time.

Yes. For the 1992 current test year this reduces
rate base by $3,444,000 (jurisdictional), yielding
a revenue requirement reduction of $370,000, 1f

the Commission decides to use the 1993 projected
test year, this reduces rate base by $3,5%95,000
(jurisdictional), yilelding a revenue requirement
reduction of $384,000. (Kollen)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Ho position at this time.
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;§SU' 23: : Should adjustments be made to working capltal for
1992 and 1993 to exclude interest on tax
deficiency?

FpC: No. The Company believes that its customers are
direct beneficiaries of our tax administratiocn
policies. The Commission has previously recognized
that customers are the primary beneficiaries of tax
planning and established a precedent for allowing
such costs in rates. See Order No. 13948, Docket
No. B30465-EI, Florida Power & Light Company. The
issue and underlying principle involved in that
case are equally appllcable to the Company in this
case. {(8cardino)

QEC! Yes.

QCCIDENTAL: Yes. For the 1992 current test year this reduces
rate base by $3,236,000 (jurisdicticnal), yielding
a revenue requirement reduction of $348,000. For
the 1992 projected test year, this reduces rate
base (jurisdictional) by $1,026,000
(jurisdictional), yielding a revenue requirement
reduction of $110,000. (Kollen)

FIPUG: No position at this time.

FCAN: No position at this tine.

AHCLG: No position at this time.

LEAF: No position at this time.

STAFF: No position at this time.

ISSUE 24: Is Florida Power's requested level of ight oil
inventory in the amount of $9,671,512 ($‘1,0f5,000
system) for the 1992 current test year and
$10,976,446 ($12,592,000 system) for the 199

projected test year appropriate? (Williams)
Yes. (Williams)
No position at this time.

VENTAL: 1993 test year expenses are unjustified.
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No pesition at this tinme.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No. The value of 1992 light fuel oil inventory
should be reduced by $1,283,033 ($1,471,875 system)
and the value of 1993 light fuel o0il inventory
should be reduced by $2,456,845 ($2,818,453
system). These adjustments are based on Commission
Order No. 12645 and allow a 30-day level of
inventory at peaker units when measured at a high
rate of burn and a 45-day level of inventory at
steam units when measured at the average rate of
burn. L

Is Florida Power's requested level of Accumulated
Depreciation in the amount of $1,483,255%,000
($1,673,510,000 system) for the 1992 current test
year and $1,628,030,000 (%$1,837,549,000 system) for
the 1993 projected test year appropriate?
{Bcardino)

Yes. The 13-month average balances were formulated
to reflect Florida Power's budgeted depreciation
expense and retirements expected to occur during
each test year. In addition, approoriate pro forma
adjustments were made to the accumulated provision
for depreciation in order for the test years to be
representative of the period when new rates will be
in effect. (8cardino)

No., Accumulated Depreciation for the 1992 test year
should be decreased by $8,642,231 (69,719,000
system). OPC does not express an opinion at this
time concerning the projected 1993 test year.
(Larkin)

1993 test year expenses are unjustified.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.
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AHCLG: No position at this time.

LEAF: No position at this time.

STAFF: No position at this time.

ISSUE 263 This issue was stipulated at the prehearing
conference. It has been moved to the stipulated
section of the prehearing order. 1In an effort to
avoid confusion, it will keep the same Issue
number.

ISSUE 27: Is Florida Power's requested adjustment to the 1992
and 1993 accumulated depreciation to reflect the
effect of implementation of a levelized fossil fuel
dismantlement expense appropriate? (Scardino)

FPC: Yes. Florida Power's reguested adjustment was

determined 1in accordance with the Conmnmission's
decision in its generic investigation into the
treatment of fossil dismantlement costs (Docket No.
890186~EI). (Hancock, Scardinc)

3 -:"")

No position at this tinme.
JCCIDENTAL: See Issue Nos. 96, 98, 99. (Kollen)
No position at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time..

I Florida Power's raguested rate base of
$3,006,775,000 ($3,318,818,000 system) for the 1962
current test year and $3,211,239,000

($3,592,614,000 system) for the 1993 projected test
vear appropriate? (Scardino)

Yes. The following is a table of major components
compriging Florida Power's requested rate base.
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(8cardino)

1992 Current Test Year Rate Base
Electric Plant in Service
Accum. Provision for Depreciation
and Amortization
Net Plant in Service
Construction Work in Progress
Plant Purchased or Sold
& Held for Future Use
Nuclear Fuel (Net)
Net Utility Plant
Working Capital Allowance
Regulatory Practices Reconciliation

Total 1992 Rate Base

1993 Projected Test Year Rate Base -
Electric Plant in Service
Accum. Provision for Depreciation
and Amortizaticn '
Het Plant in Service
Construction Work in Progress
Plant Purchased or Sold
& Held for Puture Use
Nuclear Fuel (Net})
Net Utility Plant
Working Capital Allowance
Regulatory Practices Recongiliation

Total 1993 Rate Base

No. FPC's requested rate
test year should be
(631,651,650 system) ,
jurisdicticnal rate
($3,294,474,730 system).

 DENTAL: No.
current test year and
are as follows: (Kollen)

Source:

Fully adjusted
13-Month Average

<-—-~Tn Thousandg--~->
Juris. System
$4,245,287 $4,715.371
1,483,255  1.673,510
2,762,032 3,041,861
124,340 139,203
94559 11,145
28,351 e $1,073
2,954,282 3,252,282
56,085 65,536
e (3,592) 0
3,006,775 $3,318,818

$4,617,090
1,628,030
2,989,060
110,667

9,436

50,487

3,359,650
55,043

—{3.454)
$3,211,239

88,175,330

1,837,549
3,337,781
123,348

11,145
e 22,938
3,525,209
67,405

0

e e e e e

$3,592,614

base for the
reduced
producing
base of
(Larkin)

The Company's adjusted rate base
the related

MFR

1992
by
an

92,997,972 ,000

revenue

Schedule B-3

current
803,000
adjusted

$28

or the 1992

af fects
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TABLE I: ' ‘
SUMMARY OF RATE BASE ADJUSTMENTS AND
RELATED REVENUE REQUIREMENT EFFECTS

FOR 1992 CURRENT TEST YEAR
REDUCTION TO

RATE BASE
JURISDICTION

5000}

Avon Park 2 ECS Unit $14,887

CWIP-SFAS Nos. 87

and 106 1,710
Working Capital 78,679

Total Reductions to
FPC Reguest $95 276

REDUCTION TO
REV. REQ.
{$000)

$1,601

184

8,462

$10,247

The Company's adjusted rate base and resulting revenue
effects for the 1993 projected test year are as follows:

TAPLE II1:

SUMMARY OF RATE BASE ADJUSTMENTS AND
RELATED REVENUE REQUIREMENT LFFECTS

FOR 1993 PROJECTED TEST YEAR
REDUCTION TO
RATE BASE
JURISDICTION
{2000)

Avon Park 2 ECS Unit 514,391

CWIP-SFAS Nes. 87
and 106 1,401

rking Capital a3, 1312

Reducticons to

Request $1G8,904

REDUCTION TO

EV. REQ.

- -
51,539
50
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freen

No. Adjustments due to FPC's treatment of pension
expense, OPEB expense - and fossil plant
dismantlement expense need to be made. FIPUG's '"no
position" on other rate base issues should not be
interpreted to mean FIPUG acquiesces in the
company's position. :
No position at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

COST OF CAPITAL

cost of common
(Seligson)

what 1s the appropriate
capital for Florida Power?

equity

Florida Power's reguested return on common eguity
of 13.6% 1is appropriate, as evidenced by the
testimony of Mr. Seligson, which supports a range
of 13.8% to 14.5% as a reasonable return on common

equity for the Company. (Seligson)
10.80%.
The appropriate cost of common equity is 10.65%.

{Baudino)

No position at this time.
No positien at this time.
ot more than 11.8%.

HNo position at this time.

No position at this time.

What is the appropriate weighted average cost of
capital including the proper component: ' S
and cost rates associate with the 1

structure for the test year?



ORDER NO.

DOCKET NO.

PAGE 39

PSC-92-0606-PHO-EI
910880~EI

The Company's proposed 13-month average cost of
capital for the 1992 current test year and the 1993
pro;ected test year is appropriate. The following
is a table of the components, amounts and cost
rates. associated with the Company's proposed
capital structure. Supporting documentation 1is
inciluded in MFR Schedule D-1. (8cardino)

13-Month Average

Qi e s i In ‘Thousandgr-—-———~——= >
Fully
Adjusted Cost Welghted
‘Jurisdictional Ratio Rate _Cost
1692 Current Test Year :
Ccommon Equity $1,136,208 37.78% 13.60% 5.14%
Preferred Stock 188,189% 6.26% 7.28% 0.46%
Long-Term Debt
Fixed Rate Debt 944,820 31.42% 8.53% 2.68%
vVariable Rate Debt 88,432 2.94% 6.11% 0.18%
Short Term Debt 83,541 2.78% 7.40% 0.21%
Customer Deposits
Active 69,927 2.33% 8.23% 0.19%
Inactive 527 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%
investment Tax Credit
3% 1,096 0.04% 0.00% 0.00%
Post '70 - Equity 59,263 1.97% 12.70% 0.25%
- Debt 46,225 1.54% 8.32% 0.:13%
Deferred Income Taxes 388,551 12.92% 0.00% Q.Ou%

$3,00

775

100.00%

9.24%

S-S
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1993 Projected Test Year ;
Common Equity Sd 211,778 37X A3 608 B5.13%

Preferred Stock 182,022 5.67% Te18% ' 0448
Long~Term Debt
Fixed Rate Debt 1,011,783 31.51% 8.63% 2.72K
Variable Rate Debt 90,429 2.82% 6.11% O 3itF
Short Term Debt 147,347 4.59% 7.50% 0.34%
Customer Deposits
Active 74,036 2.31% 8.23% 0.19%
Inactive ' 525 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%
Investment Tax Credit A :
3% 815 0.03% 0.00% 0.00%
Post '70 - Bquity 56,851 " :1.76% 12.76% 0.228
- Debt : 44,722 1.39% 8.42% 0.12%
Deferred Income Taxes 391,231 12.18% 0.00% 0.00%
QPC: The weighted cost of capital should be no greater

than 8.02%. The proper components, amounts and
cost rates are as follows:

(Cicchetti)
Common Equity 4.08%
Preferred Stock 0.46%

Long-Term Debt

Fixed Rate Debt 2.58%
Short-Term Debt 0.21%

Variable Rate 0.18%

Customer Deposits 0.21%

Active 0.19%

Inactive 0.00%

Investment Tax Credits

3% 0.00%

Post '70 - Equity 0.20%

- Debt 0.12%
Deferred Taxes 0.00%
a8.02%
OCCIDENTAL: For the 1992 current test year, the arnpropriate

weilighted cost of capital 1is 7.91% (6.69% after
tax) ., comprised of the following components,

(Baudino} :
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" TABLE III:

WEIGHTED COST OF CAPITAL
‘1992 TEST PERIOD

WEIGHTED

cosT
Common Egquity e gy 4.02%
Preferred Stock 0.46%

Long Term Debt
- Fixed Rate
- Variable Rate

s I ot}
= Oy
L8]
P o

Short Term Debt . 0.11%

Customer Deposits

- Active 0.19%
-~ Inactive 0.00%
Investment Tax Credit
- 3% 0.00%
- Post '70 - Equity 0.20%
-~ Debt 0.13%
Deferred Income Taxes 0.00%
Total 7.91%

For the 1993 projected test year, the appropriate
weighted cost of capital is 7.87% (6.65% after tax),
comprised of the following components:
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TABLE IV:
WEIGHTED COST OF CAPITAL
1593 TEST PERIOD
WEIGHTED -
CosT
Common Egquity . 4.02%
Preferred Stock 0.41%
Long Term Debt
- fixed Rate 2.61%
-~ Variable Rate ' 0.17%
Short Term Debt ) ) 0.18%
Customer Deposits
- Active : 0.19%
- Inactive 0.00%
Investment Tax Credit
- 3% 0.00%
- Post '70 - Eguity 0.18%
- Debt 0.11%
Deferred Income Taxes 0.00%
Total 7.87%
PUG = No position at this time.
No position at this tinme.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.
LEF: No position at this time.
ISSUE 3i: Are Florida Power's reguested halances
accumuia

ted deferred investment tax credits 1
amount of $106,584,000 for the 1992 current
vear and $102,088,000 for the 1393 projected

ear appropriate? {8cardino)
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E
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NO.
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Yes. The 13-month average balances properly
recognize the amortization of the ITCs. (Scardino)

No position at this time.

No position.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Ho position at tr '« time.

No positién at this tims.

No position at this time.

Are Florida Power's ' requested balances of
accumulated deferred taxes in the amount of
©188,551,000 for the 1992 current test year and
$391,231,000 for - the 1992 projected test year
appropriate? (8cardino)

Yes. The 13 month average balance was determined
from activities shown in the budgeted and
forecasted income statements. {(Scardino)

No pesition at this time.

No position.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

the effect of implementing FAS 109,

ing for Income Tax, in early 19332 Dbe
reflected in setting current rates? Scardino)
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FPC: Yes. Adoption of the new pronouncement will be
required for financial statement purposes in 1993.
Florida Power supports the concept of the asset and
liability approach reguired by the new standard and
believes that both the Company and its ratepayers
would benefit from adoption o¢f the amended
pronouncement for  regulatory | purposes. The
adoption of FAS No. 109 will have no zffect on the
ratemaking process 1if the regulatory assets and
liabilities resulting from the implementation of
the standard are treated in the same manner as
accumulated deferred income taxes in the capital
structure, (Bcardino)

Na.

[DENTAL: Na. There should be no direct etffect; rather, it
should be revenue neutral.

I PUG: No position at this time.
AN No position at this time.

No position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

NET OPERATING INCOME

iSSUE 34: Is Florida Power's reguested level af Tctal
Qperating Revenues 1in the amount of $958,462,000
($1,047,013,000 system) for the 1392 current test
year and $997,294,000 (91,096,519 system) for the

1993 projected test year appropriate? (Bcardino)

Yes. (Scardino)

Ha. FPC's taotal operating revenues for :
current test year should be increased by ST
$11,540,000 (5112,543,480 systen). =T 1ot
express an opinion at this time regarding the 1993
tect year. (Larkin)

g with Public Counsel.
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Ne. Adjustments due to FPC's treatment of pension
expense, OPEB expense and fossil plant dismantle-
ment expense need. to be made.. FIPUG's "“no
position" on other NOI issues shouid not be
interpreted to mean FIPUG acquiesces in the
Comnpany's position.

Yo position at this time.
Mo position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Are the company's estimated revenues for sales of
electricity based upon reasonable estimates of
customers, KW, and KWH billing determinants by rate
class? (Nixocn)

Yes. Florida Power's estimates of ©billing
determinates for 1992 and 1993 were based on a
reasonable forecast of electric sales and prepared
in accordance with accepted procedures. As
requested 1in paragraph 12 of the Company's
petition, the continued reascnableness of the 1993
sales forecast, and the related billing
determinants, should be reviewed and, if necessary,
revised based on the level of economic recovery
currently anticipated. (HWNixon, Wieland)

No. The Company's forecast of KWH sales for the
1992 current test year are understated OPC does
not express an opinion at this time regarding the
1992 test year. (Larkin)

Agree with Public Counsel.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

tion at this time.

|
e

~y
AN 5
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ISSUE 36: Is Florida Power's requested level of Operation and
Maintenance Expense in the anmount of $409,492,000
($445,335,000 system) for the 1992 current test
year and $435,083,000 ($479,570,000 system) for the
1993 projected test year appropriate? (Scardino,
Slusser) '

FPC: Yes. (Phillips, ﬁancocx, Beard, Greene, Scardino)

QPC: No. Operation and Maintenance Expense {or the 1992
current test year should be reduced by at least
$50,33%£,000, jurisdictional. OPFC does not express
an opinion at this time concerning the 1993
projected test year. (L.arkin)

JCCIDENTAL: No. The adijusted O&M expense for the 1992 current
test year is $332,366,000 (jurisdictional):
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED
O&M EXPENSE ADJUSTMENTS
' (1992)
: _ rpC
TOTAL CO. JURISD*
{$000) FACTOR
FPC O&M Expense Request $440,292

adjustments:

Eeduce Inflation .
Assumption { 2,642) . 9195
Reduce Salaries and

Wages Growth { 1,809) L9195
Reduce Employee Growth ( 2 .081) , 9195
Fossil Production

Unjustified Benchmark

Excess { 16,609) .3009
Huclear Production Unjustified

Benchmark Excess { 22,654) .9390
Distribution Specific

Adjustments ( 2., 552) .9917 (
Administrative and General

Specific Adjustments (S 34,670) -9340

otfal Adijustments (S 82,987)
recommended OSM Expense ($357,305)

‘PR Schedule C-9

adjusted O0&M expenses for the 1993 projected

£453,031,000 (jurisdictional). (Kollen)

JURISD.
(8000}

$409,492

(  2,429)
( 1,663)
( 1,886)
( 14,963)
{ 23,272)

2,531)
(S 32,382)
( 77,126)

{8332 366}

test year is

HG. FPC's operations and maintenance expense must
be adjusted to reflect a pay-as-you-go basis for

pensions and OPEB benwfits. FIPUG's

on other 0O&M issues should not be

"no positiocon®

interpreted tc

mean FIPUGC acquiesces in the company's position.

{Carlson)

Ho position at this time.
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No. The Company's O&M expenses should be reduced,
inter alia, by $11,038,000 for the 1992 test year
and $11,445,000 for the 1992 projected test year to
reflect adjustments related to EPRI dues, customer
service operations, and Florida Progress overhead.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Should adjustments be made to any test year Q&M,
and Income Tax Expense to correct errors related to
the rescinded purchase of an alirplane by FpPC?
(Scardino, Slusger)

Yes, for the 1991 interim test year. (See the

Company's position under Issue 6 above.) (Scardino)

Flight equipment should not be reflected in the
rate base. The related 0&M and Income Tax Expense
should also be eliminated. (Larkin)

No position.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

What 1is the appropriate amount of advertising
expense to be allowed in operating expense for the

interim, 1992, and 1993 test years? (Scardino)
({Birchfield)

The appropriate amounts of advertising expense are
$968B,000 (5968,000 system) for the interim test
year, $2,546,000 ($2,546,000 system) f the 1992
t year, and $2,741,000 (%$2,741,000 system)

t 1993 test year (Phillips, Bcardino)
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OPC: A $553,200 adjustment should be made to the 1992
current test vyear to remove the costs of
advertisements which merely promote the Company and
the use of electricity. (Larkin)

OCCIDENYAL: No position.

FIPUG: No position at this time.

FCAN: No position at this time.

AHCLG: No position at this time.

LEAF: No position at this time.

STAFF: Yes. Advertising Expense should be reduced by
$137,067 for the purpose of removing corporate
image advertising from 1991 O&M expenses.

ISSUE 39: Are lobbying expenses included in any of rhe test
years? If so, should any of those lobbying
expenses be reclassified below the line?
(8cardino)

FPC: Ho. The Company has removed all lobbyiny expenses

from cost of service in all three test vears. The
amount for “lobbying expenses" charged to FERC
Accounts 920.20 and 921.20 as cited in Staff's
position were for liaison activities and as such
were incorrectly identified as lobbying expenses.
For purposes of establishing the 1991 interim test
vear cost of service, the Company agrees to follow
the accounting as prescribed in Staff Accounting
Bulletin No. 36.

7
J 1

However, for purposes of determining the cost

¢
service in the 19922 and 1293 test year(s), the
Company disagrees with Staff Accounting Bulletin
No. 36 in part and included liaison expenses in
cost of service. The Company asserts that its
liaison efforts benefit the Commission and our
customers and has therefore made a pro fornma
adjustment to increase the 1932 and 1933 cost of
service to reflect the cost of liaison activities
i1k the iine. Sea MFR Schedule C-3c¢c, page 2 of
6, line 14, 1992 current test year and MFR Schedale

y 2 n - f = 1 3 y
page £ o©f 23, Lime 13,
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year. Elso; see the Company's response to the
Staff's Audit Report, Audit Disclosure No. 21 for
more detail on the Company's position. (8cardino)

20 Any lobbying should be‘excluded from O&M.
OCCIDENTAL: Agree with Public Counsel. FPC should be allowed
to recover only just and reasonable expenses.
PLPUG: No posxtlon at this time.
AN : No position at this time.
HOLG: No position at this time.

No position at this time.

AFF: Yes. Lobbying expenses in the amount of $8,343
should be reclassified below the line from Accounts
B820.20 and 821.20 in 1881.

ISSUE 40: Are Florida Power Corporation's budgeted Industry
Ascociation Dues in the amount of $6,751,000
($7,142,000 system) for the interim test year
$7,044, FOO ($7,373,000 system) for the 1592 current
teat yvear, and $7,406,000 ($7,765,000 system) for
the 1993 projected test year appropriate?
(8cardino, Hancock, EBlusser, Beard, Greene)

Yes. The lobbying activities reflected in these
Industry issociation Dues frequently benefit the
Company's customers and should not he summarily
disallowed where such benefit exists. The
appron*;ate amounts of Industry Association Dues
are as follows: $6,624,000 ($7,007,000 :;“tﬂm\ for

the ll'xterlm test year (see Company's respons to
Staff's audit disclosure No. 15), S/,O::fuwo
($7,373,000 system) for the 1952 current tes

cest year,
qnﬁ $7,406,000 ($7.,765,000 system) for the 1993
projected test year. (Keesler, Hancock, Beard,
ireene, Barron, Bcardino)

No. A $363,970 ($380,961 system) adjustment to the
1992 current test year 1is necessar) Lemnov
membership dues paid to organizations Ived i
lobbying activities or activitie " h do 1

venafit ratepayers. (Larkin)
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FIPUG:

FCAN:

AHCLG:

OCCT lii'.tjh’['?-;L'

16808

1

42:
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Agree with Public Counsel and AHCLG. FPC should be
allowed to recover only Jjust and reasonable
expenses.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No. $5,121,000 for test year 1992 and $5,384,000
for test year 1993 should be disallowed for EPRI
dues.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

What amount has Florida Power budgeted to fund the
EEI Utility Waste Management Group and is this
amount appropriate? (Scardino, Beard)

The Couapany's 1992 test year O&M expenses
appropriately include $33,000 ($35,000 system) for
1992 and $3%,000 ($37,000 system) for 1993 as
contributions to the EEI Utility Waste Management
Group. (Reesler, Beard, Scardino)

No position at this time.

FPC should be allowed to recover only just and
reasonable expenses.

No position at this time.
Nc positicn at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Is FPC's assumed growth 1n salaries and wages
appropriate? If not, what adjustment is necessary
Yes, The dgrowth 1n Fleorida Power's test year

} 1 . L — s D e —_ - - - loave e Mmoo ~ea o e .
rlaries and wages 15 based on the levels necessary
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tto attract and retain QUalified employees in
competition with other employers in lcocal, regional
and national labor markets. (Greene)

No. The Company's budgeted payroll includes
excessive employee growth and excessive projected
wage increases. O&M expense for the 1992 current
test year should be reduced $6,148,671 (5$6,578,229
System) plus $1,051,538 ($1,125,000 System) for
incentive compensation. (Larkin)

No. Salaries and wages are projected by FPC to
grow substantially in excess of inflation. This is
inconsistent with FPC's actual historical
e¥xperience. Assumed growth should be limited to
inflation. Test year 1992 0O&M expenses should be
reduced by $1,663,000 (jurisdictional). If the
1993 proiected test year 1s consldered, O&M
expenses should be reduced by 53,735,000
(jurisdictional).

No position at this time.
No position at this time.
No peosition at this time.
No position at this time.

Ho position at this time.

Is Florida Power's requested O&M expense level of
laries and Employee Benefits in the amount of
53,960,000 ($176,135,000 system) and , 408,000
(560,300,000 system) for the current 1992 test
year, and §171,939,000 ($184,948,000 system)
$89,001,000 (595,058,000 systenm) for

projected test year appropriate? (Scardino)

I
=

ida Power's test year salaries and wages
n the levels ne«

‘ied employees
embloyers 1in lecal, reglional and national

ts. {Greene, Scardino)
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(56,578,229 system) and $3,020,225 ($3,231,224
system), respectively. OPC does not express an
opinion at this time concerning the 1993 projected
test year. (Larkin)

No. See Occidental's position on Issue No. 42, 44,
45, :

Ho position at this time.
No position at this time.
Ho position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Is the Company's calculation of pro forma payroll
for 1992 and 1993 appropriate?

The Company has made no pro forma payroll
calculation for the 1992 or 1993 test years, other
than payroll expense properly included in the
annualization of the Debary and Intercession City
peaking units, the University of Florida project,
and the Crystal River Cooling Towers. (Scardino}

No. FPC's forecast. of employees to pke hired and
wage increases during the 1992 current test year is
overstated and should be adjusted. OPC does not
express an opinign at this time concerning the 1993
projected test year. (Larkin)

No. See Occidental's position on Issue Nos. 43 ang

45. (Kaollenj
No position at this time.

No position at this time.
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Is the Company's budgeﬁed level of employees in the

ISSUE 45:
1992 and 1993 test years appropriate?

PC Yes. The 1992 budgeted increase in employees
equals 4.7%. However, aitter removing new employees
for the MACS Energy Conservation program, the new
Customer Service System Development and the
Environmental Affairs Department, the 1992 employee
growth rate 1is only 1.4%. = (See below for a
reconciliation of the 1992 employee growth.) The
1993 budgeted increase 1in employeces 1is 1.0%.
(Greena, Scardino)

‘ Amount. Percent
Actual Employees 12/31/91 5,677 100.0%
ECCR Additions _ 138 2.4%
C8S project (Construction) 42 7%
Environmental Affairs 9 2%
Other Areas 80 _1.4%
Total Empleyee Growth 269 4.7%

CEINTOAMYTD R T
‘ LOEMNI AL

Ho. FPC's forecast of emplcyees to be hired during
the 1992 current test year is ovarstated and should
be adjusted. OPC does not express an opinion at
this time concerning the 1993 projected test year.
(Larkin)

Ho. FPC's projected number of employees exceeds
ite average actual growth rates. For the 1992
current testc year, adjustments reduce O&M expense
by $2,051,000 (System)}. If the 1993 projected test
year is considered, adijustments reduce Q&M expense
by $4,102,000 (System).

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.
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Is Florida Power's requested level of Other Post
Employment Benefits Expense in the amount of
$24,215,000 ($25,887,000 system) for the 1992
current test year and $26,117,000 ($27,894,0C0
system) for the 1993 projected test year

-appropriate? (8cardino, Peterson, Twery)

The Company's test year OPEB expense should be
raduced to $18,692,000 ($19,983,000 system) for
1992 and $19,908,000 ($21,262,000 system) for 1993
to reflect the benefit reduction provided in the
Company's new collective bargaining agreement,
which was not completed until after its rate filing
had been prepared. (Twery, Scardino)

No. There should be no incremental amount over the
pay-as—-you-go total. The Commission should not
adopt FAS 106 for regulatory purposes.

No. The Commission should limit the level of OPEB
expense to the 1993 cash pay-as-you-go level of
$3,825,000. The Commission should order FPC to
defer the timing difference between this ratemaking
level of OPEB expense and the SFAS No. 106 level of
pension expense as a non-rate base regulatory
assat. The requlatory asset should not earn a rate
of return since it is accounting derived and does
not reflect the deferral of a cash cost. See Issue
No. 10. (Kollen)

No. ESee Issue No. 10.

No pesition at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Is Florida Power's reguested level of Pension

Expense in the amount of $4,270,000 (%4,561,000
3 for the 1992 current test vear AT

($6,683,000 system) for the 1993

test year appropriate? {Scardino,

Paterson)
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FRC: Yes. Florida Power's gross pension expense for the
1992 and 1993 test years was determined using the
guidelines established in Financial Accounting
Standard No. 87, "Employers Accounting for
Pensions". (Peterson, Scardino)
e No. Pension expense for the 1992 current test year
should be reduced by $453,570 ($485,257 system).
OPC does not express an opinion at this time
concerning the 1993 projected test year. (Larkin)
ICCIDENTAL: No. The Commission sliould 1limit the level of
pension expense to the projected $0 millicn 1992
funding level consistent witn FPC's unilateral
treatment since 1987. The Commission should order
the Company to defer the timing difference between
that $0 million ratemaking level and the $4.561
million SFAS No. 87 level of pension expense as a
non-rate base regulatory asset. See Issue No. 9.
(Kollen)
FLIPLG: No. See Issue No. 9.
AN No position at this time.
LG : No position at this time.
AF No position at this time.
No position at this time,
ISSUE 48: Should FPC be allowed to include s operating

as
expense the amortization of the $3.7 million
regulatory asset related to pension expense which
was deferred in prior years? (8cardino)

Yes. Since the 1987 base rate proceeding the
Cempany recorded periodic pension expense on its
books in accordance with FAS No. 87 YEmployer's
Accounting for Pensions"® but, for ratemaking
purposes, removed that entry by recording adjusting

1iournal entries to comply with FAS HNo. 71
"Accounting for the Effects of Certain Types of
Regulation". These entries were made to conform
the accounting for pensions to the ratemaking

Caunse

established in the 1987 proceeding and also e
this Commission had not established a ratemaking
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policy toe account for pension expense for electric
utilities. In effect the Company hLas employed a
"dollar tracking™ method of accounting for pension
expense since 1988 and has used this method to
prepare the 1992 test year data. (Peterson,
Scardino)

No. A $453,570 ($485,257 system) adjustment to the
1992 current test year is necessary to refiect the
removal of the annual amortization of the pension
asset in the 1992 current test year. (Larkin)

No. The Commission should not allow the $1,233,000
annual amortization of the regulatory asset created
by the Company through its unilateral accounting
actions from 1987 through 1992. {Kollen)

I1f the Commission directs FPC to use the pay-as-
you-go method for pension ratemaking expense, the
requlatory asset is legitimate. However, the asset
should not be amortized until the cash payment
exceeds the SFAS Nc. 87 expense. If the Commission
allows recovery in rates of SFAS No. 87 expense the
deferrals are not legitimate and allowance of them
would be retroactive ratemaking. (Carlson)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Noe position at this time.

No pesition at this time.

what 1s the appropriate amount of ocutside services
expense to be allowed in operating expense?

The appropriate amount of outside services expense
to be allowed in operating expense is $12,348,000
($13,330,000 system) for the 1992 current test
and $12,80%,000 ($13,836,000 system) for the

g projected test vyear. (Scardine, Hancock,;
ard, Phillips)

§ - =3P\ pawr - | O 3w g X N - £ 4y b oy -
MO posi tion at this tlme awaiting Turtner

{Larkin)
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FPC should be allowed to recover only Jjust and
reasonable expenses.

No position at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Is FPC's 1992 and 1993 test year requested accrual
for medical/life reserve-active employees and
retirees appropriate?

Yes. The use of these ressrves are in compliance
with Commission Rule 25-6.0143. The accruals for
medical/life (active employees) of $16,413,000
($17,546,000 system) for 1992 and $18,171,000
($19,408,000 system) for 1993 are based on past
experience on a pay-as—-you-go basis. The test year
accruals for post retirement medical/life (active
enmployees and retirees) are based on the
requirements of FAS No. 106, as stated in the
Company's position under Issue 46. (Scardino)

No. The Company's projected level of expense
should be reduced based on the projected wage level
adjustment. Included in the fringe benefit
adjustment is a reduction of $700,509 (%$938,894
System) {Larkin)

No. The 1992 test year reguested accrual should be
reduced $1,523,000. If the Commission considers
the 1993 projected test year, the reguested accrual
should be reduced $1,800,000. (Kollen)

No position at this time.

l'lo pesition at this time.

Ho position at this time.

position at this time.
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No position at this time.

Is FPC's requested accrual for storm dsmage for the
1992 and 1993 test years appropriate?

Yes. The accrual was projected in the same manner

as the Company proposed in 1its 1987 base rate

proceeding. The Company will accrue for storm

damage until the amount in the storm damage reserve

equals the deductible of the T&D property insurance
- policy. (8cardino)

No. -

No. FPC should amortize over five vyears the
remaining deficiency of $1,636,000 that existed at
December 31, 1991. Annual amortization would be
$327,000, reducing the Company's request hy
$777,000. (Kollen)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Is FPC's 1992 and 1993 test year requested expense
accrual for the claims reserve appropriate?

Yes. The use of this reserve is in compliance with
Commission Rule 25-6.0143. The test year accruals
are based on a matching of expected current year
charges. (8cardino)

No position at this time.

No. The 19722 test year requasted accrual should be

reduced $1,011,000. If the Ccommission considers
the 1993 projected test year, the requested accrual
should be reduced $1,011,000. (Kollen)

Nog position at this time.
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No pesition at this time.

No position at this time.

"No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Should interest on tax deficiencies of $2,141,000
($2,378,000 system) for 1992 and $1,167,000
($1,308,000 system) for 1993 be included in Q&N
expense? (8cardino, Slusseéer)

Yes. The Conpany has recognizzd the accrual and
amortization of interest on potential income tax
deficiency items on its books and records and also
as a component of cost of service in its monthly
surveillance reports filed with this Commission
since 1its last rate case. The Company believes
that the positions it takes on these items best
protects the interest of the customers. Although
the Company might not ultimately prevail on all of
the potential tax deficiency 1items, the final
income tax 1liability is the result of negotiation
and compromise and is typically less than if the
Company had not taken the position on its original
income tax return. See the Company's response to
Staff's audit disclosure #l4. (Bcarding)

No. The 1992 current test year should be reduced
by $2,141,000 ($2,378,000 system). {Larkin)

No. Since the ratepayers did not receive the
interest or return benefit of the disallowed ITC
utilization in the past, it is not appropriate for
the ratepayers to pay for the Company's "lost"
interest benefit now. {Kollen)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

his time.

e

No position at

Noe pesition at this time.
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Is Florida Power's requested level -of Bad Debt
Expense in the amount of $2,500,000 ($2,500,000
system) for the 1992 current test vyear and
$2,700,000 ($2,700,000 system) for the 1993
projected test year appropriate? (Scardino)

Yes. The requested level of Bad Debt Expense was
forecasted for both the 1992 and 1993 test years
based on historical experience for charge-offs for
the past 5 years. (8cardino) ‘

No.

Agree with Public Counsel.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Is Florida Power's requested Rate Case Expense 1in
the amount of $424,200 appropriate? (&cardino)
Yes. The total amount of $424,000 eguates to only
$.36 per average customer and is being amortized
over two years. (8cardino)

No.

FPC should be allowed to recover only just and
reasonable expenses.

No position at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.
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What adjustments, if ary, should be made to O&M
expenses for the 1992 current test year and the
1993 projected test year? (Eancock, Beard,
Phillipa, Scardino) ]

Florida Power's test year O0&M expenses are
reasonable and the increases above the O&M
benchmark have been justified in the testimony of
the Company's witnesses and the supporting MWMFR
schedules (C~57a, b, ¢ and d). (Hancock, Beard,
Phillips, Scardino)

The following adjustments should be made to O0&M
expense for the 1992 current test year:

A. Flight Department O&M should be reduced
‘by $715,653 ($765,650 system)

B. Tree Trimming Expense should be reduced
by $1,925,978 ($1,934,490 system)

. Advertising Expense should be reduced by
$553,200 (5$553,200 system)

D. Industry Association Dues should be
reduced by $363,970 ($280,961 systemn)

E. Ecenomic Development Activities Expense
should be reduced by %45%,336 ($487,147
system)

F. Payroll Expense should be reduced by
$6,148,671 ($6,578,229 system)

G. Fringe Benefits Expense should be reduced
by $3,020,225% ($3,231,224 system)

H. Incentive Compensation Expense should be

reduced by $1,051,538 ($1,125,000 system)
Fossil Plant O&M Expense should be
reduced by $9,279,270 ($10, 300,000

—

system)

J Nuclear O&M Expense should be reduced by
$6,479,100 ($6,900,000 systen)

¥. Amcortization of the pension asset should
be reduced by $947,348 (s, 013,526
system)

Interest on Tax Deficiency st
reduced by $2,141,374 ($2,378,512 system)

The QCPC does not
regarding the 19%

MoGaughy)

express an opinion at this time
3 projected test year. (Larkin
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FIPUG: See Issue 9 and 10.

FCAN: - No position at this time.

AHCLG: The Company's 0&M expenses should be reduced, inter
alia, by $11,038,000 for test year 1992 and
$11,445,000 for test year 1993 to reflect.
adjustments related to EPRI dues, customer service
operations, and Florida Progress overhead.

LEAF: No position at this time.

STAFF: No position at this time.

ISSUE _57: Should the 0O&M benchmazk be applied to the Company
as a whole, or to FPC*s individual f{unctional
units?

EPC: The O0O&M benchmark test would serve as a more
meaningful and realistic measure of Florida Power's
actions in managing its O&M expenses if it were
applied to the Company as a whole. Florida Power
manages and sets limits on its O&M budget in total,
maintaining the flexibility to allocate the budget
to activities based on the dJgreatest need or
efficiency. Applying the benchmark test to
individual functional areas adversely influences
this allocation of the O&M budget away from areas
with unfavorable benchmark variances, irrespective
of the need or efficiency of expenditures in those
areas. Better regulatory policy would heold the
utility accountable for its overall expense levels
:nd allow management to determine where and how the
expenses are incurred. (Greene, Phillips, Hancock,
Beard})

Individual functional units.

0&M bpenchmark should be applied to FPC's
ndividual functional units, unless the Commission
wdopts a strict application of the benchmark
methodology.

position at this time.

No positicn at this time.
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No position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

What are the appropriate Consumer Price Index

factors to use in determlnlng test year expenses?
(Scardxno, Greene)

The appropriate CPI factors are shown on MFR
Schedule C-56. (8cardino)

Ne position at this time{

A 3.1% factor is an appropriate growth projection
for the .1992 test vyear. If the Commission
considers the 1993 projected test year, a 3.3%
factor 1is an appropriate growth projection.
Incorporating these adjustments, the 1992 O&M
benchmark level is $365,105,000. [Kollen)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Ho position at this time.

Is FPlorida Power's reguested level of Nuclear O&M
in the amount of $92,037,897 (%$97,819,000 system)
for the 1992 current te t year and Q““,ﬂ‘j 861
($101,779,000 system} for the 1993 projected test
year appropriate? (Beard)

Yes. The requested levels of Nuclear O&M costs for

the 1992 current test year and for the 1993
projected test year are justified., (Beard)

Hc. Based on an analysis of Q&M expenses of
comparable nuclear facilities, the OPC supg a
minimum disallowance in the level of Nuclear Q&M in

the amount of $6,492,000 (%6,%00,000 System) for
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the 1992 current test year and $4,610,000
($4,900,000 System) for the 1993 projected test
year. . These disallowances result in MNuclear O&M
expense levels of %85,545,897 ($90,900,000 System)
for the 1992 current test year and $91,153,861
(596,800,000) for the 1993 projected test year.
OPC offers these maximum levels of O&M expense as a
recommendation if and only if FPC can adequalely
justify the Nuclear 0&M expense that exceeds the
Commission established benchmark for the 1992
current test year and the 1993 projected test year.
(McGaughy)

OCCIDENTAL: No. FPC's nuclear production O&M expense should be
reduced by $21,272,000 (jurisdictional) for the
1992 current test year. If the Commission decides
to use the 1993 projected test year, it should
decrease nuclear production O&M for the 1993
projected test year by $21,218,000
(jurisdictional). {Kollen)

FI1PUG: No position at this time.

FOAN: No position at this time.

{CLG: No position at this time.

LLEAF: No position at this time.

STAFF No position at this time.

ISSUE 60: For the 1984 thru 1987 time period, has Florida

Power justified $3,010,880 ($3,200,000 system) of
expenses associated with Increased Personnel in
excess of the 1992 Huclear O&M benchmark?” {Beard)

FPC: Yes. Florida Power has justified the expenses in
excess of the 1992 Nuclear O&M benchmark associated
with positions in Training, Operations (including
NRC License premiums), Radiation Protection,
Radiocactive Waste Management, and other areas in
which additional work was required as a result of
NRC and other industry mandated requirements.
(Beard)

No position at this time.
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No. The entire requested amount should be
disallowed. (Kollen) '

No position at this time.
No position at this time;
No position at this timef
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

For the 1987 thru 1992 time pericd, has Florida
Power Justified $408,351 ($434,000 system) of
expenses assoclated with the B&W Owner’s Group in
excess of the 1992 Nuclear 0&M benchmark? (Beard)

Yes. Florida Power has justified the expenses in
excess of the 1992 Nuclear O&M benchmark associated
with the B&W Owners Group, an organization which
provides the mechanism to manage and take action on
issues and problems common to B&W plants. The
B&WOG provides an effective method of resolving
common issues by pooling the resources of the
owners and vendor to assess issues and develop
viable resolution alternatives. It also allows the
members to share the costs of detailed technical
work required to support the reseoluticn o these
issues. (Beard)

No position at this tine.

No. The entire requested amount should be
disallowed. (Kollen)

No position at this time.
No position at this tinme.
No position at this time.
No position et this time.

No position at this time.
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For the 1987 thru 1992 time period, has Florida

Power Jjustified $135,490 ($144,000 system) of
expenses associated with the Motor Operated Valve
Testing System in excess of the 1992 Nuclear O0&M
benchmark? (Beard)

Yes. Florida Power has justified the expenses in

excess of the 1992 Nuclear benchmark associated
with the Motor Operated Valve Testing System
(MOVATS) program. The MOVATS program was initiated
in 1989 as a response to NRC Generic Letter 89-10
dealing with inspection and testing of wvalves.
However, the justified amount should be $112,000
($119,000 System). (Beard)

No position at this time.

No. The entire requested amount should be
disallowed. (Kollenj

No position at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at thié time.
No position at this time.

Ko position at this time.

For the 1987 thru 1292 time period, has Florida
Power justified $2,861,277 (%$3,041,000 system) of
expenses associated with the Long Term Maintenance
Plan in excess of the 1992 Nuclear 0O&M benchmark?
(Beard)

Yes. Florida Power has justified the expenses over
the 1992 Nuclear O&M benchmark asscciated with the
L.ong Term Maintenance Plan (LTMP). The LTMP is an
innovative long-term approach to upgrading existing
maintenance of primary side components. It covers
a period of ten years which includes five mid-cycle
outages and five refueling outages. The LTMP
provides Florida Power and its customers with
predictable maintenance costs for these components
tt levelized annual payments

through
greater maintenance experiesnce

advantage of the

ana takes
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vendor personnel. Therefore, the LTMP strongly
supports the objective of improved reliability,
availability, and predictable and levelized costs.
(Beard) '

No position at this time.

No. The
disallowed.

entire
(Kollen)

requested amount should be

No position at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.
Ho position at this time.

No position at this time.

For the 1987 thru 1992 time period, has Florida
Power “justified $478,918 ($509,00C system) of
expanses associated with the Operator Training
Simulator in excess of the 1992 HNuclear O&M
benchmark? (Beard)

Yes. Florida Power has justified the expenses over
the 1992 Nuclear O0&M benchmark assoclated with
maintenance of the Qperator Training Simulator (and
associated building) at the Training Facility in
Crystal River. The simulator was evaluated as the
most <cost effective method to comply with
significantly more sgtringent federal regulations
governing Licensed Operator training. Routine
corrective and preventive maintenance of the
simulator and hardware and software enhancements
are required to ensure its availability for use in
conducting simulator training programs, However,
the justified amount should be $632,000 ($672,000
System) to include the associated building
maintenance which was justified but the expense was
inadvertently not included in the MFR Schedule C-
57b. (Beard)

No position at this time.
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FPC should be allowed to recover only Jjust and
reasonable expenses.

No position at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.

No positidn at this time.

For the 1984-87 time period, has FPC justified

expenses in excess of the Nuclear O&M Benchmark of

$2,537,000 for Wage Differential?

Yes. Florida Power has justified the expenses in
excess of the 1987 Nuclear O&M benchmark associla*ed
with the wage difterential which was necessary to
attract and retain qualified personnel on a parity
with peers in the industry. (Beard)

No position at this time.

No. The entire requested amount should be
disallowed. (Kollen)

No peosition at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.
For the 1984-87 time period, has FPC Jjustifie

d
expenses in excass of the Nuclear 0&M Benchmark of
£1,7%7,060C for Plant Maintenance?

Florida Power has justified the expenses in

cess of the 1987 Nuclear O&M benchmark for
idditional maintenance requirements associated with
new plant systems (Emergency Feedwater Initiation
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and Control System and Emergency Feedwater Upgradg;
Expansion of Remote Shutdown Panel and Controls;
Reactor Vessel Level Indicating; Post Accident
Sampling System; and Automated condenser cleaning
system (Amertap)). These expenses also include
Pooled Inventory Management Program Membership;
Fully Integrated Materials Information System
(FIMIS); and added contractor cost to support the
establishment of the Fire Protection Program and
for implementing portions of the OSHA and EPA
regulations concerning hazardous material and
waste. (Beard) '

No position at this time.

No. The entire requeéied amount should ke
disallowved. (Kallen)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No pesition at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

For the 1984-87 time period, has FPC “justified
expenses in excess of the Nuclear O&M Benchmark of
$5,230,000 for Projects and Modifications?

Yes. Florida Power has -justified the expenses in
excess of the 1987 Nuclear O&M benchmark associated
with Projects and Modifications relating to
regulation and licensing requirements. (Beard)

Ne position at this time.

No. The entire reguested amount should be

disallowed. {Kollen)
No position at this time.
Ne position at this time.

No position
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No position at this time..

No position at this time.

For the 1%87-92 time period, has FPC justified
expenses in excess of the Nuclear Production O&M
Benchmark of $2,281,000 for Configuration
Management?

Yes, Florida Power has justified the expenses in
excess of the 1992 Nuclear O&M benchmark associated
with Configuration Management. The project will
resolve design basis issues and to construct and
maintain an on-line CM Information System. (Beard)

No position at this time.

No. The entire requested amount should be
disallowed. (Kollen)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No pesition at this time.

No position at this time.

For the 1987-92 time period, has FPC Jjustified
expenses in excess of the Nuclear Production 0&M
Benchmark of $307,000 for Maintenance Activity
Control System?

Yes. Florida Power has justified the expenses in
excess of the 1992 Nuclear 0&M benchmark associated
with the Maintenance Activity Control System {MACS)

which is a computerized work process and control
system that allows on-line planning, review, and

approval of maintenance activities. (Beard)
No position at this time.
No. The entire requested amount should be

disallowed. (Relien)
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No position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

"No position at this time.

For the 1987-92 time period, has FPC justified
expenses in excess of the Nuclear Production C&M
Benchmark of 9%136,000 for Electrical Calculation
Program? ' e

' Yes. Florida Power has justified the expenses in

excess of the 1992 Nuclear O&M benchmark associated
with the Electrical Calculation Program which is an
ongoing effort to identify areas of potential non-
compliance with the plant design basis. (Beard)

No position at this time.

No. The entire requested amount should be
disallowed. (Kollen)

HNo position at this time.
No pesition at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

For *the 1987-92 time period, has FPC Jjustified
expenses in excess of the Nuclear Production O0&M
Benchmark of $201,000 for Planning and Scheduling?

Yes. Florida Power has justified the expenses in
excess Of the 1992 Nuclear 0O&M benchmark
with Planning and Scheduling. Planning precision
and schedule accuracy are reguireme..ts which must
be nmet in order to achieve higher levels of success
in daily maintenance and outage periocds as well
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cost management. (Baard)
No position at this time.

No. The entire requested amount should be
disallowed. (Kollen)

No position at this time.

" No positicn at this time.

No position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time,

For the 1987-92 time period, has FPC justified
expenses 1in excess of the Nuclear Production 0&M
Benchmark of $200,000 for Valve Reliability
Program?

Yes. Florida Power has justified the expenses in
excess of the 1992 Nuclear 0&M benchmark associated
with the Valve Reliability Program which targets
critical wvalves (other than regulatory required)
and performs periodic assessment and maintenance
prior to failure. This is another initiative aimed
at reducing potential causes of plant down time.
Upon further review, the Company has determined
that the expenses justified for this Program were
not in excess of the 1992 Nuclear O&M benchmark for
similar expenses incurred in 1987. (Beard)

No position at this time.

No. The entire reguested amount should be
disallowed. (Kollen)

lme.

'

No position at this 1

No peosition at this time.
Ho position at this time.

No paesition at this time.
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No position at this time.

For the 1987-92 time period, has FPC justified
expenses in excess of the Nuclear Production O&M
Benchmark of $135,000 for Technical Specification
Improvement?

Yes. Florida Power has justified the expenses in
excess of the 1992 Nuclear O&M benchmark associated
with the Technical Specification Improvement which
is a multi-utility/NRC effort to refine and upgrade
generic Technical Specifications for nuclear
plants. (Beard) ;

No position at this time.

No. - The entire requested amount should be
disallowed. (Kollen)

No pesition at this tiﬁe.
No position at this time.
No peosition at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

For the 1987-%2 time period, has FPC justified
expenses in excess of the Nuclear Production OLM
Benchmark of $133,000 for Industry Groups?

Yes. Florida Power has Jjustified the expenses in
excess of the 1992 Nuclear O&M benchmark associated
with Industry Groups which are designed to take
advantage of the combined operating experience of
other nuclear utilities and maintain good standing
with regulatory agencies. (Nuclear Backfitting and
Reform Group; the Seismic Qualification Utility
Group; the Station Blackout Clearinghouse; and the
Electrical Distribution System Clearinghouze.)
(Beard)

No position at this time.
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No. The entire reguested amount should be
disallowed. (Kollen)

No position at this time.

. No position at this time.

No position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Is Florida Power's requested level of Total Fossil
0O&M in the amount of $88,844,000 ($101,071,000
system) for the 1992 current test vyear and
$100,496,000 (S$114,336,000 system) for the 1993
projected test year appropriate? {(Hancock)

Yes, Florida Power's requested level of Total
Fossil ©O&M 1is appropriate. The Conpany has
justified O&M expenses of $11,251,000 greater than
the total benchmark wvariance of $29,935,000.
{Hancoex)

No. Based on a comparison of similar facilities,
the OPC supports a minimuam disallowance in the
level of Fossil O&M expense in the amount of
$9,053,963 ($10,300,000 System) for the 1992
current test year and $13,887,460 (S$15,800,000
System) for the 1993 projected test year. These
disallowances result in Fossil 0&M expense levels
of $79,790,037 ($90,771,000 System) for the 1992
current test year and $86,608,532 ($98,536,000) for
the 1993 projected test year. OPC offers these
maximum levels of O&M expense as a recommendation
if and only if FPC can adeguately justify the
Fosgsil O&M expense that exceeds the Commission
established benchmark for the 1992 current test
y<ar and the 1993 projected test year. (McGaughy)

Mo. FPC's Fossil 0&M expense should be reduced by

$14,963,000 (jurisdictional) for the 1992 current
test Yyear. 1993 projected Fossil
should be reduced by $18,262,000 (jurisdict
{Kcllen)
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No position at this time.
No position at this timec.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

' For the 1984 thru 1987 and the 1987 thru 1992 time

periods, has Florida Power Jjustified $4,950,00

(85,281,000 system) cf expenses in excess of the
1987 Fossil Production O&M benchmark and $6,676,254
($7,541,232 system) of expenses in excess of the
1992 Fossll Production O&M benchmark associated
with Scheduled Outage Expenses. (Hancock)

Yes, Florida Power has Jjustified its scheduled
cutage expenses in excess of the 1987 and 1992
benchmarks. . These expenses are fully justified in
MFR Schedule ¢€-57a and C-57a (Supplemental)
starting on page 203 for 1992 and page 26 for 1987.
(Bancock)

No position at this time.

Ho. The only Scheduled Outage Expenses justified
by FPC are the outage costs asscciated with Crystal
River 5 ($3,797,000). (Kollen)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Ne position at this time.

No position at this time.

For xh“ 1287 thru 1982 time periocd, has Florida
Power ‘justified $4,017,892 ($4,538,453 system) of
associated with Environmental! Changes in

excess of the 1882 Fossil Production 0&M benchmark?
(Hancock)

eXDens
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Yes, Florida Power has justified O&M expenses in
excess of the 1992 benchmark associated with
Environmental Expenses. Many of these expenses are
new scope requirements; as detailed in the Fossil -

‘Benchmark Justification, MFR  Schedule C-57a.

(Hancock)
No position at this time.

No. FPC has not justified its excess variance on
the basis of the Solid Waste Minimization Program
($63,000), the Water Conservation Program
($140,000), the Ongoing Energy Efficiency Program
($216,000), the Crystal River Hazardous Waste
($209,000), or Other Hazardous Waste ($220,0C0).
(Kollen) :

No position at this time.
No position at this time,
No positionlat this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

For the 1987 thru 1992 and the 1992 thru 1893 tine
periods, has Florida Power Justified $703,672
($794 , 840 system) of expense in excess of the 1992
Fossil Production O&M benchmark and $183,803
(5207,617 system) of expenses in excess of the 1993
Fossil Production O&M benchmark associated with
Increased Painting Costs? (Hancock)

Yes, Florida Power has justified Increased Painting
Expenses in excess of the 1992 and 1993 benchmarks.
These justifications are detailed starting on page
198 of the Fossil Benchmark Justification in MFR
Schedule C-57a (1992) and on page 131 of MFR
Schedule C-57a (1993), and in Late-filed Exhibit

No. 11 to Mr. Hancock's deposition by Staff.
(Hancock)
No peosition at this time
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No. Theb entire requested amount should be
disallowed. (Kollen)

No position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

O

=
o

position at this time.

No position at this time.

For the 1987 thru 1992 and the 1992 thru 1993 time
periods, has Florida Power justified $1,987,002
($2,244,439 system) of expenses in excess of 1992
Fossil Production ©O&M Dbenchmark and $689,419
($781,300 system) of expenses in excess of the 1993
Fosslil Production O&M benchmark associated with
Aging and Maturation Activities at Florida Power's
coal, oil, and natural gas plants? (Hanceck)

Yes, Florida Power has Jjustified Aging and
Maturation expenses in excess of the 1992 and 1993
benchmark. These expenses are justified starting
on page 191 of the Fossil Benchmark Justification
in MFR Schedule C-57a (1992) and starting on page
127 of MFR Schedule C-57a {(1993), and in Late-tfiled
Exhikit Nos. 7, 5, and 10 to Mr. Hanccck's
deposition by Staff. {Hancook)

No pasition at this time.

No. The entire reguested amount should be
disallowed. (Koeliem)

No position at this time.
No position at this time.
Ho position at this time.

No position at this time.
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For the 1992 thru 1993 time period, has Florida
Power Jjustified $970,245 ($1,099,552 system) of
expenses associated with the Activation of the New
Intercession City Peaking Units in excess of the
1993 Fossil Production O&M benchmark? ~ {Hancock)

Yes, Florida Power has Jjustified O&M expenses
associated with the activation of the new
Intercession City Peaking Units in Mr. Hancock's
direct testimony, starting on page 29. (Hancockj

No position'at this time.

No expenses associated with 1893 plant additions
should be allowed. (Kollen)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No poasition at this time.

For the 1992 thru 1993 time period, has Florida
Power Jjustified $2,406,305 ($2,727,000 system) of
expenses associated with the University of Florida
Cogeneration Unit in excess of the 1993 Fossil
Production O&M benchmark? (Hancock)

, Florida Power has Jjustified O&M expenses
ociated with the activation of the University of
orida Cogeneration Unit in Mr. Hancock's direct
timony, starting on page 29. (Hancock)

No position at this time.

No expenses associated with 1993 plant additions
should be allowed. (Kcllen)

Ho position at this time.
No position at this time.

+

nosition at this time.
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No pesition at this time.
No position at this time.
For the 1984-87 time period, has FPC justified
expenses 1in excess of fossil O0&M Benchmark of

$344,000 associated with Existing Gas Turbines?

Yes, Florida Power has justified expenses in excess
of the 1987 benchmark for Existing Gas Turbines,

These expenses are justified starting on page 20 of

the Fossil Benchmark Justification in MFR Schedule
C-57a (Supplemental). {(Hancock)

No position at this time.

Mo . The
disallowed.

entire requested amount should be

(Kellen)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Ho position at this time.

For the 1984-87 time period, has FPC Jjustified
expenses in excess of fossil O0&M Benchmark of
$202,000 for Predictive Maintenance?

Yes, Florida Power has justified expenses in excess
of the 1587 benchmark for Predictive Maintenance.
Thess expenses are Jjustified on page 21 of the
Fossil Benchmark Justification in MFR Schedule C-
57a (Supplemental). {Hancock)

No position at this time.

entire
(Kollen)

No. The requested amount should be

disallowed.

No pesition at this time.
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No position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

"'No position at this time.

For the 1984-~87 time period, has FPC Jjustified
expenses in excess of fossil O0&M Benchmark of
$575,000 for Engineering Services? '

Yes, Florida Power has justified expenses in excess
of the 1987 benchmark for Engineering Services.
These expenses are justified on page 21 of the
Fossil Benchmark Justification in MFR Schedule C-
57a (Supplemental). (Hancock)

No position at this time.

No. FPC has provided no justification for the
$575,000 related to outage planning. (Kollen)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Ho position at this time.

For the 1984-87 time period, has FPC justified
expenses in excess of fossil O0&M Benchmark of
$398,000 for Non-Fossil Departments?

Yes, Florida Power has justified expenses in excess
of the 1987 benchmark for HNon-Fossil Departments.
These expenses are justified starting on page 22 of
the Fossil Benchmark Justification in MFR Schedule

C~-57a (Supplemental). (Hancock)

Ho position at this time.
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No. FPC has provided no justification for the
$398,0006 portion of the Non-Fossil Departments
expense. This portion is related to wages above
CPI. (Kollen)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position.at this time.

No position at this time.

For the 1984-87 time period, has FPC Jjustified
expenses in excess of fossil O0&M Benchmark of
$2,205,000 for Wages above CPI?

Yes, Florida Power has justified expenses in excess
of the 1987 benchmark for Wages Above CPI. These
expenses are justified starting on page 56 oi the
Fossil Benchmark Justification in MFk Schedule C-
57a (Supplemental). (BEancock)

No position at this tine.

No. The entire requested amount =hould be
disallowed. (Kollen)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Is FPC's requested level of tree-trimming expense
of $8,879,000 for 1992 and $7,32f

appropriate?

Yes. Florida Power's

P S - T
Transmission and Distr 3
£ h

O&M expenses are well below the 0&M benchmark
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these two functional areas. The tree trimming
component of these expenses is reasonable and
appropriate, as justified by the testimony of Mr.
Phillips and supporting MFR Schedule C-57c.
{(Phillips)

~No. The 1992 current test year should be reduced

by $1,925,978 ($1,934,490 system). OPC does not
express an opinion at this time concerning the 1993
projected test year. (Larkin)

No. FPC's reguest should be limited to a five-year
average of $6,327,000. (Kollen)

.No position at this time.

No position at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Is Florida Power's requested level of Customer
Accounts Expense 1in the amount of $36,456,000
($36,569,000 system) feor the current 1992 test vear
and $38,845,000 ($38,845,000 system) for the 1993
projected test year appropriate? (8cardino)

Yes. Florida Power's Customer Accounts Expense for
the 1992 and 1992 test years is below the Customer
Accounts O&M benchmark. These expenses have been
fully Jjustified in the testimony of Mr. Phillips
and supporting MFR Schedule C-57c. (Phillips)

No position at this time.

FPC should be allowzsd to recover only ‘just and
reasonable expenses.

No position at this time.

Ho pesition at this tim

(1]

Ho position at this time.
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No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Is Florida Power's requested level of Customer
Service Expense in the amount of $7,984,000
($7,984,000 system) for the 1992 current test year
and $8,541,000 ($8B,541,000 =ystem) for the 1993
projected test year appropriate? (8cardinoc)

Yes. Florida Power's Customer Service Expense for
the 1992 and 1993 test years 1s below the Customer

-Service O&M benchmark. These expenses have been

fully justified in the testimony of Mr. Phillips
and supporting MFR Schedule C-57c¢. (Phillips)

HNO. Account 909,30, Other Informational,
Instructional, Conservation Advertising, should be
reduced by $553,200 ($553,200 system) for the 1992
current test year. OPC does not express an opinion
at this time regarding the 1993 projected test
year. (Larkin)

FPC should be allowed to recover only Jjust and
reasonable expenses.

No position at this time.
No position at this time.

NG. $1,155,000 for test year 1992 and $1,037,000
for test year 1993 should be disallowed.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Is Florida Power's requested level of Sales Expense
in the amount of $942,000, ($942,000 system) for
the 1992 current test year and $1,007,000
($1,007,000 system) for the 1993 proje

vear appropriate? (8cardino)

Y Flerida Power Corporationts
of Sales Expense for the 1%92 and
is reasonable and the increases
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Benchmark have been justified in the testimony of
Mr. Phillips and supporting MFR Schedule ¢-57c.
(Phillips)

Ko. For 1992, FPC's reguested Sales Expense is
$272,000 over the benchmark established using the
appropriate base year of 1984. For 1993, <the
requested expense amount 1s $275,000 over the
benchmark. : . A '

FPC should be allowed to recover only just and
reasonable expenses.

No position at this time.
No positioh at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Is Fiorida Power's requested level ot
Administrative and General Expense in the amount of
$103,584,000 ($110,816,000 system) for the current
test year and $107,648,000 ($115,083,000 systenm)
for the 1993 projected test year appropriate?
{8cardino}

Yes. Florida Power Corporation's requested level
of Administrative and General Expense ror test
vears 1992 and 1993 are reasonable and the
increases above the O & M Benchmark have been
justified in the testimony of Mr. Scardino and
supporting MFR schedules. {Bcardino)

Ho. The feollowing adjustment should be made to the
1992 current test year Administrative and General
Expense:

Industry Association Dues should be reduced by
$363,970 ($380,961 system)

Fconomic Development Activities Expense should be
reduced by $455,336 ($487,147 system)

Payroll Expense should be reduced by $§6,148,6712
(96,578,229 system)

Fringe Benefits Expense should be reduced
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$3,020,225 ($3,231,224 system) ‘
Incentive Compensation Expense should be reduced by
$1,051,538 ($1,125,000 system)

Amortization of the pension asset should be reduced
by $947,348 ($1,013,526 system) (Larkin)

NoO. FPC's administrative and general O&M expense
should be reduced by $32.382 million
(jurisdictional) for the 1992 test year. If the
Commission decides to use the 1993 projected test
year, it should also reduce O&M expenses for the
1993 projected test year by $29.288 million
(jurisdictional). (Kollen)

No. See Issues 9 and 10.

No position at this time.

No. The Company's O&M expenses should be reduced,
inter alia, for overhead charges paid to Florida

Progress in the amount of $4,762,000 for test year
1992 and $5,024,000 for test year 1993,

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

For the 1984~87 time period, has FPC Justified
expenses 1in excess 0of the Administrative and
General Benchmark of $3,001,000 for Post Retirement
Benefits Other than Pensiong?

Yes. In December 1985, the Cowmpany began the
transition of recognizing the liability for post-
employment benefits other than pensions (OPEBR's)
for current retirees from a pay-as-you-goc hkasis to
an accrual basis. The Company views the obligation
for post-employment benefits other than pensions
similar to the pension liability in that koth forns
ot benefits represent a form of deferred
compensation that should be recognized in cost of
service during the enmployee's Yyears of active
service rather than in the post-employment period.
(8cardino}

No. The Commission should limit the level of QPEBR
expenses to the 1992 pay-as-you-go laevel
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$3,825,000 and order FPC to defer the timing
difference between this level of OPEB expense and
SFAS No. 106 level of pension expense as a non-irate
base regulatory asset. See Occidental's Position
on Issues 69 and 70. (Kollen)

No. The Commission should limit the level of OPEB
expenses to the 1992 pay-as-you-go level of
$3,825,000 and order FPC to defer the timing
difference between this level of OPEB expense and
SFAS No. 106 level of pension expense as a non-rate
base regulatory asset. See Occidental's Position
on Issues 69 and 70. (Kollen)

No position at this time.
No positi&n’at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

For the 1984-87 time period, has FPC justified
expenses 1in excess of the Administrative and
General Benchmark of $600,000 for Management
Incentive Compensation Plan?

Yes. Beginning in 1985, the Company recognized the
need for improving overall corporate performance
based on the performance of Florida Power against a
nationwide group of investor owned electric
utilities who were designated as ‘'peer group"
companies. The Company's plan places a portion of
the total compensation of specific key employees at
risk by requiring the achievement cof certain goals
and objectives established at the beginning of each
vear. {Greene, Bcardino}

No. The benchmark appropriately calculated using
the 1984 base year, provided sufficient expenses to
cover safe, efficient and reliakle service for the
1992 test year.

No. See Occidental's Positions on Issues 9@, 10,
and 47. (Kollen)
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No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Nolposition~at this time.

For the 1987-92 time period, has FPC justified
expenses in excess of the Administrative and
General Benchmark of $5,794,000 for Pension
Expense? :

Yes. The gross pension expense of $4,561,000
included in the 1992 test year refiectsz a scope
change from the test year benchmark. In 1986, the
Company adopted the actuarial cost method required
by FAS 87, "Employer's Accounting for Pensions."
This substantially reduced pension costs in 1986
and resulted in zero pension expense in the 1987
test year cost of service. In addition to the
$4,561,000 shown above, the 1992 test year pension
expense also includes $1,233,000 related to the
amortization of a regulatory pension asset
resultant from the deferral of pension expense
based on FAS 71. {(Bcardino)

No. The benchmark appropriately calculated using
the 1984 base year, provided sufficient expenses to
cover safe, efficient and reliable service for the
1992 test year.

No. (Kollen)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

T
-y
o
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p = i. me.

b

No position at
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For the 1987-92 time period, has FPC Jjustified

expenses 1in excess of the Administrative and

General  Benchmark @ of $18,287,000 for Post

Retirement Benefits Other than Pensions?

Yes. FAS 106, "Employer's Accounting for Post-
retirement Benefits Other than Pensions" (OPER's)
requires an employer to accrue the costs of
postretirement benefits over the career of an
employee rather than the pay-as-you-go method. The
catalyst for change to accrual accounting is due to
the fact that the cost of these benefits are
similar to pension benefits and should be
recognized during the working life of the employee.
Tk> 1987 cost of service included approximately
$5,316,000 of OPEB expense for current retirees.
The gross amount included in the 1992 test year is
approximately $25,887,000 and recognizes the costs
for both active employees and retirees. (Scardino)

No. The benchmark appropriately calculated using
the 1984 base year, provided sufficient expenses to
cover safe, efficient and reliable service for the
1992 test year.

No. (Kollen)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Ko position at this time.

No position at this time.

Is Florida Power's reguested Depreciation Expensc
$210,428,000 ($231,#98,000 system) for the 1992

of b B,
current test year and $226,109,000 (%251,178,000
system) for the 1993 projected test year
appropriate? (8BScardino)
Yes. The estimated depreciation expense computed
1 budget process and other 1} nown
( nuclear decommissioning,

Sebring purchase, eto. to
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depreciation expense produce the $231,898,000 for

1992 and $251,178,000 for 1993 as filed in MFR

Ci-a. The budget process is briefly defined below.

The basis for computing depreciation expense for
the corporate budget is the estimated Electric
Plant in Service balances. Electric Plant in
Service is estimated based on the projected
expenditures to Construction Work in Proygress and
the subsequent closing of those expenditures to
Electric Plant. Retirements from Electric Plant
are also estimated. The resulting plant balances
are then multiplied by the approved depreciation
rates per order No. 23957, Docket No. 891335-~EI to
determine: the budgeted depreciation expense.
(8cardino) . '

No. The following adjustments should be made to
the 1992 current test year Depreciation Expense:

a. Depreciation Expense should be increased
by $524,031 ($577,000 system)

b. Nuclear Decommissioning Expense should be
decreased by 54,102,596 ($4,441,000
system)

OPC does not express an opinion at this time
regarding the 1993 proijected test year. {Larkin)

Fossil dismantlement expense 1s coverstated. See
Issues 98, 99, FPC's nuclear decommissioning

expense request shcould be disallowed as recommended
by Mr. Kollen. (Kollen)

No. FPC's requested depreciation expense
overstated because FPC seeks to include a 25%
contingency in its estimate of dismantlement costs
fer fossil fuel plants and ignores the future value
of the associated land. Dismantlement expe
should be reevaluated to eliminate the
contingency factor and to take intoe consideration
the future value of the land. (Carlson)

No position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.
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‘No position at this time.

Is Florida Power's requested adjustment to
depreciation expense for 1992 and 1993 associeted
with Sebring's portion of Crystal River #3
appropriate? (sScardino) :

Yes. (S8cardinoc)

With respect to the acquisition of Sebring's
interest in Crystal River 3, yes. With respect to
the acquisition of Sebring's distribution systen,
the effects of that acgquisition should be rewoved
from further consideratior in the case.  (See
Florida Power's position under Issue 7 above.)
{Keesler, Phillips, Bcardino)

The prospective purchase should be excluded from
Rate Base, The related depreciation expenses
should also be removed.

Agree with Public Counsel.
No position'at thi§‘time,
No position at this time.
No position at this time.
No pesition at this time.

No position at this time.

Is Florida Power's adjustment to increase Fossil
Fuel Dismantlement Expense in 1992 by $23,919,000
($4,643,000 system) and to decrease the expense in
1993 by $3,590,000 ($4,390,000 system) appropriate?
{Scardino)

The Company and certain intervenors reached an
agreement evidenced by a stipulation approved by
the Commission in Docket No. 910154-El, Orde '

24566, dated May 21, 1991. The stipulation
postponed implementation cf any additional increase
in the Company's depreciation expense related tc
dismantlement cost until its next base
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proceeding. The adjustment for the 1992 and 1993

test year MFR filing was prepared as an estimate

and should be adjusted to the actual amount as
determined by this Commission.  The Company is
proposing the correct amount of Fossil
Dismantlement expense in Part 0 of the exhibits to
Mr. Scardino's direct testimony. (8cardino,
Hancock)

No position at this time.

No. For the 1992 current test year FPC's revenue
requirement should be reduced by $3,711,0000
(jurisdictional). If the Commission considers the
1993 projected test year, FPC's revenue reguirement
should be reduced by $3,711,000 (jurisdictional).
(Kollen)

No. See Issues 99 and 100. FPC's 25% contingency
factor should be eliminated and FPC should be
required to consider the future value of the land
on which the existing plants are located. FPC has
shown no basis for inflating its dismantlement
expense by 25%, especially when it updates its
dismantlement study every four years. The ongoing
25% contingency adder means either that FPC will
overrecover by 25% or that existing ratepayers are
subsidizing future reductions in the rate for
future ratepayers.

There is a great probability that the value of the
9,733 acres of land underlying the fossil plants to

be dismantled far exceeds the estimated
dismantlement costs. 4,338 acres is located in
urpan areas. The wvalue of this land will be

credited to customers above the line 1f they are
regquired to pay the cost of dismantlement. FPC has
disregarded this wvalue in the «calculation of
dismantlement costs. It would ke inequitable and
result in intergenerational inequity if the utility
is not reguired to appraise the value of the land
underlying the plants to be dismantled and account
for this wvalue in its dismantlement expense.
(Carlson)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.
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No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Is FPC's practice of Iincreasing fossil plant
dismantlement expense by a contingency factor of
25% appropriate?

Yes. The purpose of the contingency factor is to
allow for the costs of high probability program
problems occurring in the field where the
nccurrence, duration, and severity cannot be
accurately predicted and have not been included in
the basic estimate. 1Its purpose is pot to provide
for uncertainties associated with periocd between
the time the estimate 1is made and the time
dismantlement activities will begin (i.e., the
contingency factor would ©be the same if
dismantlement were to begin next year). In
addition, standard cost estimating practices
develop estimates for specific portions of the
project (e.g., individual pieces of eqguipment,
major piping, cabling, major concrete structures,
labor, etc.) down to a specific level of detail.
Minor items below that level of detail (e.g., all
pipe under 1 inch diameter) are included as a
project contingency. The total contingency is
stated as a percentage of the total project cost.
Years of industry experience are used to set the
level of the percentage contingency. (Hancock)} Yes.

No. No contingency factor should be allowed.

No. There is no need for a contingency as expense

assumptions are periocdically adjusted. A
contingency would provide the Company with little
incentive for contrelling costs. This would

unfairly penalize ratepayers. (Kollen)

No. The 25% contingency factor unnecessarily
inflates FPC's dismantlement  expense. The
dismantlement study is8 revised every 4 vyears. In
view of the ongoing revisions over time, ¢ 5%
factor simply insures either overcollection by the
utility or subsidization by present rate :
future reduction in the rate for future r
Any changes can be factored into the stud:
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updated. (Carlson)

No position at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Should FPC consider the future value of the land on
which the plants to be dismantled are located in
calculating the appropriate fossil fuel
dismantlement expense?

No. Dismantlement costs properly include only the
estimated cost of removal. (Bcardino)

Yes.
Yes.

Yes. The estimated gain in the value of the land
in the future: should be considered 1in the
dismantlement study to reduce dismantlement costs.
If this is not done, estimated dismantlemen®t cost

will be higher than they should be. (Carlson)

No position at this time,
No position at this time.
No pesition at this time.

No position at this time.

Is Florida Power's requested level of Taxes Other
Than Income Taxes in the amount of $63,617,000
($69,969,000 system) for the 1992 current test year
and $72,911,000 ($80,785,000 system) for the 1993
projected test year appropriate? {Scardino)

No. The Company reccgnizes th
data for both the 1992 and 1393
expenses for Regulatory As
in effect at the time its
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This rate was .125%. Subsequently, the Regulatory
Assessment rate was changed to .083% for the

- period of January 1992 and beyond (Docket No.

911130-EI Order No. 25585 dated 1/8/92). The
Company agrees that the Regulatory Asscssment Fees
should be revised along with the revenue expansion
factor. All other taxes have been computed based
on current federal, state or local tax laws. The
Company has prepared its filing excluding Gross
Receipts Tax from base rates. Due to <current
litigation (United States vs. State of Delware) the
Company may propose to include Gross Receipts Tax
in Base Rates. (S8cardino)

No. To correspond with OPC's adjustment to Payroll
Expense, a $583,692 adjustment should be made to
the 1992 current test year Taxes Other Than Income
Taxes Expense. OPC does not express an opinion at
this time regarding the 1993 prujected test year.
(Larkin)

Agree with Public Counsel. FPC should be allowed
to recover only Jjust and reasonable expenses.

No position at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this tinme.

No position at this time.

Are Florida Power's regquested Income Tax expenses
in the amount of $58,597,000 (%$63,234,000 system)
for the 1992 current test year and $49,316,000
($51,587,0006 system) for the 1993 projected test
year appropriate? (8cardino)

Yes. The calculation of current and
income taxes was based on the Company's
and construction forecasts and the statu
rates in effect for both federal !
jurisdictions. The method of calculating
income taxes followed the gulidelines in Acc
Principles Bulletin No. 11 " Acccunting for
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Taxes”. (Bcardino}

_'No. OPC's proposed adjustments to Net OQOperating

Income will result in a decrease to Income Tax
expenses. {(Larkin)

; FPC should be alilowed
to recover only just and reasonable expenses.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No.position‘at this time.

No poéiticn at this time.

Né-posiﬁién at this time. -

Are consolidatiﬁg.tax:adjustments-appropriate, and
if so, what are the appropriate amounts for the

1992 current test year and for the 1993 projected
test year? (8cardino)

No. CTA's are inappropriate ratemaking adjustments
because they: 1) may violate the normalization
rules, 2) violate the stand alone approach which
has worked well for many years, 3) complicate the
ratemaking process, 4}y may create volatility in
the tax expense included in the cost of service,
and 5) are unfair and inequitable. (Scardine)

Yes, consolidating tax adjustments are appropriate
OPC has no position at this time as to the
appropriate amcunts.

Agree with Public Ccounsel.

No position at this time.

Na position at this time.

Ho position at this time.

No position at thiszs tine.

No position at this time.
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Is Florida Power's requested Net Operating Income

of $216,611,000 ($236,658,000 system) for the 1992
current test year and $214,144,000

system) for the 1993
appropriate? (8cardino)
FPC: Yes.

components of

{Bcardino)

the Company's

projected

t.est

($233,455,000
test

year

The following table identifies the major
year

NOT .

<—---=In Thousands---->

System

Jurig,

1992 Current Test Year NOT
Operating Revenues:
Sales of Electric Energy
Other Operating Revenues
Total Operating Revenues

Operating Expenses:

Operation & Maintenance

Depreciation & Amortization

Taxes Other Than Income Taxes

Income Taxes Currently Payable

Deferred Income Taxes (Net)

Amortization of Investment Tax Credit

Gain/Loss on Disposition of Property

Regulatory Practices Reconciliation
Total Operating Expenses

1992 Net Operating Income

%93 Projected Test Year NOT

Operating Revenues:
Sales of Electric Energy $
Other Operating Revenues
Total Operating Revenues

ODperating Expenses:
Operation and Maintenance
Depreciation and Amortization
Taxi Other Than Income Taxes
Income Taxes
Taxes
mortization of Investment Tax Credit
on Disposition of Property
Practices Reconciliation
Operating Expenses

erred Income

Operating Income

1993 Net

$989,876

21 237

1,047,013

445,335
231,898
69,969
96,137

(24,868)
(8,035}
(81)

0
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958,462

409,492
210,428
63,617
89,061
(23,230)
(7,234)
(84)

. {1%99)

741,851

$216,611

SY51,042
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No. FPC's projection of the 1992 current test year
net operating income should be increased by at
least $41,189,000 ($44,770,650 system) ,
jurisdictional. OPC does not express an opinibn at

this time regarding the 1993 projected test year.
(Larkln)

No. The appropriate adjustments to FPC's requested
Net Operating Income for the 1992 current test year
and revenue requirement effects are as follows
(Kollen):

TABLE VI:

SUMMARY OF OPERATING INCOME ADJUSTMENTS
AND RELATED REVENUE REQUIREMENT EFFECT

INCREASE TO

OPERATING INC. REDUCTION TO

JURISDICTION REV. REQ.
{$000) (5000}
ward S 9,642 S 9,668
Tax Effect { 3,628)
Allocation 1,471 1,475
Tax Effect ( 554)
and Maint. Exp. T Fpl 286 77,341
Tax Effect { 29,023)
Amortization 262 252
» Tax Effect { 99)
ntlement 3,700 3, 711
Tax Effect ( 1, 392)
u.mL.;luﬂlnq 8,976 9,000
e Tax Effect { 3.378)
$63,103 $3101.459

If the Commission decides to use the 1993 projected
test year, the appropriate adjustments to FPC's Net
Cperating Income for the 1993 projected test year
and revenue regquirement effects are as follows:
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TABLE VII:

SUMMARY OF OPERATING INCOME ADJUSTMENTS
AND RELATED REVENUE REQUIREMENT EFFECT

INCREASE TO :
OPERATING INC. REDUCTION TO

JURISDICT [ON REV. REQ.
($000) __($000)
Performance Reward _ S 9,962 A 59,990
Less: Income Tax Effect { 3,748) fa |
Jurisdiction Allocation ' 1,471 ; 1,475
Less: Income Tax Effect { - '554)
operating and Maint. Exp. . 82,052 . 82,282
Less: Income Tax Effect - - { 30,876)
sven Park 2 Amortization 299 300
Less: Income Tax Effect . ( 113)
Fossil Dismantlement 3,700 3,711
Less: Income Tax Effect { 1,392)
Nuclear Decommissioning 8,976 2,000
Income Tax Effect { . .3.378) N
tal $66,399 $106,758

No. Adjustments must be made to pension expense,
OPEB expense and fossil dismantlement expense. GSee
Issue MNos. 9, 10, 48, 9&8-100. FIPUG's "no
position"” on other net operating income issues is
not an endorsement of the company's position.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.
No position at this time.
Should the Commission dircct FPC

management audit focused upon the a
rating efficiencies and cost reducticns?
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FPC: No. (Greene, Scardino)

oPC: No.

QCCIDENTAL: Yes. FPC has not undergone a comprehensive

-

management audit since 1984 and has allowed its O&M
expenses to grow substantially in excess of
inflation. (Kollen)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.
No pozition at this time.
REV UIREMENTS
In determining whether any portion of the

$31,208,000 interim increase granted by QOrder lo.
PEC~92-0208~-FOF—-EI should be refunded, how should
the refund be calculated, and what is the amount of
the refund, if any? (8cardino)

No. The Company's achieved jurisdictional rate of
return and return on egquity have continued to
detericrate. The April 1992 FPSC proforma adjusted

return on common equity including full
annualization of $31.6 million in interim rate
ralief was only 12.10% as compared to the
authorized floor on return on common eguity of
12.60% {Bcardino}

Yes. The full amount of the interim increasec
should pbe refunded.

Yes The full amount of the increase

interim
i

should be refunded with interest. {Kollen)

clnme.

No position at this

No position at this time.
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AHCLG: Fixture rental charges under Rate Schedules SL and
OL-1 were increased on an interim basis, despite
the fact that FPC
permanent rate decrease for this service. This
interim increase should be refunded to SL and OL

customers.

LEAF: No position at this time.
TAFF: No position at this time.
ISSUE 107: Are Florida Power's

appropriately

proposed revenue

factors appropriate? (8cardinc)

-PC: No. The Company recognizes
expansion factors forecasted for both the 1992 and

proposed a

that its

expansion

revaenue

S

1993 test years include the Regulatory Assessment
Fees at the rate in effect at the time its f£iling
was prepared. This rate was .125%.
the rate in effect for the period of January 1992
and beyond was changed to .083% (Docket No. 911130~
EI, Order No. 25585, dated 1/8/92).
the Company has prepared its filing excluding Gross

Receipts Tax frouw

base rates.
outcome of pending litigation

Subsequently

In addition,

Depending on the
(United States vs=.

Delaware), the Company may propose to include Gross
The following tables
show the revenue expansion factor calculated with
the current Regulatory Assessnent Fee and with and

Receipts Tax in Base Rates.

without Gross Receipts Tax.

(8cardino)

REVENUE EXPANSION FACTOR
INCLUDING GROSS RECEIPTS TAX

Hevenue Reguiremant
ross Recelpts Tax Rate )
Hegulatory Assessment Rate”
Uncollectible Accounts
2fore Income Taxes
Income Tax Rate

3

State Income Tay
et Before Federal Income Tax
Federal Tncome Tax Rate
‘ederal Income Tax
nue F ansion Factor
Operating Income HMultipiier

R 5 )

100.0000
2«37 E3
0.0830

_0.1545

97.3812

5.50

5.3565

G2.0347

1993
100.0000

2.4961

0.0830

—0.1545
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ISSUE 108: Is

REVENUE EXPANSION FACTOR
EXCLUDING GROSS RECEIPTS TAX

i3 20 1 3
Revenue Requirement 100.0000
Gross Receipts Tax Rate : 0.0000
Regulatory Assessment Rate 0.0830
Uncollectible Accounts 0.1545
Net Before Income Taxes 99.7625
State Income Tax Rate : 5.50
State Income Tax ' 5.4869
Net Before Federal Income Tax 94.2756
Federal Income Tax Rate 34.00
Federal Income Tax B At e R
Revenue Expansion Factor 62.2219
Net Operating Income Multiplier 1.607151

1

Net of uncollectibles.

4993

100.0000
0.0000
0.0830
0.1545

89.7625
ORI, - P2 - | ¢
5.4869
94.2756

34.00
32 . 0537
62.2219

A:607151

The 1992 rate assumes an average

of 2.25% effective through 6/30/92 and 2.50% effective

after 6/30/92.

° As currently in effect per Commission Rule 25-6.0131.

Yes.
position.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Florida Power's requested annual
revenue increase o©f $108,096,000
current test year and an additional $27,

the 1993 projected test year
(8cardino)

Yes, The testimony, exhibits, MFR sct
responses to discovery filed in this
demonstrate that the requested rev

approepriate. (8cardino)

for

hadules
proceeding

cnues

operating
the 1992

757,000 for
appropriate?

anda

are
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No. FPC's requested operating revenue increase is
overstated and should be adjusted. OPC does not
express an opinion at this time concerning the 1993
projected test year. (Larkin)

No. FPC has a revenue reguirement surplus of
$65,007,000 for the 1992 current test vyear.
Consequently, its rates should be decreased. LE
the Comnission decides to use the 1993 projected
test year, the adjusted revenue requirement for the
1993 projected test year is a $41,043,000 surplus.
(Kollen) :

No. See Issues 9, 10, 98-100. FIPUG's ‘"no
position" on other issues does not mean that it
endorses the company's other proposed increases.

No position at this time.
No.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Should Florida Power's requested performance raward
based on superior management in the amount of
$9,669,000 for the 1992 current test year and
$321,000 for the 1993 projected test vyear be
granted? (8cardino, Keesler, HMcCoy, Phillips,
Barroa, Hixon, Greene)

Yes. This request is based on established
Commission precedent for adjusting ROE within a
narrow bend of reasonableness to reward or penalize
management performance. FPC has demonstrated
superior performance which the Commissicon should
reward as a matter of sound regulatory poalicy.
(Keesler, Greena, McCoy, Phillips, Hancock, EBEeard,
Barron, Scardino)

NG. The performance reward is
$9,669,000 shculd be removed from
test vear. (Larkin)

No. FPC does not guantify the benefits

performance and relies on subjective, ad hoc
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‘determinations of performance guality. Many of the
activities FPC claims are examples of "excellent
performance" are nothing more than prudent
management. There is no clearly defined nexus
between the level of performance and the level of
reward. Further, FPC's proposal is one-sided and
provides no corresponding penalty for poor
performance. (Falkenbarg)

IPUG: No. FPC should not be rewarded for carrying out
the functions of ~a utility. FPC has not
demonstrated a basis for the reward it seeks.

FCAN: No. There is no basis in fact or in law for such a
performance reward.: Florida Power's performance,
particularly with regard to its operation of the
Crystal River nuclear plant, has not been superior,
but has been among the worst performance in the
nation, and Florida Power has blatantly
discriminated against nuclear workers at the plant
in retaliation for their nuclear safety related
activities. - (Mariotte) (8osland) {Gunter)
(simmons) (8immons) (Wollesen) {(Belote)

CLG No.

LEAF: No position at this time.

TAFF: Mo position at this time.

o)
n
3
{8
s
f
o
I"

Should Florida Power be rewarded/penalized based on
the level of 1its rates as compared to other
ntilities? ({(Greene)

Florida Power requests a reward for building and
maintaining key strengths in many areas across the

Company. Rates as compared to other utilities are
presented as but one of Florida Power's strengths.
This request 1is based on no one standard or

strength. {Greene, Mcloy)

1

FPC should not be rewardced. Rate com;
reflect supply demand factors outsi
utility's contrel, and have very little

performance. See Occidental's
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No. 109. (Falkenberqg)

No. FPC should not be rewarded for carrying out
the functions of 'a utility. FPC has not
demonstrated a basis for the reward it seeks.

No position at this time. .

No.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Should Florida Power be rewarded/penalized because
of the’diversity of its fuel mix? (Greene)

Florida Power requests a reward for building and
maintaining key strengths in many areas across the
Company . The diversity of its fuel mix is
presented as but one of Florida Power's strengths.
This reguest is based on no one standard or
strength. (Greene, McCoy)

No.

FPC should not be rewarded. The choice of fuel for
various units was made long ago and was based on a
different set of circumstances and concerns than
decisions made today. Attaining a desirable and
economic fuel mix is merely what FPC is expected to
do. See Occidesntal's position on Issue No. 109.
(Falkenberg)

No. FPC should not be rewarded for carrying out
the functions of a utility. FPC has not
demonstrated a basis for the reward it seeks.

No position at this time.

No.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.
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Should Florida Power be rewarded/penalized pecause
of its management of the
expenses of its generating facilities?

operation and maintenance
(Greena)

Florida Power requests a reward for building and

maintaining key strengths in many areas across the

Company . Efficient

resource

management is

presented as but one of Florida Power's strengths.

This request is based

strength.

“(‘7‘;}(? &

No.

A

QCCID

52!
3

N

-
L@
‘e

E
E
!

to
position

costs conmpared
Cceidental's
{Falkenberqg)

No.
the functions of a
demonstrated a basis for

PCAN: No position at this tine.

.'-".E,.'!-‘.'_: IJO.

TATF: No position at this time.

FPC should not be rewarded.
FPC's rate increase is its fallure to control
the

No position at this time.

on no one standard or

(Hancock, Beard, Greene, McCoy)

A major reason for
O&M
See

109.

Q&M
on

benchmarX. .
Issue No.

FPC should not be rewarded for carrying out

ntility. FPC has not

the reward it seeks.

Should FPC be rewarded/penalized for its generating

unit performance in both fossil and nuclear plants?

({Hancock, Greene, McCoy,

Florida Power reguests a reward for buillding
maintaining key strengths in many areas across
Generating unit

Company.
fossil and

nuclear plants

Feesler)
and
the
performance in both
is presented as but one

of Florida Power's strengths. This request 1is
based on no one standard or strength. (Hancock.
Beard, Greene, McCoy}

Hg

F Pt should not be rewarded. See Qccidental!

osition on Issue No.

109,

(Falkenberq)
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No. FPC should not be rewarded for carrying out
the functions of a utility. FPC has not
demonstrated a basis for the reward it seeks.

No position at this time.
No. -
No pesition at this time.

No position at this time.

Should Florida Power be rewarded/penalized because
of its energy efficiency program achievements in
light of current regulatory requirements? (Greemne)

Florida Power requests a reward for building and
maintaining key strengths in many areas across the
Company . Energy efficiency program achievements
are presented as but one of Florida Power's
strengths. This request is Lkased on no one
standard or strength. (Barron, Greene, MaCoy)

No.

FPC should not be rewarded. See Occidental's
position on Issue No. 109. (Falkenberg)

No. FPC should not be rewarded for carrying out
the functions of a utility. FPC has not
demonstrated a basis for the reward it seeks.

No position at this time.

No.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Should Florida Power be rewarded/penalized bacause
of its environmental awareness and actions
affecting environmental quality? (Greena)

Florida Power requests a reward for building and
maintaining key strengths in many areas across the
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Company . Environmental awareness is presented as
but one of Florida Power's strengths. This reguest
is based on no one standard or strength. (Hancock,
Greene, McCoy)

No.

FPC should not be rewarded. See COccidental's
position to Issue No. 109. (Falkenberg)

No. FPC should not be rewarded for carrying out
the functions of a utility. FPC has not
demonstrated a basis for the reward it seeks.

No position at this time.
NO'
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Should Florida Power be rewarded/penalized for its
efforts in customer service? (Greene)

Florida Power requests a reward for building an.
paintaining key strengths in many areas across the
Company. Customer service is presented as but one
of Florida Power's strengths. This regquest is
based on no one standard or strength. (Phillips,
Greene, McCoy)

NO.

FPC should not be rewarded. FPC provides no more
customer service than is necessary to deliver
~eliable, economical service to its customers. It
is expected to do this. For example, while FPC
considers the mere presence of interruptible lcad
on its system to be an example of "excellent
performance,®” it 1is merely offering a service
widely available to customers of other utilities,
especially in light of PURPA's requirement to offer
interruptible standby power. See Occidental's

pos I

ition on Issue No. 109. (Falkenberg)
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No. FPC should not be rewarded for carrving out
the functions of a utility. FPC has not
demonstrated a basis for the reward it seeks.

No position at this time.

No.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Should FPC be rewarded/penalized for its

transmission and distribution reliability
performance? (Greene, McCoy, Keesler)

Florida Power requests a reward for building and
maintaining key strengths in many areas across the
Cempany. This request is based on no one standard
or strength. (Phillips, Greene, McCoy)

No.

FPC should not be rewarded. Interconnection with
neighboring utilities is not an "excellent" idea
originated by FPC, but has been a routine facet of
the industry for quite some time. See Occidental's
position on Issue No. 109. (Falkenberqg)

No. FPC should not be rewarded for carrying cut
the functions of a utility. FPC has not
demonstrated a basis for the rewvard 1t seeks.

No position at this time.

No.

No position at this time.

No peosition at this time.

Should Florida Power be rewarded/penalized because
of its bond ratings? (Greene)

rard f o1

2w
n many areds

LN

Florida Power requests a r
aintaining key strengths i
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Company. This request is based on no one standard
or strength. (Greeme, MNcCoy)

OPC feels it is inappropriate for FPC to select the
criteria on which its performance reward is based.
(Larkin)

FPC should not be rewarded. See Occidental's
position on Issue No. 109. (Falkenberqg)

No. FPC should not be rewarded for carrying out
the functions of a utility. FPC has not
demonstrated a basis for the reward it seeks.

No pesition at this time.
No.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Is Florida Power's request that permanent new rates
become effective on November, 1992 fcr the 1992
current test ysar, April, 1993 to reflect the
cooling tower additions at Crystal River, and
Novenber, 1993 to reflect the addition of the
Intercession City peaking units and the University
of Florida Cogeneration project appropriate?
(8cardino)

Yes. Florida Power's proposal attempts to lessen
the confusion t¢o the customer caused by 32
adjustments to the price of electricity during an
18 month perioed, Such a proposal if considered
workable by the Commission would alsc reduce the
administrative burden on the Commission and the
Company of trying to implement these price
adjustments. (Scardino)

Ho.
No., These property additions are not significa

1
encugh to support a multi-step, multi-year ra
increase. {Kollen)

1C

-

No position at this time.
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No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.
CO8T OF BERVICE & RATE DESIGN

Are Florida Power's separation of amounts for
wholesale and retail jurisdictions appropriate?
(S8lusser)

Yes. The Company's separation of Jjoint system
costs between the wholesale and retail
jurisdictions is appropriate. (8lusser)

No position at this time.

No. FPC should exclude the entire amount of
interruptible loads from the allocation factors and
use the same methodology for both retail and
whelesale costing. This reduces FPC's revenue
requirement by $1,475,000 for 1992 and 1993.
(Falkenberg)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position.

No position at this time.

Ho position at this time.

Should the interruptible and curtailable service
rate classes be treated in the cost of service
study based on the class' load characteristics and
be provided a credit based on the avoided cost?
{(Elusser, HNixon)

Yes. The assignment of costs among the retail rate
classes should be based on the usage
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characteristics of each rate <class, without
adjustment to the coincident demands of the
interruptible class. The determination of the

credit for interruptible service should be based on
the Commission's cost effective methodology. This
treatment ensures that the assignment of embedded

.costs to all rate classes and the determination of

credits for all types of non-firm service will be
consistent and non-discriminatory, as well as
ensuring that overall system costs will be less
with conservation and DSM than without. (Nixon,
8lusser)

No position at this time.

The Company should exclude the demands of IS
custoumers in computing allocation factors.,
Interruptible service should be costed and priced
based on cost-of-service not avoided cost.
(Falkenberqg) ' :

The interruptible and curtailable classes should be
treated in the cost of service study based on their
load characteristics. However, this service should
be costed and priced using embedded costs,
Specifically, the Interruptible class should
provide a margin over and above the out-of-pocket
costs to serve identified by the embedded cost
study. FPC by contrast 1is proposing to price
interruptible service based on avolded cost.
Reference to the avoeoided unit should be as one
"sanity check"™ of the reascnableness of the
relationship between firm and non-firm rates. When
that 1is done, the reference should be to full
avolided costs, not partial avoided cast as FPC has
done. {Pollock)

No position at this time.
No pesition at this time.
Ho positicn at this time.
No positicen at this time.

is the appropriate cost of service methodology
.

used in designing the rates of Florida Power:
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{8lusser)

If the Commission adopts the treatment of
interruptible/curtailable service proposed by the
Company's position under Issue 121 above, the 12 CP
and 1/13 Average Demand cost of service methodology
is appropriate for determining the class revenue
requirements and unit costs to be used in designing
the Company's rates. However, if the Commission
adopts a treatment of the interruptible/curtailable
class which allows for adjustments to the class's
coincident demand, a 12 CP and 1/4 Average Demand
cost of service methodology should be used to
determine class revenue reguirements and unit
costs. (Blusser)}

No position at this time.

A 12-CP allocation methodology which removes the
1/13 energy factor from the MFR allocation should
be used. (Falkenbergqg)

The utility must size 1its production and
transmission system to meet its highest peaks. FPC
has high seasonal winter and summer peaks.
Classes' relative contributions to the winter and
summer - peaks appropriately measure their
responsibility for causing these costs (investment
in production and transmission) to be incurred.
Incorporating contributions to the peaks of all 12
months 1is inappropriate given the seasonal nature
of FPC's customer demand; it would dilute the
effort to identify c¢ost responsibility. FPC's
proposed use of a measurement of relative annual
energy consumption (1/13 average demand) in the
calculation is inappropriate because it purports to
assign more responsiblility for base load plants to
customers having high consumption without crediting
them with a correspondingly higher share of the
lower fuel costs associated with those units.

The average of summer and winter coincident peak
(SWCP) method should also be usad to allccate
transmission costs for the reasons outlined above.
Additionally, because load duration is not a fact
in transmission system planning, it is illogical
allocate part of transmission capital costs basec
on average demand. (Pollock)
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No position at this time.
No position at this tinme.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Is the company's proposed general service rate
structure which allows general service customers to
opt for the rate schedule which is most cost
effective for them and eliminates the minimum
billing demand appropriate? (Nixon)

Yes. The Company's proposed General Service rate
structure consists of a non-demand rate (GS-1) and
a demand rate (GSD-1). The elimination of
mandatory demand bkilling allows customers with an
annual consumption of 24,000 kWh or greater to opt
for the rate schedule which is most cost effective
for then. (Nixon) ‘

No position at this time.

The Company assumes migration will occur, though
most customers are not even aware that they have
the option of switching rate schedules or of the
terms of different tariffs. The revenue effects of
the Company's assumptions need to be addressed.
See Issues 144, 145. (Falkenberqg)

There are significant problems resulting from the
proposed consclidation of the GSD class. Because
of its different load and service characteristics,
the curtailable class would provide a higher rate
of return than the GSD and GSLD classes under FPC's
proposed flat Demand and Energy charge. This
problem can be corrected by costing and pricing the
curtailable class separately. At a minimum, the
delivery voltage adjustments and metering voltage
credits should be increased to reflect the actua

cost differential by voltage. (Pollock)

No position at this time.

Yes, provided that each of the general service
rates are appropriately defined and based on cost
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of service.

~No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Should Florida Power be required to offer an

opportunity sales tariff for non-firm customers?

Nc. However, if the Commission elects to require
Florida Power to offer an opportunity sales rate,
such as recommended by Occidental witness
Falkenberg, the Company should be allowed to keep
20% of the revenue above marginal costs and
establish a level of contribution above marginail

costs at least equal to the average contribution

received from economy sales on the Florida Broker.
It would also be necessary for the Commission to
resolve other issues associated with opportunity
sales which are not addressed by Mr. Falkenberg,
such as the effect of existing customer migration
on revenues under proposed rates, as well as the
terms and conditions under which such service will
be offered. (Nixon, Slussaer)

No position at this time.

Yes. FPC should offer a variety of interruptible
tariffs which reflect differing levelis cf service
guality. By directing FPC to offer this type of
rate, the Commission can create incentives for FPC

to Dbetter utilize existing capacity, thereby
offering lower rates for its other customers and
enhancing the area's econony . Under an

“opportunity sales" tariff, customers would order
service twenty-four hours in advance, Opportunity
sales custeomers would pay the short-term avoided
energy cost rates paid to cogenerators plus a mark-
up. (Falkenberg)

FEC should offer a menu of nonfirm rates which can
better meet the needs of its nonfirm customers.

No position at this time.

No pesition at this time.
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No positicn at this time.

No position at this time.

Should the transitlon rate provision on the general
service demand and general service large demand
rate schedules (GSD, GSDT, GSLD, and GSLDT) be
eliminated? (Nixon) '
Yes. There will be no necessity for a transition
rate provision under the Company's proposed GSD-1
rate schedule, unlike the current General Service
demand rates. (Mixon)

No position at this time.

See Issue 123.

See lssue 127.

No position at this time.

If the flexibility proposed by FPC for general

service customers is adopted, AHCLG would not
oppose elimination of the  transition rate
provision. See Issue 123.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Should the municipal service transition rate
schedule (MS) be eliminated? (KRixon)

Yes. There is no cost justification to support a

different rate level for municipal service
customers than for other General Service customers.
(Nixon)

No position at this time.
No position.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.
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If the flexibility proposed by FFC for general

service customers is adopted, AHCLG would not

oppose elimination of the transition rate. See
Issue 123. B

No position at this time.

‘No position at this time.

Should the general service large demand rate
schedules (GSLD and GSLDT) be eliminated? (Nixon)

Yes. There is no cost justification to support a
different rate level for customers with demands
above 500 kW than other General Service customers
with lower demands. (Nixon)

No position at this time.

Agree with Public Counsel.

Eliminating the GSLD rate schedule would be
appropriate only if the rate design accurately

-reflects the differences in the cost of service as

a function of customers' load characteristics and
delivery voltages. In any event, the curtailable
rate should be treated separately for costing and
pricing purposes. {Pollock)

No position at this time.

If the flexibility proposed by FPO for general
service customers 1is adopted, AHCLG would not
cppese elimination of these rate schedules. See
Issue 123.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

If the Commission approves a rate increase, how
should it be allocated among the classes? (Nixon)
The allocation of a rate increase among the classues

0O

should be determined by a compliance cost
service study which incorporates all Commission

)
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decisions on issues affecting the Company's revenue
requirements and cost allocation methods used in
this proceeding. The rate increase for each rate
class should be determined by comparing the
revenues under present rates to the revenues
established by the compliance cost of service study
for each rate class. (Nixon)

No position at this time.

If a rate increase were granted (which Occidental
does not support) then the IS, IST and S$-2 classes

rTateas should be reduced 8% assuming the full rate

increase request; the reduction will increase
proportionately as FPC's revenue request is
reduced. (Falkenberqg)

The revenue increase distribution, if any, should
be cost based. Each customer should pay what it
costs the utility to serve him. The revenue
distribution proposed by FPC creates a wide
disparity in base rate percentage increases and
fails to move the curtailable class toward cost.
FIPUG's proposed revenue distribution is presented
in Exhibit Jp-12. It was derived by moving all
classes closer to cost, with deference to
gradualism. For the interruptible c¢lass, the
increase should maintain a percentage margin above
"out-of-pocket” costs. {Pollock)

No position at this time.

The revenue increase distribution, 1f any, should
be ceost based.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Is the method used by the utility for calculating
the increase in unbilled revenues by rate class
appropriate? (Nixon)

Yes. The Company's method is suppcrted by MFE
Schedule E-15. (Nixomn)

o pesition at this time.
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ELEQQ:. No position aﬁ this time.

FCAN: No position at this time.

AHCLG: : No position. ‘

LEAF: _ No position at this time.

STAFF: No position at this time.

ISSUE_130: wWhat are the appropriate service charge levels?

(Nixon) '
FPC: The appropriate service charges are thése shown in

the Company's proposed Rate Schedule SC-1,
contained in MFR Schedule E-17. (Nixon, Slusser)

QFPC: - No position at this time.

OCCIDENTAL: No position.

FIPUG: No position at this tiﬁe;

FCAN: No position at this time.

AHCLG: Ho position. .

LEAF : Ho position at this time.

STAFE: No position at this time.

ISSUE 131: What is the appropriate time-of-use rate design?

{Hixon)

The appropriate time of use rate design is one
which sets the off-peak energy rates at
approximately the energy component from the cost of
service study (0.580¢/kWh). The on-peak charge is
then the result of a break even calculation with
the standard rate, based on each classes on-peak
ani off-peak energy consumption. Further, similar
classes' on-peak and off-peak energy consumptions
should be used to develop consistent TOU rates.
For example, the RS and GS classes should be
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combined, as should the GSD, GSLD, and CS classes.
Within a demand rate, the TOU demand charge should
be set identical to the standard rate, except that
it should apply only to the maximum on-peak billing
demand. (Nixon)

No position at this time.

Agree with FIPUG.

FIPUG agrees with FPC's position on this issue as
stated in FPC's Revised Prehearing Statement, Issue

175, filed on June 19, 1992 and believes this may
be a stipulated issue.

No position at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

What are the appropriate customer charges? (Nixon)
The approprlate customer charges are contained in
the Company's rate schedules shown in MFR Schedule
E~17. The following are representative customer
charges for 1992: Residential service - $8.50;
Residential TOU service - $16.00; GS-1, Unmetered -
$6.25; Secondary delivery - $11.50; Primary
delivery - $145.00; and Transmission delivery -
$720.00. {Nixon)

N¢ position at this time.

See Issues 131, 134, 135.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Ho position at this time.
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What are the appropriate contributions-in-aid-of-
construction for time-of-use customers opting to
make a lump sum payment for a time-of-use meter in
lieu of the higher time~of-use customer charge?
(Nixon) :

The appropriate contribution in aid of construction
for TOU customers opting to make a lump sum TOU
meter payment is $258 for single phase service and
$393 for three phase service. (Nixon, Slusser)

No position at this time.

No position.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

How should the general service demand and energy
charges be set? (Nixon)

The General Service demand and energy charges
shhould be set such that the combination of the two
charges closely tracks the General Service cost
curve and produces the revenue requirements
established for that class by the cost of service
study. {Nixon)

¥No position at this time.

" Rates should be cost based.

The method proposed by FPC should not be used
because FPC's design has failed to demonstrate that
there is a linear relationship between load factor
and coincidence factors.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.
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No position at.this‘time,

No position at this time.

What are the appropriate Demand and Energy charges
for the non-time of use Curtailable Service and
Interruptible Service rates?

The Demand and Energy charges for curtailable
service should be set equivalent to those charges
contained in the General Service demand rate (GSD-
s 1 The Demand and Enerqgy charges for
interruptible service should be set such that the
combination of the two charges track the
interruptible class's cost curve and produce the
revenue requirements established for the class by
the cost of service study. (Nixon)

No position at this time.

The I& and IST rates should be calculated based
upon & cost-of-service allocation as recommended by
Mr. Falkenberg. For example, the IS and IST rates
would be reduced &% assuming the Commission
approved FPC's entire rate increase request. The
reduction in the I5 and IST will increase
proportionately in accordance with adjustments in
FPC's revenue requirements. (Falkenberg)

In this case, FPC has proposed to recover a portion
of demand-related fixed costs through the energy
charge instead of the demand charge. FPC's sole
basis for the proposal is the claim that customers
having high load factors also have greater
responsibility for the system coincident peak.

However, the statistical basis ocffered by FPC

flawed and fails to support its proposal. All
fixed damand-related costs should bhe recovered
through the appropriate demand charge; energy-
related costs -~ those that vary with the level of
consumption - should be recovered through the

energy charge. (Pollock)
No position at this time.

No position at this time.
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No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Should the curtailable class be costed and priced
separately from the general service demand class?

No. Tha»curtailable class and the General Service
Demand class should be costed and priced as one

class. (Mixon, Blussaer)

No position at this time.

No position.

Yes. See Issue 127.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

What are the appropriate delivery voltage credits?
(Nixon} :

The appropriate delivery voltage credits are 30
cents per kW of billing demand for primary delivery
voltage, 'and 69 cents per kW of demand for
transmission delivery voltage. (Blusser, Nixon)

No position at this time.

No position.

First, the CS$ class should remain separate for
costing and pricing proposals. Second, the
delivery voltage credit should be raised to a more
cost-based level of $1.44 per kw for transmission
and $0.46 for primary distribution. (Pollock)

Ho position at this time.

No position at this time.
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No position at this time.

No position at this time.

the appropriate metering voltage

adjustments?
The appropriate metering voltage credit is 1% for
distribution primary delivery and 2% for
transmission delivery. (8lusser, Nixon)

No position at this time.

No position.

Customers metered at distribution primary should
receive a 3.0% credit and customers metered at
transmission voltage should receive a 4.2% credit.
These credits more accurately reflect differences

in losses incurred at wvarious delivery levels.
(Pollock) » :

No positien at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Neo position at this time.

Should the general service nondemand service rate
schedules (GS and GS3T) provide for a distribution
voltage credit and a metering voltage adjustment?
{Himon)

The GS non-demand rate schedules (GS-1 and GST-1)
should provide for only a metering voltage
adjustment of 1% for distribution primary delivery
and 2% for transmission delivery. (Nixon)

No position at this time.

No position.

No position at this time.
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No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

What are the appropriate lighting rate schedule
charges? (Nixon) _ '
The appropriate lighting rate schedule charges are
those shown in the Company's proposed lighting
service rate schedule, LS-1, contained in MFR
Schedule E~17. (Nizon, 8lusser)

Mo position at this time.

Nolposition.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

The LS-1 charges consist of five basic components:
(1) a customer charge; (2) a non-fuel energy
charge; (3) a fixture rental charge; (4) a fixture
maintenance charge; and (5) a pele rental charge.
At this time, AHCLG believes that the energy
charge, the fixture rental and maintenance charges,
and the pole charges are overstated. In particular
with respect to the fixture charges, AHCLG supports
FPC's Ybottom-up" approach to determining lighting
investment; however, FPC's proposed implementation
of that approach in this case still overstates the
amount of Account 373 costs alleocated to the
lighting class. AHCLG will address these issuves
thrcugh examination of FPC witnesses Slusse; and
Nixon.

No position at this time.

No [Hysition at this time.




ORDER NO. PSC-92-0606-PHO-EI

DOCKET NO.
PAGE 126

OPC:

QCCIDENTAL:

[

SSUE 142:

910890~E1

Are the changes proposed by the company to the
terms and conditions on the lighting schedules
appropriate? (Mixon) A

The proposed terms and conditions contained in the
rate schedule for 1lighting service B+l &Ye
appropriate, with one exceptiocn. After reviewing
the testimony of Mr. Wells, the Company believes it
would be appropriate to modify its propesed

- requirement to replace lamps of Company maintained

fixtures within 72 hours after written customcr
notification that a lamp is burned out. Instead,
the Company proposes to strike the requirement of
written notification by the custoner. (Nixon,
8lusser) Bt ' :

No position at this time.

No position.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

FPC  has agreed to eliminate the requirement of
written notification in Special Provision HNo. 7.

Proposed Special Provision No. 9 should be

rejected. Proposed Special Provision NHo. 5 should
be c¢larified to 1limit the Company’s Yyight to
require metering of customer-owned fixtures

Ho position at this time.

Ne position at this time.

What is the appropriate monthly fixed carrying
charge for poles cf a type not listed on rate
schedule LS-1, and for distribution eguipment that
the company may optionally provide to a customer
under any rate schedule? (Nixon)

The appropriate monthly fixed carrying chargs
1.82% of the installed cost. (Hixon, Slusser)

No position at this time.
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FIPUG: No position at this time.

FCAN: No position at this time.

AHCLG: A cost based rate should be established. The
prOposed'L.sz% rate should be rejected.

LEAF: No position at'this time.

STAFF: No position at this time.

ISSUE 143: What is the appropriate fixed carrying charge for
lighting fixtures of a type not listed on rate
~schedule LS§-17 (Hixon)

FPC: The appropriate monthly fixed carrying charge is
1.57% of tha Company's average installed cost.
(Nixen, 8lusser)

QPC: No position at this time.

OCCIDENTAL: No position.

FIPUG: No position at this time.

FCAN: No position at this time.

AHCLG: A cost basad rate should be established.

LEAF: No position at this time.

STAFF Ne position at this time.

ISSUE 144: Is the company's estimate of customer migration due
to rate structure changes reasonable? (Nixon,
Slusser)

Yes., The Company's estimate of customer migration
due to rate structure changes, as reflected in
Late-filed Exhibits 8 and 9 (Supplemental) to
Staff's deposition of Mr. Nixon, is reasonable for
establishing rates and revenues in this proceeding.
{Nixon}

No position at this time.
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No. The Company has redesigned rate schedules GS-1

and GSD-1 and expects that these customers will
move to the most advantageous rates. Yet most
customers are not even aware they have the option
to switch rate schedules or of the terms of
different tariffs. (Falkenbergq)

No position at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

If there is a revenue shortfall resulting from
migration, how should it be recovered?

A revenue shortfall resulting from custoner
migration should be recovered in the development of
the base rates designed to produce the revenue
requirements for each rate c¢lass, taking 1into
account the <transfer of billing determinants
between rate schedules associlated with customers
migration to the most advantageous rate. (Nixon,
8lusser)

No position at this tinme.

If no migration occurs, FPC's proposed rates would
produce $18.7 million in additional revenues. A
negative surcharge of 518.7 million should be
flowed through to ratepavers through an appropriate
mechanism, such amount to be reduced as actual
migration occurs. (Falkenberqg)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.
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Should the Commission approve FPC's proposal to
treat Interruptible and Curtailable service as
demand~-side management programs and authorize
recovery of ‘“program costs" through the ECCR?
(Nixon)

Yes. Adoption of the Company's proposed treatment
of interruptible and curtailable service would
provide consistency between the treatment of these
two types of non-firm service and the Company's
third type of non-firm service, load management
service. See the Company's position under Iscue

121 above. (Nixon, Slusser)

No position at this time.

No. The IS and IST rates should'be maintained as a

standard tariff. The credit rate structure is
inappropriate. (Falkenberg)

No. Unlike DSM, FPC is providing a fundamentally
lower quality of service with Interruptible and
Curtailable rates. These rates should remain a
standard tariff option, as they have been for at
least the last 40 years. PFurther, FPC has failed
to demonstrate that it is not recovering the cost
of providing the cost of nonfirm service through
base rates. If it ain't broke, don't fix it.
(Pallock)

No position at this time.

No, if IS and CS credits are adopted, the costs
sheuld not be recovered through the ECCR.

No position at this time.
No position at this time.
Is the company's proposed methodology €O

determining cost effective levels of non-firm load
appropriate? (Hixon)

Yas. The methodology propesed by the Company f{or
determining the effectiveness of non-fi j is
the cost effectiveness methodoclogy a
commission for conservation and DSM progr
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is cu:rently"-used to determine the cost
effectiveness of the Company's load management non-
firm service. (Nixon)

No position at this time.

No. If the IS and IST rates are to be analyzed for
cost effectiveness the analysis should be based on
100% avoided cost. (Falkenberg)

No. The methodology FPC proposes does not
accurately measure the avoided cost of capacity,
which is the only benefit it attempts to include.
Further, FPC's planning criterion of a 15% reserve
margin should be used in determining the cost-
effectiveness of nonfirm load. Additionally, in
calculating the cost-effectiveness of the
Interruptible rate, the time frame of neasured
costs should be identical to the time frame of
applied credits. By not. doing this, FPC has
created a mismatch between benefits and costs of
nonfirm load, and therefore has understated the
benefits-to-costs ratios. (Pollock)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

wWhat is the appropriate level of credit pe
1)

coincident KW for interruptible service (IS-
{(Nixon}

r
?

The appropriate credit is $6.00 per coincident kW.
(Nixon)

No position at this time.

Occidental has no position at this time with
respect to specific issues concerning the level and
recovery of FPC's proposed interruptible "credit;"
Occidental supports retenticon of the current
structure of the interruptible tariff.
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FIPUG does not endorse the approach recommended by
FPC to apply a credit per coincident kw for
interruptible service. However, correcting FPC's
proposal to recognize that there is more
interruptible coincident demand (202 MW) than it

‘assumed (174 MW), results in a credit of $5.15 per

coincident kw ($3.19 per kw of billing demand).
(Pollock)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Wwhat is the appropriate level of credit per
coincident KW for curtailable service (CS-1)7
(Nixon)

The appropriate credit is $3.00 per coincident kW.
(Nigon) '

No position at this time.

NHo pesition.

At a minimum, FPC's proposal to set the curtailable
credit at 50% of the corresponding interruptible
credit per coincident kw should ke implemented.
This would result in a $2.58 per kw curtailable
demand credit. (Pollock)

No position at this time,.

No position at this tinme.

No pesition at this time.

N
i

P

o position at this time.

Should the level of interruptible credit for I8 and
CS increase over time? {Nixon}
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If the interruptible and curtallable credits are
based on the levelized present worth value of the
avoidance of a combustion turbine for 20 years,

then the IS credit should not increase over time.
The CS credit should be allowed to change based on
changes in the effectiveness of the terms and
conditions requiring curtailment. (Nixon)

No pdsition at this time.

Occidental supports retention of the current
structure of the interruptible tariff. If there is
a "credit," it should reflect increases in avoided
cost over time.

Yes. The credit should increase over time to
provide a continued incentive for current customerc
to remain on the rate and to encourage new
customers to sign up for the rate. (Pollock)

No position at this time.
Ho position at this time.
No position at this time.
Ko peosition at this time.
If the Commission approves FPC's methodology for
treating the Interruptible class within the cost of
service study, what is the appropriate total dollar
amount of credit which should be asscciated with
the interruptability feature of the Interruptible

rate?

The appropriate dollar amount is $12,336,098 for
1992 and $12,912,957 for 1993. (Nixon, Slusser}

No position at this time.

ccidental opposes FPC's methodology and favors
.u.antion of the current IS tariff structure.
FRC'S mtthodoioqy of "cost-effectivenaesg” ig
incorrec because it is not based upon 100% of

wwolded ost
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The amount of credit should be that required to
maintain a reasonable margin above out-of-pocket
costs, rather than an amount associated with the
partial avoided cost of a generating unit.
(Pollock)

No position at this time.
Ho position at this time,.
No position at this time. -
No position aﬁ this time.
How - should the credits for interruptible and

curtailable service be distributed to 15-1 and CS-1
customers? (Nixon)

The $6 per coincident kW credit for the
interruptible rate and. the $3 per coincident kW
credit for the curtailable rate should be
distributed to the respective customers based on a
kW value which is established by the product of the
customer's billing demand times the custonmer's
billing load factor. (Nixon)

No position at this time.

Agree with FIPUG.

The c¢redits for interruptible and curtailable
service should be distributed on a per kw of
billing demand basis rather than by nmultiplying the
credit by individual customer load factor to drive
the amount of the credit as proposed by FPC.
{Pollock)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No pesition at this time.
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ISSUE 153: How should the credits for interruptible and
curtailable service be recovered from the
ratepayers? (Nixon)

FPC: The credits for these two types of non-firm service
' should be recovered through the Energy Conservation
Cost Recovery (ECCR) clause, as is currently the
case with the Company's third type of non-firm
service, Load Management. See thne Company's
position under Issue 146 above. (Nixon}

OPC: No position at this time.

QCCIDENTAL: Agree with FIPUG.

FIPUG: If a credit mechanism is adopted, credits should be
recovered in base rates from &all firm ratepayers.
It should not be recovered through the ECCR.
(Pollock)

FCAN : Ko position at this time.

AHCLG: No position at this time.

LEAF: No position at this time.

TAFF No position at this time.

ISSUE 154: Shonld the statement of the interruptible rate at
primary voltage be changed to secondary voltage?
{Nixon)

FPe: Yes. The interruptible rate should be stated at
secondary voltage 1in order to make this rate
consistent with the statement of the Company's
other rate schedules. (Nixon)

VPC No position at this time.

DCCIDENTAL: No position.

FIBUG: FIPUG has no objection to this as long as the
delivery voltage adijustments and teri voltage
credits are increased to reflect the actual cost

differentials by voltage.
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at this
at this
at this

at this

‘time.
time.
time.

time.

Shouid the company's proposal to make the emergency

purchase power provision of the interruptible
service rate schedule mandatory be approved?
(Nixon)

Yes. Converting the emergency power "buy through"

provision to a mandatory feature does not remove,
and actually enhances, the interruptible customers'
option to avoid incurring the higher emergency
power costs. Under the Company's proposal, an
interruptible customer will have the flexibility to
decide on a case-by-case basis whether to receive
the emergency power or interrupt itself and avoid
receiving the power, without the formality of the
requirement for written notification by the
customer. (Nixon)

No position at this time.

provision is
the

No. An optior  buy-through
appropriate; "manaatory" buy-through defeats
purpose of interruptible rates. (Falkenbercg)
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Should the company's proposal to make the purchase
power costs an additional charge in lieu * the

otherwise applicable fuel charge pius 3.0 mi
IS and CS schedules be approved? (Nixon)
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53 Yes. The additional c¢harge associated with
emergency power costs should be in lieu of the
otherwise applicable fuel charge plus 3.0 mills for
both the IS and CS rate schedules. Customers
receiving emergency power under these rate
schedules should not be exempt from the applicable
non-fuel energy charge. If the Company's proposal
is not adopted, an adjustment to test year revenues
for the IS and CS rate classes must be made.

{Nixon)
QPC: No position at this time.
OCCTIDENTAL: Agree with FIPUG.
FIPUG: No. It would be inequitable to levy the non-fuel

energy charge on buy-through transactions kecause
nonfirm customers are not utilizing FPC generating
facilities. Since the non-fuel energy charge is
designed to recover variable costs of generating,
nonfirm customers are not causing the utility to
incur the costs that the non-fuel energy charge is
designed to recover. FPC's proposal 1is nothing
more than an attempt to mark up the transaction a
second time. |Recovery of costs is appropriately
provided for in the existing rate design. (Pollock)

FCAN: No position at this time.
ZWHCLG : No position at this time.
LEAF: No position at this time.
STAFF: No position at this time.
ISSUE 157: What is the appropriate design and level of charges

for firm standby service (88-1)7 (Hixon)

The standby service rates (88-1, §5-2, and 55-3)
should be developed from the Company's cost of

service study consistent with the methodology
presented in the Commission's standby rate order

(Order No. 17159 in Docket HMNo. B850673-EU). The
appropriate level of charges b : ' ]
methodology 1is contained in the

schedulesz in MFR Scheduie E-17. (Sluw.:
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No positioﬁ at this time.

Norgosition.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

What is the appropriate design and levél of charges
and credit for interruptible standby (S5-2) and
curtailable standby (88-3)? (Nixon) '

See the Company's positlon under Issue 157 above.
(81usser, Nixzon)

No position at this time.

The 85-~2 rate should be calculated based upon a
cost~-of-service allocation as recommended by Mr.
Falkenberg. For example, the S5-2 rate would be
reduced by 8% assuming the Commissicn were to
approve FPC's entire rate increase request. The
reduction in the 8§-2 rate will increase
proportianately ia accordance with adiustments im
FPC's revenue requirements. (Falkenbery)

No position at this time.
Ho position at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.

If the company's proposed ;cr ormance reward 1is
approved, how should it be Nixon)

recovere '«‘ )
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The performance reward should be recovered from
each rate class through the billing adjustment
provision contained in Rate Schedule BA-1 in MFR
Schedule E-17. (Nixon)

No position at this time.
Agree with FIPUG.

If the performance award is approved, the base
revenue requirement of non-firm customers is not
the firm base revenue requirement jimputed in the
cost of service study. If the award is allocated,
the non~-firm base revenue is the difference between
firm revenues and non-firm credits.

No position at this time.
No position at this time.
No position at this time.

He position at this time.

OTHER ISBUES

Shouid adjustments be made for the rate Dbase
effects of transactions with affiliated companies?
{8cardino)

Florida Power objects to this issue as being overly
broad and lacking in specificity regarding the
transactions, if any, in gquestion. As presently
worded, the issue could encompass all of the
Company's coal purchases (from its affiliated fuel
supplier, Electric Fuels Corporation). In the
absence of greater specificity, Florida Power's
general position is that only transactions found to
be imprudent should be adijusted out of the
Company's rates. (8cardino)

No position at this time.
Agree with Public Counsel.

Mo position at this time.
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No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Should adjustments be made for the capital
structure offects of transactions with affiliated
companies? (8cardino)

No. See the Company's position under Issue 160
above. (S8cardino)

Yes. Investment in Non Utility properties should
be removed from Common Equity. (Cicchetti)

Agree with Public Counsel.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at'this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Should adjustwments be made for the net operating
income effects of transactions with affiliated
companies? (8cardino)

No. See the Company's position under Issue 160
above. {(2cardino)

Yes.

Agree with Public Counsel.
No position at this time.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.
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No position at this time.

No position at this time.

~ should Florida Power implement revenue and sales

decoupling? And, if so, how?

Florida Power believes it would be premature to
determine in this proceeding the type of decoupling
mechanisms which might appropriate for the Company
to implement. Through the rebuttal testimony of
Mr. Wieland, the Company has offered to submit a
proposal for revenue decoupling and possible
conservation incentives within 60 days after the
conclusion of this proceeding. (Wieland, Barron)

No pcsition at this time.
Aéree with FIPUG.

No. Revenue and sales decoupling should not be
instituted because 1) it runs counter to proper
regulatory principles; 2) it could lead to higher
prices for FPC's customers: 3) it could discourage
economic development; 4) it is unnecessary; and 5)
it is untested. (Rosenberq)

No pesition was provided.
No position at this time.

Yes. For the following reasons, the Commission
should adopt a rate adjustment mechanism that
eliminates (Ydecouples") the current regulatory
connection between FPC's level of sales and the
amount of revenue <the company is authorized to
keep.

Degoupling Would Remove Disincentives tc FPC's
Provision of Enerqgy Services at Least Cost
Through Integrated Resource Planning

The only way the company can determine if it is
providing services at lowest cost to customer:
to fairly evaluate and compare the costs and
benefits of all potential resources cptions and
then plan to acguire those options on
basis--that is, to engage in what the

least cost
industry
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calls Integrated Resource Planning. Thus, the
development and use of an Integrated Resocurce Plan
‘is an essential element of FEC's providing electric
services to customerg at least cost. Rates
established to reimburse a utility for resource
acquisitions that are not shown to be the least
cost options under an Integrated Resource FPlan
cannot be considered just and reasonable because
there may be lower cost resources available to
provide reliable power supply that would reduce
utility revenue requirements and cut customer costs
over the planning period.

The current connection between utility sales and
revenues creates a disincentive to FPC's provision
of energy services at least cost through Integrated
Resource Planning. ~ The connection creates a
disincentive for FPC to include in its planning
process resource options that will reduce sales,
even 1f those options would reduce total revenue
requirements and customer costs. In order to
remove this disincentive, the Commission sheculd
adopt a revenue adjustment mechanism for FPC that
ends the connection between the FPC's level of
sales and the amount of revenue it is permitted to
Keep.

Decoupling would Remove Disincentives to FPC's
Implementation of Enerqgy Efficiency Programs

that Reduce Enerqy Usade

The current connection between utility sales and
revenues 1is an economic disincentive to FPC's
investing in energy efficiency programs that reduce
energy usage. This disincentive applies even to
low cost enerqgy efficiency programs--not only
programs that would reduce revenue requirements and
total customer costs, but also those programs that
would reduce average rates-—--since all such prograns
would reduce the company's profits. Because, under
current regulatory policy, every additional kWh FPC
sells batween rate cases increases profits and
every kWh customers do not buy due to conservation
reduces FPC's bottom line, the Commission should
adopt, for FPC, a revenue adjustment mechani that
ends the connection between the company's level of
sales and revenues.

Decoupling would improve FPC's achievements

S e =l
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rof energy us
A decoupling mechanxcm would lmprove FPC's

achievements in programs (under Section 366.82,
Florida Statutes) to increase the efficiency of
energy use. The legislature considers the use of
the energy conservation systems "critical" to the
"health, prosperity, and general welfare of the
state and its citizens." Section 366.81, F.S.
Decoupling would remove the most important economic
barrier (disincentive) to FPC's implementation of
programs that increase the efficiency of energy
use.

HOW SHO QLQ FpPC IMELEWENT DECOUPLING?Y

POSITION: The Commission should adopt a Revenue
per Customer decoupling mechanism for FPC. Revenue
per Customer decoupling is likely to be the most
effective for FPC in 1light of other relevant
regulatory policies and practices applicable to the
company. Both the Revenue Per Customer and ERAM
decoupling mechanisms would effectively end FPC's
current disincentive to provide energy services at
least cost througn Integrated Resource Planning and
to invest in energy efficiency resources. However,
Revenue per Customer decoupling--with or without
annual adjustments--is administratively simpler to
implement and may provide the strongest incentives
to minimize the costs of providing reliable
electric services.

No position at this time.
Should Florida Power implement Demand Side
Management incentives? Aand, if =0, how?

See the Company's position under Issue 163 above.
(Wisland, Barron)

No position at this time.

Agree with FIPUG.

No. Additional financial incen
if proper ratemaking treat
utility investments. Further : \ ¢
business if it does not pursue DSM. Thus, 1t makes
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good business sense for utilities to pursue DSM.
They should not be rewarded for doing so.
(Rosenberg)

No position was provided.
No position at this time.
Yes. For the following reasons, the Comnission
should approve a DSM incentive mechanism for FPC

that allows the company to share in the financial
rewards from cosgt-effective efficiency programs

-which reduce electricity usage and average customer
- bille:

1) In order to provide the proper economic
signals, the Commission's regulatory policies
should assure that FPC is able to profit most
from actions that reduce customer costs. An
incentive mechanism for FPC that is based on
energy savings and bill reductions would
provide the right incentives for FPC and
should be adopted by the Commission.

2) Commission adoption of a DSM incentive
mechanism would improve FPC's achievements in
programs {(under Section 366.82, F.S.) to
increase the efficiency of energy use.
Reasonable economic incentives for DSM will
help FPC overcgome institutional biases against
programs that reduce energy use, perceptions
of risk related to the size and persistence of
DSM savings, and the numerous problems to be
resolved in changing the nature of utility
services.

HOW SHOULD FPC_ IMPLEMENT DSM INCENTIVES?

POSITION: The Commission should adopt a DSM
incentive mechanism for FPC that includes the

following features:

1} Financial rewards tc FPC should be limited
to a percentage of the financial savings
achieved by FPC's customers as a result of the

company's efficiency program efforts. An
incentive mechanism that rewards FPC on tne
basig of its success in reducing customer

e K
&

bills 1is easy for interested par to


http:polici.es

ORDER NO. PSC-92-0606~PHO—-EI

DOCKET RO.

PAGE

144

910B90—-EL

Proffered By _1.D. No. Description

understand and, from a regulatory perspective,

reasonable for previding economic
encouragement for the utility to act in the
public interest. However, to balance any

inclination on the utility's part to limit DSM
implementation only to the lowest cost and
highest yield programs, FPC's percentage of
energy cost savings should be higher 1f it
captures a larger proportion of the energy
savings potential identified.

2) The DSM incentive mechanism should include
kWh saving targets and rewards for exceeding
and penalties for failing to meet the targets.
Targets, rewards and penalties are very
important to an incentive mechanism. Although
some parties would likely be more comfortable
with an upper limit on the rewards available
te FPC, and the company may prefer a limit on
how much of a penalty it could incur for not
attaining the targets, a cap on incentives
could limit the company's interest in adding
energy conservation programs that would reduce
customer costs and is, therefore, not
recommended .

3) The DSM incentive mechanism should be
designed both to provide rewards for
maximizing the acquisition of energy savings
and, &t the same time, minimizing the cost of
acquiring it. Both types of incentive are
necessary to avoid problems such as cream
skimming, on the one hand, and spending nore
than is necessary, on the other.

No position at this tinme.

(AJK-1)
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Seligson

Seligson

Seligson

Seligson

Seligson

seligson
Seligson
eligson

FEC

FPC

¥pC

FPC

FPC

FPC

Frc

FPC

FPC

(CHS-2)

(CHS-3)
(CHS-4)
(CHS-5)
(CHS~6)

(CHS=7)

(CHS-8)

(CHS=-9)

(CHS-10)

(CHS-11)

Standard & Poor's
Benchmarks for AA Rated
Electrics VS. Florida

Power for Test Years
1991, 1992 and 1993

Pre-Tax Interest Coverage
for Test Years 1991, 1992
and 1993

Tota. Debt/Total Capital
for Test Years 1991, 1992
and 1993 :

Net Cash Flow/Capital
Experditures for Test
Years 1991, 19%2 and 1993

Funds Flow Intérest
Coverage for Test Years
1991, 1992 and 1993

Py n 4 8 £ »r o m

- Operations/Average Total

Debt for Test Years 1991,
1992 and 1993

Standard & Poor's

-Benchimarks for &aAa Rated

Electrics Vs, Florida
Power Corp. for Test
Years 1991, 1992 and 1993

Pre-Tax Interest Coverage
for Test Years 1992 and
19932

Total Debt/Total Capital
for Test Years 1992 and
1993

Net Cash Flow/Capital
Expend’ tures for Test

Years 1992 and 1993




ORDER NO. PSC-92~0606-PHO-EI
DOCKET NO. 91.0890-EI -
PAGE 146

Witness zz_qr;zg:sg..ax _1.D. No. _Descrivption

Seligson FPC : (cns—lz) Funds Flow Interest
: Coverage for Test VYears
1992 and 1993

Seligson “FRE A (CHS~-13) Floaindos £ s igam
: : Operations/Average Tctal
Debt for Test Years 1892

and 1993

Seligson BOG I (CHS~-14) Return on Equlty
' Recommendation Using Risk
Fremium Methodology

seligson  FPC (CHS~15) Standard & Poor's
Benchmarks for AA Rated
Electrics vE. Florida

Power  Corp. for Test
Years 1992 and 1993

Seligson rec | (CHS~16) ©  Pre-Tax Interest Coverage
. o : for Test Years 1992 and

1993
Seligson FPpC _ (CH5-17) ~ Tmtal Debt/Total Capital
#. " ' for Test Years 1992 and

1993
Seligson FPC - (CHS-18) Net Cash Flow/Capital

Expenditures for Test
Years 1992 and 1993

Seligson FPC (CHS-19) Funds Flow Interest
Coverage Test Years 1992
and 1993

Seligson FPC (CHS-20) Fund s f r o m

Operations/Average Total
Debt for Test Years 1992
and 1993

Cicchetti oPC (MAC-1-11) Cost of Capital Schedules
(Composite)

Baudinc Occidental (RAB-1) Resune of Richaxrd A.
Baudino
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Baudino Occidental (RAB~2) Fl or i1da Power
Corporation, Selected

Financial Data
Baudino Occidental  (RAB-3) Florida Progress
‘ Corporation, Average
Price, Dividend, and

Dividend Yield
Baudino Occidental (RAB~4) o MEY o S it il R Power
: ' Corporation, Growth Rate

Calculation

Baudino Occidental (RAB~5) Average Price, Dividend,
and Dividend Yield,

Comparison Group

Baudino Occidental (RAB-6) Growth Rate Calculation,
: Comparison Group

Baudino Occidental {RAB-7) Pl orida Power
Corporatiorn, SBBI  Risk
Premium Data

Baudino Ocecidental (RAB~8) Filiox i da Power
: Corporation, Revised SBRI
Risk Premium Analysis

Baudino Occidental {RAB~9) Milton Schlein, Bonds
Versus Utility Common
Stocks: An Update, Value
Line Selection & Option,
May 1, 1992

Baudino Occidental (RAB-10) Florida Power
Corporation, Financial
Benchmark Ratios

audino Occidental (RAB~11) Standard and Poor's
Financial Benchmarks for
Electric Utility
Companies, AA and A Rated
Companies
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Proffered By

Occidental

occidental

Fec

FPC

FpC

FPC

FPC

I.9. No.

(RAB-12)

(RAB—13)

(GEG~1)

(GEG-2)

(GEG=-3)
(GEG-4)
(GEG-5)

(GEG-6)
(GEG~-7)

(GEG-8)
(FLM~1)

(MHP-1)

{MHP-2)

Description

Flor ida Power
Corporation, Comparison
Between Debt Costs
Savings and Increased
B g1ty Return

Requirements, AA vs. A
Bond Rating

Weighted cost of
Capital/Long-Tern Debt
Adjustment '
Minimum Filing

" Requirement Schedules

Customer Per Employee

Total O&M Expense per
Custoner

Equivalent  Availability

‘Factor

Equivalent Forced Outage
Rate

Service Reliability
Residential Service Rate

Justified Commission
Complaints

Qualifications of
Frederick L. McCoy

Minimum Filing
Requirement Schedules
{Chart)
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Witness Profifered By _I1.D. No. Description
Phillips FPC (MHP-3) Comparison of Installed
Costs Simple Cycle
Combustion Turbines
(Chart)
Phillips FPC (MHP-4) Summary gf | IR e
Transmission Lines and
Transmission Substation
Actual and Projected
Closings (Chart) :
Phillips FPC , (MHP-5) Summary af- EPLC
: : Distribution Substation
Actual and Projected
Closings (Chart)
#nillips Fp&. - (MHP~6) ‘Distribution Capital FERC
8 Accounts (Graph)
Phillips FPE. {MHP~-7) Meter ‘Capital FERC
. % - Account (Graph)
Phillips recC {MHP~-8) Construction and
Operations (Chart) FERCs-
PDistribution,
Transmission, Customer
Accounts, Custonmer
Service, and Information
and Sales and
Demonstration, 1992
Phillips FPC (MHP-9) Construction and
Operations (Chart) FERCs-
DistrsrIiIbuntion,
Transmission, Customer
Accounts, Customer
Service, and Information
and Sales and
Demonstration, 1993
hillips FPC (MHP-10) Transmission and
Distribution-0&M FERC

e e
Accounts (Graph)
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Witness

Phillips

Phillips

Phillips

Phillips

Phillips

Phillips
Phillips
Ph'llips
Phillips
Phillips
Phillips

Phillips

Proffered By
FPC

rEC

"FEC

EPC

FPC

FPC

FPC

1.D. HNo,

(MHP-11)

(MHP-12)

(MHP-13)

(MHP-14)

(MHP-15)

(MHP-16)

{MHP~17)

(MHP-18)

(MHP-19)

(MHP-20)

(MHP~21)

(MHP-22)

(MHP-23)

Comparisocn

‘Customer . Calls

_Descriptien .|

Transmission . and
Distribution-Service
Reliability (Graph)

Transmission and .
Distribution Enhancements
(Chart)

Transmission and
Distribution Enhancements
{Chart)

Service EmploYee to
Customer Ration (Graph)
Eleactric Ueility
Customer Per
Employee (Chart)

Received
(Graph)
Calls Received Per
Customer (Graph)
Calls Perx Custoner
Service Representative
(Graph)

Cost Per Call (Graph)

1990 District Payments
(Chart)
New Services 1987-1991
(Chart)

Special Programs {(Chart)

Total Customers on
Average Billing Plan
{Chart)
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Witness
Phillips FPC
Pnillips PPC
Phillips FPC
Phillips FPC
Phillips FRC
ri1illips FPC
tii1ps FEC
niid laps FPC

N

|

E
[
e

¥r
A

2 iy

o

Proffered By

I.D. No.

(MHP-24)

(MHP*?S)

(MHP~26)

(MHP=27)

(MHP~-28)

(MHP-29)

(MHP-30)

(MEP-31)

(MHP-22)
(MHP-33)

_Description

1989 Florida Publiz
 Service Commission Audit

Recommendations

1989 Florida Public

Service Commission  Audit

Racommendat ions

Florida Power Total

Charges Off Percent

(Graph) :

Charge Off Dollars as a
Percent of Sales for
Florida Investor-Ccuned
Utilities (Graph)

~Florida Public Service

Commission -~ Complaints
Logoed per 1.000
Customers (Graph)

Florida Public Service
Commission -~ Complaints
Justified per 1,000
Customers (Graph)

Customer Opinion Survey

Results - Overall
Custonmer Favorability
{(Graph)

Customer Opinion Survey
Results = Providing
Reliable Electric Service
(Graph)

Customer Opinion Survey
Results - Restoring
Service (Graph})

Customer Opinion Survey
Results - Useful Customer
Service Programs (Graph)
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witness Proffered By I.D. No. Descriptio
Phillips FPC (MHP-24) 1989 Florida Public
: ' Service Commission Audit
Recommendations
Phillips FPC (MHP-25) 1989 Florida Pubklic
Service Commission Audit
Recommendations
Phillips FPC (MHP-26) Florida Power Total
Charges Off Percent
(Graph)
Phillips FPC (MHP-27) Charge Off Dollars as a
Percent of Sales for
Florida Investor-owned
Utilities (Graph)
Phillips FPC (MHP-28) Florida Public Service
Commission -  Complaints
.Logged per ;000
Customers (Graph)
Phillips FPC {MHP-29) Florida Public Service
Commission ~ Complaints
Justified per 1,000
Customers (Graph)
Phillips FPC (MHP~30) Customer Opinion Survey
Results - Overall
Customer Favorability
{Graph)
Phillips FPC (MHP-31) Customer Opinion Survey
Results - Providing
Reliable Electric Service
{Graph}
hillips FPC {MHP-32) Customer Opinion Survey
Results - Restoring
Service (Graph)
1p FP( {(MHP~-33) Customer Opinion Survey

Results -~ Useful Customer
Service Programs (Graph)
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_Rescription =

Witness Proffered By _I1.D. Ng.

Phillips

Hancock

Hancock

Hancock .

Hancoltk

Hancock

Hancock

Hancock

0
G
0
~

Han

Hancock

FPC

FPQ

FPC

FPC

FEC

FEe

FPC

FPC

(MHP-34)

(JAH-1)

(JAH-2)

(JAH-3)

(JAH-4)

" {JAH-5)

(JAH-6)

(TAH=7)

(JTAH-8)

(TAH-9)

Customer Opinion Survey
Results s Customer
Service Survey (Graph)

Minimum Filin q
Requirement Schedulas

Fossil Plant Performance:
Equivalent  Availability
Factor - Forced ~Outage
Rate :

Fossil Plant Performance:
Equivalent Availability

' Factor - Planned Outage

Factor

Fossil Plant Performance:

-Equivalent Availability

Factor - Fossil Steanm
Comparative Costs

FERC O&M Dollars Per MWH
- Adjusted FERC o&M
Pollars per MWH

Fossil Production
Availability & Efficiency
Improvement Programs

Fossil Production
Environmental Programs

1992 O&M Benchmark
Yariance: Fossil & Other
Power Supply; Benchmark
Variance Summary

1892 G&M Renchmark

Variance: Summary -~ 1992
Benchmark
Justification

Variance
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Witness Proffered By _I.D. No. _Descrijption . |

Hancock FPC (JAH-10) 1992 O&M Benchmark
) Variance: Fossil & Other
Power Supply; Major

Benchmark VarianCe_

Hancockr

Hancock

Hancock

Hancock

Hancock

Hancock

Hancock

FPC

Fpe

FPC

FPC

FPC

FPC

(JAH-11)

(JAH-12)

(JAH-13)

(JAH~14)

(JAH-14)

(JAH-16)

(TAH-17)

(JAH~18)

Factors

Fossil Production DeBary
Combustion Turbines
Manpower Requirements

-Fossil Production DeBary

Combustion Turbines
Manpower & HNox Control
Costs

Fossil Production DeBary
Combustion Turbines
Maintenance and Cperating
Costs

Fossil Production DeBary
Combustion Turbines
Comparison of 1992 O0&M
Budget to 1987-90 Actual
0O&M Expenses Per Unit

Coal Unit Eguivalent
Forced Outage Rate (EFOR)
by Unit &age and Steam
Pressure, 1964-1981

Equivalent Forced Outage
Rate

Disposal Cost Per Ton

1993 Q&M Benchmark
Variance: 1993 Fossil &
Other Power Supply;
Benchmark Vvariance
Sunmmary

Benchmark
Summary - 19%3

Variance

1993 Q&M
vVariance:
Benchnmnark

¥
Justification
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Witness 'Enggered By I.D. No. Description

Hancock FEC {(JAH-19) Fossil Production
Intercession Sty
Combustion Turbines
Operating & Maintenarice
Costs 1993

Hanceock FPC (JAH-2Q) Fossil Production
- University of Florida
Project Operating and

Maintenance Costs

Hancock FPC (JAH-21) Fossil Production Crystal
‘ ' River Helper = Cocling
Towers Operating &

Maintenance Costs

Hancock FPC - (JAH-22) Existing Plant Addition:
: EXiating Plant
Improvement Projects by

Cateqgory

Hancock FPC “(TAH=23) - Existing Plant Addition:
Summary of Fossil Plant
Improvaments & Outlays

Hancock FPC {(TJAH-24) Existing Plant Addition:
Fossil Plant Improvement
Project Descriptions

Hancock FPC {JAR-25} Dismantling Cost Study

Hancock FPC (JAH-26) Fossil (Steam & Other)
Production and Other
Power Supply 1987
Benchmark Variance
Summary

Hancock FPC (JAH-27) Summary 1%87 Be

nchmark
Variance Justifi i

e
e on

0O

+
(&

FPC (JAH-2 Major Factors 1987

s}

Benchmark

Justification
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Witness Proffered By _I.D. No. _Description
Beard FPC (PME-2) 1992 0&M Benchmark
Variance Huclear
Production
Beard : FEPC (PMB~-23) 1893 O&M Benchmark
Variance Nuclear
Production
Beard FPC (PMB-4) Nuclear Plant Outages and
O&M Generating Costs
Beard FPC ~ (PMB-5) Producticn Cost
Comparison
Beard FPC (PMB-6) Cost Control and
Efficiency Programs:
NHuclear Operations:
Reliability Centered
Maintenance
Beard FPRC ' (PMB-7) . Cost centtrol and
: Efficiency Programs:
Nuclear Operations:
Engineering Enhancements
Beard ERLC (PMB-8) Cost Controil and
Efficiency Programs:
Nuclear Operations:
Health Physics Programn
Beard FPC (FMB-9) Cost Control and
Efficiency Programs:
Nuclear Operations:
Nuclear Waste Progran
y d FPC (PMB-~10) cost control and
' Efficiency Programs:
Nuclear Operations:
Nucleay Safety Related

Materials

vec (PMB-11) Cost Contra
S E A ez
Ef rigclL20cy
Huclear
Training Enh
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Witness Proffered By _I.D. No. ~Pescrpiption - .

Beard FPC (PMB-12) Cost Control and
Efficiency Programs:
Nuclear Operations:
Pooled Inventory
Management Progran

Beard FPC (PMB-13) Cost Control and
: ' Efficiency Programs:
Nuclear Operations:
Information Resource

Management

Beard FPC (PMB=14) Cost Control and
Efficiency Programs:
Nuclear Operations:
Office Automation Study

Beard Fp

()

(PMB-15) Cost Control and
Efficiency Programs:
Nuclear Operations:
Master Schedule

Beard FPC . (PMB-16) Cest Control and
i - Efficiency Programs:
Nuclear Operations:
A B EF-Y 3 T OV
Management/Nuclear
Forecasting Systens

Beard FPC (FMB~-17) Cost Control and
Efficiency Programs:
Nuclear Operations:
People Achieving
Corporate Excellence
(PACE) Teans

Beard FPC {PMB-18) Generation Per formance
Incentive Factor (GPITF)
Reward Summary

Beard 3 (PMBE-19) NRC Perf«

Indicators

Q
M
H
o
b
]
®

Beard FPC (PMB-20) WANO Performance

Indicatcers
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Witness Proffered By _I1.D., No.
Beard . FEPC (PMB-21)
Beard FEC (PMB-22)
Barron FPC (WLB-1)
Barron FPEC (WLB-2)
Barron FPC : {WLB-3)
Barron FPC : (WLB-4)
Barron FF 2 (WLB-5) -
Barron FPC (WLB-6}
Barron FPC (WLB-7)

Y rryaon FrC (WL.B-8}

_Description

CR -3 capacity
Factors/Forced Outage
Rates

Nuclear Waste Disposal
Cost

Minimum FoL Lk on o
Requirement Schedules

Florida Pow«r's IRP
Procedure Block Dliagram

Florida Power's Planning
Process for Plant Capital
Projects Elock Program

Floxr idsa Power's
Transmission ‘and
Distribution Planning

Procedure Block Program

Transmission and
Distribution Reliabkility
Planning Criteria

Major Florida Power
Generating Plant
Additions, 1991-1993

The University of Florida
Project Revenue
Requirements for Total
Project (Including Steam
Sales) VS, A Standard
Offer Cogeneration
Contract

r
st
Q
™~
b.l -
N
)
—
Q
®
.

Summary of

m

'ransmission Line and
Transmission Substaticn
Expenditures, 1991-1993
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o
fae)

arraon

Barron

Barron

Barron

Barron

Wieland

PSC-92-0606-PHO-EI
910890-EI

Proffered By _1.D. Ho.

FPC

FPC

FPC

FpPe

FPC

FPG

T

FPC

(WLB-9)

(WLB-10)

(WLB~-11)

(WLB-12)
(WLB=~13)
(WLB-14)

(KHW-1)

{KHW-2)

(KHW-3)

Description

Statement o B
Justification of Major
Transmdiss 1ion,
Transmission Substation
and Distribation
Substaticn Projects

Florida Power Corp.'s
Load Management and
Energy Efficiency
Programs :

L atratiion o f
Comprehensive Coverage of
Florida Power's Energy
Efficiency Programs

Florida Power Corp.'s DSM
Programs Total Precjected
Impacts: 1991-1993

Relative Size of Major
Conservaticn & Load
Managenment Programs

Success of Flerida
Power's Energy Efficiency
Progranms

Minimun Filing
Requirement Schedules

Customer, Enerqgy Sales
and Seasonal Demand
Forecast

Historic and Forecasted
Growth Rates

Residential Customer
Growth

Conmmercial Customer
Growt
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Witpness

Wieland

Wieland

Wieland

Wieland

Wieland

Wieland

Wieland
Wieland
Williams
willlams

|l 1ams

Proffered By  _I.D, No.

FPC

FEC

FPC

FpC

FPC

FPC

FPC

FPC

FPC

FPC

FPC

FPC

PSC-92-0606~PHO-EI
DOCKET NO. 910890-EI

(KHW-6)

(KHW-7})

(KHW-8)

(KHW=-9)

(KHW-10)

(KHW-11}

(KHW=12)

(KHW-13)
(DDW~1)

(DDW=2)

(DDW~3)

(DDW-4}

(DDW=5)

(DDW—6)

(DDW-7)

_Regcpiption. - - ..

Flow Chart ~ Forecast
Methodology a

Forecast Conparison = -
Customers Previous
Forecast with Actual

Forecast Comparison -
Sales Previous Forecast
with Actual

Forecast Assumptions

Short Term Econometric
Models

Forecast Accuracy ~ Sales

Forecast Accuracy =
Customers
Forecast Accuracy =

Annual Peak Demand

Minimumn Filing
Requirement Schedules

Fuel Price Projections
Coal - Assurptions &
Projections

Fuel Price Prcjections
Residual 0il & Light 0il

0il Price Projections

Fuel Price Projections
0il Transportation Costs

Fuel Price Procjections
Huclear Fuel Expense -
Assumption & Prcjections
Fuel Inventory Target
Levels
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Wwitness ' Proffered By _I.D. No. ~ _Description

Williams  FPC (DDW-8) Comparison of Fully
: Adjusted Fuel Inventory
Versus FPSC Guidelines
and Resultant Impact on
Revenue Requirement

McGaughy opPcC (JPM—-1-8) Fossil and Nuclear O&M
(Composite)

McGaughy oPC (IPM-5-1~8) Fossil and Nuclear O&M
: (Supplemental Compeosite)

Wells AHCLG » (HGW=-1) ki Return on Equity -
L i Financial Indicators; FPC
Financial Ratios

wery FPC AL {SCD~1) ' Nonpension Postretirement
; Beneftits Valuation
December 1991

rwery FPC . (8CT=2) Selection of Per Capita
: Medical Costs and Medical
Trend Rates Assumpition

fwery FPC (SCT-2) Retiree Medical Funding
Issues 1991

Feterson FPC (SGP-1) Summary of the Main Plan
Provisions of the
Employees' Retirement
Plan ¢f Fleorida Progress
Corp.

Y SO0 FPC (SGP~2) Gutline of Actuarial
Assumptions and Methods
for Pension Expense
Calculation

rdino FRC (IS—-1) MFR Schedules Sponsored
by J. Scardino, Jr.

(T5=2) 19392 Budget Development -
Assumption and Guidelines

) 1992 Operating Budget and
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Scardino

rdinc

scardino

910890-EI

Proffered By _I.D. No.
FPC

BRC

FPC

FPC

rpa

FPC

(IS-4)

(JS-5)

(JS=6)

(3S-7)

(IJS5~11)

(JS-12)

e

1992 Construction Budget
and 1893 Forecast

1992 and 1993 O&M
Benchmark Comparison by
Function

Income Statement and
Balance Sheet -~ Interim

Conparison of Revenue
Requirements = Twelve

Months Ended Movember 30,

1991 to December 31. 1887
Accounting for Pensions

Comparative Incomne
Statements - Permanent

Analysis of Nuclear
Decommissioninyg Accrual
and Funding Requirements

Comparative Balance
Sheets - Permanent

FERC response to
Compan} S request far
confirmation concerning
elimination of surpluses
and deficiencies in
depreciation reserves

om
equ
5

on of Revenue
1 =2nts Sy Twelve
ths Ended December 31,
3 to [= 31, 1992

oy
CO

C
R
M«

1992

nual Dismantlement
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Witness

Bongers

jongers

Larkin

Larkin

Montanaro

Kollen

olien

PSC-92-0606-PHO-EIL
910890-EX

Ococidental

Occidental

Proffered By _1.D. No,
FPC (DBB-2)
FPC (DBB-3)
OPC (HL-1)
OPC (HL=-2)
opPC (VW=1-9)
Occidental (LK=1)
Occidental {LK=2)

(EJK-:;)

(LK-4)

{Ii¥=5)

(TSC-1)
me 3
(TSC-2)

Summary of KPMG Peat
Marwick Examination
Procedures

Compliance with the AICPA
Guide '

Accounting Schedules
{(Composite)

Accounting Schedules
(Supplemental Composite)

FAS 106 Schedules
(Composite)

Resume of Lane Kollen

Florida Power Corporation
T i~ R | Naw ieanyr
Decornmissioning Study:
Comparison of Scenarios

Revised D&M Benchmark
(1993)

Cost Constraint
Activities of Other

Utilities (List of
Utilities Cited in

Electric Utility Week
1988 - 1992)

Revised Q&M Benchmark
{1992)

Other Postretirement
Employee Benefits—-Cash

Payments and Expense

Revenue Requirements
Assoclated with other
Postretirement Benefits
if Allowed Expense 1S
Based o©on "AS Ko, 106

Expense
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witness Proffered By - I1.D., No. _Description

Carlison FIPUG (TCS5~3) Revenue Requirements -
)Associated with Other
Postretirement Benefits
if Allowed Expense 1is
Determined cn the Pay-As-
You-Go Basis LRk

Carlson FIPUG (TC5~4) Reduction in Revenue
Requirements Associated
with Other Postretirement
Benefits

Carlson FIPUG (TCS-5) Pension Expense

carlson FIPUG . (TC5-6) . Status of the Pension
" Fund '

Carlson FIPUG (TCS—?}I ' Pension Expansion and
: Cash Contributions for
1988-1992

l1son FIPUG (TCS-8) Revenuse Reguirements
' ’ Associated with Pensions
if Allowed Expense is
"Determined on a Pay-As-
You-Ge Basis

FIPUG (TCS-9) Revenue Reyuirements
Associated with Pensions
if Allowed Expense is
Determined on a Pay-is-
You-Go Basis

FIPUG {(TCS-10) Reduction in Revenue
Requirements Associated

with Pensions
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witness

Carlson

Carlson

Slusser

Slusser

o0 4 o P
Slusser

79}

[
f
P“

PN

Slusser

sger

=L

910890-E1

Proffered By I.D. No.

FIPUG

FIPUG

Fpo

FPC

(TCS8-13)

(TCS-14)

(WCS-1)

(WCS-2)

(WCSE=-3)

(WCS-4)

(WCS=5)

(WCS~6)

_Description

Calculation of Fossil
Fuel Dismantlement
Expense Excluding the 25%
Contingency Factor

Revenue Requirements
Associated with  Fossil
Dismantlement Expense

Minimum Filin gb
Requirement Schedules

Electric Plant In Service
by Jurisdiction - 1992
Test Year

Production Resources by
Jurisdiction - 1992 Test
Year

Class Annual . Revenue
Requirements by Cost
Study Method - 1992 Test
Year

Annual Revenue
Requirements by Class
1992 Test Year

i

Annual Revenue
Reguirements -~ 1992 Test
Year

Rate of Return by Class -
1932 Test Year

Class Annual Base Revenue
Regquirements by Cost
Component - 1992 Test

Y .
rTear

Electric Plant In Service

by Jurisdiction - 1993
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Witness

Slusser

Slusser

Slusser

Slusser

Nixoen

Hlxon

910890-ET
Proffered By I.D., Ho.
FPC (WCS-10)
FPC (WCS-11)
FPC (WCS-12)
FPC (WC5-13)
FPC (WCS~-14)
FpC (RCS=-15)
FPC (SFY-1)
FPC (SFN-2)
FEC (SFN-3)
FpC (SFN-4)
F B (SFN=-5)

—Degeription. L

Production Resources by
Jurisdiction - 1993 Test
Year

Class Annual  Rewvenue
Requirements by Cost
Study Method - 1993 Test
Year

Annual Revenue

Requirements by Class -

1993 Test Year

Annual Revenue
Reguirements -~ 1993 Test
Year

Rate of Return by Class -
1993 Test Year

Class Annual Base Revenue
Requirements by Cost
Component - 1993 Test
Year

Minimum Filing
Requirements Schedules

Historical
- Allocators

Relationships

Development of
Fixtures and
Biliing

Lighting
Lines of

Customer
Relationships

Migration

Sebring Billing
Determinants

1993 Sales
Summpary Under
Major Rate

Including
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Ge

Witness

Nixon

Nixon

Nixon

Mixon

Nixon

910890~EI

Proffered By _I.D. No.

FEC

FPC

FPC

RO

FPC

ye
o
(9]

(SFN=7)

(SFN-8)

(SFN-9)

{SFN-10)

(SFN-11)

(SFN=-13

{SFN-15)
{SFN-16

)

St

Jpescpiption -

General Service Class =~
Coincident Factor VS .
Load Factor

1992 and 1993 CGeneral
Service Cost Curves: 1¢92
General Service Cost
curves

1992 and 1983 General
Service Cost Curves: 1992
Cost Curve vs. Present
Rates '

1992 = and 1993 General
Service Cost Curves: 19692
Cost curve - vs. 1992
Proposed Rates

1992 - and 1993 General
Service Cost Curves: 1892
Cost Curve VE . 1993
Proposed Rates

Migraticn Options -
Present and Proposed
Rates

Interruptible and
Curtailable - Cost
Effectiveness Test

IS-1 Class Coincident
Factor vs. Load Factor
ECCR Increase due to
IS/CS Credits

Development of Interin
rercentage Eate Increase
1993 irst Step Revenue
Keguliremer L 1)1« i 1O
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Witness

Falkenberg

Falkenberg

Falkenherg

Falkenberg

Falkenberg

910890-EI

PSC-92~-0606-PHO-EI

Proffered By _I1.D. No. .Depcription 1.

Occidental

Occidental

Occidental

Occidental

Occidental

FIPUG

FIPUG

(RIF~1)

(RIF-2)

(RIF-3)

(RIF-4)

(RIF-5)

(JP-1)

(TP=3)

Qualifications of Randall
J. Falkenberg

Adjusted Revenue
Reguilrxrememnt.:
Interruptible Loagd
Excluded from
Jurisdiction Separation
Factor

Florida Power Company,
Summary of Revenues for
GS-1 and GSL-1 Without
100% Migration Assumption

" Recommended 12-CP Cost of

Service Study: Demands
of IS Load Removed from
Production ‘Demand
Allocation Factors

Calculation of IS Class
Cost Effective Reverue
Requirement Based on 12-
CP Cost of Service Study

FPC 1989 Systen Load
Duration Curve

FPC Monthly Firm System
Peak Demands as a Percent
of the Annual System Peak
(1987-1991); Summary of
Firm L.oad Characteristics

FPC Monthly Reserve
Margins Expressed as a
Percent of Firm Peak
Demand (1987-19%91)

Illustration Showing the
Impact of a Load Shift con
the 12 CP Allocation
Factors
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Witness offered I.D. No.
Follock FIPUG (JP-5)
Pollock FIPDG (IJP-6)
Pollock FIPUG (JP=T7)
Pollock FIPUG (IP-8)
Pullock FIPUG (IP~9)
Pollock FIPUG {ITP-10)
Pollock FIPUG (IP~-11)}

_Description

Comparison Between FPC's
and FIPUG's Recommended
Allocation of Non-Firm
Credits: Twelve CP and
1/13th Average Demand
Method

FIPUG's Revised 1992 Cost
of Service Studies at
Present Rates (Twelve CP
and 1/13th Average Demand
Method; Sumner/Winter
Average CP HMethod)

1392 Class Cost of
Service Study Treating.
the IS Ciass as Non-firm

Margins Derived from the
Interruptible Class at
Present Rates

¥PC's Proposed Increases
Expressed as a Percent of
Base Revenue (1992
Iincrease; 1902«<93
Increases)

Summary of FPC's Cost of
Service Study Results at
Present and FPC's
Proposed Rates (Year
Ending December 31, 1992;
Year Ending Decenmber 31,

S )
FIPUG's Revised 1992 Cost
of Service Studies at
Present and FPC'l's
Proposeqd 1992 Rates
{Twelve cP & 1/13th
Average Demand Iitbc*,

Summer/Winter Average CP
Method)
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witness Proffered By _I.D. No. _Description
Pollock  FIPUG (JP=12) FIPUG's Recommended 1992
Revenue Distribution

(Twelve CP & 1/13th
Average Demand Method;
Sumnmer /Winter Average CP
Method)

Pollock FIPUG {(JP=-13) Derivation of FIPUG's
Recommended 1992 Increase
to the IS Class

Follock FIPUG (JP-14) Revised Cost
Effectiveness Analysis
for the Interruptible
Rate Based on FPC's $6/kW
Credit :

Pollock FIPUG (JP-15) Interruptible Credit
. Based on the Revised Cost
Effectiveness Analysis
and a 1.2 Benefit/Cost
Ratio

Pollock FIPUG (JP=18) Anomalies Resulting from
FPC's Avoided Cost
Approach to Deriving the
Non-Firm Credits: 1992

Pollock FIPUG (IP-17) Present vS. FPC’'s
Proposed 1992
Interruptible Rate Design

lock FIPUG (JP-18) Impact of Coincidence
Factor on Rate Design

lock FIPUG (IP-19) Scatter Diagram cf FPC's
Load Factor/Coincidence
Factor Analysis of the IS

~Y e
class

!lock FIPUG (IJP-20) Present vs FPC's Proposed
1992 Curtailable Rate

Design
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Witness Proffered By _I.D. Ho. Description
Pollock FIPUG (JP-21) Scatter Diagram of FPC's

Load Factor/Coincidence
Factor Analysis of the CS
Class

Pollock FIPUG (TP-22) Load Factor/Coincidence
: Factor Analysis of the
General Service Demand

Classes
Pollock FIPUG (JP—EB)' Derivation of FIPUG's
Recommended Delivery

Voltage Credits: 1992

Pollock FIPUG (IJP-24) Derivation of FIPUG's
Recommended Metering
. Voltage Adjustments: 1992

Stutz LEAF f3E~1}) - Dr. . Stutz's  Testimony
' Before - Regulatory

Commiscions
Stute LEAF (IJS~2) Differences Between
Traditicnal Planning and
Integrated Resource

Planning

LEAF (IS=3) Results of Integrated

Resocurce Planning Survey

Stutz LEAF (JS-4) “Military Briefing" Kicks
Oort Puget Powerfs

Conservation War

stutz LEF {J5-5) Load Data on Florida
Power DSM Programs

tz LEAF (J8~—6) Falr Allocation of DSM-
Related Costs

LEAF (IS—-7) Figures: Energy Use
Customer

pexr
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Witness

Stutz

stutz

Stutz

Kirshner

Kirshner

Kirshner

Kirshner

Eirshner

Kirshner

Kirshner

910890-EIX

Proffered By _1.D. No.

LEAF

LEAF
LEAF

LEAF

LEAF
LEAF

LEAF

LEAF

LEAF

I.a }i.“\ F

(J5-8)

(3S-9)

(J5-10)

(DK-1)

(DK-2)

(DK-3)

(DK-4)

(DK=5)

{DEK-86}

(DK~-7)

{DK-8)

Description =

Characterilstics
Associated with High DSM

Progran Participation
Rates
Utility Perceptions of

DSM-Related Risk

Electric Utilities with
DSM Ronus Mechanisms

Curriculum Vitae

Results Under Current
Regulatory Methods

Results Under Revenue per
Customer Decoupling

- Results Under Revenue per

Customer Decoupling with
Adjustment for Use per
Customer

Results Under ERAM
Decoupling

Results of Hypothetical
Conservation Program
Under Current Regulatory
Methods

Results of Hypothetical
Conservation Program
Under Revenue per
Customer Decoupling

Results of Hypothetical
Conservation Program
Under Revenue Per
Customer Decoupling With
Adjustment for Use per

Cuscomer
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Witness

Kirshner

Seligsqn
Cicchetti
Baudino
Greene

Phillips

14 P -/
Hancock/

Scardino

Stafi

bl
£
rn

PSC-92~-0606-PHO-EI

910890-EI

LEAF (DK=-9) Results of Hypothetical
Conservation Program with
Revenue Per Customer
Decoupling and Shared
" Savings

Staff Depos. of Seligson-Late
filed Exh., dated 6/9/92

Staff Depos. of Cicchetti-Late
filed Exh., dated 6/29/92

Staff Depos. of Baudino-Late
filed Exh., dated 6/29/92

Staff Depos. of Greene-Late
filed Exh., dated 6/12/32

Staff Depos. «f Phillips-Late
filed, Exh. No. 2, pgs.
25-31, dated 5/15/92

Stafft

FPC's Response to FIPUG's
Fourth Reguest POD, Nos.
79, 82, with exhibits

FPC's Response to Staff's
Fourth Set Interr., DNo.
62, pgs. 1-2

FPC's Response to Staff's
Fourth Set Interyr., No.

64, pPgs. i-2

FPC's Response to Staff's
Fourth Set Interr., No.
-

50, pes. 1=13
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Witness

Hancock

Beard

Beard

Beard

Beard

Barron

Barron

ATron/

Scardino

-

1

'V
Q/

910890~EI

Proffered By _1.D. No.
Staff

Staff

Staff

Staff

starff

Description

FPC's Response to FIPUG's

Fourth Set Interr. Nos.

101-108, g %2 ¢fa 9 with
exhibits

Depos., pgs. 24-36, 47~
50, 54-59

Depos. Late Filed, Exhs.
5748

FPC's Response to Staff's
Fourth Set Interr., Nos.
40, °%); 49

FPC's Response to Staff's
Eighth Set Interr., Nos.
125, 126, 136

Depos., pgs. 7-28, 37-40,
and 59-72

FPC's Response to Staff's
Fourth Set Interr., Nos.
785, 81

bDepos., pgs. 7-7Z

FPC's Response to FIPUG's
Third Reguest POD, Nos.
62, 72-75, with exhibits

Depos. of Wieland/Lynch
Late filed Exh., NHos. 1,
2, 3, parts A & B, pgs.
4-8, dated 5/28/92

Depos. of Twery-Late
filed Exh., Noc. 2, dated
()/::'/9:*.'
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witness

Peterson

Scardino
Scardino

Scardino

Scardino

Scardino

Scardino

Scardino

Scardino

sCardilino

ardino

Proffered By _1.D. No.

Staff

Staff
Statf

staff

Staff

Staff

Staff

Staff

_Description
Depos. of Peterson-Late

filed Exh., Hos. 1-9,
dated 6/1/92

FPC's Responsa to Staff's
First POD, No. 3

FPC's Response to Staff's
First Request POD, No. 1

Depos., pgs. 171-174

FPC's Response to OPC's
First Set Interr., Nos.
50-52, 5S4, 57, 62-64,
with exhibits

FPC's Respornse to OPC's
Second Set Interr., Nos.
86-87, 145-147, 150-154,

‘with exhibits

FPC's Response to OPC's
Fourth &et Interr., Nos.
190~31932

FPC's Response to 0OpPC's
Fifth 3et Interr., Nos.
221-225, 245-262

FPC's Response to OPC's
Second Reguest POD, Nos.
78-79, 82-8

FPC's Respanse to OPC's
Fifth Reqguest POD, HNos,
143-145

FPC's Response to Staff's
Fourth 5et Interr., Nos.
27-32

t =

r4

FPC's Response to Stat
Fifth Set Interr., Nos.

102, 104, with exhibit:

vr O
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Witness

Scardino

Scardinc

Scardino

Scardino

Scardino

Scardino

cardino

PSC~-92-0606-PHO-EI
9108%0-EX

Proffiered By  I.D. No,
S5taff

Staff
Staff
Staff
Starft
Staff

Staff

SLal L

_Description

FPC's Response to Staff's
Sixth Set Interr., No.
105, with exhibits

FPC's Response to Staff's
Second Request POD, No.
18, with exhibits

FPC's Response to FIPUG's
Second Set 1Inter:., Nos.
16-38

FPC's Response to FIPUG's
Third Set Interr., Nos.
81, 86

FPC's Response to FIPUG's
Fifth Set Interr., Nos.
113-121

FPC's Respornse to FIPUG's
Second Reguest POD, Nos.
24-25

FPC's Response to
Occidental's First Set
Interr., Nos. 1-4, 8, 16~
20

FPC's Response to
Occidental's Third Set
Interr., Hos. 56-64

FPC's Response to
Occidental's Eighth Set
Interr., Nos. 144-145

FPC's Response to
Gccidental's Second
Request POD, Nos. 52-66

Offic 1¢] .mtice of United
Telephona rate case order
when L,gucd. (Agenda
6/12/

/92)
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Witness

Scardino

Scardino

Scardino

Scardino

Scardino

Scardino

Scardino/

usser

—

910890-EI

Staff

Staff

Staff

Stafft

Staffr

Staff

Staff

c “ipt ]

Depos. of Scardino-Late
filed, Exh. Nos. 1-6, 9,
19 and pgs. 9-16, 21-67,
B I 43 o b bp 145-147, 160—
162,  169-174, 180~182,
227=230, 237-256, dated
5/28/92

Depos. of Scardino, Exh.:
Nos. 16, 17

Excerpt from NARUC Audit
Report of EEI (March,
1992)

Letter received from Safe
Energy Conservation
Council

PSC Auvdit Report, dated
April 29, 1992, and FPC's
Responses to Audit
Digclosures, filled June
8, 1992

FPC's latest Rate of

Return Report, as
required by Rule 25~
6 . 02 4, Florida

Administrative Cocde

Fully adjusted impact of
removal of Sebring
PDistribution System
Acquisition for 1992 and
1993 test years

Depos. of Bongers-Late
filed Exh., dated €/4/92

Depos of Slusser, Exh.
No. 2, taken 4/13/92
Depozs. o

—
-

= aa
.

S f
% P 4 = 1o
Ko. 4, tCakKken
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H
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Proffered By
Staff

Staff
Staff
Staff

Staft

7))
f
m ®
m
b

statg

statf

Staff

W
T
o
h
h

Starfft

I.D. No.

_Descripticn
Depos. of Slusser, Exh. .
No. 5, taken 4/13/92

Depos. or Slusser, Exh.
No. 6, taken 4/132/92

Depecs. of Slusser, Exh.
No. 7, taken 4/13/92

Depos. of Slusser, Exh.
No. 8, taken 4/13/92

FPC's Response to Staff's
Eighth Set Interr., lo.
108

FPC's Response to Staff's
Eleventh Set Interr., No.
179

FPC's Respcnse to Staff's
Eleventh Set Interr., No.
180

FPC's Response to Statff's
Thirteenth Set Interr.,
Nos. 183-185

FPC's Response to FIPUG's
First Reguest POD, No. 21

FPC's Response to City of
st. Petersburg's First
Set of Interr., Nos. 2, &
Depos. Exh. 11, taken
4/13/92

Depos. of Nixon, Exh. No.
1, taken 4/13/92

Depos. of Nixon, Exh. No.
2, taken 4,/13/92
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Nixon

Nixon

Nixon

Nixon

Nixon

910890~EI
Proffered By I.D. No. sRegcpdption o .
Staff Depos. of Nixon, Exh. No.
5, taken 4/13/92
staff Depecs. of Nixon, Exh. No,
6, taken 4/13/92
Staff Depos. of Nixon, Exh. No.
8, taken 4/13/92
Staff Depos. of Nixon, Exh. No.
9, taken 4,/13/92
Staff " Depos. of Nixon, Exh. No.
10, taken 4/13/92
Staff FPC's Response to Staff's
: Thirteenth Set Interr.,
Noz. 186-188
Staff Depos; cf Nixen, Exh. 11,
taken 4/13/92
staff Pet. by FPC in Docket No.
$11198-ET initiating
change in non-firm cost
methcodolegy
staff Occidental's response to
Staff's first POD No. 2
Staff Deposition of Pollock,
late-filed exhibit 5 & ¢,
taken June 22, 1992
Staff FIPUG'S response s
Staff's first set of POD,
Nos. 3, 4, & 5
nag right to identify additional

cross—-examination.
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1. PROPOSED STIPULATIONS
a. Sebring Stipulation:

At the request of Staff, Florida Power Corporation has aqgreed
to remove its proposed acguisition of the Sebring Distribution
System from consideration in this rate proceeding. As per said
agreement, FPC has filed with the Division of Records and
Reporting, and served on the parties, schedules reflecting the
“Fully Adjusted Impact of Removal of Sebring Acquisition" for the
1992 and 1993 test years (Sebring Removal Schedules).

The parties should note that because of time constraints, the
numbers resulting from the removal of Sebring are not reflected in
this prehearing order. Many of thz numbers found in the issues
herein will change as a result of the removal of the Sebring
acguisition. Therefore, we hereby incorporate by reference into
this prehearing order the Sebring Removal Schedules, as filed and
served on the parties by FPC. The parties are hereby put on notice
that numbers set forth in this prehearing order will be adjusted to
reflect the removal of the Sebring Acguisition and the parties to
this proceeding shall govern themselves accordingly.

Because FPC agreed to remove the proposed Sebring Distribution
System acguisition from this rate proceeding, the parties
stipulated to the following issues related to Sebring:

ISSUE 8165: Is the acquisition and inclusion of §12,624,000
{$13,000,000 system) for .the electric distribution
system of the Sebring Utilities Commission in rate base
for the 1992 current test year and $12,847,000
($13,230,000 system) for the 1993 projected test year
appropriate? (Keesler, Phillips, Scardino}

iElan: The proposed Sebring acguisition will not be included
in this rate proceeding.

ISSUE £166: What is the appropriate rate base accounting treatment
for FPC's acguisition of the electric distribution
system of Sebring Utilities? (Reasler, Phillips,

Scardinoc)

will not be included
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ISSUE B167: What 1s the appropriate net operating income accounting
treatment for FPC's acquisition eof the electric
distribution system of Sebring Utilities? (Xeesler,
Phillips, Scardino) '

tion The proposed Sebring acquisition will not be included
in this rate proceeding.

B. Stipulations subject to Commission's decisicn on Issue 1:

Occidental position concerning the 1993 projected test year is
that anything related to the 1993 test year should be disallowed.
The apprepriateness of the 1993 projected test year shall be
determined by the Commission in Issue 1. The following issues were
stipulated subject to the Commission's decision on Issue 1:

ISSUE 81€68; Is the inclusion of $60,292,000 ($89,707,000 system) of
new peaking generation at the Debary plant site in rate
base in the 1992 current test year and an additional
$830,000 ($1,301,000 systen) in rate base for the 1993
projected test year appropriate? (Keesler, Barren,
Hancock, Phillips, Scardino)

stipulated

Position: Ve, The annualization of new peaking generation at
the DeBary plant site 1is necessary for the total
investment 1in the 1992 current test year to be
representative of conditicns that will exist when the
reaking units are in service and when the rates
e3tablished in this proceeding are in place. The
following table identifies the components of tetal
annualized rate base amount for the new Debary units.
(KReesler, Barron, Hancock, Phillips, 8cardino)

i3-Month Avarage

Jurisdictional System
Electric Plant in Service $61,003,000 590,765,000
Accum Reserve For Depr. (1,421,000) (2,114,000)
I 1 Inventaory 1,024,000 1,454,000
irig Cap.-Inc. Tax Payable__ (1,898,000} _(2,823,000)

5 » A v . e 1 1 o oeu ) b  »] .
ITai ANMaillZed Katé nasEe

S58, 708,080 587,282,000
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ISSUE 8169: Is the inclusion of $72,514,000 ($113,623,000 system)
of new peaking generation at the Intercession City
plant site in rate base for the 1993 projected test
year appropriate? (Keesler, Barron, Hancock, Phillips,
B8cardino)

Position: Yes. The annualization of new peaking generation at
the Intercession City plant site is necessary for the
total investment in the 1993 test year to be
representative of conditions that will exist when the
peaking units are 1in service and when the rates
established in this proceeding are in place. The
following table identifies the components of total
annualized rate base amount for the new Intercessicn
2ity wunits. (Keesler, Barron, Hancock, Phillips,

Scardino)
13 Month Average
Jurisdictional System
Electric Plant in Service  $72,511,000 $113,623,000
Accum Reserve For Depr. {1,693,000) (2,653,000)
Fuel Inventory 875,000 1,463,000
Wc“klng Cap.-Inc. Tax Payable (2,202,000) {3.450,000)
Total Annualized Rate Base 569,491,000 $108,933,000

ISSUE 8170: Is the inclusion of $35,532,000 ($42,477,000 system)
for the new cogeneration project at the University of
Florida in rate base for the 1993 projected test year
appropriate? {Keesler, Barron, Hancock, Phillips,
Scardino)

tion: Yes. The annualization of new cogeneration prcject at

”he Fniversity of Florida is necessary for the total

1n stment in the 1993 test year to be representative
;;Jzt)ons that will exist when the peaking units
service and when the rates established in this
i are in place. The following table
s the components of total annualized rate base
L moun r the University of Florida project. {Keesler,
Barrcn, Hancock, Phillips, Scardino)
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Fully Adjusted
13-Month Average
Cmm——— In Thousands-—--->
i S § 3% b - VR 1 3 -
Electric Plant in Service $35,535,000 $42,478,000
Accum Reserve For Depr. (962,000) (1,150,000)
Fuel Inventory ; 0 0
Working Cap.-~-Inc. Tax Payable (1,385,000) (1,611,000)
Total Annualized Rate Base $33,188,000 £39,717,000
ISSUE 8171: Is the inclusion of $76,525,956 (%$83,054,000

Eo‘i
-
h—h“(}
alie
-
O 1=
’1.
o
o3

Stipulated

Position:

ISSUE S173:

system) for Helper Cooling Towers for Crystal River

1, 2, and 3 1in the 1993 projected test year

appropriate? (8cardino, Hancock, Phillips)

Yes, The annualization of the Helper Cooling
Towars at Crystal River is necessary for the total
investment in the 1993 test - year to  be

“representative of conditions that will exist when

the cooling towers are in service and when the
rates established in this proceeding are in place.
(8cardino, Hancock, Phillips) )

Is Florida Power's adjustment to working capital of
the 1993 projected test vyear of $2,5%4,000
(62,791,000 system) to annualize Accrued Taxes
Payable related to the Intercession City Peakers
appropriate? (Scardino, Slusser)

Yes. {See table in Florida Power's position under
Issue 169 above,) {Scardino, Slusser)

Is Florida Power's adjustment to working capital of
the 1993 projected test year of §1,268,000
1,385,000 system) to annualize Accrued Taxes
yable related to the University of Florida
sct appropriate? (Scardino, Blusser)

.

(S=e table in Florida Power's position under

3170 above.) (Scardinc, Slusser)




ORDER NO. PSC-92-0606-PHO-EY
DOCKET NO.
PAGE 183

Stipulated
Position:

ISSUE _8176:

+

ition:
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Are Florida Power's 1993 Intercession City Pealving
Units annualization adjustments to non-fuel O&M
expenses, depreciation expense, taxes other than
income, and income taxes appropriate? (Scardino)

Yes. The annualization of new peaking generation
at the Intercession City plant site is necessary in
order for the expenses in the 1993 test year to be
representative of conditions that will exist when
the peaking units are in service and when the rates
established 1in this proceeding are in place.
{Scardino)

Are Florida Power's 1993 Crystal River Cooling
Towers annualization adjustments to non-fuel O&M
expenses, depreciation expense, taxes other than
income, and income taxes appropriate? (8cardino)

»s. The annualization of Helper Cooling Towers at
he Crystal River plant site 1s necessary in order
for the expenses in the 1993 test year to be
representative of conditions that will exist when
the cooling towers are 1in service and when the
rates established in this proceeding are in place,
(Scardino)

Are Florida Power's 1993 University of Florida
Cogeneration Project annualization adjustments to
HO“*IULI O&M expenses, depreciation expense, taxes
other than income, and income taxes appropriate?
{scardino}

The annualization of the University of

Yes

Florida Cogeneration Project is necessary in order
for the expenses in the 1983 test vyear to be
representative of conditions that will exist when
the project is in service and when the rates
established in this proceeding are 1in place.
(Scardino)
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The following issues were stipulated:

The parties stipulated to the following issues:

[SSUE

Temporary
Prepaid

Should an adjustment be made to the working capital
allowance for any test year to exclude temporary:
cash investuents? (Scardino, Blusser)

Yes. Through an oversight in preparing the 1991
Interim Test Year, the Company left temporary cash
investments and prepaid interest in working
capital. As part of their audit of the Interim
Test Year, Staff issued Audit Disclosure No. 2,
which recommended reducing working capital to
correct the <clerical X error associated with
temporary cash investments and prepaid interest by
the following amounts:

Cash Investments $2,559,000 $2,632,000
Interest . $ 186,000 $ 196,000

The Company concurs with Staff's audit

recommendation. In its response *to the audit

disclesure, the Company noted that the proforma
adjustments made to both the 1992 current test year
and the 1993 projected test year correctly removed
the effects of temporary cash investments but did
not remove prepaid interest. The 13~nonth average
adjustment to remove prepaid interest from the
working capital allowance for each of the test
years is shown below:

Jurisdictional System
19 Current Test Year $ 229,000 S 246,000
13 Projected Test Yeat $ 330,000 S 3585 000
{8cardino, Slusser)
851782

Should an adjustment be made to the working capital
allowance for 1992 and 1993 to exclude prepaid
interest? (Bcardinoj

Yes. See FPC's response toc Issue 177 above.

(Scardinec}
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ISSUE 8179:

Stipulated
Position:

1SSUE S180:

Stipulated
Position:
1SSUE S181;

-

910890~-EI

Are adjustments removing $734,631,000 ($734,631,000
system) in fuel revenues for 1992 and $780,053,000
($780,053,000 system) for 1993 and the related
expenses recoverable through the Fuel Adjustment
Clause appropriate? (Scardino, Slusser)

Yes. Fuel revenues and related recoverable
expenses have been removed in the same manner as
previously accepted by the Commission in the
Company's prior base rate proceedings. (Scardino,
Slusser)

Are adjustments removing conservation revenues of
$84,473,000 ($84,473,000 system) for 1992 and
$94,622,000 for 1993 and the related expenses
recoverable through the Conservation Cost Recovery

Clause appropriate? (8Bcardino, Slusser)

Yes. ECCR revenues and related recoverable
expenses have been removed in the same manner as
previously accepted by the Coemmission in the
Company's prior base rate proceedings. (Scardino,
Slusser)

Sheould an adjustment be made toc any test year {or
the Operation and Maintenance Expense to disallow
membership dues in the Chambers of Commerce and the

Committee of 1007 (S8cardino)

Yas. ‘he Company concurs with Staff's pesition to
reduce 199 Interim Test Year OC&M by §$52,390.
Florida Power also included dues of this nature in
the 1992 and 1993 test year and agrees that past
Commission practice removes these types of expenses

service. Please see the Company's

the Staff's Audit Report, Audit
22. Shown below 1s a table that
jurisdictional and system amogunts in
crent and 1993 projected test year
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1992 Current Test Year $ 71,654 $75,000
1993 Projected Test Year $ 75,827 $79,500
I8SUE 8182: Are Florida Power's 1992 Debary Peakxing Units

annualization adjustments to non-fuel 0&M expenses,
depreciation expense, taxes other than income, and
incomne taxes appropriate? (8cardino)

St ipulated :
Position: Yes. The annualization of new peaking generation
at the Debary plant site is necessary in order for
the expenses in the 1992 test year to be
representative of conditicons that will exist when
the peaking units are in service and when the rates

established 1in this proceeding are in place.
(8cardino)

ISSUE £183: Is the company's proposal to lower the minimum
amount. of load subject to curtailment from 200 to
25 KW and eliminate the 500 KW reguirement for
lngcrruptibln» general gervice{1S) reasonable?
(Nixon)

Position: Yes, the Company's propoesal to lower the minimum
load subject to curtailment from 200 kKW to 25 kW
and eliminate the 500 kW reguirement for
interruptible general service is reasonable.
Further, since there has bean no objection by the
parties to this proposal, this issue should be
stipulated. (Nixon)

ISSUE S184: Should the outdoor 1lighting (0L} and street
lighting {SL) rate schedules be combined into a
single rate schedule LS-17 (Nixon)

¥oiL
i)

= Thwre is no cost justification to support a
differe rate level for private outdoor lighting
service *han for street lighting service. ({(Nixon,
Siusser)
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Stipulated
Position:

910890~EI

Should the Commission approve FPC's proposal to
eliminate the time-of-use feature of the
Interruptible rate schedule?

No. After consideration of FIPUG witness Pollock's
testimony, the Company believes it 1s appropriate
to continue to offer an interruptible TOU rate
schedule, designed in the manner described in the
Company ‘s position under Issue 175 above. (Nixon)

D. Stipulations between FPC and Staff:

The following issues were stipulated between FPC and Staff.
l'he other parties took no position on these issues, and, therefore,

-

ISSUE 5186:

Stipulated

i~
)
{

Position:

ISSUE S187:

they did not participate in these stipulations:

Are Flerida Power's forecasted fuel prices for 1992
and 1993 reasonable? (Williams)

Yes., (Williams)

Is Florida Power's requested level of heavy oil
inventory in the amount of 514,477,194 ($16,608,000
system) for the 19892 current test year and
$15,169,323 ($17,402,000 system) for the 1993
projected test year appropriate? (Williams)

Yes. (Williams)

Florida Power's requested level

I 4
inventory in the amount of $31,036,007 ($35

5,604,000
system) for the 1992 current test vear and
$30,870,384 ($35,414,000 system) for the 1993
projected test year appropriate? (Williams)

Yes. {Williams)
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- Power Jjustified $942,311

910890~EI st

For the 1987 thru 1992 time period, has Florida
($1,064,3%7 system) of
expenses associated with the Activation of the New
Debary units in excess of the 1992 Fossil
Production O&M benchmark? (Hancock)

Yes, Florida Power has justified new scope OC&M
expenses for the activation of the new DeBary
units, as detailed in the direct testimony of Mr.
Hancock, beginning on page 13. (Hancock)

For the 1987 thru 1992 time period, has Florida
Power jJustified $2,446,966 ($2,763,396 system) of
expenses assoclated with the Reactivation of
Existing Peaking Units in excess of the 1992 Foseil
Production O&M benchmark? (Hancock

Yes, Florida Power has ‘justified O&M expenses
exceeding the 1992 bkenchmark assocjiated with the
Reactivation of Existing Peaking Units. These new
scope expenses are Jjustified starting on page 186
of the Fossil Benchmark Justification in MFR
Schedule C-57a. (Hancock)

For the 1987 thru 1992 time period, has Florida
rower justified $652,5%56 {$727,101 system) of
cxpense assoclated with Material Technology (Plant
Life Extension) Programs in excess of the 19%2
Fossil Production 0&M benchmark? (Hancock)

Yes, Florida Power has Jjustified O&M expenses
exceeding the 1992 benchmark associated with
Material Technology Programs. These programs are
justified starting on page 195 of the F
Benchmark Justification in MFR Schedule C-57
(Hancock)
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ISSUE 8192: Should FPC be required to file, within 60 days
after the date of the final order in this docket, a
description of all entries or adjustments to its
annual report, rate of return reports, and hooks
and records which will be required as a result of
the Commission's findings in this rate case?

(8cardino)
Stipulated
Position: Yes.
E: Depreciation reserve stipulation:

The following issues deal with FPC's proposed reversal of
acapreciation reserve transfers. The parties stipulated that what
happens 1in Docket No. 920096-EI will also happen in Docket No.

G10890~E1:

ISSUE 8193: Are Florida Power's requested adjustments to
accumulated depreciation for 1992 and 1993 to
reflect the reversal of reserve transfers
appropriate? (Scardinoc)

The Commission's decision in Docket No. 920096-EIL
will determine the adjustment to be made in Docket
No. 910890-EI.

ISSUE 8194: Are Florida Powaer's requested adjustments t
depreciation expense for 1992 and 1993 to reflect
the reversal of reserve transfers appropriate

{Scardino)

N rt O

cmmission’'s decision in Docket Ne. 920096-EI

1) termine the adjustment to be made in Docket
No. 910890-EI.
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ISSUE 526! Are FPC's reguested adjustments to accumulated
depreciation for 1992 and 1993 to reflect its
adjustment to nuclear decomnmissioning expense
appropriate? (8cardino)

The adjustments made to accumulated depreciation
based on the Coumpany's nuclear decommissioning
study shall be reversed

¥. PENDING MOTIONS

The following motions were ruled on at the prehearing
conference: i

5 A FPC's Motion in Limine.

On June 17, 1992, FPC filed a Motion in Limine seeking to
exclude from the hearing in this docket the testimony of all

witnesses named in the prehearing statement of the Florida Consumer
Acticn Hetwork. The ground offered by FPC for exciuding FCAN's
witnesses is that FCAN had not prefiled testimony as reguired in
the Order on Prehearing Procedure, and had filed nc motion seeking
to be excluded from the requirements of the Order, or requesting an
extension of time to file testimony.

Je agree with FPC, and grant the Motion in Limine. Order Ho.
Y42~-0290-PCO-EI reqguires the filing of testimony by scheduled
= FCAN has had ample opportunity since the issuance of that
er to either comply, or to regquest relief from the requirements
the Order had there been problems complying. FCAN has done
ither. We therefore grant FPC's Motion in Limine to the extent
' the testimony of the witnesses named in FCAN's prehearing
statement shall be excluded from the hearing in this docket. FCAN
shall be permitted to participate in this proceeding in all other
respects, to include cross examinatior of witnesses, and briefing

+}

12 1s58ues

Motion for Extensicon of Time to File Rebuttal

filed a Motion for

on Ju T imse
1 le R In its motion FIPUG that the

n it A > to the unavailability of its
3T i hecau 1 confliict.

4 1 iround stated b TPUG for regulring
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extension is zeaaonable and therefore grant FIPUG's motion to the
extent that FIPUG will be allowed an additional five (5) days
until wWednesday, June 24, 1992, to file its rebuttal testimony.

3. FPC s Motion for ILeave to File Supplemental Rebuttal
ru:‘tgm ny.

On June 19, 1992, FPC filed a Motion for Leave to File
Supplemental Rebuttal Testimony. The basis for FPC's motion is
that Order No. PSC-92-0439-PCO~-EI provided parties an opportunity
to supplement their direct testimony, and that FPC should be given
an opportunity to prepare rebuttal ‘testimony responding to the
supplemental testinmony.

We agree. In Order No. PSC-92-0439-PCO-EI, we atfforded
parties receiving late discovery materials on cpportunity to file
supplemental testimony on matters directly related to the late

discovery. 1t 1s reasonable to afford FPC an oppertunity to
respond to this testimony and therefore grant FPC leave to file
supplemental rebuttal testimony addressing the intervenor

ltnesses' supplemental testimony on or before June 26, 1992.

4. FPC's Motion to File Supplemental Direct Testimony.

On April &, 1992, FPC filed a HMotion to File Supplemental

-t Testimony, with attached testimony. The ground for FpC's
that the Commission has rejected FPC's MFRs, and had

supplemental MFRs to be filled containing benchnmark

on relating to O&M expense for the period between 1984 and

“PC's Motion requests leave to file supplemental testimony
to the supplemental MFRs.

FPC's reguest 1s reasonable. We therefore grant FPC's Motion
File DIEP,L,MHE&J Direct Testimony, and accept for £filing the
plemental! Direct Testimony filed by FPC with its motion on April
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ISSUE R195: Is Florida Power's requested adjustment to its
Nuclear Decommissioning Accrual of $4,103,000
(94,441,000 system) for 1992 and $4,092,000
($4,441,000) for 1993 appropriate? (8cardino,
Beard) : ;

ISSUE R196: Is FPC's selection of a nuclear decommissioning
funding rate of 4.41% appropriate? (Scardino)

ISSUE R197: Is FPC's proposal to use a contingency factor in
its nuclear decommissioning fund appropriate?

B. The following issues are eliminated as_issues in this docket.

However, LEAF will be allowed to pregent its testimony at the
hearing on these jissues:

ISSUE R198: Is the current cennection between utility sales and
profits an economic disincentive to Florida Power's
investing in energy efficiency programs that reduce
electricity usage? If so, should the Commission
adopt a decoupling mechanism that removes the
disincentive?

[SSUE R199: Should the Commission require Florida Power to
employ Integrated Resource Planning as the basis
for least-cost resocurce acgquisition and resource
investment cost recovery in order to fix Jjust,
reasonable and compensatory rates pursuant to
Section 366.041, Florida Statutes?

ISSUE R200: Is the development and use of an Integrated
Resource Plan an essential element of FPC's
providing electric services to customers at least
coat over the planning period?

ue should be
_Pr c‘_bﬁolanlg

Fasley ruled that the following

I 1
R_docket. and not FPC's rate

S8

Lﬂ

_ECC

gm

ISSUE R201: Should interruptible customers of Florida Power be

haroed *ha TOCDR?
nargea The LCCR?
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It 1is therefore,

ORDERED by Commissioner Betty Easley, as Prehearing Officer,
that this Prehearing Order shall govern the conduct of these
proceedings as set forth above unless modified by the Commission.

By ORDER of Commissioner Betty Easley, as Prehearing Cfficer,
thisgs day of ' .

2

BETTY EASLEY / Commissioner and
Prehearing Officer

MAB /MAP:bmi

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW

The Florida Public Service Comnission is required by Section
120. 594}, Florida Statutes, to notify 9parties of any
administrative hearing or ]udlcial raview of Commissicn orders that
1 avallable under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as
weell as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice
should net be construed to mean all requests for an adwinistrative

hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief
sought,

Any party adversely affected by this order, which is
preliminary, procedural or intermediate in nature, may reguest: 1)
reconsideration within 10 days pursuant to Rule 25-22.038(2),

rida Administrative Code, if issued by a Prehearing Officer; 2)
reconsideration within 15 days pursuant to Rule 25-22.060, Fleorida
dministrative Code, 1if issued by the Commission; or 3) Jjudicial
review by the FPlorida Supreme Court, in the case of an electric,
gas or telephone utility, or the First District Court of Appeal, in
ne case of a water or wastewater utility. A motion for
nsideration shall be filed with the Director, Division of
ecords ;nd Reporting, in the form prescribed by Rule R5=22 0860,

rida Administrative Code. Judicial review of a preliminary,
3 juxJL or intermediate ruling or order is available if review
‘he final action will not provide an adequate remedy %u‘d
ew may be requested from the appropriate court, as H(.-LJ

; pursuant to Rule 9,100, Florida Rules of Appella





