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fEK WIGGINS Esqulre, Wiggins and vzltaﬂ@zta.
_501 East Tennessea Street, Tallahassee, Florida
"_:__:f _,D strict 1_of Pasco County.
j;;ROBEwr V. BLIAS, Esquire, DONNA L. CANZANO, Buquire,
- MICHAEL 3 PALECKI, Esquire, and M. ROBERT CHRIST.
=._Esquire, Florxda Public Service Commission, 101 E. Galnes
- street Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0863
1 , ;gg;gnm§&ﬁﬁi
; PRENTICE B PRUITT Esquire, Florida Public Service
~_;Pommisslon, 101 E Gaines Street, Tallahassee, Florida
:v32399*9862 .
* These partxes did not attend the prehearing confevence

. held on Septembar 30 3992, In accord with Order No.
 PSC-0666- PCO-BT - ¥ B rocedure, theéie
:partles are deemed to have walved posicions on all
issues. In flllng post hearing statements cf issuas of
pos;tlons and p051t10n5 and/oxr briefs, parties may adopr
and argue any position taken by any party in this
Prehearlng Order.

PREHEARTNG ORDER

I. CASE BACKGROUND

On May 22, 1892, Tampa EBElectric Company (TECO or the company
or ‘the utiilty) flled a Petition for an increase in its rates and
charges and approval of a fair and reasonable rate of return. The
petition seeks a permanent increase in TECO's rates and chargs
pursuant to Section 366.06, Florida Statutes. The petition
the costs agsociated with bulldlng and maintaining an adegu
reliable productlon transmission and distribution system; ¢

of serving over 106,000 new customers expected to take wﬂxlw.wf
21993 Ha compared t£to 1984 (the test year in the company' =
. proceeding); -and the effects of a 41% expected kx

inflation from year end 1984 to 1993 as factors creating the need
for higher rates.

The increases requested total 63.5 million dollars in 19 3
a step increase in 1994 of 34.4 million dollars. The company seelks
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. Cmmmissiau det&rminatlon that a 13.75% return on equity and a
3. .22% overall rate_of return is fair and reasonable for Tampa
- ﬁﬁl&cﬁric Company.  Tampa Electric Company filed new tariff

~8chedules raflecning the proposed 1ncreases ~ The company did not

:_.-'--ssaerk an interim increase

By Grder No. PSC 92 0596 FOF EI issued July 1, 1992, the
Commission voted to suspend the permanent increase pendlng review.
A customer service hearing was held on October 7, 1992 in Tampa,

Florida. The final hearlng is scheduled for October 12- 17, 19 and
21-24, 1992.

1z, HAN'DLING _"ONFIDEN'I‘IAL INFORMATION

. A‘ Any 1nformatlon prov1ded pursuant to a discovery request
.fcr which propr1etary confidential business information status is
requested shall be treated by the Commission and the parties as
confidential. The information shall be exempt from Section
119.07(1), Florida Statutes, pending a formal ruling on such
request by the Commission, or upon the rnturn of the information to
the person providing the information. If no determination of
confldentlallty has been made and the information has not been used
in the proceeding, it shall be returned expeditiously to the person
providing the information. If a determination of confidentiality
has been made and the information was not entered into the record
of the proceeding, it shall be returned to the person providing the
information within the time periods set forth in Section 366.093,
Florida Statutes.

B. It is the policy of the Florida Public Service Commission
that all Commission hearlngs be open to the public at all times.
The Commission also recognizes its obligation pursuant to Section
366.093, Florida Statutes, to protect proprietary confidential
bu81ness information from disclosure outside the proceeding.

In the event it becomes necessary to use confidential information
during the hearing, the following procedures will be observed:

1) Any party wishing to use any proprietary
confidential business information, as that term is
defined in Section 366.093, Florida Statutes, shall
notify the Prehearing Officer and all parties of
record by the time of the Prehearing Conference, or
if not known at that time, no later than seven 7‘
days prior to the beginning of the hearing. The
notice shall include a procedure to assure that *h*
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confidential nature of the information is preserved as
required by statute. =

2)  Failure of any party to comply with 1) above shall
- be grounds to deny the party the opportunity to
~ present evidence which is proprietary confidential
~ business information. =

~3) When confidential information is wused in the
' hearing, parties must have copies for the
- Commissioners, necessary staff, and the Court
- Reporter, in envelopes clearly marked with the
nature of the contents. Any party wishing to
examine the confidential material that is not
subject to an order granting confidentiality shall
be provided a copy in the same fashion as provided
to the Commissioners, subject to execution of any
appropriate protective agreement with the owner of

the material. = '

4) Counsel and witnesses are cautioned to avoid
~ verbalizing confidential information in such a way
that would compromise the confidential informaticn.
Therefore, confidential information should be
presented by written exhibit when reasonably
possible to do so.

5) At the conclusion of that portion of the hearing
that involves confidential information, all copies
of confidential exhibits shall be returned to the
proffering party. If a confidential exhibit has
been admitted into evidence, the copy provided to
the Court Reporter shall be retained 1in the
Commissgion Clerk's confidential files.

ITI. PREFILED TESTIMONY AND EXHIBITS

Testimony of all witnesses to be sponsored by the parties ang
Staff has been prefiled. All testimony which has been prefiled in
this case will be inserted into the record as though read after the
witness has taken the stand and affirmed the correctness of the
. tegstimony and associated exhibits. All testimony remains subject

to orally summarize his or her testimony at the time he or
takes the stand. Upon insertion of a witness' testimony, b
appended thereto may be marked for identification.
parties and Staff have had the opportunity to obisct
examine, the exhibit may be moved into the record.
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-aﬁhiﬁitarm&y-be 3im11arly identified and entered into the record at

, rah@ apprapriate time durxng the hearing.

ﬂitaéaﬂaﬂ are reminded that on cross-examination, responses
Lo quaﬁniana calling for a 51mple Yeés or no answer shall be so

answered first. after which the witness may explain his or her
anﬁﬂﬁr. .

1v.

.-Witneséés“arefgrouped‘by-subject matter.

In.keeping with'past Commission practice, witnesses are grouped by
subject matter.

Witness 7 Party - Subject Matter of Testimony/
Issue Numbers

Policy

Girard F. Anderson (TECO) (Direct) Policy 94

Forecast

Thomas W. Moore ({TECO) (Direct) Inflation, Growth and

KWH Forecast 2, 38, 46, 67

System Plannin

John B. Ramil (TECO) (Direct) System Planning and
Fuel Inventory 4, 8, 9, 140,
ii, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 2&,
29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 69, 70,
71, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 86, 57,
98, 99, 102, 103, 104, 10&6, 108

‘Accountinq

Keith S. Surgenor (TECO)
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Lester L, Lefler  (TECO) (Direct) Accounting & Budgeting
P e BB o 8000 100 T, 12,
A4y il 5, 165 17, 18,19,.-20, 22,
025,26, 279, 34, 35, .36, 37, 47,
a8, 40, 505 51, 52,58, B4, 55,
56, 57,58,.89, 60, 61, 62, 63,
B4, 65, 66, 68, 69, 70, 7L, 72,
3, A 50 a6, 1T, T8, 7%, BE,
81,82, 63, BB, 87, 89, 132,
134,135,136, 138

- Benjamin A. McKnight - (TECO) (Direct) Income Taxes
L e g : ' 41, 42, 44, 61, 86
- Elizabeth A. Simokat (TECO) (Direct) Revenue Requirements
; &) ke L Ly B 12,33, 19, 22, 23, 24,
28, 34, 37, 40, 41, 42, 43, 45,
47, 48, 49, 84, 86, 87, 88, 95,
1325 138, 134, 136

Helmuth W. Schultz (OPC) (Direct) Accounting Issues 12,
L T 14, 46, 285, 26, 27, 34, 36, 37,
50, 54, 55, 57, 58, 59, 68, 6%,

71, 73, &, 77T, T8

Stephen A. Stewart (OPC) (Direct) Steam O&M Expense 4,
! oy - 68, 69, 79
*%Ann B.'ﬁéuck&eft (STAFF) (Direct) Accounting
~**William J. Davis (STAFF) (Direct) Accounting
**Jack W. Hoyt (STAFF) (Direct) Accounting
Keith 8. Surgenor (TECO) (Rebuttal) Rebuttal to Schultz

54, 57, 59

Lester L. Lefler (TECOQ) (Rebuttal) Rebuttal to Schultz
26, 36, 54, 55, 73, 74, 78

L By agraemﬁnt of the parties the direct testimony of witnesses
. Bouckaert, Davis and Hoyt will be inserted into the record as
though read; cross examination waived; and the witnesses excused
from appearing.
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_ ***Charles A. Benore (TECO) (Direct) Cost of Common Equity
**sCharles E. Olson (TECO) (Direct) Cost of Common Equity
. - . . 39 '
4f:**?§ﬁ#$d Parcell = (OPC) (Direct) Cost of Common Equity
***Charles A. Benore (TECO) (Rebuttal) Rebuttal to Parcell
s . 39
Financial
***William A. Abrams (TECO) (Direct) Financial Integrity
- o 13
***Alan K. Oak  (TECO) (Direct) Financial Policy
13, 38, 40, 45
* ko By agreement of the parties, witnesses Benore, Olson,

Parcell, Abrams and Oak will testify on Monday, October 19, 1992.

FAS 106
****Victoria Montanaro {(OPC) (Direct) FAS 106 -
27 61, BZ
** %% PBenjamin A. McKnight (TECO] (Rebuttal) Rebuttal
to Montanaro
61
ik % %k By agreement of the parties the direct testimony of Ms.

Montanaro and rebuttal testimony of Mr. McKnight will be inserted
into the record as though read; cross examination waived; and the
witnesses excused from appearing.

- Cugtomer Service

**xkk*Nancy Pruitt (STAFF) (Direct) Customer Service

v e e o By agreement of the parties the testimony of Ms. Prul
will be inserted into the record as though read; crose sxaminatl!l
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Zsaiv@ﬂ; §nd§cha_yiﬁﬁésé,éxauséa:from appearing.

f]ﬁ (LEAE)”- f “(Direct) Decoupling and D3M
: . ©  Incenitdves 108, 129, 130, 132
%R%ﬁﬂﬂiiﬁﬁg‘?ﬁlk&ﬁbgfgg{FI?UGY;T ~ (Rebuttal) Rebuttal to Stutz
‘Gerard J. Kordecki  (TECO) (Rebuttal) Rebuttal to Stutz
‘ _ o . 128, 129

~Hugh A. Gower e (TECO) (Direct) Jurisdictional
e - Pl Separation and Cost of Service

Allocation

61100, 105106, 114, 124,

125, 126

L. Roy Smith : (TECO) (Direct) Revenue Forecast and
Pl o o Rate Design
46, 101, 102, 105, 107, 108,
109, 2406, 111, 112, 113, 114,
115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120,
121, 122, 123, 124, 137, 139,
140, 141, 142, 143

Randall J. Falkenberg (FIPUG) (Direct) Rate Design

H. G. Wells (PASCO) (Direct) Rate Design, Cost of
- Common Equity 39, 102, 103

*k*x**k*John B. Ramil (TECO) (Rebuttal) Rebuttal to Davis,

Bouckaert, Hoyt, Stewart,

Schultz, Falkenberg and Wells
4, 8, 15, 18, 69, 89, 102, 103,
127

ko khkk By agreement of the parties that portion of Mr. Ramil's
rebuttal testimony that relates to the testimony of witnesses
Bouckaert, Davis and Hoyt will be inserted into the record as
though read and cross examination waived. Mr. Ramil will appear Lo
address the direct testimony of witnesses Stewart, Schultz,
Falkenberg and Wells. The right to cross examine his testimony
with respect to these witnesses is not waived.
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- ABME HCTR COMPAN TECO) : Tampa Electrlc is requestlng that
“ur*he ﬁnmmission approve the ccmpany 8 request for a $49.7 million
_;psfmansnt base revenue and mlscellaneous ‘service revenue increase
‘an 1993, In addltion, the company is requestlng a step increase of

~ an additional $33.5 million in 1994. "As authorized by Florida

Statutes, Tampa Electric also plans to remove gross receipt tax
_‘collection from base rates and begin recovering all gross receipts
taxes through a separate line item on the Customer bill. The
_-pruposed increases in revenues will also result in a $1.5 million
_;srncrease,in gross rec91pts tax revenues in 1993 and a $0.9 million
- increase in 1994. The company is requestlng to recover capaclty
. related purchase power costs through a capacity clause provision
~within the fuel cost recovery clause docket as provided for in
Order No. 25773 in Docket No. 910794-EQ, as well as providing a
_ credit through the fuel clause for the company's proposed treatment
~of off-system sales. This approach will result in an increase in
_the ftuel cost recovery clause of $12 3 million in 1993. The total
1ncrease whlch Tampa Electrlc rs requestlng the Comm1581on to
in 1994 The table belocw summarlzes the company's request and the
proposed treatment of the requested revenue.

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY
REVENUE REQUIREMENTS
DOCKET NO. 920324-EI
(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS)

1993 1994 TOTAL
(1) Base revenues $49.7 $33.5 5$83.2
(2) Fuel revenues 12.3 0.0 12.3
(3) Gross receipts tax 1.5 9 2.4
TOTAL REVENUES REQUESTED 63.5 $34.4 $97.9

Under present conditions the company's rates and charges
cannot produce a fair rate of return on its property used and
. useful in-serving the public. The company's projected 1993 average
rate base is $1.869 billion with a projected 1993 adjusted net
operating income of $141.4 million. The company calculates that
the present rates and charges will earn an adjusted rate of return
onn rate base of 7.57% in 1993. A fair and reasonable rate ofF
return for the company would be 9.22% which would reflect a 13.7%
return on equity based on the company's projected 1983 adjusted
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faverage capltal structure and average cost rates.

_ Unless 1994 is also rev1ewed in this case, the company would
Jhave to file another p8t1t10n for a change in prices in early 1993
to address the financial needs of 1994. The company must have

~ additional revenue effective January 1, 1994, to provide the

company an opportunlty Lo . earn the requlred rate of return for
1994.  Therefore, Tampa Electric requests that the Commission
approve a step increase in the company's base rates in the amount
of $33.5 mllllon, to become effectlve for all bills rendered on and

:after January 1, 1994._ Any amounts not granted for 1993 would
1ncrease further the need for 1994 1ncreases

Tampa Electrlc s Petltlon requests that the Commission consent

to the operation of the company's proposed new permanent rate
aschedules at an early date.

CITIZENS OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA (OPC) : Tampa Electric already has
the highest retail rates of Florida's investor-owned electric
.utllltles._ -In . an attempt to increase rates even further, the
utility has requestedja return on equlty that is unrealistic undex
prevailing market conditions. CWIP in rate base is not needed to
preserve financial 1ntegr1ty. Even the jurisdictional allocation
is designed to maximize retail rates and force retail customers to
subsidize wholesale transactions. Rates are already excessive and
should not be increased further.

FLORIDA-QQDUSTRIAL POWER USERS GROUP_ (FIPUG): FIPUG contends that
post retirement benefits other than pensions should not be a charge
upon current customers except to the extent that the benefits are
being currently paid. This issue is presently the subject matter
of a rulemaking proceeding and will be addressed in that proceedan
rather than this case. Therefore, FIPUG recommends that the igsues
in this case be limited to the amounts of benefits that are being
accrued. Whether these amounts should be presently collected as &
ratemaking matter should be deferred to the rule proceeding.

FIPUG recommends that the Commission select a cost of service
methodology based upon the ten summer/winter peak periods. FIPUG
endorses Tampa Electric's statutorily correct approach which
considers rate history and experience and designs rates upon an
imbedded cost of service study. FIPUG rejects the idea of
.~ collecting the differential between interruptible and firm rates
from customers through an independent conservation surchargs

The implementation of the "decoupling® theory in this case is
premature for a variety of reasons.
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The economic incentives created by regulatory policies exert a
-~ powerful influence on utlllty actions. The current connection
between utility revenues and sales gives Tampa Electric Corporation
("TECO") a strong 1ncent1vetx>mamelze electric sales between rate
'_cases.'e Every addltlonal kWh TECO sells between rate cases

- , and every kWh customers do not buy due to

conservation ;gggces its bottom line. As a result, one of the
strongest economic incentives in place under current regulation
discourages investment in even low cost energy conservation and
Creates a strong disincentive to TECO's provision of reliable

‘energy services at least cost and implementation of fully
1ntegrated resource plannlng

Two regulatory p011c1es are essentlal to correcting current
incentives--to aligning TECO's economic interests with those of its
customers. Decoupling utility revenues from sales is a necessary
first step, and providing economic rewards for pursuing the least

cost resource optloﬂs—wspeclflcally, ‘those conservation and
efficiency options that reduce TECO's revenue requirements--is the
second. The experience of other states indicates that both

decoupling and incentives for cost effective demand side management
(“D8M"} are wvital to the achievement of utility least cost
planning. Since utility regulation ought to provide the greatest
rewards for utility actions which lead to electric services at
least cost to customers, Florida regulation should be altered to
incorporate decoupling and DSM incentives.

CITY OF TAMPA {CITY): No position.

DEPARIMENT OF AIR FORCE (DAF): No position.

DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD OF PASCO COUNTY, FLORIDA (PASCO): The

Company's Interruptible and Curtailable rates should be open to
smaller wusers than currently allowed, thereby providing for
additional deferral of generatlng capacity and benefitting the
wh

ole body of the company's consumers.

mg&ggi Staff takes no basic position pending the evidence

ped at the hearing. Staff's positions on the Issues are
'minary and based on materials filed by the parties and on
= The prellmwnarf positions are offered to assist the
preparing for the hearlng Staff's final positions will
saged upon all the evidence in the record and may differ from
preliminary positions.

’,..
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: fl§a§§%$i__f : ]Is Tampa. Electrlc Company s request for a step
. .. dncredse Dbdged on A subsequent' tést pericd of
- calendar year 1994 appropr1ate°

- PRCOs : Yes.- The subsequent year test period of calendar
- year 1994 is approprlate because the forecast is a
reasonable estimate of circumstances which will be
in effect during that time. It is clear that Tampa
Electric Company will need addltlonal revenues in
_1994, and the cost of puttlng together a rate case
- to the company,g the Commission Staff and all
11ntervenors ~is such that it is appropriate to
consider a subsequent period. The use of dual test
periods is expressly authorized by Section
f366 076(2) ‘Fla. Stat., and Commission Rule 25-
6.0425, Florlda Administrative Code. This concept
has been accepted by the Commission in prior base

rate proceedings (Docket No. 830465-EI). (Lefler,
Simokat)
QBC: No. The Commission should not base regula“ory

decisions on a speculative forecast that has not
yet been refined to the point where the company
would wuse it to guide its own day-to-day

operations.

FipUG: No position.

LEAF/RYAN: No position.

CiTY: No position.

DAF: No position.

PASCO: No position,

STAFF: Yes.

ISsSuUE 23 Are Tampa Electric's forecasts of Customers and KWH

by Revenue Class, and Retail and System KW for the
1993 projected test year and the 1954 subsequent
test year reasonable?
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. TECO:

TECO:

Yes,

1920324-ET

. NQ?pOsiﬁion;

‘No position.
'No position.
fﬁo;pgéitibn.

No position at this time pending further discovery.

is the use of a simple average the appropriate
methodology for computing the 1994 rate base?

YGS"The use of a simple average is appropriate for
calculating 1994 rate base. As demonstrated by the
Minimum Filing Requ1rements, the simple average and
the 13 month average calculations are not
significantly different. In fact, the rate of
return on rate base shown on MFR Schedule B-3 is
8.37% under both methods. (Simokat)

No.

No.

RATE BASE

Is the inclusion of the Hookers Point generating
plant in rate base for 1993 appropriate?

Yes. Hockers Point generating plant absclutely
should be included in rate base as it has been
since 1952 when the plant went into commercial
service. This plant is needed to provide cost
effective and reliable service now and in the
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oPC:

FIPUG:

LEAF/RYAN:

ITY:
DAF ;
PASCO:

STAFF:

ISSUE 5:

o

PC:

Wl

IPUG:

LEAF/RYBN s

. CITY:
DAF .

PASCO:

future, moreover, the Comniigsion report following
the December 1989 freeze concluded that all of the

~ then cold standby units should be returned to
”~serv1ce, including Hookers Point. (Ramil)

No. An. adjustment of $45,675,000 ($50,673,000
system) should be made to Plant in Service.
(Shultz, Stewart)

-No p051t10n
'Np p051t10n

'No pQSltlon.

No pbsition.
No position.

No position pending further discovery.

Should Plant in Service, Accumulated Depreciation,
and Depreciation Expense be reduced in the 19%3
projected test year and the 1994 subsequent teast
year due to the over accrual of AFUDC on Work Order
K237

The company agrees tc the adjustment proposed in
the Commission Staff audit report for AFUDC accrued
on Work Order K23. This adijustment will reduce
utility plant in 1993 by the 13 month average
overaccrual of AFUDC amount of §95,275, reduce
Accumulated Depreciation $20,954 and reduce
Depreciation Expense $4,002. (Lefler)

No position pending further discovery.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.
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S,

:For the 1993 progected test year reduce Rate
 $95,275, reduce Accumulated Depreciation
2, and reduce Depreciation Expense $4,002.

 IﬁFor the=;994 subsequent test yvear, reduce Rate Base
898 275, - reduce Accumulated Depreciation $20,954,
'and reduce Deprec1atlon Expense $4,002.

:ffIs Tampa Electrlc in compliance with Rule 25-

6.0141 (1) (e), segregatlng eligible and ineligible

' AFUDC progects in Account 1077

'f-The company has always complied with Commission
,Rule 25-6.0141(1) (e). The rule states that

"Account 107, Construction Work in Progress, ...
shall Dbe subdivided. .."but does not specify the

~method of segregation. Tampa Electric Company
maintains subsidiary ledgers that segregate Account

107

- Répbrt FT003130 Exclusion from AFUDC Basis

Report FT003030A Calculation of AFUDC by CWO

Staff's opinion is that segregating Account 107 on
the general ledger would provide a clearer audit
trail. The company disagrees. Segregating Account
107 in general ledger dces not provide a clearer
audit trail, Dbecause it would not show tho
exclusion of accruals from AFUDC basis, nor would
it demonstrate the number of projects not in
service.

Qur current subsgidiary ledgers more clea
gsegregate Account 107 than & mere gegregal i

the total bzlances on the general ledger woul
The company is currently complying with the

therefore, no order is required. (Lefler)
The Company has an obligation to comply with Uhe
rule.

No position.
No position.

No position.
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f;r-Staffdwitness Bouckaert testifies that the company
”v118 not in compllance

ny adjustments o rate base related to the
-Wellman bucket unloader contract appropriate

3fffor any test year?

he treatment of costs, including AFUDC, on
ontract is approprlately' reflected in the

’company s flllng (Lefler)

No pos;tlon.

No p091t10n

~No_pQ51tlon.

No position.
No position.
No position.

Yes. Staff witness Bouckaert proposes through
testimony and audit disclosure number 9 adjustments
to reduce Plant in Service $47,174 ($52,334 System)
and reduce Accumulated Depreciation $5,111 ($5,670
System) for the 1993 projected test year. Plant
in Service should be reduced by $47,101 ($52,334
System) and Accumulated Depreciation should be
reduced by $6,987 ($7,763 System) for the 1994
subseqguent test year.

Should an adjustment be made to any test year for
planning and pre-engineering expenses incurred at
Big Bend 4 due to scope changes?

No. The costs capitalized on Big Bend Unit 4 were
necessary costs to bring this unit into servics
ahead of schedule at a capacity of 427 MW ratherx
than its originally projected capacity of 17
and within 3% of the cost estimate made five
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ISSUE 9:

TECO:

O
g
i

il
1
g

}3
e
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%é@ﬁﬁi -BE1

- earlier .the: certification hearing. This

--;_Gammissian in Order No. 15451 issued December 13,

1985 stated that with the exception of certain
. ﬂﬁ&ﬁiiiﬁ disallowances specified in that order "we

find that all of the project cost of BB4 was

reasonably and prudently incurred and should be
_ineluded in rate base."

f%has proved to be effective and this unit has had an

- excellent performance record over the last seven
"yearaﬁ_

The design of this unit

(Lefler, Ramil)
No poﬁitimn;

ﬂb‘pasitlon.

‘Nd-pbéition.

No position.

No position.
No position.

Yes. Staff witness Davis testifies that charges of
$2,744,000 should have been expensed rather than
capitalized.

Should an adjustment be made to any test year for
Architect/Engineerina Ixpenses incurred at Big Bend
4 due to poor vendor performance? (Lefler, Ramil)

No adjustment should be made more than seven years
after these costs have been found to be reasonable
and prudent and have been included in rate base.

This Commission in Order No. 15451 issued December
13, 1985 stated that with the exceptlon of certain
spec1f1c disallowances specified in that order "we
find that all of the project cost of BE4 was
reasonably and prudently incurred and should be
included in rate base. The design of this unit
has proved to be effective and this unit has had an
excellent performance record over the last seven
years. (Lester, Ramil)

Yes.

No position.
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Mo positlonf_= -'
"ﬁffNo position. P

' 7f;No positlon.-ff '

'fNo'positlon

i Yen Staff 'w1tness' Davis testifies that the
addltlonal Alchltect/Englneerlng costs of $513,000
should have been expensed rather than capitalized.

ISSUE 10: = 1Is the acqulsltlon and inclusion of the generatlng
i e _systnm ‘and associated transmission facilities of
o Che Sebrlng Ut111t1es Commission in rate base for
. the 1993 proyected test year and the 1994

.fsubsequent test year appropriate?

TECO: - Yesg_-The_acqu151t10n of the generating system and
; associated transmission facilities which was part
of an overall transaction to provide full
requirements service to the Sebring Utilities
Commission was a prudent transacticn. The assets
were purchased below book wvalue through a
competitive bid-process which reflects a market
price. These units dispatch well on the Tampa
Electric system and the Sebring full requirements
service is provzdlng benefits to the Tampa Electric
system by saving fuel costs. This transaction also
results in removing some of the existing and future

costs from the retail jurisdiction. (Ramil,
Lefler)
OPC: No. Tampa Electric has not demonstrated that the

Sebring generating units or transmission facilities
are necessary additions to rate base.

FIPUG: No position.
LEAF: No position.
- LITY s : Neo position.
'Qggi No position.
PASCOs No position.

STAFFE: No position pending further digcovery,



ACE 19

FIPUG:

LEAF/RYAN:

CITY:
DAF
PASCO:

STAFF:

ISSUE 12:

0. | Pﬁﬂ .92- 1153 ?ﬂa BI
BT KO gzaaz& BT

7-&&&& iH the approprlate rate base accounting
_treatment for Tampa Electric's acquisition of the

lectric  generation system and associated
_anamissicn facmlltles of Sebrlng Utilities?

_-j‘rhe__appropr:r.ate treatment of the generating and
~ transmission facilities purchased from Sebring
- “Utili_les Commission 1S=1nclu31on in system rate
' base
_Zcompany s filing.
- the book wvalue recorded on Sebring's books and
- results in a negatlve acquisition adjustment.

the purchased cost as reflected in the
‘The purchased cost is less than

(Lefler, Ramll)

If the purchase of Sebrlng assets 1is found to be

prudent, the purchase price, which reflects a

negative acquisition adjustment, should Dbe

.~ recognized in rate base.

No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.
The transaction should be recorded in accordance
with the Uniform System of Accounts prescribed by
Commission Rule.

Is Tampa Electric's requested level of Plant ir
Service in the amount of $2,488,652, JF
($2,629,733,000 system) for the 19893 prOj@ctpd Le

&
year and $2,625,595,000 ($2,774,444,000 sys stem} fo
the 1994 subsequent test year apprcpriate?

-
L
.
L
o
-

Yes. The Company's requested level of
service of $§2,488,652,000 (352,629,733,000
for 1993 and $2,626,092,000 ($2,774,96%9, 000
for 1994 are appropriate. All of Tampa E
requested level of Plant in Service i
reliably provide service to our Custc




"7ﬁ;f§g HO. PSC-92-1163- pao BT

_ PAGE 20

DAF:
STAFF:

HO. 926324]31

_in the futune._ The requested level of Plant in

Service for 1993 and 1994 reflects Tampa Electric
Company's  budgeted  capital additions and
retirements expected to occur during the test

__‘ggpiods4_ (Lefler, Simokat, Ramil)

: Nﬁtx The approprlate level of Plant in Service is
-$2 462, 048,000 ($2,601,621,000 system). (Shultz)

.. No position. '
'-.ﬁQ;P¢Sitibn;f

~ No position.

No position.

No position.

No position pending further discovery.

CONSTRUCTION WORK IN PROGRESS:

ISSUE _13:

TECO:

FIPUG:

LEAF/RYAN ¢

Has Tampa Electric properly calculated the effects
of including CWIP in rate base on its financial
integrity?

Yes. The company utilized the Tampa lectric
Financial Integrity Study (the results of which
were accepted by this Commission in Dockets 820007-
EU and 830012-EU) to calculate the effects of
inclusion of various levels of CWIP in rate base.
The financial integrity calculations resulting from
this analysis are based on total company figures
(0Oak, Abrams, Simokat)

Tampa Electric's use of Jjurisdictional Eigurﬁw
which have been revised to account fo
company's proposed treatment of off-gystem
has resulted in coverage ratiocs that
understated. The financial integrity evaluatlion
should be based on total company figures.

No poesition.

No position.
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"-tho pesitlon

'HNO positlon.,

-_Qg,positlgn pending,further dissoVery.

_'Is Tampa Electrlc g requested level of Construction

o Work in Progress in the amount of $89,609,000

9*($90“257 000 system) for the 1993 projected test
year and $213,831,000 ($215,377,000 system) for the
'1994 subsequent test year appropriate?

. PROGy _ ;Yes,: The CWIP amounts reflect the investment the

'company is 'making in order to provide cost
effective and reliable service to our Customers due
dn large part to the Polk Unit One project which
_awas ‘approved by the Commission in Docket No.
' 910883-EI. These estimates are from Tampa
Electric's budget, which is based upon reasonable
assumptions, and they should be approved by the
Commission. (Lefler, Ramil)

OBC: No. The company's projected levels of CWIP are
overstated when compared to actual expenditures to
date. Furthermore, CWIP is not used and ugeful and
is not needed to preserve Tampa Electric's AA Bond
Rating. The level of CWIP should be decreased by

$72,869,000 ($73,395,946 system). The appropriate
level of CWIP for the 1993 projected test year is
$16,740,000 ($16,861,054). (Schultz)
FIPUG: No position.
LEAF/RYAN: No position.
CITY: No position.
- DAF: . No position.
-Ehsggi ) No position.

STAFF s No position pending further discovery.
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__Ia Tampa Electrlc s requested level of Plant Held
foy Future Use for ‘the Gannon Coal Yard land in the
'gamcunt of $35, 515 ($36,429 systenn for the 1993
ﬁjpr03ected test year and $35,515 ($36,429 system)
- Tor the 1994 subsequent test year appropriate?

in . 1981 ‘Tampa 'Electric needed land for
__1mmedlate use at Gannon Station. A portlon of the
land was needed for the coal yard conversion and a
portlon was needed for an equipment storage area.
The only way for Tampa Electric to obtain the land
'needed immediately was to buy the entire parcel
_ '1nclud1ng a small contiguous parcel, which can be
~used in the future, as part of the transaction. It
~ is only a small fraction of a larger parcel of land
'(appxox1mately .66 acres out of 11 acres).
Consequently it was an inseparable part of the
total transaction and the company should be

'entltled to earn a return on it. (Lefler, Ramil)

QPC: ' No.

FIPUG: No position.

LEAF/RYAN: No position.

CITY: No position.

DAF: No position.

PASCO: No position.

STAFF : No. Staff witness Hoyt proposes thiough testimony

and Audit Disclosure number 6 that $35,515 (53%,420
system be transferred from Account 105, Electric
Plant Held for Future Use, o Account 121, Non-
Utility Plant.

'  ISSUE 16: Is Tampa Electric's requested level o
for Future Use for the Port Manatee I
the amount of &4,750,000 (85,094,000
the 1993 projected test year and
(85,172,000 system) for the 1994 subsed
year appropriate?
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LEAF/RYAN:

AF:

)

PASCO:
STAFF s

ISSUE 17:

TECO:

Yes.f‘Thls parcel of land was prudently acqulred

_agd_has been identified as a future generating site

he company's Ten Year Site Plans. This parcel

- was considered by the Power Plant Sltlng Task Force

and while the ultimate recommendation was to
construct the company's next plant in Polk County,
the site still rates very well from an engineering

‘and transportatlon standpoint as a good power plant
 site.,. If future technologlcal changes in power
. product1on permits its use, the site would save

Customers millions of dollars. (Lefler, Ramil)

NO..”‘ :

NQ pbsition

No p051t10n

No position.

No position.

No position.

Yes.

Should rate base be reduced in the 1983 projected
test year and the 1994 subseguent test year due o
the reclassification of three substation sites to
non-utility?

Yes. The Lake Lucern, Polk Packing and
Thonotosassa sites should no longer be included in
the company's reguest based on the 19593 test year;
therefore, the test year amount of rate base should
be reduced by $52,000. (Lefler)

Yes.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position,
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No position.
| PABCO:  No position.
-~" §2§32&; o ”.mhiﬁ[iﬁ;a-C&lcul&@i@n.dependent upon the resolution

L -GﬁgtherpreVious[Plant.Held for Future Use issues.

'WORKING CAPITAL:

TECO:

OBC:
EIPUG:
LEAF:
CiTY:
DAF:
BASCO:

STAFF:

ISSUE 20:

 Should the 1993 and 1994 working capital allowance
be adjusted to remove the effect of tax refunds due

framzthe Internal Revenue Service?

Nd-wdrking capital adjustment should be made for

~ this item because the corresponding credit to this
debit Dbalance is in Account 236.00 (which 1is

contained in the liabilities included in working
capital). Removal of the two transaction balances
would have zero impact on working capital, not only
in 1991, but most importantly, there would be a
zero impact on the 1993-1994 requested years for
gsetting rates. (Simokat, Lefler)

Yes.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No.

Is Tampa Electric's requested level of cas
included in Working Capital in the amount o
$7,117,000 (87,292,000 system) in the 1993 and 199
test years appropriate?

T«

-



Elﬁc ric Cbmpaﬂy must maintain cash

igquidity as well as to use these
y for ba'k services, and the amount
ed is agpropri te.; (Lefler) '

:'ﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁﬁiﬁiaﬁ pending further discovery.

hould unamortized rate case expense be included in
Working Capital?

Yes.  Unamortized rate case expense should be
included in working capital. (Simokat)

2

Bo position.
¥o position.
Ho poesition.

No position.

Ko position.

Xo.

Has Tampa Electric Company properly reflected the
net pyverrecoveries or net underrecoveries of fuel
and conservation expenses in its calculation of
working capital?

IECO: Yeu Consistent with Commission practlce the net
, gynderrecoveries of fuel expenses in the test year
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QPC:
FIPUG:

LEARF/RYAN:
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.'Additionally,r"'the net
~ congervation expenses in the test ' ‘
conservation expenses in st year and
-Egbﬁgguanp:ﬁtggtﬁjyearc*have been removed in the
‘.?grging‘cap;tal_calCUIation. |

LETY:

~and subsequent test year have been removed in the

company's  calculation of working capital.

overrecoveries of

(Simokat, Lefler)

No. Tampa Electric apparently agrees with past

Commission policy to exclude underrecoveries and

~ include overrecoveries in the working capital

~ calculation, but it has made improper adjustments
- in the MFR's.

No position.
ﬁd?ﬁbsifion.

No éosition at this time.

No position at this time.

No position.

No. The appropriate adjustment to working capital
is pending further discovery.

Should Working Capital be reduced for costs
associated with renegotiating the Ziegler Coal
contract?

No. The company's requested working capital in
1993 and 1994 does not include any amounts for the
Zeigler Coal contract renegotiation. These costs
were netted against the money recovered from
(Simokat)

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.
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FIPUG:

LEAF/RYAN:

CITY:
DAF:

PASCO:

STAFF:

ISSUE 25:

920324-E1

 No position.

No position.

~ No.

Should'common'stock dividends payable be included
as a current 1liability in the Working Capital
computatlon°

- No Con51stent w1th established Commission policy,
_common stock d1v1dends declared are considered to

be a component of equity and should be reflected in
the equity portion of capital structure. The
balance of common stock dividends declared and
accrued but not paid belongs to shareholders and
should earn a return. (Simokat)

Yes. The Commission's policy focuses improperly on
whether stockholders have these funds invested
until they are actually paid. 1In fact, dividends
are only earnings on investment to the stockholder.
The Commission should only be concerned with the
amount of investment capital available to the
utility to support rate base. Dividends payable
are not available to the utility to support its
rate base. This is especially true with a company
such as Tampa Electric which pays 100% of its
earnings as dividends to its parent, TECO energy.

Working capital and common equity should be reduced
by $7,473,000 ($7,871,000 system)

No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.
No position pending further discovery.

Should an adjustment be made to Working Capital
associated with the Success Sharing Plan?



o ‘Fllablllty, - like other components of emploves
ﬁgcmpensatlon ~expense, has been appropriately

'PIPUG:
LEAF /RYAN:
PASCO:

STAFF:

ISSUE 26:

TECO:

FIPUG:

The accrual cf the Success Sharing FPlan

ded in worklng capital. (Lefler}

-gYés.. The average ‘monthly accruals associated with
the Success Sharlng ‘Plan should be removed from the

progected 1993  current liabilities. This

",adjustment increases WOrking Capital by $2,89%, 300

($2 972 282 system). (Shultz)
'No;pgsxtion.
No pdéition.
.No'positionb
No-poéition.
No position.

No position pending further discovery.

Should an adjustment be made to Working Capital
associated with Account 183, Preliminary Survey and
Investigation?

No. An adjustment to remove $3,318,8%34 f$3 57,845
system) from Working Capital from Accoun *B* ig
not appropriate. The 1993 test year ﬁﬁmﬁ noL
include a duplication of all 183 Accounts
to the Polk Power Plant that were in nng
budget. During the preparation of the 19%3 MFR's
the 183 Account balance was reduced by $2,832,873
($2,908,195 system) to reflect the transfer £
Account 183 to the Polk Power Plant account.
company will agree to remove the remainder of ,
Account 183 balance related to the Polk ¥Flant
$438,004 ($449,651 system) from Working Capital.
(Lefler)

Yeg, The balance of Account 183,
Survey and Investigation is overstated.
of Working Capital should be decre
$3,318,894 ($3,357,845 gystem). {Shultz;

No position.
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_"LEAF/RYAN

gy

:anF=_':
BASCO:

STAFF:

—i

.TECO:

FIPUG:

LEAF/RYAN:

CITY:
DAF:
PASCO:

STAFF:

ISSUE 28:

 No position.

v

No “p'o'éi-tion. '

~No p081tlon

ﬁNo p091t10n pendlng further discovery.

V_Should an adjustment be made to Working Capir.al
jassoc1ated with SFAS 1067

Yes. . The company agrees to the adjustment to

~ reduce working capital in the amount of $1,762,236

($1,813,000 system) for the 1993 projected test

*&year and $5,399,460 ($5,555,000 system) for the
1994 subsequent test year associated with the SFAS

106 liability which was inadvertently not included
in the 1993 budget or 1994 forecast. (Lefler)

Yes Average monthly accruals for postretirement
benefits should be removed from 1993 projected
liabilities. The level of Working Capital should
be increased by $2,482,638 ($2,551,792 system).
(Shultz, Montanaro)

No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.
Working capital should be reduced for the 1933 and
1994 test years to reflect the implementation of
SFAS 106. The appropriate adjustment to working

capital is dependent upon the resolution of Issue
62.

Should adjustments be made for the
effects of transactions with affiliated
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: S;Conals”ent w1th ; past . Commission  practice,
-_transactlons with afflllated companies which are
__non-utility in nature should be excluded f£rom

_-warking capltal (Slmokat)
 Yes.' ' '
Lg-No p081t10n.

_,:N6~pos;tlon.

~ No position.

' No position.

BASCO: No position.
TAFF: ‘Yés;fpénding-fdrther discovery.

ISSUE 29: - Are Tampa Electric's forecasted fuel prices
included in fuel inventory for 1993 and 1994
reasonable?

TECO: Yes. The company's fuel prices are based on the

best data available and represent reasonable
estimates for 1993 and 1994. (Ramil)

OBCs No. Projected prices are overstated. In
particular, coal prices assume that Gatliff Coeal
Company charges, which are subject to a stipulation
in the fuel recovery docket, should not meet =a
market standard.

EIPUG: No position.
LEAF/RYAN: No position.
CITY: No position.
DAF: m No position.
PASCO: No position.

STAFF : No position pending further discovery.




ORDER NO. PSC-92-1163-PHO-EI
DOCKET NO. 920324-EI

PAGE 32

xﬁﬂﬁﬂmﬁﬁi"‘ _Isiﬁampa Electric's requested level of heavy oil

. . - inventory in the amount of $1,748,880 ($1,800,000

~ 8ystem) for the 1993 projected test year and
~$1,923,768 ($1,980,000 system) for the 1994
~ subsequent test year appropriate?

IR0 . ves Heavy oil is used on the Tampa Electric

- _ : 8ystem for peaking reliability. The generating
units fired by heavy oil are run during emergency
sSituations and/or periods of extreme peak demand.
The requested level represents approximately five

- days inventory at maximum burn and is a reasonable
inventory level for this type of fuel. (Ramil)
gece . No position.

FIPUG: No position.

LEAF/RYAN: ~No stition.

C1IYs No position.

DAF: No position.

PASCO: No position.

STAFF: No position pending further discovery.

ISSUZ 31: Is Tampa Electric's requested level of light il
inventory in the amount of $1,535,128 (81,580,000
system) for the 1993 projected test vyear and
$1,696,414 ($1,746,000 system) for the 1%%4
subsequent test year appropriate?

TECO: Yes. Light o0il is used on Tampa Electric's system
for peaking reliability as well as for ignition
the company's steam generating units. y
fired by burning light oil operate under eme
and/or periods of extreme peak demand.
requested level represents approximately se
inventory at maximum burn and is a
inventory level for this type of fuel.

OBC: No.

EFIRODG: No position.
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ISSUE 32:

FIPUG:
LEAR/RYAN
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 Noipdsi£ion

s'ch'positlon jf
- No posltlon
~ No p051tlon.

;No. Subsequent to Order 12465 (Docket 830001-EU),
< the light il 1nventory should be based on 30 days
- maximum monthly rate during the most current and
~ five year perlod plus normally unavailable oil.

This basis of analysis forwards a 1light oil

'1nventory level of 54,592 BBl's, a net reduction of

121 BBl's to the level of ‘54, 592 BBl's proposed by

~Mr. Ramil in his testlmony The effective reduction

‘of worklng capltal is pending further discovery of
: Issue 29

Is Tampa Electric's requested level of coal
inventory in the amount of $87,236,078 ($89,786,000

~system) for the 1993 projected test year and
886,558,872

(689,089,000 system) for the 1994
subsequent test year appropriate?
Yes. This initially budgeted inventory Ilevel
translates into approximately 92 days burn. The

company typically budgets (and the Commission has
previously approved) a targeted inventory level of
100 days burn. For the last seven years tChe
company's actual coal inventory has averaged 102,32

days burn. (Ramil)

No. In particular, the coal from :ee1;f§ Coal
Company, an affiliated company, is overpriced when
the fuel recovery stipulation is isxem inco
consideration.

No position.
No position.
No position.

No position.
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. STAFE:

No position.
Is Témpa Electric's request for an additional

173,077 tons of coal inventory in 1993 at a cost of
. 88 799 781 {($9,057,000 system) and an additional

o 180 000 tons of coal 1nventory in 1994 at a cogt af

;

TECO:

$9, 209 796 ($9,479,000 system) for test burns to
comply with the Clean Air Act apprcpriate?

Yes. This. 1nventory is necessary to perform the
requlred testing for acid rain compliance and to

- meet the 100 day burn inventory target for reliable

service. (See Issue 32) While this adjustment

_aprov1des slightly greater 1nventory than the 100
day target, a higher amount is justified due to the

uncertainty related to the performance of the fuel.
(Ramil)

No.

No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.

No. Compliance coal used for testing purpo&”ﬂ is
not reliable generation and should not be inc 1@%&
in coal inventory. This results in a net Vﬁdm’w:ﬁﬁ
to working capital in the amount of $8,78%, 077
($9,087,000 system) in 1993 and &g, 210, 000
($9,479,000 system) in 1994,

Is Tampa Electric's requested level of Workin:
Capital in the amount of $156,635,000 ($161,1%83,1
gsystem) for the 1993 progected test year _and
$168,207,000 ($173,061,000 gystem) for the 1994
subsequent test year appropriate?

Yes, the request level of working capital
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"-}fappropriate ThlS issue 1s a computatlon resulting
~ErYom resolutlon ‘of ' all other 'working capital
issues. (Lefler Slmokat Ramll)

e ;__No.;i Wbrklng Capltal should be increased by
g 92, 107 000 ($2,167,000 system) . This adjustment is
_the sum total of adjustments addressed in Issuss
25, 26, & 27. Working capital should be reduced by

187 473&000 $7 871,000 system) for dividends
_Tpayab e. . See . p931tlon on issue 24. The
. rappropriate  level - of WOrklng Capital is
$151 269 000 ($155,449,000 system) . (Schultz)
FIPUG: .'No“ﬁés;tioﬁ.
LEAF/RY. ' No_-"p:éasition.
CITY: . 'No position.
Qgg; j % No“position.
PASCO: No position.
STAFF: This is a calculation dependent upon the resolution

of the previous working capital issues.

ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION:

ISSUE 35: What adjustment should be made to the test year
depreciation reserve to reflect the depreciation
rates approved by the Commission in Docket HNo.
920618-EI?

TECO: No adjustment should be made. The reserve
transfers included by Staff are not erial
However, if the Commission changes the interin
rates approved for Big Bend and Gannon Stations and
approves any reserve transfers, the effect bk
be reflected in test year expenses and rate

(Lefler)
OPC: No position.
FIreuc: No position.
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_'I”S: an.

FIPUG:

LEAF/RYAN:

CITY:

No pOSltlon

:No p051t10n. 

'No p031t10n;

'-.'No pos:Lt:Lon' pelﬁijdirig- the decision in Docket No.
e3920618 -EI. - -

' fIs Tampa Electrlc s requested level of Accumulated

Depreciation in the ~amount of $916,214,000

~ ($962,762,000 system) for the 1993 projected taat
~ year and $996 699,000 ($1,047,338,000 system) for
~ the 1994 subsequent test year apprcprlate’

'Yes. ~ The requested levels of accumulated

deprec1at10n reflect properly the company's
progectlons regardlng the levels of depreciation
expense, retirements, additions to plant and costs
of removal. The Company is using depreciation
rates approved by the Commission in Docket No.
910686-EI Order No. 25619. (Lefler)

No. Accumulated Depreciation should be increased
by $13,556,000 ($14,244,000 system) for the 18%3
projected test year. The appropriate level of
Accumulated Depreciation is $929,770,000
($977,006,000 system). {(Shultz)

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

This is a calculation dependent upon the resclution
of the previocus depreciation issues.



Is Tﬁmp&_ Electric's requested rate base of
__@31,¢§8_?3? 000 ($1,970,215,000 system) for the 1993
~ projected  test  year and $2,071,954,000

482, I_Siﬁsg 000 ‘system) for the 1994 subsequent
“gtﬁmt y&ar appropriace?

Y&ﬁa . THe ‘requested vrate base amount of
_31 868, ?8? 000 (%$1,970,215,000 system) for 1993 and
' $2,073,467,000 (52,180,246,000 system) for 1994 are
-agpr@pfiate. {Lefler, slmokat)

-f'No. Rate bage should be decreased by $110,767,000
($116,778,845 system). The appropriate rate base
for the 1993 projected test year is $1,758,020,000
($1,853,436,000 system).

No position.

No position.

CLTY s No position.
DAF ¢ No position.
PASCO: No position.
STAFF: This is a calculation dependent upon the resclution

of the previous rate base issues.

COST OF CAPITAL

ISSUE 38: What is the appropriate cost of short-term debt and
long-term debt for the 1993 and 1994 test years?

TECO: The appropriate cost rate for short-term debt is
6.50% for 1993 and 1994. The appropriate cost rate
for long-term debt is 7.86% for 1993 and 7.89% for
1994. The appropriate cost rate for long-term debt
associated with the 0il Backout Trust is 5.0% for
1893 and 1994. (Mcore, Oak)

@]
i
3

The appropriate embedded cost of short-term debt
should be 6.50%. (Paxcell)




TECO:

OFC:

FIPUG:
LEAF/RYAN:
CITY;:
DAF:

PASCO:

STAFF s

Mo position.

No pesition.
 No position.
'NQ.§ﬁsi£ibﬁ.
Mo position.

' The cost of short-term debt, variable cost long-

term debt, and prospective long-term debt issues
for the test years 1993 and 1994, should be updated
with the most current DRI Forecast of the U.S.

Economy available at the time of the hearing.

What is the appropriate cost of common equity
capital for Tampa Electric?

The appropriate cost rate of common equity capital
for Tampa Electric is 13.75%. Dr. Olson testified

" to a common equity rate of 14.0%, while Mr.

Benore's testimony concludes that 132.5% 1s an
appropriate common equity return rate. Based on
these testimonies, an allowed return on common
equity of 13.75% was used to develop the revenue
requirement in this proceeding. (Olson, Benore)

The appropriate cost of common equity to be used
for rate making purposes is 11.25%. (Parcell)

No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.

The appropriate cost of common equity capital for
Tampa Electric should not be more than 11.5%.

No position at this time.
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_fI"SUEJ40;'h

*RCo:

OPC:

FIPOG:

LEAF/RYAN ¢

CITY:
DAF:
PASCO:

STAFE:

. ISSUE 41:

.*What 1s the approprlate capital structure treatment
~of the Gannon conversion assets being recovered

through the oil backout clause?

“ *011 backout assets should be treated as being
_?flnanced in their entlrety with tax exempt debt
“that is belng transferred from the Gannon Trust

~ books to those of Tampa Electric.

':The restructurlng of the Gannon project trust was

de51gned to adllow the related tax-exempt debt to

‘remain outstanding at Tampa Electric when the

orlglnal document would have required it to be paid
off. In the company's filing a proforma adjustment

was made to reflect the preservation of the tax-
_exempt debt wh;gh_would ‘have had to have been paid
- off under the old structure.
-the;level of the total debt consistent with the
company's capital structure goals, short-term

In order to maintain

taxable debt with an assumed interest rate of 6.5%
was replaced with the oil backout variable term
tax-exempt debt with an assumed interest rate of
5%. (Simokat, Oak)

No position.
Nc position.
No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.
It may not be appropriate to specifically replace
short-term debt in the capital structure with the

pollution control bonds related to the Gannon oil
backout assets, pending further discovery.

Is Tampa Electric's requested balance of
Accumulated Deferred Investment Tax Credits in the
amount of $395,000 at zero cost rate for the 1883
projected test vyear and $248,000 for the 1994
subsequent test vearx appropriate?
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. < TECOy Yes. . The requested balances of accumulated
e ;deferred 1nvestment ‘tax credits of $395,000 for
1993 and $249,000 for 1994 properly recognize the
annual amort:nzatlon of the credits. (McKnight,
Simokat) : :
'{JGPCgf_' o NQ p051t10n.
IPU : ' 'Np,pgsltlonx

' EAF[RYAN No position.

cIry: . NG position.

DAF;: No position.

PASCO: - Nc-position.

STAFF: No position pending further discovery and the
resolution of other issues.

ISSUE 42: Is Tampa Electriq's requested balance  of
Accumulated Deferred Investment Tax Credits in the
amount of $64,868,000 at a cost rate of 11.17% for
the 1993 projected tesgt year and $59,988,000 at a
cost rate of 11.21% for the 1994 subsequent test
year appropriate?

TECG: Yes. The reqguested balances of £$64,868,000 for
1993 and $59,549,000 for 1994 and associated cost
rates are appropriate. The cost rates requested by
the company are 11.17% for 1993 and 11.19% for 1954
and are calculated consistent with IRS regulations.
(McKnight, Simokat)

QPC: No position.

FIPUG: No position.

LEAF/RYAN: No position.

CITY: No position.

DAF: No position.

PASCO: Nc position.
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B R H e SN

ﬁé

pasltion

1163-PHO-EIL

pendlng

rﬁsalution of other 1ssues

IB

Tampa

_ Electrlc s
Aﬂcumulated Deferred Taxes

further discovery and
requested balance of
in the amount of

$295,258,000 for the 1993 projected test year and
1 $296,905,000 for the 1994 subsequent test year

apprapriate’

YeB.¢
ﬁeferreﬂ taxes

The

requested balances

of

$295 258,000

of

for

accumulated

1993

and

$292,849,000 for 1994 are consistent with the
activitles budgeted and forecasted as presented in
tha company's filing.

N

~ No position.

No
No
‘No
No

No .

is

Accounting for Income Taxes,

Yes.

_pgsiticn.

position.

position.

3pnsition.

position.

(McKnight, Simokat)

‘position pending further discovery and the
resolution of other issues.

Tampa

Electric's

treatment

of

FAS

appropriate?

109,

The Commission should treat the adoption of

FAS 109 in a way that is revenue neutral consistent

Wit
{Mc

No.

h Tampa
Knight)

position.

position.

o position.

position.

BElectric's

filing

in

this

case.
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and

.__?eégi;,,

COSt

No position.

rates

-“What is the approprlate welgh ed average cost of
apital including the proper ‘components,
 associated
=structure for the 1993 and 1994 test years?

amountcs

with the capital

TECO: fThe approprlate weighted average cost of capital
;for 1993 and 1994 is:.
2 Adjusted. Cost Weighted
25 2st ¥ Jurisdictional Ratio Rate Cost
 Long Term Debt ; $ 554,540 29.67%  7.86% 2.33%
Long Term Debt-0BO 4,844 .26 5.00 0.01
Bhort Term Bﬁbt =37 153 2,02 6.50 0.13
Preferred Stock 52,446 281 6.49 0.18
- Customer Dapoaits 45,539 2.44 8.19 0.20
Common Bquity : 813,144 43 .51 13.78 5.98
Deferred Income Taxas 295,258 15.80 0.00 0.00
Tax Credite-Zero Cost 395 .02 0.00 0.00
Tax Credits-Weighted Cost 64,868 3.47 11.17 0.38
Total Capital Structure $1,868,787 100.00% 9.2
Fully
: Adjusted Cost Weighted
gggg.ﬁggggggent Year Jurisdictional Ratio Rate Cost
Long Term Debt $ 633,344 30.55% 7.89% 2.4104%
Long Term Debt-0BO -0 0.00 500 0.0000
Short Term Debt 760,716 3.41 6.50 0.2217
Preferred Stock 52,165 2.52 6.49 0.1635
Cugtomer Deposits 49,447 2.38 8.10 0.1928
Common Egu-ty 915,148 44 .14 13.78 6.0693
Deferred Income Taxes 292,849 14 .12 0.00 0.0000
Tax Credits-Zero Cost 249 €001 0.00 0.0000
Tax Credits-Weighted Cost 59,549 _2.87 11.19 0.3212
Toral Capital Structure 2,073,467 100.00% 9.3789%
{Oak, Simokat)
OPCs The weighted cost of capital should be 8.08%.
{Parcell)
COosT WEIGHTED
ITEM PERCENT RATE COosT
Long-Term Debt 25.67% 7.86% 2.33%
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Long -Term Debt~'

OO Rroforma . | 0.26 5,00 005
~ Short Term D 262 0 ss0 das
-Preferref?Stock; ; T &' 2.91’ ; 6.49 .18

“Customer Deposits3 tf.,ﬁ2 44 8,19 0.20
“_chmon Equlty  -' 43,51 | 11.25 4.89
. Deferred Incomé Taxes 15.80 0.00 0.00
'zTax Cred1t ﬁ

1ZQFO¢GOSt'* ;! 002 0.00 0.00

E-Tax Credlt”

- Wtd Cost  3.47 9.74  0.34
' "' 8.08%
FIPUG: ﬁd?pégition.
LEAF/RYAN:  No position.
CITY: . ;No.égsition.
DAF: ﬁb-ﬁbéition.
PASCO: The appropriate weighted average cost of capital

should include a cost rate for common equity of nox
more than 11.5 %.

STAFF: This is a calculation dependent upon the resoclution
of the previous cost of capital issues.
NET OPERATING INCOME
OPERATING REVENUES:
ISSUE 46: Are the company's estimated revenues for S&L%ﬁ of
electricity based upon reasonable estimates ol

customers, XKW, and KWH billing determ*xdrbb by ratse
class?

TECO: Yes. (Smith, Moore)

OPC: No. Estimated retaill revenues are unrelated Lo
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ISSUE 47:

3
=
1n
lo]

O

PC:

FIPUG:

LEAF/RYEN:

CITY:
DAF:

PASCO:

STAEE:

I5SUE 48:

163 PHO EI

';}rgasppaﬁienéssﬁ of estimated sales because tho
- company has arbltrarlly increased the retail
~ revenue responsibility to recognize off-usyster

sales to other utllltles

” :7&§ positlon.
4{ﬁ§gpggltlon3
--;ﬁdfﬁQ?ition.

~-Nd.§qsition_pending further discovery.

Jf#Are adjustments removing $407,074,000 ($412,686,000
~system) in fuel revenues for 1993 and $440,078,000

($452,211,000 system) for 1994 and the K@Laﬁﬁﬁ
expenses recoverable through the Fuel Adjustment
Clause appropriate?

Yes. The adjustments removing all fuel revenues
and related expenses recoverable through the fuel
(Lefler,

adjustment clause are appropriate.
Simokat)

No.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position pending further discovery.
Are adjustments removing $18,185,000 (¢
gystem) 1in conservation revenues for

$18,774,000 (318,774,000 system) for ?3
related expenses recoverable &hn
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TECO:
ORC:

PASCO:
STAPF:

=~Yes.;

1 3§,

ﬂﬁfCOnServétibhfbﬁét ReCOVEry Clause appropriate?

. The adjustments remOV1ng all recoverabie
conservation revenues and expenses are appropriate.
(Lefler,_81mokat)

*No p031t10n

o position.

position.

No position.
~ No position.
No position.

=QRQ'QQSition pending further discovery.

Is Tampa Electric's requested 1level of Total
Operating Revenues in the amount of $548,162, 0G0
($571,600,000 system) for the 1993 projected test
year and $612,747,000 ($636,234,000 system) for the
1594 subsequent test year appropriate?

Yes. (Lefler, Simokat)

No. Total operating revenues are understated by at
least $7,714,000 retail ($7,979,000 system) because
Tampa Electric has improperly deducted off-system
profits from retail revenues.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

This is a calculation dependent upon the resolution
of the previous revenue issues.
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| _arﬁxxwxan isn.gxiﬂwﬁwancg ExpENsE}

jjShould an adjustment be made to Tampa Electric's
- advertising expenses to be allowed in the 1993
;projected and the 1994 subsequent test yearsg?

TECO: : No. ~ The company' believes that the advertising
expenses it has budgeted for 1993 and projected for
'1994 are approprlate (Lefler)

orcy 'Yes. Jurlsdlctlonal advertising expense should be
_ g ; i;decreabed by $50 635. (Shultz)

:ﬁiﬁﬂﬁi ' fﬁé p051t10n.

LEAF/RYAN: Né position.

CITY: No position.

DAF: Ko'position.

PASCO: No position.

STAFF: No. Staff witness Bouckaert proposes through Audit

Disclosure No. 18 to reduce advertising expense by
$41,479 in 1991 related to the companv's manatee
viewing area.

ISSUE Fl: Are Tampa Electric's requested Industry Association
Dues in the amount of $3,703,385 (§ 3,802,469
system) for the 1993 projected test year and
$3,855,220 ($3,958,364 system) for the 1%94
subsequent test year appropriate?

TECO: Yes. The company has included the appropriate
amount of industry association dues. (Lefler)

OPC: No position.

FIPUG: No pogition.

LEAFP/RYAN: No position.

CETY s No position.
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. DA No position:
'}_gégggﬁ'- ~ No position.
 STAPF; 2 Staff witness Bouckaert proposes through Audit
L ~ Disclosure No. 23 to reduce dues expense by $38,622
'Vﬂiﬁqiaalgto=rembve dues’ allocated by the parent
company. Dues should also be reduced to exclude
lobbying expenses in the amount of $108,332 in 1993
- and $112,774?ip]1994;
ISSUE 52: Shpuld‘an.adjustment be made to Tampa Electric's
. Outside Services expense to be allowed for the 1993
projected and the 1994 subsequent test years?

TRECO: : quadjustment-needs'to be made to outside services
‘expense. (Lefler)

OECs : No position.

FIPUG: No position.

LEAF/RYAN No position.

CLITY No position.

DAF: No position.

PASCO: No position.

STAFF: No position pending further discovery.

ISSUE 53: Should an adjustment be made to Tampa Electric's
Miscellaneous General Expenses for the 1993
projected and the 1994 subsequent test years?

TECO: No. The amount budgeted as Miscellaneous General
Expenses for 1993 and projected for 19354 are
appropriate. (Lefler)

- oPC: : No position.

FIPUG: No position.

LEAF/RYAN: No position.

CITY: No position.

i



.hjjaﬁﬁ 1153 Pﬂﬁ ax

FIPUG:

DAF;
PASCO:
STAFF:

0BT

FIPUG:

LEAF/RYBNS

. CITY:
DAF ¢

PASCO:

;;;_'m@ "'939324 BI

-ifaaﬁnjyaar appropriate? “

5-:Thia cagtffor the Success Sharing Program and

,ﬂﬂfficers Incentive Compensation Program are a
- reasonable part of the company's total compensation
- system and should be approved as budgeted.
‘However, the correct amounts should be $5,344,000

($5,487,000 system) for 1993 and $8,532,000

:(sg ?63 000 system) for 1994. (Lefler, Surgenor)

“-gThe tatal amount of O&M costs associated with the

~ Success Sharlng Program should be disallowed. This

results in an adjustment to O&M in the amount of
$4,551,637 (%4,659,266 system) . (Shultz)

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position pending further discovery.

Should an adjustment be made to Other Fringe
Benefits in Account 926 for the 1993 projected test
year or for the 1994 subsequent test year?

No adjustment needs to be made to the Other Fringe
Benefit costs as they have been appropriately
forecasted. (Lefler, Surgenor)

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.
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FIPUG:

LEAF/RYAN:

DAF:
PASCO:

STAFF:

ISSUE 60:

TECO:

O
Y]
2

 FIDUG:

LEAF/RYAN:

u‘at a competltlve level.

CITY:

PSC-92- 1163 PHO EI
920324 EI

'NQ pQ$ition pending further discovery.

"Should an adjustment be made to the level of

expendltufes Tampa Electric has budgeted for the

~ Supplemental Executlve Retirement Program in 1993

and 1994°

ﬁNo.‘ 'Phls 4. a prudent level of cost that the

company needs to maintain its compensation package
(Lefler, Surgenor)

Yesg. Since thls‘expense‘increased 26% over 1992
and, as of April 1992, actual expenses were less
‘than budgeted, an adjustment appears to be
‘necessary.

(Schultgz)

"No;pOSition.

No position.
No position.
No position.

No position.

‘No position pending further discovery.

Should the 1993 projected test year or the 19954
subsequent test year be adjusted for any non-
recurring expenses?

No. The company's projections for 1993 and 19294 do
not include any non-recurring expenses. Therefore,
no adjustment is warranted. (Lefler)

Yes. Test year data should be adjusted for any
expenses that the company cannot demonstrate to be
recurring in nature.

No position.

No positicn.

No position.
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CITY:
DAF:
PASCO:

STAFF:

ISSUE 62
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“BAGE 53 .

N¢ po§ition,_,

: Nd;

-Should the Comm1881on approve Tampa Electric's

:;request to move from a cash basis to an accrual
ﬁb&SlS when accountlng ‘for post- retirement benefits

other than pen51ons (OPEB) for ratemaking purposes?

TYesLﬁ'The accrual basis of accounting is a more

approprlate method for allocatlng the current cost

ok provmdlng service to the Customers who are

rege1V1ng. the ©benefit of that service. This
position is consistent with this Commission's

proposed rule on accounting for OPEB and is

consistent ~ with past Commission decisions.
(McKnight, Lefler)

~ No. The current method of calculating the cost of

postretirement benefits allows the company to

~_recover the costs it has incurred. However, the

SFAS methodology places the customer in jeopardy.
It offers no assurance that the current or future
customer is not overcharged. (Montanaro)

This issue is presently the subject of a rulemaking
proceeding and should be deferred.

No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.

SFAS 106 should be used for ratemaking purposes.

Is Tampa Electric's requested level of Other Post
Employment Benefits cost in the amount of
$6,545,000 ($6,749,000 system) for the 1993
projected test year and $6,995,000 ($7,213,000
system) for the 1994 subsequent test year
appropriate?
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FIPUG:

 LEAF/RYAN:

cITY:
 D§F}
PASCO:

STAFF:

ISSUE 63:

TECO:

DAF:
PASCO:

STAFF:

PSC 92- 1163 PHO EI
920324 EI -

;  Yéé These are the dpproprlate levels. (Lefler,
fySurgenor) .
No. The 1eve1 of Other Post Employment Beneflrs
~ should be reduced by $4,126,328 ($4,233,000 system)
.for the 1993 projected test year. (Montanaro}
NQ p051t10n.
fHNc p031tlonl
”‘fNO-posltlon._‘
~ No position.
No-pQSition.
Nec .
aIs,HTampa Electric's requested level of Pension
Expense in the amount of $§2,608,000 ($2,678,000
system) for the 1993 projected test year and
$2,778,000 ($2,852,000 system) for the 1994
subsequent test year appropriate?
Yes. Tampa Electric 1is requesting $2,608,000
($2,378,000 system) for 1993 as the pension expense
for its qualified plan for employees. The expense
for 1994 is $2,778,000 ($2,852,000 system). These
are the appropriate amounts which should be
approved. (Lefler)
No. Adjustment may be necessary if the Commission
adjusts the projected number of employees downward.
No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.
No position pending further discovery.
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TECO:
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._,IS Tampa Electric's requested Rate Case Expense in
:.the amount of $1 438 000 appropriate?

E'The $1 438 000 amount is the appropriate rate case

budget. The company is requesting to amortize this
amount over a 2 year perlod The amount included
in the 1993 test year is $719,000. (Lefler)

No Rate case expense should be reduced by at least
$800 000

No p051t10nu

No position.

No position.

No position.
No position.

No position pending further discovery.

What is the appropriate net operating income
accounting treatment o b Tampa Electric's
acquisition of the electric generation system and
associated transmission facilities of Sebring
Utilities?

The appropriate treatment of the accounting for the
cost of operating the Sebring Utilities generating
system purchased by Tampa Electric is to include
this as a system cost of operating expense just as
the cost of the company's other generating
facilities are included above the line. (Lefler)

If the Sebring purchase is approved, the purchase
price (i.e., recognizing the negative acquisition
adjustment) should be used for ratemaking purposes.
No position,

No position.

No pesition.
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TECO:

-No p051t10n
ﬁ:f;No pOSlthﬂ

"fThe transactlon should be recorded in accordance

. ooowiER the Unlform System of Accounts prescribed by
"r“the Comm1551on

f: -Shou1d adjustments be made for the NOI effects of
'.;transactlons w1th afflllated companies?

.'Q_No adjustments are necessary or appropriate for
'these transactlons. (Lefler)

Approprlate adjustments should be made to the

extent they are not already recognized in the

.utlllty s filing.

fNo;pos;tlon,

No;position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position pending further discovery.

What are the appropriate Consumer Price Knﬂ%x
factors to use in determining test year expensss?

The approprlate Consumer Price Index factors to use
in determining test year expenses are as follows:

1892 1923 1994
3.7% 3.8% 4.1%

Tampa Electric utilized Consumer Price Index (CPI
u) projections from the Blue Chip Eaor td
Indicators and from Data Resources Incor aar,:
(DRI) in generating its inflation forescast
budgeting purposes. (Moore)
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OPC:
EIPUG:

| RYAN:
CITY:
DAF:
BASCO:
STAFF:

ISSUE 68:

TECO;

OPCs

PSC-92-1163-PHOLET
920324-ET ‘

No position.
No position. -
No position.
;Nc'positibn.
No position.
No position.
 No position pending further discovery.
Is Tampa Electric's requested level of Total Fossil
Production O&M expenses in the amount of
$78ﬂ653,000 ($81,614,000 System) for the 1993
projected test year and $81,841,000 ($84,910,000
system) for the 1994 subsequent test year
appropriate?
Yes. These amounts represent the appropriate level
of O&M cost as included in the company's request.
Tampa Electric Company believes that it is
appropriate to focus on total O&M cost control and,
as demonstrated by the benchmark calculation which
this Commission has consistently used over the last
several years, Tampa Electric Company has prudently
managed its expenses. (Lefler)
No. Fossil O&M expenses should be reduced by
$7,898,000 ($8,194,289 system) . If the
jurisdictional factors provided by Tampa Electric
are accepted, the appropriate level of Total Fossil
0&M expenses for the 1993 projected test year is
$70,765,000 ($73,419,711 system). See position on
Issue 69.
No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.
Nc position.
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FIPUG:
LEAF:
CITY:
DAF:

PASCO:

STAFF :

Issur 7Q:

920324-EI

7?N§i§§§iti¢h.pepding=further.di3covery.

Is Tampa Electric's requested level of Foagil

Production O&M expense in the amount of $7,897,627
~ ($8,198,981 system) associated with the Hookers
- Point generating plant for the 1993 and 1994 test

'years_appropr1ate°

'Tﬁe“jappropriéte amounts of O&M related to the

Hooker's Point generatlng plant are $7,805,667
(58,101,343 system) for 1993 and $8,125,576
($8,433,498 system) for 1994. These C&M expenses
assoc;ated with the Hooker's Point plant are
appropriate. This plant was returned to service iﬂ
late 1990 and early ‘1991 ahead of the company's
planned 1992  restart in response to the
Commission's concerns regarding the status of cold
standby plants following the December 1985
Christmas freeze. This plant is required year
round to insure the Tampa Electric system

‘reliability by prov1d1ng adequate reserve margins.
Without this station the Loss of Load Probability

(LOLP) for the Tampa Electric system rises to
unacceptable levels. (Lefler, Ramil)

No. The 0O&M expense associated with Hookers Point
should be disallowed. Fossil 0&M expense should be
reduced $7,897,627 ($8,198,981 system) for the 1993
projected test year. (Schultz, Stewart)

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position pending further discovery.

Is Tampa Electric's reguested level of Transmission
O&M expenses in the amount of $7,486, 000

($7,644,000 System) for the 1993 projected KL
year and $7,971,000 ($8,139,000 system) for th

"'\ {‘j\
1“ i
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FIPUG:
LEAF /RYAN:

CITY

DAF:
PASCO:

STAFF:

ISSUE 71:

FIPUG:
LEAF/RYAN

-1994;Subsequent test year appropriate?

Yes. These amounts represent the approprlate level

. Of O&M cost as 1ncluded in the company's request.
Tampa ‘Electric Company believes that it is

anproprlate to focus on total O&M cost control and,
demonstrated by the Commission's benchmark

calculatlon, Tampa Electric Company has managed its

expenses approprlately (Lefler)

No p081t10n.

No position.

- No position.

No‘position.
No position.
No position.

No position pending further discovery.

Is Tampa Electric's requested level of Distribution
O&M expenses 1in the amount of $28,279,000
($28,284,000 System) for the 1993 projected test
year and $30,117,000 ($30,122,000 system} for the
1994 subsequent test year appropriate?

Yes. These amounts represent the appropriate level
of O&M cost as included in the company's request.
Tampa Electric Company believes that it is
appropriate to focus on total O&M cost control and,
as demonstrated by the Commission's benchmark
calculation, Tampa Electric Company has managed its

expenses appropriately. (Lefler)
No. The level of Distribution Expense should be
reduced by $1,126,000 ($1,126,000 system). 3ee

position on Issue 73.
No position.

No position.
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o

ﬁéﬁpdﬁitionﬁ  _5.
oBARL | Nopodition.
;;NRQQQQLQ'-_';_zﬁNo p051t10n
7 :STAFF~._-' E;: No 9091t10n pendmng further discovery.
'ffSSﬁﬁivzgn f[erhou d Mlscellaneous Prepald Items (Account 165.50)

e v s be reduced for prepald pensions?

TECO; 'T~ ﬂAcc0unt 165,50 reflects a prepaid pension amount of

: '$1,940,000 for the 1993 test year. No adjustment

- 18 necessary as this represents tax deductible

' payments to the pen51on trust which were necessary

o to meet estlmatea ‘minimum reguirements of ERISA.
'-P(Lefler) :

opdy, : -Nojpos;tlon.

FIPUG: 'No position.

LEAF ; No position.

CITY: No position.

DAF: No position.

PASCO: No position.

STAFF : No position.

STAFF Staff witness Bouckaert testifies that Miscellaneous
Prepaid Items should be reduced for prepaid
pensions.

ISSUE 73: Is Tampa Electric's requested level of Distribution
expense in the amount of §$6,257,305 ($6,257,305
system) associated with tree trimming expense for
the 1993 and 1594 test years appropriate?

| TECO: ’ The apprcpriate amounts of O0&M related

distribution tree trimming expense are $6
(36,257,305 system} for the 1993 and $6
{$6,663,673 system) for 19%4. These

related to tree trimming are appropriate.




;56.

o
DAF:
.:§§$CG:'
fAFF;

STAFF:

ISSUE 74:

TECO:

orPC:
FIPUG:

LEAF /RYAN:

CITY:

DAF s

. Ty NG . 929324 = ¥ A .

o

__f*amdugtg;;p@dgetédffrecbgnize the sigﬁificance of
~ improving service reliability to our Customers and
- are mnecessary and prudent levels of expenditures.

(Lefler)

a}Tfee}t;iﬁming expense should be reduced by
:S;OOQzQ$1;126,000)'for the 1993 projected test

ﬂa*pdéition.

' No position.

~ No position.

No position.

fNQ*poSition.

No poSition.

_No=position pending further discovery.

Is Tampa Electric's requested level of Customer
Accounts Expense in the amount of $19,050,000
(819,053,000 system) for the 1993 projected test
year and $20,289,000 ($20,292,000 system) for the
1994 subsequent test year appropriate?

Yes. These amounts represent the appropriate level
of O&M cost as included in the company's reguest,
Tampa Electric Company believes that it is
appropriate to focus on total 0&M cost control and,
as demonstrated by the Commission's benchmark
calculation, Tampa Electric Company has managed its
expenses appropriately. (Lefler)

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.
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OPC:

FIPUG:

LEAF /RYAN:

CITY:
DAF:
PASCQO:

STAFS:

ISSUE 76:

Na;position‘

'fNa position pendlng further discovery.

Is Tampa. Electric's requested level of Customer

Service Expense in the amount of $2,923,000

~ ($2,923,000 system) for the 1993 projected test
. year: and $34,112,000: ($3,112,000 system) for the
v 1994 subsequent test year approprlate?

Yes.l TheSe amounts represent the approprlate level
- of O&M cost as included in the company's request.

Tampa Electric Company believes that it is
appropriate to focus on total O&M cost control and,
as demonstrated by the Commission's benchmark
calculation, Tampa Electrlc Company has managed its
expenses appropriately. (Lefler)

No. Customer Service expense should be reduced by
$50,635 ($50,635 system). See position on Issue
50, AShultz)

No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.

No position pending further discovery.

Is Tampa Electric's requested 1level of Sales
Expense in the amount of $280,000 ($280,000 system)
for the 1993 projected test year and $298,000
($298,000 system) for the 1994 subseguent test year
appropriate?

Yes. These amounts represent the appropria
of 0&M cost. as included in the company's
Tampa Electric Company believes that k2
appropriate to focus on total 0&M cost Sﬂﬁtr'

as demonstrated by the Commission®
calculation, Tampa Electric Company haﬁ managed
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-_expénsés appropriately. (Lefler)
ORG;  No position.

FIPUG: . Hoipcéiﬁion.
EAP/RYAN: ‘NQ ﬁdsition.
No position.
.lﬁé-position.

N0 pbsition.

Nd-position pending further discovery.

Is = Tampa Electric's  requested level of

ISSUE 77:

i Administrative and General Expense in the amount of
$73,407,000 (875,372,000 system) for the 1993
projected test year and $77,544,000 ($79,646,000
system) for the 1994 subsequent test year
appropriate?

TECO: Yes. These amounts represent the appropriate level
of O&M cost as included in the company's request.
Tampa Electric Company believes that it is
appropriate to focus on total O&M cost control and,
as demonstrated by the Commission's benchmark
calculation, Tampa Electric Company has managed its
expenses appropriately. (Lefler)

OPC: No. For the 1993 projected test year, the level of
Administrative and General expense should be
decreased by $10,066,328 ($10,303,831 system).
This decrease is the sum total of the adjustments
in issues 54, 64, & 83. For the 1993 projected
test year the appropriate level of Administrative
and General Expense is $63,340,672 ($64,268,16%).

FIPUG: No position.

LEAF/RYAN: No position.

CITY: No position.

DAF 3 No position.
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QBPC:

FIPUG:
LEAF:

CITY:

DAF:

PASCO:

STAF :

ISSUE 79:

. TECO

£

SER HO. PSC-92-1163-PHO-ET
BT NO. 920324-RI

 ¥§¢1§§ﬁ%uiQﬂa

' -ﬁ_ﬁ;f; except for specific adjustments to

tinistrative and General Expenses made under

'apeaific iasues*

What adjustments should be made to test year
depreaiaticn expense to reflect the depreciation

rates approved by the Commission in Docket No.
920618 EI?

_iNo adjustments should be made to depreciation
‘expense. However, if the Commission changes the
 interim rates approved for Big Bend and Gannon
Stations and approves any reserve transfers, the

effect should be reflected in test year expenses
and rate base. (Lefler)

No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.

No position pending further discovery.

Is Tampa Electric's requested level of Operation
and Maintenance Expense in the amount of
$217,355,000 ($222,686,000 system) for the 1993
projected test year and $228,732,000 ($234,340,000
system) for the 1994 subseqguent test year
appropriate?

Yes. These amounts represent the appropriate level
of total O&M cost as shown on MFR C-9. Fcr
purposes of assessing Tampa Electric Company's
performance relative to the O&M benchmark the Q&M
amounts shown on MFR C-57 are the appropriate
amounts Lo use.



OBC:

FIPUG:

LEAF/RYAN:

CiTY;

DAF:

PASCO:

STAFF:

. ORDER WO. PSC-92-1163- PHO-ET
| DOCKET §O. 920324-81

Thﬂ: company* believes that it is appropriate to
focus on our total O&M cost control and, as

~ demonstrated by the benchmark calculation which
~ this Commission has con51stently used over the last
several years, Tampa Electric Company has managed
its expenses approprlately MFR C-57 demonstrates

that Tampa Electric 1is $14,134,000 under the
Commigsion benchmark on a total company basis for

.1993,‘ (befler)

 wa.; For the 1993 prOJected test year, the level of
O&M expense should be reduced by $24,023,635

(824,678,353 gystem). This adjustment is the sum
total of the adjustments in Issues 50, 54, 57, 59,
62, 64, 69, & 3. For the 1993 progected test
year, the approprlate level of 0O&M expense should
be $193,331,365 ($198,007,647 system) .

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

This is a calculation dependent upon the resolution
of the O&M issues.

DEPRECIATION EXPENSE:

ISSUE 80:

TECO:

Is Tampa Electric's depreciation expense for 18993
and 1994 associated with the acquisition of Sebring
Utilities Commission's electric generation system
and associated transmission facilities appropriate?

Yes. The appropriate depreciation expense of
$2,434,757 ($2,542,030 system) for 1983 and
$2,367,711 (32,472,030 system) for 1994 associated
with the acquisition of Sebring Utilicies
Commission's electric generation system .
associated transmission facilities has been
included in the company's filing. (Lefler)
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‘Q&M axPenses below the Commission established
benchmark levels. The Commission has many vehicles
to test the prudence of the company's O&M expense
~levels both in the course of this rate proceeding
and on an ongoing basis. The Commission's staff
conducts management audits of various company
functions on an ongoing basis. In the course of
theSe'proceedings the Commission's field auditors
‘have spent many weeks reviewing the books and
records of the company. All intervenors in this
case have been free to explore the areas of O&M
that they felt were appropriate to review. In all
cases the company has responded to these requests
for documents and/or data. We believe that the
Commission has fulfilled its obligation to review
all O&M expenses for prudence. (Lefler)

OPC¢ Yes.

FIPUG: No position.

LEAF: No position.
ITY No position.

DAF: No position.

PASCO: No pésition.

STAFF: No position.

ISSUE 83: Is Tampa Electric's requested Depreciation Expense
of $102,642,000 ($107,168,000 system) for the 1993
projected test year and $107,980,000 ($112,740,000
system) for the 1994 subsequent test yvear
appropriate?

TECO: Yes. The depreciation expense which has been
budgeted for 1993 and projected for 1994 has been
calculated using rates approved by the Commission,
which are appropriate to use in this proceeding.
(Lefler)

OPC: No. Depreciation expense should be reduced by
$2,187,000 ($2,283,436) for the 1993 projected test
year.
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FIPQG: .
LEAF[RYQ&:.
P
DAF:

PASCO:
STAFF:

TAXES OTHER

ISSUE 84:

TECO:

orC:

FIPUG:
LEAF/RYAN:
CITY:
DAF:
PASCO:

STAFF

No position.

No position.

No position.

 No‘pbsition.

No position.

No position pending further discovery.

THAN INCOME TAX:

Is Tampa Electric's requested level of Taxes Other
Than Income Taxes in the amount of $39,762,000
(841,662,000 system) for the 1993 projected test
year and $41,960,000 ($43,965,000 system) for the
1994 subsequent test year appropriate?

Yes. Tampa Electric Company has budgeted and
projected the appropriate level of Taxes - Other
Than Income Taxes for the 1993 and 1994 test years.
(Lefler)

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No.

. INCOME TAX EXPENSE:

ISSUE 85:

Should an adjustment be made to the level of
interest synchronization budgeted by Tampa Electric
in 1993 and 199%4°7?

The interest synchronization is a function of the
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ISSUE 86:

——
FIPUG:
LEAF/RYAN:
CITY:
DAF:
PASCO:

STAFFE:

920324 EI

welghted cost of debt and rate base. To the extent
adjustments change these components, the

Interest synchronlzatlon should be reduced by

'_;$1 159,000. (Shultz)

'No p051t10n.'

No~p091tlon

| No position.

No-positiOn.

No p051t10n

'“Yes however only for the effect of adjustments to
the company 8 faling.

X8 Tampa Electric's requested Income Tax expense in

the amount of $47,028,000 ($50,097,000 system) for
the 1993 projected test year and $60,619,000
($63,389,000 system) for the 1994 subsequent test
year appropriate?

Yes. The reguested income tax expense amounts are
appropriate. However, the company requested
560,446,000 (863,207,000 system) for 1994,
{McKnight, Simokat)

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

Nc position.

No position.

No position pending resolution of other issues.
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_7ffIs'Tampa Electrlc s requested Net Operating Income
.~ of §141,416,000 ($150 030,000 system) for the 1993

ojected test year and 5173 465,000 ($181,809,000
system) for the 1994 subsequent test vyear
-appropr1ate°
'Ye ;i However the company requested $173,638,000

_($181 991 000 system) for 1994. (Lefler, Simoka:)

No,; Jurlsdlctlonal Net Operating Income should be

: increased by $15,443,000. This adjustment is the
sum total of adjustments The appropriate

3urisdlctlonal level of Net Operating Income for

"the 1993 projected test year is $156,859,000.

"Nouposmtlon.

No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.

No position at this time pending further discovery.

REVENU.s REQUIREMENTS

ISSUE 88:

TECO:

QBC:

FIPUG:

LEAF/RYAN:

Are Tampa Electric's proposed revenue expansion
factors appropriate?

Yes. The company's proposed revenue expansion
factors are appropriate provided the gross recelpts
taxes receive separate line item treatment for
billing purposes. (Simokat)

No position.

No position.

No position.
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CIYY:
PASCO:

QFC:
P IPUG:

LEAR/RYAN:

CITY:
DAF:
STAFF:

orC:

previously

No position.

No position.

No position.

39 pbsition pending further discovery.

Were settlement charges in the amount of $850,000
by  Utley-James/Oakes on contract BB4-04
appropr1ate°

'Yes;- ThlS was an approprlate settlement that is

common in a major construction project of this
type, and the effects of this cost should be
included in the cost of Big Bend Unit 4 as
approved by this = Commission and
recovered over the life of this unit. (Lefler,
Ramil)

No position.
No positicn.
No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.
No. Staff witness Davis that these charges were

not appropriate and should be expensed rather than
capitalized.

Has Tampa Electric demcnstrated that capacity
associated with the Hardee Power Station is needed
for its retail ratepayers in 1993 and 19947?

Yes. This need was demonstrated in the Hardee
Power Station need hearing Docket No. 880309-EC and
that need was subsequently reestablished in other
dockets before the Commission. (Ramil)

No. If Hookers Point is included in Rate Base,
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FIPUG:

LEAF /RYAN:

DAF:
PASCO:;
STAFF:

ISSUE 91:

TECO:

OPC:

FIPUG:
LEAF/RYAN:
CITY:
DAF:

PASCO:
STAFF:

ISSUE 923

TECO:

920324-E1I

Tampa Electric will have an adequate reserve margin
w;thcu; the:Hardee power station.

:Nb pOsi£ion.

No stition.

No position.

No position.

No position.

NoﬁPOSitiOn pending further discovery.

TECO has reqguested that the capacity costs
associated with the purchase of power from the
Hardee Power Station be flowed through the new
Capacity Cost Recovery Factor. Is this treatment
appropriate?

Yes. This treatment is consistent with recovery as
contemplated through the capacity cost recovery
factor. (Ramil)

No.

Yes.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position pending further discovery.

Has TECO demonstrated that the amount of capacity
charges for the Hardee Power Station it proposes Lo
collect through the Capacity Cost Recovery Factor
are appropriate?

Yes. The capacity charges proposed are B4
accordance with the power sales contract as
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oPCs

FIPUG:

LEAF/RYAN:

CEITYs
DAF 3
PASCO:

STAFFE:

ISSUE 94:

920324-EI

;?pproved by the Comm1581on in Docket No. 880309-EC
Iin re:

' PetlthH of:Semlnole Electric Cooperativa,

. : : ; ' ampet
Electric Comganx for a Determination cf Nged for

Proposed Electric Power Plant.) (Ramil)

No.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position pending further discovery.

TECO has requested that the fuel and 0O&M costs
associated with the purchase of power from the
Hardee Power Station be flowed through the Fuel
Adjustment Clause. Is this treatment appropriate?
Yes. Recovering fuel and O0&M costs through the
fuel adjustment clause 1is consistent with the
Commission's treatment of other power purchases by
Tampa Electric. (Lester, Ramil)

No.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position pending further discovery.

Should Tampa Electric receive a reward/penalty for
corporate performance in the areas of residential
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}-rates, customer service, and energy efficiency
rprograms° :

TECO: o _Whlle Tampa Electric believes it has performed well
- in these areas, it has not proposed a reward for
'corporate performance;

Tampa Electric has maintained reasonable electric
rates as compared to other Florida utilities even
while fa01ng many changes. Over the last few years
the company carried out state and federal policies
to reduce oil and gas consumption; has had to
contend with a depressed oil and gas price market;
has been faced with a very significant shift te
waste heat cogeneratlon by several of its large
customers; and has had to make the very difficult
decision of adding an appropriate amount of plant
and capa01ty to meet cugtomer reliability needs.

Tampa Electric provides outstanding Customer
service. Customer complaints against Tampa
Electric have decreased in each year since 1987
except in 1991 where there were three more
complaints than were experienced in  1990.
Complaints have decreased 18% in the first six
months of 1992. In addition, complaints against
Tampa Electric have decreased 47% since 1287, while
complaint activity against the industry as a whole
has decreased 35%.

The company has a full array of residential,
commercial and industrial conservation and energy
efficiency programs. Moreover, the company is a
participant in the EPA Green Lights Program and is
helping sponsor research in efficient grass mowing
and automobile transportation. The company's Polk
Unit 1 will be a model in the efficient use of
coal, our nation's most abundant energy resource.

The issue of incentives for demand side management
programs is already before the Commission in a
generic rulemaking proceedlng in Docket No. 920606-
EU scheduled to be heard in December of this year.
(Anderson)

(]
o
!ﬂi

I
|

Tampa Electric's approved cost of equity
reduced by 10 basis points as a penalt)
regsidential rates.

\ et



e 5 @ "y -..JV ;
 520334-E1

'~L’%°?¥i@fiﬁa Eﬁ@rgy Eroker ayatem when making off-
‘}ﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁ,ﬁaiéﬁ? | J

--?k& EHQXQY' Broker system is set up to
. nodate one hour, as-available transactions as
 the lﬂﬂt resort for utilities to maximize their
-§yﬁtﬂﬁ:b§ﬁﬁfitsu (Ramil)

/ m‘

o  %1§&1kanbﬁrg)
‘7?&@ pﬁﬂitiani
tition.

'ﬂé;éééiﬁiaﬁw
Hafpagiticn.

No. TECO is bypassing broker economy sales, the
profits of which are split 20% to stockholders and
80% to ratepayers pursuant to Order No. 12923
(Docket No. 830001-EU-B) in order to make other
off-gystem sales, the revenues of which all go to
benefit the stockholders. TECO may be taking this
action as a result of the Commissioner's treatment
of surplus Big Bend capacity in TECO's last rate
cage (Docket No. 850050-EI). In TECO's last rate
case, the Commission established an off-system
sales target for surplus Big Bend capacity by
imputing approximately $37,000,000 of sales
revenue. This gave TECO an incentive to make as
many non-Broker sales as possible since 100% of
non-Broker sales revenues offset the sales revenue
imputation made by the Commission in the last rate
case. In the current rate case, staff would
propose to eliminate any incentive to by-pass the
Broker by allowing all off-system sales revenues to
be reflected as a credit in the Fuel and Purchased
Power Cost Recovery Clause. Staff believes that
when, because of long term cost-effectiveness, a
utility constructs additional generating capacity
which results in temporary surplus power and that
capacity is included in rate base, a prudent
utility earning a fair rate of return should seek
every opportunity to sell the surplus generating
capacity and energy to other utilities. Revenues



FIPUG:

LEAF:
CITY:
DAF:

. BASCO:

STAFF:

4§$& ﬁﬁiés thuld accrue to the ratepayers

~ they are paying to carry the surplus
_generating capacity in base rates. In order to
~ assure that overrecovery or underrecovery does not

~ occur, the costs and revenues of purchased power

~ should be reflected as a credit in the Fuel and
*;}Pﬁt&hﬂﬁé& Pawer Cost Recovery Clause.

':ﬁhat-uiﬂ the approprlate treatment of revenues
assuc“atad with off-system sales?

:*fThé apprepriate treatment of revenues associated
h

~ with off-gystem sales is a methodology that
~provides an approprlate incentive for the company
- to pursue sales that are beneficial to both the

.  ratepayers and the company itself. The company's

f?propased treatment should be approved. (Ramil)

mil off-system revenues should be included in
*toval company“ revenues and subject to a
traditional separation study.

It appears that TECO is presently marketing off-
system sales by executing firm long-term wholesale
contracts. To the extent that the capacity
committed to these contracts is included in the
retail rate base the revenues should be distributed
primarily to retail customers. If interruptible
customers are interrupted to accommodate the off-
system sales, these customers should have first
call on the revenues until the additional fuel
charges they must pay for buy-throughs are off set.
(Falkenbergqg)

No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.
All revenues from off-system sales should be

included as a credit in the Fuel and Purchased
Power Cost Recovery Clause.
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fﬁﬁhuuld T%mpa Electrlc be allowed to retain for
.iw.wﬁtockholder use a percentage of the capacity
',‘revanue frcm off- system sales?

‘”:Yﬁta_ Tampa Electrlc has proposed a sharing of the
benefits of ‘"other" wholesale transactions
~ described in Mr. Ramil's testimony in order to
~_preserve an incentive for engaglng in off-gystem
~sales which was incorporated in Tampa Electric's

last full rate proceeding in Docket No. 8500%50-EX.
The sharing of the proceeds from these off-system

~ sales will encourage those sales and thereby
-dirﬁuniy benefit Tampa Electric's retail Customers.

.Qiﬁﬂ&_theseusales are much more difficult to market
~and to serve than Dbroker system economy
transactions for which the Commission has allowed a
20%/80% sharing of gains, Tampa Electric proposes
that the Commission approve a sharing of capacity

revenue for the company by allowing it to retain

' 60% of the capacity revenues below the line and

flqwing' 40% of the capacity revenues from such
gales to the company's retail Customers. (Ramil)

No.

The persons who are paying the carrying costs on
the portion of the plant diverted to off-system
gales should receive the preponderate share of the
revenue derived from these sales. (Falkenberg)

No position.
No position.
Mo position.
No position.

No. A prudent utility earning a fair rate of
return should seek every opportunity to sell
temporary surplus and capacity and energy to other
utilities. Revenues from these sales should accrue
to the benefit of the ratepayers since they are
paying to carry any surplus capacity in base rates.

In order to assure that no overrecoveries oOr
underrecoveries occur, staff suggests that off-
system sales revenues should be treated as a credit




: 1 approprlate to offer the Kissimmee
Jedilie Authority, the Utilities Commission of the
- G4 of New*'m'rna Beach Reedy Creek Improvement
. Bistrict, the City of Wauchula and the Florida
- Municipal Power Association a rate based on the Big

. Bend A$tatian plants whose costs are below the

> ; m“lable rates charged these Customers
L QQnal t or greater than the incremental costs
.'ﬁt making the sales and the fixed rates portion of
7 =11 _Ies is greater ‘than the system averaged
cost for generation and transmission. Thus, the
0 ompany is recovering its variable costs and fully
~ recovering its average embedded and fixed costs.
fiﬁamil)

No.

‘No position.

No position.

No position.
4 1 No position.
No position.

No position at this time pending further discovery.

Are Tampa Electric's separation of amounts for
wholesale and retail jurisdictions appropriate?

TECO: Yes. The separation of costs between the retail
and wholesale jurisdictions has been done on a
tongistent and reasonable basis. (Gower)

oPC: No. Tampa Electric has only included a portion of

its wholesale transactions in its jurisdictional
separation study.
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o ~ off-system sales. An appropriate mechanism needs to
be devised to properly allocate the proceeds from

~ these sales and to protect interruptible consumers
~ from being subjected to a greater number of
~ interruptions than bargained for.

~ Customers are committed to nonfirm service for a

~ period of five years and face undue discriminatios

- if TECO executes firm long-term contracts that dry

~ up its reserve margin. cenberg;

ISSUE 101:

Tampa Electric appears to be aggressively market g

Interruptible

(Falkenberg)

-Hﬁ??ﬁsition.
No position.
~ No position.

 No position.

No position pending further discovery.

COST OF SERVICE & RATE DESIGN

Should the interruptible service rate classes ba
treated in the cost of service study based on the
class' load characteristics and be provided a
credit based on the avoided cost?

No. No party to this case has filed testimony
requesting such treatment. This should be dropped
as an issue. Interruptible rates should be
designed based on the 12 CP and 1/13 weighted
average demand <cost study which has Deen
successfully used by Tampa Electric to design
interruptible rates in the past and is proposed in
this proceeding. (Smith)

No position.
it is incorrect and unduly discriminatory to Lr@at
non-firm interruptible customers in the cost of
service study as though they are firm customers.
(Falkenberg)

No position.




was proposed by FPC in its
d by stlpulatlon.

_":‘51de management rates,
_ € and curtailable services,

le without restrictions, te
W1th a d: and of 250 KW?

: %nterruptlble rate was designed for

characteristics (1,000 KW minimum load and
; “ :;mary' voltage or higher) of those

O are presently on the IS rate,

"f{p081n10n.

Ho 9031ticn.

No-pasitlon.

No position.

No position.

Yes.

NO.

Should the existing closure and waiting list

procedure associated with TECO's interruptible
rates be eliminated?

No. At the present time the rate is open for an
additional 8 MW of load to qualifying customers.
(Ramil)

oPC: No position.

No position.

LEAF: No position.
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Are TECO's proposed interruptible rates cost
€Lliective within the meaning of Rule 25-6.0438&,
Eda}gqminisppgtivg"COde?

~ Yes. Tampa Electric's proposed interruptible rates

are cost effective within the meaning of Rule 25-

6.0438, Florida Administrative Code. (Ramil)
No pésition.

Yes.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No posit;on pending further discovery.

What is the appropriate cost of service methodology
to be used in designing the rates of Tampa
Blectric?

The appropriate methodology to use is the 12CP and
1/13 weighted average demand cost methodology.
This methodology was used in Tampa Electric's 1280,
1982 and 1983 rate proceedings and in the rate
proceedings of other electric utilities in Florida.
This methodology results in a more reasonable
allocation of «costs to all Customer classes
including interruptible Customers than the
"equivalent peaker" method used in Tampa Electric's
last full revenue requirements proceeding. (Gower,
Smith)

No positiom.




18SUE 1061

OBCs
FIPUG:
CITY:
DAF:
STAFF:

ISSUE 307

o eﬁnﬂn;no PSC-92
. T NO. 920324-ET

-:1163'PHO El.

:_?ééfgummer[wiﬁter;peak-methodology. (Falkenberyg)

,fﬁo,posltlon.'zu'

No pcsition

'ifﬁo p091t10n e _

1srejThe approprlate methodology is the 12 CP and 1/13th

jeweighted ~average demand method  with the
vqenvlronmental equipment for Big Bend 4 classified

as energy related If this cost of service

' methodology is adopted staff will raise the issue

~of the appropriateness of the exemption given to

~ non-firm industrial customers from paying the
--@T;pzﬁnergy Conservatlon Cost Recovery factor in Docket

930002 EG

'Qﬁquidfthe.rate_ﬁése for environmental investment,
~dincluding the pollution control equipment, for Big
- Bend 4, be classified as energy related?

‘No. The cost of environmental equipment should be

treated as a capacity cost consistent with the
treatment of such investments in Gulf Power Docket
No. 891345-EI, Florida Power Corporation Docket No.
910890-EI and other cases. (Gower, Ramil)

No position.

NO. (Falkenberqg)

No position.

No position.

No positiom.

No position.

Yes.

Should lower load factor GSD customers have the

k]

option of paying an energy charge which is 120



dam&_

rcent of the_GS energy charge in lieu of the GSD

%nd_se ergy charges as the company has

8 rate d951gn 1s a reasonable step toward
owﬂ;oa¢Jfactor Customer rates more cost

'*ﬁ@;ggsigion.

' ﬁ§q§§$itimn_pending further discovery.

What is the appropriate level of credit per
coincident KW for interruptible service (IS-1 and
18-3)7?

This issue assumes that a credit approach to
interruptible rate design is appropriate. Tampa
Bisctric opposes this approach. The company's I1IS-1
and IS$-3 rates should be established the way the
company has proposed them in this proceeding.
{Smith, Ramil)

No position.

The credit approach is inappropriate because it
erroneously presumes interruptible customers to be
firm customers in the cost study. (Falkenberg)

No position.

No position.

No position.

" No position.




PAGE 84

interruptible rate design.

 ORDER NO. PSC-92-1163-PHO-ET
38 B gzggﬁli*gr :

Nc”peéition.péndiﬁg'further discovery.

Should the credits for interruptible service be
distributed to IS customers on the basis of billing
KW? 1If so, what is the appropriate level of credit

- per billing Kw?

Tampa Electric opposes a credit approach to
errup . : If such an approach is
ordered by the Commission over Tampa Electric's
objection, the credit should be distributed to IS
Customers on the basis of billing KW. (Smith)

ﬂﬁ‘pOSition.

FIPUG opposes the credit approach: 1if the
traditional treatment of interruptible rate design
is adopted, this issue will be moot. If the credit
approach is used maximum kw should be used in the
distribution formula to avoid discriminating
against customers which have diverted their demand
to off peak periods in response to TECO's time of
use rates designed to promote conservation.
{Falkenberg)

No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.

The credit for interruptible service should be
distributed on the basis of on-peak billing KW for
the time-cof-use rate, and on billing KW for the
standard rate. The amount of the credit would be
determined by dividing the product of the avoided
CP KW for the class times the avoided cost per CP
KW by the sum of the on-peak billing KW for the
time of use customers and the billing KW for the
standard customers. Both avoided CP KW and the
avoided cost per CP KW should either be at the
meter or at the generation level.
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TECO:

FIPUG:

 LEAF/RYAN:

CITY:
DAF ¢
PASCO:

STAFF:

I5SUE 111:

TECO:
OPC:

. FIPUG:

 LEAF/RYAN:

CITY:

DAF:

_.How should the Credlts for 1nterruptible gservice be
‘orecovered from ratepayers? '

| :Tampa ElECtrlC opposes a credit approach to
._interruptlble rate design.__ If such a credit is
~ordered by the Commission over Tampa Electrie's

o.objectlon, it should be recovered only from firm
-Customers (Smlth)

‘-,No p081t10n

_FIPUG opposes the credit approach. If such a
credit is used, it should be recovered only from

f;rm‘cgstomers‘ (Falkenberg)

No position.

No_poSition.
Nojposition.
No position.
It should be recovered through the ECCR clause and
should be allocated to rate classes based on the
methodology currently employed in the Capacity Cost
Recovery mechanism of the Fuel and Purchased Power
Cost Recovery clause, beginning with the six-month

period of April through September, 1993. It should
be recovered from all rate classes.

Is Tampa Electric's proposal to state the power
factor as a range of 85% to 90%, with a penalty for
a power factor below 85% and a credit for a power
factor above 90% appropriate?

Yes. (Smith)

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.
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’;E PASCO:

| TECO:

LEAF /RYAN :

CiTY{

5tﬁé approprlate credlt and penality
_1cable as a resulL of the power factor clause?

m approprlate to set the 1evel of penalties and
discounts at a level that reflects the costs that
the company or the Customer would incur to achieve

a:th'fapproprlate power factor correction. The power

factor. penalty should be set at twice the level of

the credit in an attempt to encourage Customers to
_1mpro'e.the1r power factor to at least 85%. The

ﬁactor clause as proposed by the company and

ifdescr bed in the company's filing sets out the

calculation of the appropriate credit or penalty.
(Smith)

No_pqs;tibn.
Ndipésition.
No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.
Tampa Electric's proposed credit and penalty are

appropriate.

Should the power factor be stated as the average
power factor for the billing period or as the
customer's power factor only during its peak demand
period?

The power factor should be stated as the average
power factor because power factor is imp@rtaat at
all times, not just during peak demand periods
(Smith)

No position.
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STAFF:

ISSUR 3353

TECO:

;'iNo Posltlon. .

'* ”_:No position

"”Na pOSltlon

11Tampa¢31ectrlc S proposal to determine the power

.or based on average for the billing period ia
appropriate . 2

-f‘What is the approprlate transformer discount?

'.;The approprlate ‘transformer discount for GSLD
'qustomers ‘ig 36¢ per KW at primary level and 59¢
.jp&r KW at’ subtransm1531on level and 234 for

ansmission level I8 Customers. This is

 supported by Item No. 4 of Staff's 2nd Data
‘Request. (Smith, Gower)

No position.

'No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position pending further discovery.

Are Tampa Electric's proposed changes in the Tariff
Agreements tor the purchase of firm and
interruptible standby and supplemental service
appropriate?

Yes, assumlng the company's proposed revision of

definitions in its standby rates are approved.
{Smith)
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 No position.

N@Lpbgition.
fﬁﬁ%pééiﬁioh;
e

Nd.position.

What are the appropriate level of charges for 1993
and 1994 for the Firm Standby rate schedule?

- ZBCO; The standby rate must have a reasonable
relationship to the full service rate and standby
rate should also reflect any interclass or
intraclass subsidy. Interclass subsidies exist to
the extent rates are not set at parity. Intraclassg
subsidies exist to the extent Customer, energy and
demand charges vary from cost within each class.
The standby rates must be designed in recognition
of any deviation from costs that are inherent in
the full service rates approved by the Commission.

{Smith)

oPC: No position.

LIPUG: Agree with TECO.

LEAF/RYAN: No position.

ol LY No position.

DAF: No position.

PASCO: No position.

STAPFE: The firm standby service rate charges should be

designed using unit costs from a compliance cost of
service study and the rate design specified in
Order No. 17159 with a possible exception of tfhe
forced outage rate used in calculating rha
regservation charge. The company should provide the
staff with a compliance cost of service study anrd

s S S Al



ISSUE 118:

TECO:

the standby service rates calculated in accordance
ith this rec mmendation.

~ What are the appropriate level of charges for 1993
1924 for the Interruptible Standby rate

te  standby rate must have a reaso

nable

~ relationship to the full service rate and standby

e should also reflect any interclass or
. intraclass subsidy. Interclass subsidies exist to
~ the extent rates are not set at parity. Intraclass
subsidies exist to the extent Customer, energy and
- demand charges vary from cost within each class.
- The standby rates must be designed in recognition
- of any deviation from costs that are inherent in
~the full service rates approved by the Commission.
- (Smith) '

No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.

The interruptible standby service rate charges
should be designed using unit costs from a
compliance cost of service study and the rate
design specified in Order No. 17159 with a possible
exception of the forced outage rate used in
calculating the reservation charge. The company
should provide the staff with a compliance cost of
service study and the standby service rates
calculated in accordance with this recommendation.

Should the power factor clause apply to thg standby
portion as well as the supplemental porticn of a
standby service customer's load?

Yes. (Smith)
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'ff ﬁQ Qosltién;:ﬂ}i“T 
_tiﬁb_p031tlon_ﬁ
 fN° Posltlon.l:5'ﬁﬁ
:fg'ﬁp p091t10n. 1; 
“ 37ﬁ§ position. -

,“ﬁYes.w'f

"-ﬁWhat are the approprlate customer charges for 1993

'* and 19949
.”{‘EQSQQ& ' -."  fThe approprlate customer charges for 1993 and 1994
. ., are Hddentical and are set oput for each rate

T,schedule in MFR Schedule‘EFIGC. (Smith)

Qﬁﬁi -  N§ position.
‘Eigﬁﬁg_‘l -Nb“pOSition.
-gggglgxggj ﬁo position.
g;zgi ﬂd‘position.
DAF: No:position.
PASCO: No position.
STAFF: The customer charges proposed by Tampa Electric are

appropriate.

ISSUE 120: What are the appropriate service charges for 1983
and 19947
TECO: . The appropriate service charges for 1993 and 19%4

are identical and are set out in MFR Schedule E-
16Db. (Smith)

QBC: No position.

FIPUG: No position.




By ent design of

o 'ervice charges proposed by Tampa Electric are
SPEopriate. . v o0 0T |

proprlat tlme of use rate de51gn retains the

~ during the defined peak perlods only. Same
en tomers may have made 31gn1flcant investment in

jpects of Tampa Electrlc s tarlffs. Absent
co _'ncing exldence that the company's cost pattern
- time of use has changed, it would be
inapproprlate to change the existing demand and
energy relationships between standard tariffs and
time of use tariffs. (Smith)

Na position.
No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.

For the non-demand classes, the off-peak non-fuel
energy cost should be set at the class's enerxgy
unit costs, and the on-peak energy charge should
recover the balance of the class's revenue
requirements less the customer charge revenue. For
derand classes, the off-peak non-fuel energy charge
should be set at the class's energy unit cost, the
maximum demand charge should recover the
distribution unit costs, the on-peak demand charge
should recover transmission and production costs,




ilGd for= 993 and 1994. (Smith}

Ene,gy' charges for street and outdoor lighting
should be set so as to recover the total non-fuel

energy, customer, and demand costs allocated to the
ass at the approved rate of return. Maintenance
charges should be set to recover the total cost of
maintaining the fixtures. The remaining revenus
for lighting fixtures should be recovered through
the fixture charges. Pole charges should be set to
recover the revenue requirement for poles at the
class approved rate of return.

Should the Street Lighting (SL-1) and Outdoor
nghtlng (OL-2 and OL-3) rate schedules include a
provision which requires replacement of company-
owned lamps within 72 hours after the customer
notifies Tampa Electric Company the lamp is burnad
out?

No. Cost effective staffing levels require rhat
company personnel prioritize tasks and seguences
them, rather than having such personnel on hamu to
respond within 72 hours. On occasion, personn&&
must attend to restoration of firm service for
periods exceeding 72 hours before relamping of
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ISSUE 124

TECO:

00n915tent with
. the Company' makes every effort to
1ght1ng promptly after notification. No

such provision is necessary or appropriate. If the

_”.’Comm1881on. orders such a requlrement it should
~also recognize an addltlonal ‘revenue requirement to
-cover the costs of compllance (Smith)

Nb positlon  ;

No pgs;thn4h l;

 No position.

No ﬁoéition; 

”'_Nd p031t10n
~No. p081t10n

ven. .. :

What is the appropriate level of the Emergency
Relay Power Supply Charge on the general service
demand, interruptible and standby and supplemental
gervice rate schedules?

The appropriate level of the Emergency Relay Power
Service Charge is set out for the applicable rate
schedules in MFR Schedule E-16cC. The change is
supported by Item No. 4 of Staff's 2nd Data
Request. (Smith, Gower)

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position pending further discovery.
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e
.~ ISSUE 127:

~ IECO:

S OPC:

:FIPUG:

LEAFZRYAQ

CITY:
DAF:
 PASCO=

STAFF:

ISSUE 128:

- No position pending further discovery.

'Should Tampa Electrlc ‘be requlred to justify any
_instance in which it does not competitively bid
contracts for Axchltect/Englneerlng services for

power plant constructlon9

-;_Tampa Electrlc s pollcy since 1981 is to bid these

contracts'and the company would be prepared to

justify any decision not to bid a particular
project. (Ramil)

No position.

'No position.

No position.

No position.
No position.

No position.

No position pending further discovery.

Should Tampa Electric implement revenue and sales
decoupling? And, if so, how?

No. Decoupling is a complex regulatory concept
which can have far reaching impacts on electric
utilities, the Customers they serve and the

regulatory agency which oversees their rates,
charges, and service. If this Commission is
disposed to examine decoupling, such examination
should take place in a separate, genermc prOﬁeedlng
rather than being added as an issue in an
individual utility's rate case. Any move in the
direction of decoupling would require significant
policy changes which should be taken up by the full
Commission after receiving and evaluating input
from all affected persons. Docket No. 920606-EG
covers incentives for DSM performance. Rulemaking
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s is scheduled to be heard in December of this year.
~This is the approprlate docket for the subject of
. _DSM 1ncent1ves. (Kordeckl) '
Q.E.gi :'. : : NO pOS'l.thIl : . | .
’C;¢;g§ggg%:.ﬁf _7QLAgrees'w1Lh Tampa Electrlc

ey ;The pos_tlon of LEAF, et. al. responds to the two
e . Bepardte questlcns stated in this general issue
(i.e. "Should TECO 1mplement ‘decoupling?" and, if
80 "How should TLCO 1mplement decoupling?") as

follows.._= B _

g_QULD IEQQ ;MELEMQET DECOUPLITG?
s Yes:. For the following reasons ~the Commission should adopt
coda  rabte adjustment mechanism that ellmlnates ("decouplas") the

_ current regulatory connection between TECO's level of sales and the

~ amount of revenue the con@any is authorized to keep.

=:13eccm'ol:|.ncr Would Remove Powerful Economic Disincentives to TECQ's
'Prov151on of Rellable Enerqv Serv1ces at Least Cost.

The economic 1ncentlves created.by regulatory practices exert

a powerful influence on utility actions. The current connection

between utility revenues and sales gives TECO a strong incentive to

maximize electric sales between rate cases. Every additional kWh

TECO sells between rate cases increases its profits, and every kWh

- customers do not buy due to conservation reduces TECO's bottom

line. Thus, the economic incentives created by current regulatory

practice strongly discourage TECO's investment in even low cost
energy conservation.

In order to provide energy services at the lowest cost, the
costs and benefits of all potential resource options must be
evaluated on a level playing field. Current regulatory practice
discourages TECO's investment in DSM resources and fails to provide
the level playing field for demand and supply-side rescurces that
is essential to TECO's provision of reliable energy services at
least cost.

Decoupling TECO's revenues and sales is an essential first
. step to correcting current incentives--to aligning TECO's economic
interests with those of its customers. Since utility regulation
ought to provide the greatest rewards for utility actions which
provide reliable energy services at least cost to customers, the
Commission should decouple TECO's revenues and sales.
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c-Deeounllnq Aould. Remove Powerful Economlc Di 1n ntiv
Im lementatlon_of En r 7 - : Z PR

" Under current regulatory practlce, 1ncreased sales always
-t crease TECO's proflts}and lower sales always cut TECO's earnings.
_;Thls direct connection between TECO's sales and revenues is a
 potent economic disincentive to TECO's 1mp1ementatlon of energy
-jeff1c1enty program" that reduce energy usage. Even low cost
; : LE] COgXe re dlscouraged --not only programs that would
“yreduce revenue re 1rements and total customer costs, but also
those that would*reduce averageﬁrates--- since all such programs
‘would reduce TEC s'proflts Thus, current regulatory practice
: induces TECO to exclude from its. plannlng process regource options
'uthat will reduce sales,_even if those options weuld reduce total
revenue requ1rements and customer costs. In ‘order to "get the
L _1ncent1ves right ., ‘the Commission should adopt a revenue adjustment
~ mechanism that ends the connectlon between TECO's level of sales
and revenues. ' -

The Florlda Energy EfflClenCY and Conservation Act ("FEECA"),
states the leglslature ‘g findings that (1) the use of energy
conservation systems is "critical" to the "health, prosperity, and

general welfare of the state and its citizens," and that (2)
"reduction in- and: control of the growth rates of electric
consumption...are of particular importance. Sections 366.81, and
366 .82 FLS. Decoupling would remove a powerful economic

disincentive to TECO's implementation of energy efficiency programs
that reduce energy use and improve TECO's periormance under FEECA.

The Legislature has, in addition, specifically authorized the
Commission to establish rates designed to encourage energy
conservation or energy efficiency. Sections 366.075 and 366.81,
F.8. Decoupling revenues and sales removes the risk that
innovative rate designs would adversely influence TECO's revenue
stream. As a result, decoupling would permit greater freedom to
experiment with rates designed to encourage energy conservation or
efficiency. (Stutz)

HOW SHOULD TECO IMPLEMENT DECOUPLING?

The Commission should adopt a Revenue per Customer decoupling
mechanism for TECO. Revenue per Customer decoupling is likely to
be the most effective for TECO in 1light of other relevant
regulatory policies and practices applicable tc the company. Both
the Revenue Per Customer and ERAM decoupling mechanisms would
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geffect vely end TECO'S curfent-dlslncentlve to prov1de ‘reliable
energy services at least cost andvto invest in energy efficiency
Revenue per Customert("RPC“) decoupling--with

justments--is adm nistratlvely 31mpler to

:}or without annual

o _1mplement and may prdvlde the stronges. incentives to minimize the

7-;costs of prov1d1ng rellable electrlc services. (Stutz)

':No p031t10n

'f-ﬁmo p081t10n

:NO;QQSitIQn pendin§$fufthet discovery.

~ ISSUE 129: ;ShOuld"'Tampa Electr;c implement Demand Side
e we jManagement 1ncent1ves'>= And, if so, how?

TECO: _No ThlS proceedlng is not the appropriate forum
o to address thesge issues. If the Commission is
'dlsposed to address or consider demand side

management incentives, this should be accomplished

in afseparate generlc proceeding rather than being

2d as an issue in an individual utility's rate
, qAny move to implement demand side management
1ncent1ves would involve significant policy issues
which should be considered by the full Commission
and only after receiving and evaluating input from

all affected persons. (Kordecki)
OPC: No position.
FIPUG: Agrees with Tampa Electric.
LEAFQ The position of LEAF, et. al., responds to the two

separate questions stated in this general issue
(i.e. "Should TECO implement DSM Incentives?" and,
if so "How should TECO implement DSM Incentives?”)
as follows:

SHOULD TECO IMPLEMENT DSM INCENTIVES?

Yes. DSM incentives are necessary to provide a level playing
field for demand and supply-side resources and make successful
implementation of TECO's least cost plan the company's most
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hat

'DSM w111 “help TECO overcome in

xper81stence of DSM sav1ngs,

99

:of;actlon.:-

reduce energy use, perceptl

_;resolved in changing the nature of utility services.
~ incentives would also help TECO improve its performance in programs
_ to increase the efficiency of energy ugse under the Florida Energy

%:__Efficiency Act, ("FEECAnm

In order to prov1de the proper economic smgnals,

easonable economic incentives for
}tutlonal biases against programs
of risk related to the size and
and;;the numerous problems to be

DSM

the

1,_Commlssion‘s regulatfry p011C1es should assure that TECO is able to
- profit most from actions that reduce customer costs. A "shared

savings" incentive _mechanism, i.e.

_ , one that allows TECO to share
ewards from energy efficiency programs that

_ 7freduce both energy se and customer bills, would provide the right
'“_1ncent1ves for TECO and should be adopted by the Commission.

that.

“n TECO IMPLEMENT DSM _INCENTIVES?

‘includes t ollOW1ng features

1) Flnan 1a1 rewards to TECO should be limited to a
percentage_of the financial sav1ngs achieved by TECO's
customers as a result of the company's efficiency program

~efforts. An incentive mechanism that rewards TECO on the

basis of its success in reducing customer bills is easy
for interested parties to understand and, from a
regulatory'perspectrve reasonable for'prov1d1ng'econom1c
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 hlghest yield programs, TECO's percentage
of eénergy cost savings should be higher if 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 to TECO, 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.

~ The Commiss "n{should adopt a DSM incentive mechanism for TECO




on the one
‘on the other.

and use of an Integrated
f;essentlal element of Tampa
_ Company g5 prov1d1ng reliable electric
1ces at least cost?

-Tampa Electrlc has an integrated resource plan in
_'place;L-Thls plan is an essential element of Tampa
~ Electric's provision of reliable and cost-effective

service to its Customers. The definition of "least

.cost"-ls critical to understanding one's position

on this issue. Tampa Electric favors an analysis

which provides "the least cost" to its Customers

_con51stent with considerations of safety,

rellablllty and Customer service standards. The

company adheres to the concept of minimizing
revenue requirements consistent with the
maintenance of appropriate safety, reliability and

Customer service standards and other strategic

considerations.

Tn its Order No. PSC-92-0002-FOF-EI issued on March
2, 1992 in the Tampa Electric Company Polk Unit One
need determination proceeding (Docket No. 910883-
EI) the Commission rejected FRG's argument that a
"least cost" standard should be applied. Instead,
in interpreting the phrase "most cost effective
alternative available", the Commission recognized
that the Legislature contemplated the consideration
of a broad range of factors to determine the need
for a proposed power plant, including electric
system integrity and rellablllty' and other
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-hat 'may be _relevant to a

?_pareicular casé. TheiComm1551on concluded that the

oal should be the provision of adequate and
liahla electric Eerv1ce at a reasonable cost to

_ftha uti_ity's customers.

fﬂa pasition.
iﬁn pégition.

The cnly way TECO can determlne 1f it is

33'_
3  ding services at lowest cost to customers is
to ,-airly ‘evaluate and _compare ' the costs and

 benefits of all potential resources options and

then plan £G acquire those optlons on a least cost
basis--that is, to engage in what the industry
m&lla;lntegrated Resource Planning. (Stutz)

No position.

Hﬁ.position*

No position.

No position pending further discovery.

Should the Commission require Tampa Electric
Comparny to employ Least Cost Integrated Resource
Planning as the basis for resource acquisition and
regource investment cost recovery in order to fix
just, reasonable and compensatory rates pursuant to
Section 366.041, F.S.?

Tampa Electric already employs integratec resource
planning and, consequently, no Commission
requirement to that effect is necessary. The
reference to "least cost" by FRG in framing this
isgsue can be misleading. The Commission has
indicated that the appropriate standard is "cost-
effective" planning. Neither Tampa Electric nor
the Commission should lose sight of the need to
consider strategic factors which could affect the
company's ability to meet appropriate safety,
reliability and customer service standards. This
Commission's "cost-effective" standard focuses on
the minimum revenue reguirements of Customers of
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dtility Any concep'*ﬁff"least cost" adopted

this Comm1351on should be the minimization of

~ the present worth of utlllty revenue requirements
: coneistent w1th Lhe prov191on of adequate service.

” ;ﬁo pasitzon

=':.é."N'c:o position._””'

fRates establlshed T utility for

. resource acquisitions that are not shown to be the
least cost options under an Integrated Resource

~ Plan cannot be considered just and reasonable

_beéause there may be lower cost resources available

ovide rellab,E'power supply that would reduce

~ utility revenue requirements and cut customer costs

 tE;oVergthe planning period.

VII. BXHIBIT

AStutz)

: No position.
~ No position.
;_fﬁpfpééition.

' No position at this time pending further discovery.

JIST

Witness Proffered By I1.D. No, Description
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FIPUG
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RIF-1)

(RJF-2)
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Smith
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Cost:of Service Study
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Peak Method
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Service Study Results
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Dr. Stutz's Testimony
Before Regulatory
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Differences Between
Traditional Planning
and Integrated
Resource Planning
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Least-Cost Planning

"Military Briefing"
Kicks Off Puget
Power's Conaervation
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Fair Allocation of
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o Stutz_ G
P (JS-10) DSM-Related Risk
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A (HGW-1)
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(HGW-2)
Pruitt Staff TECO logged complaints
(NP-1)

Pruitt Staff Complaint rate by type
(NP-2)

Pruitt Staff Complaints by year
(NP-3) 87-91

Pruitt Staff Complaint
(NP-4) justification by year
87-91

.Bouckaert 7 Staff Staff Audit Report
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Supplemental  Audit
Report

iﬁlght to identify additional
xamlnatlon

'_IXs-fPROPQSED”$fiﬁULATrONS'*

-};SSUE3132=_ :'Is Tampa}Electrlc Company S request for permanent
it = .}rate X ef based on a progected test period of
ear 1993 appropr1ate9

| TThls 1s the perlod which most appropriately 's
represents the first year the new rates will be in .
effeet (Lefler, Simokat)
OPC: No position. ?
FIPUG: No position. 1
.LEAFLR¥3N1 No position. ;
g;gx; - No position.
DAF: No position.
PASCO: No position.
STAFF: Yes.
ISSUE 133: Should the net overrecoveries or underrecoveries of

fuel and conservation expenses be included in the
calculation of Working Capital?

TECO: ’ Consistent with Commission decisions in past
dockets, overrecoveries should be included in
working <capital. Underrecoveries have bheen

excluded from working capital by the Commission.
(Simokat)
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Yes .. -

No position.

3Ndip¢sition;

No pdsition.

 Nc positlon.  

_All partles taklng a p051t10n on this issue agree
~as to the resolution.

“Accordingly, it is presented
to the panel as a stlpulatlon

What are the approprlate depreciation rates to be
used for thls proceed1ng°

fThe approprlate depreC1atlon rates are the rates

approved in Order No. 25619, issued 1/21/92, as
reflected in the company's flllng The company
does not believe that any change in the
depreciation rates is warranted at this time.
However, if the Commission does change the interim
rates approved for Big Bend and Gannon Stations,
the effect should be reflected in test year
expenses and rate base. (Lefler, Simokat)

No pOSition.
No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.
For all of TECO plant in service, except the Big
Bend 4 and Gannon Stations, the appropriate
depreciation rates are those set forth in Order No.
256192. For the Blg Bend 4 and Gannon Stations, the
appropriate depreciation rates are those which will

be approved by the Commission in Docket No. 920618~
EI. (J. Bass)
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Is Tampa Electrlc s requested level of Bad Debt
- Expense in the amount of $2,041,000 (52,041,000

system) for the 1993 Pprojected test = year and
$2,174,000 (%$2,174,000 _system) ~Eoxr  the 1954

' .subsequent test year appropriate?
‘Yesr _?hese are the approprlate amounts. (Lefler)
~ No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

b poa don
No position.

Yes.

Should Tampa Electric 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
books and records which will be required as a
result of the Commission's findings in this rate
case?

Tampa Electric does not object to filing such a
report. However, the Commission should require
only the filing of such information as is
reasonably necessary and will provide some useful
purpose. The Commission presently requires the
company to submit surveillance reports which
reflect the regulatory adjustments as decided in
the company's last rate case. The Commission also
regularly audits the company's books and records.
An order to file descriptions of entries or
adjustments, rate of return reports and books and
records which will be required as a result of the
Commission's findings in this case would seem to be
redundant. (Lefler, Simokat)

Yes.
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 ISSUE 137:

OPC:

FIPUG:

LEAF/RYAN:
CITY:

DAF:

PASCO:

STAFF:

920324-EI

No position.
No position.
fNofpdSiﬁibn.’

':lfbe p081t10n;}i”'

. N p051t10n.

How should any 1ncrease in revenue for 1993 and

f1994 be allocated among rate classes?

'dfThe crlterla used‘lnclude. 1) cost to serve the
various classes, 2) rate history; 3) public

acceptance of rate structure; 4) Customer

_?understandlng ~and ease of application; 5}
consumption and load characteristics of the

classes; and 6) revenue stability and continuity.
(Smith)

No position.

Using an appropriate cost of service methodology.
(Falkenberg)

No position.
No position.
No position.
No position.

The criteria used to allocate an increase in
revenue for 1993 and 1994 should include 1) cost to
gserve the wvarious classes; 2) rate history; 3)
public acceptance or ate structure; 4) customer
understanding and ease of application; 5}
consumption and load characteristics of the
clagses; and 6) revenue stability and continuity.

s e s e Al
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STAFFE:

ISSUS 140:
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. 18 the method iis_éd. 'bj_.‘_:;‘tﬁe utility for calculating
~ the increase in unbilled revenues by rate class
@ Appropriater, : \
. Yes. (Lefler)
g
 ;ﬁa§p¢si;i¢q,,~'
mNobpgéitibn; 
 No position.
fﬂﬁibos1Eion.

Yes.

Sﬁbuld sports fields taking service under the
Sports Field Provision on the GS rate schedule pay
an energy charge which is 120 percent of the GS
energy charge?

Yes. (Smith)

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No pogition.

ves.

Should the Sports Field provision in Rate Schedule

GS be eliminated if the low load factor provision
is approved?



ISSUE 142:

'"ﬁwﬁbhd mandf (GS/GST) and General Service

the provzslons on the General serviﬁﬂ

(GSD/GSDT) rate schedules that provides for 96 a&ys

. nok before transferring a customer whose demand

’has exceeded the"maxlmum for the rate schedule to

- the GSD/GSDT or GSLD/GSLDT rate schedules be
- eliminated?

'Yésl ’If the GSD option is approved, the 90 day
notice provision would no longer be necesgary.

(Smith)

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

Yes.

Should the company's proposed revision of the

definitions of some of the standby service billing
determinants be approved?



a avallable*frcm the metering

he company is better able to

~ lln.ng ‘determinants using
(Smith)

’N  p081t10n

. o :_Yes -

Is it appropriate to eliminate the Street Lighting
Service (SL-1) and Outdoor Lighting Service (OL-2}
rate schedules?

Yes. Since there will no longer be any SL-1 and
OL-2 service in Tampa Electric's service area after
1982, it is appropriate to eliminate these rate
schedules. (Smith)

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

No position.

Yes.

¥G MOTIONS
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?hstkﬁearinngilings

Pertiaa may file Brlefs not to exceed 50 pages in length,
ineludinq ptopesed findings of fact. :

Partiee axe requlred.pursuant to Rule 25-22. 056(3) (a) to file

om pcat.he&ring Statement of Issues and Positions in accord with the

' Qtﬁ&r Estab. 'All statements of positions are

_eept w;th respect to Issue Number s

hing Procedure.;

:r.t is therefore, "

JRDEREH by COmm1551oner J. Terry Deason, 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 J. Terry Deason, as Prehearing
Officer, this Gth.  day of October , 1992 ”

e

J.LTERRY DEASEN, Ccommissioner
nd Prehearing Officer

{ SEAL))

RVE/DLC: bmi
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R PRQCEEDINGS OR JUDIQIAL &EVIEH

o Tha ?1orida Publlc Serv1ce Comm1331on is requlred by Section
Flﬁﬂ 59(%),-¥:,lorida Statutes, to notify parties of any
. a _ dve hearing'or judicial review of Commission orders that
ds ava:klahle- under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as
~well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice
 should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative
:_'fheafiﬁg or ”diﬁ 'rev1ew w111 be granted or result in the relief

: y parny adversely affected by this order, which is
'.theliminﬁry; pracedural or intermediate in nature, may request: 1}
- reconsideration within 10 days pursuant to Rule 25-22.038(2),
. Florida Adminis rative Code, if issued by a Prehearing Officer; 2)
- yecousideration within 15 days pursuant to Rule 25-22.060, Florida

*ug'&ﬁminiatrative Code, if issued by the Commission; or 3) judicial
~ review by the Florida Supreme Court, in the case of an electric,
 gas or ta,ephgne utility, or the First DlStrlCt Court of Appeal in

- the case of a water or wastewater utility. A motion for

yeconsideration shall be filed with the Director, Division of
Records and Reporting, in the form: prescribed by Rule 25-22.060,
florida Administrative Code. Judicial review of a preliminary,
procedural or intermediate ruling or order is available if review
of the final action will not provide an adequate remedy. Such
review may be requested from the appropriate court, as described
above, pursuant to Rule 9.100, Florida Rules of Appellate
grocedure.




