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1 Election of Commission Chairman for a two-year term beginning January 2, 2024. 
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Item 2 



State of Florida 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

AGENDA: 

FILED 10/27/2023 
DOCUMENT NO. 05843-2023 
FPSC - COMMISSION CLERK 

Public Service Commission 
CAPITAL ClRCLE OFFICE CENTER• 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850 

-M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U-M-

October 27, 2023 

Office of Commission Clerk (Teitzman) 

Office of Industry Development and Market Analysis (Mallow0 ff 
Fogleman) 
Office of the General Counsel (Imig, Harper/ 5rEf-t 

Application for Certificate of Authority to Provide Telecommunications 
Service 

11/9/2023 - Consent Agenda - Proposed Agency Action - Interested 
Persons May Participate 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: None 

Please place the following Application for Certificate of Authority to Provide 
Telecommunications Service on the consent agenda for approval. 

DOCKET 
NO. COMPANY NAME 

20230092-TX Office Management Systems, Inc. 

CERT. 
NO. 

8987 

The Commission is vested with jurisdiction in this matter pursuant to Section 364.335, Florida 
Statutes. Pursuant to Section 364.336, Florida Statutes, certificate holders must pay a minimum 
annual Regulatory Assessment Fee if the certificate is active during any portion of the calendar 
year. A Regulatory Assessment Fee Return Notice will be mailed each December to the entity 
listed above for payment by January 30. 
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State of Florida 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

AGENDA: 

FILED 10/27/2023 
DOCUMENT NO. 05838-2023 
FPSC - COMMISSION CLERK 

Public Service Commission 
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER• 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850 

-M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U-M-

October 27, 2023 

Office of Commission Clerk (Teitzman) 

Division of Accounting and Finance (Souchik, D. Buys) At# 
Office of the General Counsel (Sparks, Marquez) Alf 

Docket No. 20230099-EI - Application for authority to issue and sell 
securities for 12 months ending December 31, 2024, by Tampa Electric 
Company. 

11/9/2023 - Consent Agenda - Final Action - Interested Persons May 
Participate 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: None 

Please place the following application for authority to issue and sell securities on the consent 
agenda for approval. 

Docket No. 20230099-EI - Application for authority to issue and sell securities for 12 months 
ending December 31, 2024, by Tampa Electric Company. 

Tampa Electric Company (Tampa Electric or Company) seeks the authority to issue, sell, and/or 
exchange equity securities and issue, sell, exchange, and/or assume long-term or short-term debt 
securities, and/or to assume liabilities or obligations as guarantor, endorser, or surety during 
calendar year 2024. The Company also seeks authority to enter into interest rate swaps or other 
derivative instruments related to debt securities during calendar year 2024. 

The amount of all equity and long-term debt securities issued, sold, exchanged, or assumed and 
liabilities and obligations assumed or guaranteed as guarantor, endorser, or surety will not 
exceed in the aggregate $1 .4 billion during calendar year 2024, including any amounts issued to 
retire existing long-term debt securities. The maximum amount of short-term debt outstanding at 
any one time will be $1.6 billion during calendar year 2024. 

In its application, Tampa Electric states it confirms that the capital raised pursuant to this 
application will be used in connection with the activities of the Company' s regulated electric 
activities and not the unregulated activities of the Company or its affiliates. 

Staff has reviewed the Company's projected capital expenditures in Exhibit B. The amount 
requested by the Company ($3 billion) exceeds its expected capital expenditures ($1.463 billion). 
The additional amount requested exceeding the projected capital expenditures allows for 
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Docket No. 20230099-EI 
Date:  October 27, 2023 

- 2 -

financial flexibility with regard to unexpected events such as hurricanes, financial market 
disruptions, and other unforeseen circumstances. Staff believes the requested amounts are 
appropriate. Staff recommends Tampa Electric’s application to issue and sell securities be 
approved. 
For monitoring purposes, this docket should remain open until May 2, 2025, to allow the 
Company time to file the required Consummation Report. 



State of Florida 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

AGENDA: 

FILED 10/27/2023 
DOCUMENT NO. 05840-2023 
FPSC - COMMISSION CLERK 

Public Service Commission 
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER• 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850 

-M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U-M-

October 27, 2023 

Office of Commission Clerk (Teitzman) 

Division of Accounting and Finance (McGowan, D. Buys) At,# 
Office of the General Counsel (Imig, Marquez) AII 

Docket No. 20230100-GU - Application for authority to issue and sell 
securities for 12 months ending December 31, 2024, by Peoples Gas 
System, Inc. 

11/9/2023 - Consent Agenda - Final Action - Interested Persons May 
Participate 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: None 

Please place the following application for authority to issue and sell securities on the consent 
agenda for approval. 

Docket No. 20230100-GU - Application for authority to issue and sell securities for 12 months 
ending December 31 , 2024, by Peoples Gas System, Inc. 

On January 1, 2023, a new corporate entity, Peoples Gas System, Inc., was formed as a wholly 
owned subsidiary of a newly formed gas operations holding company, TECO Gas Operations, 
Inc., which is a subsidiary of TECO Energy, Inc. As a result, this is the first independent 
application filed on behalf of Peoples Gas System, Inc., seeking authority to issue and sell 
securities as a new corporate entity. 

Peoples Gas System, Inc., (PGS or Company) seeks the authority to issue, sell, and/or exchange 
equity securities and issue, sell, exchange, and/or assume long-term or short-term debt securities 
and/or to assume liabilities or obligations as guarantor, endorser, or surety during calendar year 
2024. PGS also seeks authority to enter into interest rate swaps or other derivative instruments 
related to debt securities during calendar year 2024. 

The amount of all equity and long-term debt securities issued, sold, exchanged, or assumed and 
liabilities and obligations assumed or guaranteed as guarantor, endorser, or surety will not 
exceed in the aggregate $750 million during calendar year 2024, including any amounts issued to 
retire existing long-term debt securities. The maximum amount of short-term debt outstanding at 
any one time will not exceed $500 million during calendar year 2024. 
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In its application, PGS states it confirms that the capital raised pursuant to this application will 
be used in connection with the regulated gas activities of PGS and not the unregulated activities 
of the Company or its affiliates. 
Staff has reviewed PGS’s projected capital expenditures in Exhibit B. PGS’s estimated 
construction expenditures for 2024 is $362 million. The amount requested by the Company 
($1.25 billion) exceeds its estimated capital expenditures ($362 million). The additional amount 
requested exceeding the estimated capital budget expenditures allows for financial flexibility for 
unexpected events such as hurricanes, financial market disruptions, and other unforeseen 
circumstances. Staff believes the requested amounts are appropriate. Staff recommends PGS’s 
application for authority to issue and sell securities during calendar year 2024 be approved.  
For monitoring purposes, this docket should remain open until May 2, 2025, to allow the 
Company time to file the required Consummation Report. 



State of Florida 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

AGENDA: 

FILED 10/27/2023 
DOCUMENT NO. 05842-2023 
FPSC - COMMISSION CLERK 

Public Service Commission 
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER• 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850 

-M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U-M-

October 27, 2023 

Office of Commission Clerk (Teitzman) 

Division of Accounting and Finance (Elfouly, D. Buys) lft# 
Office of the General Counsel (Sparks) lfll 

Docket No. 20230105-El - Application for authority to issue and sell 
securities during 12 months ending December 31, 2024, by Duke Energy 
Florida, LLC. 

11/9/2023 - Consent Agenda - Final Action - Interested Persons May 
Participate 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: None 

Please place the following application for authority to issue and sell securities on the consent 
agenda for approval. 

Docket No. 20230105-EI - Application for authority to issue and sell securities during 12 months 
ending December 31, 2024, by Duke Energy Florida, LLC. 

Duke Energy Florida, LLC (DEF or Company) seeks the authority to issue, sell, or otherwise 
incur during 2024 up to $1.5 billion of any combination of equity securities, long-term debt 
securities, and other long-term obligations. Additionally, the Company requests authority to 
issue, sell, or otherwise incur during 2024 and 2025, up to $2.0 billion outstanding at any time of 
short-term debt securities and other obligations. 

In its application, DEF states it confirms that the capital raised pursuant to this application will 
be used in connection with the regulated activities of the Company and not the unregulated 
activities of its unregulated affiliates . 

Staff has reviewed the Company's projected capital expenditures in Exhibit B. The amount 
requested by the Company ($3.5 billion) exceeds its expected capital expenditures ($2.7 billion). 
The additional amount requested exceeding the projected capital expenditures allows for 
financial flexibility with regard to unexpected events such as hurricanes, financial market 
disruptions, and other unforeseen circumstances. Staff believes the requested amounts are 
appropriate. Staff recommends DEF' s application for authority to issue and sell securities be 
approved. 

For monitoring purposes, this docket should remain open until May 2, 2025, to allow the 
Company time to file the required Consummation Report. 
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Item 3 



FILED 10/27/2023 
DOCUMENT NO. 05857-2023 
FPSC - COMMISSION CLERK 

State of Florida 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

Public Service Commission 
CAP IT AL ClRCLE OFFICE CENTER • 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850 

-M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U-M-

October 27, 2023 

Office of Commission Clerk (Teitzman) 

Office of the General Counsel (Imig, Marquez) lfEII 
Division of Engineering (Buys, King, Ramos) TE 

RE: Docket No. 20230107-TL - Initiation of show cause proceeding against 
Consolidated Communications of Florida Company for apparent violation of Rule 
25-18.020( 6), Florida Administrative Code (F .A.C.). 

AGENDA: 11/09/23 - Regular Agenda - Interested Persons May Participate 

COMMISSIONERS ASSIGNED: 

PREHEARING OFFICER: Graham 

CRITICAL DATES: None 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: None 

Case Background 

Section 366.04(9)(a), Florida Statutes (F.S.), Jurisdiction of Commission, requires that the 
Commission regulate the safety, vegetation management, repair, replacement, maintenance, 
relocation, emergency response, and storm restoration requirements for communications services 
providers' poles that have public utility (i.e., investor-owned electric utility) attachments. Rule 
25-18.020, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.), Pole Safety, Inspection, Maintenance, and 
Vegetation Management, became effective and applies to communications services providers 
that own poles, as defined in Section 366.02(5), F.S., with attached public utility electrical 
overhead facilities . This rule applies to all communications services providers as defined in 
Section 366.02(3), F.S. This rule does not apply to poles used solely to support wireless 
communications service facilities or poles with no public utility electrical overhead facilities 
attached. 

3



Docket No. 20230107-TL 
Date: October 27, 2023 

 - 2 - 

Pursuant to Rule 25-18.020(6), F.A.C., a communications services provider that falls under the 
rule must file an Annual Report detailing the pole inspections and vegetation management 
activities for the prior year is required to be filed by June 1 of each year. In addition, the Annual 
Report should contain activities that the communications services provider has planned for the 
upcoming year. Rule 25-18.020 (7), F.A.C., also requires the Commission to impose upon a non-
compliant utility a penalty of $500 for the first violation, and up to $5,000 for the fifth violation 
of the Rule pursuant to Section 366.095, F.S. 

Consolidated Communications of Florida Company (Consolidated Communications) is subject 
to Rule 25-18.020(6), F.A.C., because it is a communications services provider that owns poles 
as defined in Section 366.02(5), F.S. Florida Power & Light (FPL) and Duke Energy Florida 
(DEF) have pole attachments to Consolidated Communications’ poles. However, Consolidated 
Communications did not file an Annual Report on June 1, 2023, and thus, is not in compliance 
with the rule. 

To achieve compliance, Commission staff contacted Consolidated Communications by email on 
June 5, 2023, and June 12, 2023, but Consolidated Communications did not respond (Attachment 
A). On July 13, 2023, Commission staff sent a letter, by certified mail, to Consolidated 
Communications requesting the Annual Report be submitted by August 3, 2023 (Attachment B). 
The certified letter was received on July 25, 2023, and signed for by James Warta (Attachment 
C). Consolidated Communications did not respond. As a result, Consolidated Communications is 
not in compliance with Rule 25-18.020(6), F.A.C. at this time. 

The Commission have jurisdiction pursuant to 366.04(9), F.S.
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Discussion of Issues 

Issue 1:  Should the Commission order Consolidated Communications to show cause, in 
writing, within 21 days from the issuance of the order for apparent violation of Rule 25-
18.020(6), F.A.C., why it failed to produce the Annual Report by June 1, 2023, as required by 
the rule, and why it should not be fined $500 for failure to comply with Rule 25-18.020(6), 
F.A.C.? 

Recommendation:  Yes. Consolidated Communications should be ordered to show cause, in 
writing, within 21 days from the issuance of the order for apparent violation of Rule 25-
18.020(6), F.A.C., why it failed to produce the Annual Report by June 1, 2023, as required by 
the rule, and why it should not be fined $500 for failure to comply with Rule 25-18.020(6), 
F.A.C. Alternatively, Consolidated Communications may file its Annual Report and include its 
$500 payment for the late filing with the Commission Clerk within the 21 day period. If the 
Commission is in receipt of both the Annual Report and the $500 payment within the 21 day 
period, staff recommends that the Commission no longer pursue its Show Cause proceedings. 
(Imig, Marquez, Buys) 
 
Staff Analysis:   

Law 
Section 366.04(9)(a), F.S., requires the Commission to regulate the safety, vegetation 
management, repair, replacement, maintenance, relocation, emergency response, and storm 
restoration requirements for communications services providers’ poles. Rule 25-18.020(6), 
F.A.C., requires communication services providers that own poles with attached public utility 
electrical overhead facilities to file an annual report each year by June 1. The Rule requires the 
Commission to impose upon a non-compliant utility a penalty of $500 for the first violation, and 
up to $5,000 for the fifth violation of the Rule. 
 
Analysis 
Consolidated Communications is a communications services provider as defined by Section 
366.02(3), F.S. Consolidated Communications owns poles as defined by Section 366.02(5), F.S. 
Public utilities, FPL and DEF, have pole attachments, as defined by Section 366.02(6), F.S., on 
Consolidated Communications owned poles. Rule 25-18.020, F.A.C. applies to all 
communications services providers that own poles. Consolidated Communications meets the 
requirements of Rule 25-18.020, F.A.C. 

Rule 25-18.020(6) F.A.C., requires each communications services provider to file an Annual 
Report with the Commission Clerk by June 1 of each year. Consolidated Communications failed 
to file the report by June 1, 2023. To achieve compliance, Commission staff subsequently 
contacted Consolidated Communications three times and received no response, and the company 
never filed its Annual Report with the Commission. Consolidated Communications has failed to 
comply with the requirements of 25-18.020(6), F.A.C.  

Compliance with Rule 25-18.020 F.A.C. is not optional. Moreover, staff believes compliance 
with the rule is important because it involves the safety of communications services providers’ 
poles. Consolidated Communications’ failure to comply will result in a penalty assessed by the 



Docket No. 20230107-TL Issue 1 
Date: October 27, 2023 

 - 4 - 

Commission of $500 under Section 366.095, F.S., and Rule 25-18.020(7), F.A.C., as this is its 
first violation of Rule 25-18.020(6), F.A.C. Alternatively, Consolidated Communications may 
late file its Annual Report with a $500 penalty with the Commission Clerk. If the Commission is 
in receipt of both the Annual Report and the $500 payment within the 21 day period, staff 
recommends that the Commission no longer pursue its Show Cause proceedings. 

Conclusion 
Staff recommends that the Commission order Consolidated Communications to show cause, in 
writing, within 21 days from the issuance of the order, why it did not file its Annual Report by 
June 1, 2023, in violation of Rule 25-18.020(6), F.A.C., and why it should not have be fined 
$500 for failure to comply with Rule 25-18.020(6) F.A.C. Alternatively, Consolidated 
Communications may late file its Annual Report with a $500 penalty with the Commission 
Clerk. If the Commission is in receipt of both the Annual Report and the $500 payment within 
the 21 day period, staff recommends that the Commission no longer pursue its Show Cause 
proceedings. 

Staff recommends that the order incorporate the following conditions:  

1. This Show Cause Order is an administrative complaint by the Florida Public Service 
Commission, as petitioner, against Consolidated Communications of Florida 
Company, as respondent. 

2. Consolidated Communications shall respond to the Show Cause Order within 21 days 
of service on the Company, and the response shall reference Docket No. 20230107-
TL, Initiation of show cause proceeding against Consolidated Communications of 
Florida Company for apparent violation of Rule 25-18.020(6), F.A.C. 

3. Consolidated Communications has the right to request a hearing to be conducted in 
accordance with Sections 120.569 and 120.57, F.S., and to be represented by counsel 
or other qualified representative. 

4. Requests for hearing shall comply with Rule 28-106.2015, F.A.C. 

5. Consolidated Communications’ response to the show cause order shall identify those 
material facts that are in dispute.  If there are none, the petition must so indicate. 

6. If Consolidated Communications files a timely written response and makes a request 
for a hearing pursuant to Sections 120.569 and 120.57, F.S., a further proceeding will 
be scheduled before a final determination of this matter is made. 

7. A failure to file a timely written response to the Show Cause Order will constitute an 
admission of the facts alleged herein, and a waiver of the right to a hearing on this 
issue. 

In the event that Consolidated Communications fails to file a timely response to the Show Cause 
Order, or fails to provide its Annual Report and $500 fine, the Company’s will be fined $500, 
and a final order would be issued. 
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Issue 2:  Should this docket be closed? 

Recommendation:  If the Commission orders Consolidated Communications to show cause as 
to Issue 1, and Consolidated Communications timely responds in writing to the Show Cause 
Order, this docket should remain open to allow for the appropriate processing of the response. If 
the Commission orders Consolidated Communications to show cause as to Issue 1, and 
Consolidated Communications does not timely respond to the Show Cause Order, then the 
Commission should issue a Final Order, and this docket should remain open until the fine is 
collected. (Imig, Marquez)  

Staff Analysis:  If the Commission orders Consolidated Communications to show cause as to 
Issue 1, and Consolidated Communications timely responds in writing to the Show Cause Order, 
this docket should remain open to allow for the appropriate processing of the response. If the 
Commission orders Consolidated Communications to show cause as to Issue 1, and Consolidated 
Communications does not timely respond to the Show Cause Order, then the Commission should 
issue a Final Order, and this docket should remain open until the fine is collected. 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Good afternoon, 

"»roes Wacta@coaSPlidalm com"· ''BarrJslex Susanne M''· "rrustrr@towoes net'' 
Marissa Raum 
"Annual Pole Reports" per Rule 25·18.020, FAC 
Monday, June 05, 2023 12:00:55 PM 

This is a friendly reminder that per Rule 25-18.020(6), F.A.C., each communications service provider, 

who own poles with public utility electrical overhead facilities attached, is required to f ile with the 

Commission an Annual Pole report by June 1. Please file your company' s report with the Commission 

Clerk, bttps-//secure florjdapsc com/ ClerkOfflce/Efi lioePublic . In addition, please email me a copy of 

your company's report and let me know if you have any questions. 

Thank you, 

Penelope Buys 

Engineering Specialist 

Division of Engineering 

Florida Public Service Commission 

(850) 413-6518 

pbuvs@psc state ff us 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Good morning, 

"»roes Wacta@coaSPlidalm com"· ''BarrJslex Susanne M''· "rrustrr@towoes net'' 
Marissa Raum 
RE: "Annual ~le Reports" per Rule 25· 18.020, FAC 
Monday, June 12, 2023 10:02:36 AM 

This is a second reminder that per Rule 25-18.020(6), F.A.C., each communications service provider, 

who own poles with public utility electrical overhead facilities attached, is required to file with the 

Commission an Annual Pole report by June 1. Please file your company' s report with the Commission 

Clerk, bttps-//secure florjdapsc com/ ClerkOffjce/Efi lioePublic and emai l me a copy as well . If your 

company does not have IOU's attached to their poles, please let me know. 

Additionally, please be mindfu I of subsection 7 of th is Ru le which lays out the penalties for non

compliance. 

If you have any questions, please don't hesitate to reach out. 

Thank you, 

Penelope Buys 

Engineering Specialist 

Division of Engineering 

Florida Public Service Commission 

(850) 413-6518 

pbuys@psc.state.fl.us 

From: Penny Buys 

Sent: Monday, June 05, 202312:01 PM 

To: 'James .Warta@consolidated .com' <James.Warta@consolidated.com>; 'Bardsley, Susanne M ' 

<Susanne.Bardsley@windstream.com>; 'ccuster@townes.net' <ccuster@townes.net> 

Cc: Marissa Ramos <mramos@psc.state.fl.us> 

Subject: "Annual Pole Reports" per Rule 25-18.020, FAC 

Good afternoon, 

This is a friendly reminder that per Rule 25-18.020(6), F.A.C., each communications service provider, 

who own poles with public utility electrical overhead facilities attached, is requ ired to file with the 

Commission an Annual Pole report by June 1. Please file your company's report with the Commission 

Clerk, httpS'//semre florjdapsc com/ClerkOffjce/Efil jngPublic . In addition, please email me a copy of 

your company's report and let me know if you have any questions. 

Thank you, 
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Penelope Buys 

Engineering Specialist 

Division of Engineering 

Florida Public Service Commission 

(850) 413-6518 

obuvs@osc state.fl us 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
ANDREW GILES FAY. CHAIRMAN 
ART GRAHAM 
GARY F. CLARK 
MIKE LA ROSA 
GAIJR lEL.LA PASSIDOMO 

STATE OF FLORIDA 
DIVISION OF ENGINEERING 

TOM 8 AUINGER 
DIRECTOR 

(850)413-6910 

Public Service Commission 
July 13, 2023 

Mr. James Warta 
Consolidated Communications of Florida Company 
26 Yarmouth Lane, Suite 100 
Downingtown, PA 19335 

CERTIFIED MAIL 

Re: Ruic 25-18.020, Florida Administrative CocEe - Pole Safety, Inspection, Maintenance, and 
Vegetation Management: Annual Report 

Dear Mr. Warta: 

On May I, 2022, Ruic 25-18.020, Florida Administ rative Code (F.A.C.), became effective and applies to 
communication services providers that own poles with attached public utility electrical overhead 
facilities. Pursuant to Rule 25-18.020(6), F.A.C., an Annual Report detailing the pole inspections and 
vegetation management activities for the prior year is required to be filed by June I of each year. In 
addition, the report should contain activities that are planned the upcoming year. The Commission has not 
received a report on behalf of Consolidated Communications of Florida Company. This is our third 
contact attempt regarding this matter. Reminder emails were previously sent on June 5, 2023, and June 
12, 2023, requesting that an annual report be filed to ensure compliance. 

Compliance with Rule 25-18.020(6), F.A.C., is not optional. Please be aware that the continued failure to 
comply with Commission regulatory requirements may result in staff initiating a compliance proceeding 
pursuant to Section 366.095, Florida Statutes and Rule 25-18.020(7), F.A.C. That Rule authorizes the 
Commission co impose upon a non-compliant utility a penalty of $500 for the first violation up to $5,000 
for the fifth violation of the Rule. Therefore, please submit Consolidated Communications of Florida 
Company's Annual Pole Inspection and Vegetation Management Report to the address below by 
Thursday, August 3, 2023. 

Office of Commission Clerk 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 
https://secure. fl oridapsc .com/C Jerk O fti cc/E fi Ii n gPu b I ic 

Should you have any questions, please contact Mrs. Penelope Buys by phone at (850) 4 13-65 18 or email 
at pbuys@psc.state.fl.us. 

PB:pz 

Sincerely, 

/ t,/ cf en.elope JJ· cfi"IJ." 
Penelope D. Buys 
Engineering Specialist 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER • 2540 SHUMARD O AK BOULEVARD • T,\LLMIASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Affirnrnti ve Action / Equal Opportunity Em1>loycr 

PSC Website: https:J/1V\1~1·.noridapsuom Internet E-mail: contact@psc.sta1c.n.us 
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 Case Background 

On April 4, 2023, Peoples Gas Systems (PGS or Company) filed a petition seeking the 
Commission’s approval of a rate increase and associated depreciation rates. PGS is a natural gas 
distribution company providing sales and transportation of natural gas, and is a public utility 
subject to this Commission’s regulatory jurisdiction under Chapter 366, Florida Statutes (F.S.). 
PGS is a wholly owned subsidiary of TECO Gas Operations, Inc., PGS provides service to 
approximately 470,000 customers in 39 of the Florida’s 67 counties. 

PGS requested an increase of approximately $139.3 million in base rates. Of that amount, about 
$11.6 million is associated with revenue requirements transferred from the Cast Iron/Base Steel 
Replacement Rider (CI/BSR). The remaining $127.6 million is necessary, according to PGS, for 
the Company to earn a fair return on its investment. PGS based its request on a 13-month 
average rate base of $2.4 billion for the projected test year ending December 31, 2024. The 
requested overall rate of return is 7.42 percent based on a mid-point return on equity of 11.00 
percent. The Company did not request an interim rate increase. 

On December 15, 2022, PGS filed its petition in Docket No. 20220212-GU (RNG Depreciation 
Docket) seeking approval of a new depreciation rate and subaccount for renewable natural gas 
facilities leased to others. On December 28, 2022, PGS filed its petition seeking approval of the 
Company’s 2022 Depreciation Study in Docket No. 20220219-GU (Depreciation Study Docket). 
On April 4, 2023, PGS filed a motion seeking to consolidate the RNG Depreciation Docket, the 
Depreciation Study Docket, and the rate proceeding in Docket No. 20230023-GU. By Order No. 
PSC-2023-0128-PCO-GU, issued April 12, 2023, the three dockets were consolidated. In Order 
No. PSC-2023-0157-PCO-GU, the Commission suspended the proposed permanent increase in 
rates and charges. 

PGS stated that even though it made efforts to increase cost savings and efficiency, PGS is 
expected to earn a return on equity of less than 8 percent in 2023, which places the Company at 
the bottom of its approved ROE range. PGS is seeking rate relief because of statewide growth 
and construction, higher depreciation expenses, changing pipeline safety and security 
regulations, higher inflation, and higher cost of capital in the financial markets.  

The Company’s last rate case, in Docket No. 20200051-GU, was resolved by the Commission’s 
approval of a Stipulation and Settlement Agreement (2020 Agreement).1 The Commission-
approved 2020 Agreement allowed PGS to generate an additional $58 million in revenues for the 
projected test year ended December 31, 2021. The 2020 Agreement also authorized a return on 
equity of 9.90 percent. The 2020 Agreement will expire on December 31, 2023. It also 
authorized PGS to amortize $34 million of depreciation reserve surplus as a depreciation expense 
from 2020 through 2023.  

By Order No. PSC-2023-0082-PCO-GU, the Commission acknowledged intervention by the 
Office of Public Counsel (OPC). Order No. By Order No. PSC-2023-0129-PCO-GU, the 
Commission granted intervention to the Florida Industrial Power Users Group (FIPUG). 

                                                 
1Order No. PSC-2020-0485-FOF-GU, issued December 10, 2020, in Docket No. 20200051-GU, In re: Petition for 
rate increase by Peoples Gas System. 
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The Commission acknowledged intervention by the Office of Public Counsel (OPC) and 
intervention was granted for the Florida Industrial Power Users Groups (FIPUG). The two 
parties (collectively, “Joint Parties”) filed a joint post-hearing brief.  

The Commission held two in-person service hearings in Pembroke Pines and Tampa on June 28 
and June 29, 2023, respectively, and four virtual service hearings on July 10 and July 11, 2023. 
Out of the six customer service hearings, two customers expressed concerns over a potential rate 
increase. An administrative hearing was held September 12-15, 2023. At the hearing, the 
Commission approved Type 1 stipulations for the following issues: 16, 17, 18, 20, 25, 30, 39, 44, 
46, and 56.2 The Commission also approved Type 2 stipulations for the following issues: 2, 3, 5, 
8, 11, 12, 14, 24, 26, 37, 40, 45, 48, and 66.3   

The Commission received letters from ten customers that were placed in correspondence in the 
docket. All of the customers urged the Commission not to increase their gas rates during these 
financially challenging times and exclaimed that the proposed rate increases are excessive and 
unreasonable. 

Prior to filing for this rate case, the Company decided to spinoff PGS from Tampa Electric 
Company (TECO) in what will be discussed as the “2023 Transaction.” The 2023 Transaction 
was effective on January 1, 2023, and restructured the Company so that TECO would no longer 
be a direct parent company of PGS. Both PGS and TECO are still under the umbrella of the same 
parent company, Emera Incorporated (Emera). 

This recommendation addresses the requested permanent rate increase. The Commission has 
jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to Chapter 366, F.S., including Sections 366.06 and 
366.071, F.S. 

 

                                                 
2A Type 1 stipulation occurs on an Issue where the utility and intervenors agree on the resolution of the issue. 
3A Type 2 stipulation occurs when the utility and staff, or the utility and at least one party adversarial to the utility, 
agree on the resolution of the issue and the remaining parties (including staff if they do not join in the agreement) do 
not object to the Commission relying on the agreed language to resolve that issue in a final order. 
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Discussion of Issues 

Issue 1:  Is PGS’s projected test period of the twelve months ending December 31, 2024, 
appropriate? 

Recommendation:  Yes, PGS’s projected test period of the twelve months ending December 
31, 2024, is appropriate. (Kunkler) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  Yes. PGS requests an increase in rates effective January 1, 2024. The twelve-month 
period ending December 31, 2024 is the most appropriate test period because it is representative 
of PGS’ future operations and reflects the Company’s expected operations during the first year 
its proposed rates will be in effect. 

Joint Parties:  With appropriate adjustments, the proposed 2024 test year may be 
representative of the period of time in which rates will be in effect. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS  

PGS  
PGS witness Parsons stated that the Company selected the 2024 projected test year, comprised of 
the twelve-month period ending December 31, 2024, as the test year in this proceeding. (TR 
1857). Witness Parsons argued that utilizing the 2024 calendar year as the test year is appropriate 
because it is “representative of the Company’s projected revenues and projected cost of service, 
capital structure and rate base required to provide safe, reliable, and cost-effective service to its 
customers during the period when the Company’s new rates will be in effect.” (TR 1857) PGS 
also note that there are “no pending or anticipated merger activities involving Peoples that would 
cast doubt on the reasonableness of the 2024 test year data or financial forecast.” (PGS BR 7) 
The Company proposed the new base rates become effective for the first billing cycle of January 
2024. (TR 1857) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties agree that with appropriate adjustments, the 2024 test year may be 
representative of the period of time in which rates will be in effect. (JP BR 2) 

ANALYSIS 

In general, a projected test year methodology is the process whereby a Company uses forecasted 
data for a twelve-month period to match its average revenues with its average expenses and 
average rate base investment for the same period. Witness Parsons testified that, with the 
exception of its accelerated preparation to meet the filing schedule for this rate case, PGS’s 2024 
projected test year was developed “using the same process used to develop the Company’s 
annual budgets, including capital expenditure and income statement forecasts.” (TR 1939, 1868) 
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While the Joint Parties proposed adjustments to other issues, the Joint Parties did not cite any 
objections to the appropriateness of the 2024 test year itself. Further, the Joint Parties did not 
propose any alternative to the projected test year as proposed in this case for setting customer 
rates. 

Staff believes that PGS’s proposed 2024 test year will result in a matching of the Company’s 
revenues to be produced during the first twelve months in which the new rates would be in 
effect, with average rate base investment and average expenses for the same period. Therefore, 
staff agrees with the Company that the projected test period of the twelve months ending 
December 31, 2024, is appropriate. 

CONCLUSION 

Staff recommends that PGS’s projected test period of the twelve months ending December 31, 
2024, is appropriate. 
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Issue 2:  Should the Commission approve PGS’s forecasts of customers and therms by rate 
class for the projected test year ending December 31, 2024? If not, what adjustments should be 
made? 

Approved Type 2 Stipulation:  Yes. The Company used linear regression models for both 
customer counts and average use for the test year. These models are both theoretically and 
statistically strong as measured by model coefficient and overall model fit statistics. The chosen 
modeling framework has been adopted by numerous utilities in the United States and Canada for 
forecasting.  
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Issue 3:  Are PGS’s estimated revenues from sales of gas by rate class at present rates for the 
projected test year appropriate? If not, what adjustments should be made? 

Approved Type 2 Stipulation:  Yes. Residential and small commercial customer and sales 
forecasts were used to estimate the 2024 test year revenues at current rates. These forecasts were 
prepared using theoretically and statistically strong models that have been adopted by numerous 
utilities in the United States and Canada for forecasting.  
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Issue 4:  Is the quality of service provided by PGS adequate? 

Recommendation:  Yes, the quality of service provided by PGS is adequate. (Lewis) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  Yes. PGS has delivered on its commitment to exceptional customer service as evidenced 
by the Company’s J.D. Power customer satisfaction scores, participation in customer service 
hearings, comments filed by customers in this case, and its industry low FPSC customer 
complaint levels. 

Joint Parties:  Customer testimony suggests that PGS’s quality of service does not support the 
magnitude of PGS’s requested rate increase. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
In its brief, PGS argued that its quality of service is adequate. The Company highlighted that 
only two individuals spoke during the six customer service hearings, neither of which expressed 
a negative view of the Company’s gas service. (PGS BR 7) PGS witness Sparkman testified that 
the Company has an evolving strategy that is focused on customer service and simplified 
customer experiences, which has led to PGS receiving several industry awards for its customer 
service. (TR 677, 699-700) Additionally, witness Sparkman argued that customer complaints 
filed with the Commission decreased by approximately 43 percent in 2022 and PGS has not had 
any Commission infractions over the last seven years. (TR 693) The Company argued it has low 
complaint levels and PGS witness Wesley testified that the complaint levels of PGS are lower 
than those presented in the last rate cases of Florida City Gas and Florida Public Utilities 
Company. (TR 115; EXH 26) 
 
Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties argued that the quality of service received by customers does not justify the 
magnitude of PGS’s requested rate increase. In support of its argument, the Joint Parties 
referenced the testimony received at the customer service hearings, which highlighted the 
requested rate increase amount of PGS. (JP BR 2) 

ANALYSIS 

Pursuant to Section 366.041(1), F.S., in fixing rates the Commission is authorized to give 
consideration, among other things, to the efficiency, sufficiency, and adequacy of the facilities 
provided and the services rendered. The Commission held two in-person service hearings in 
Pembroke Pines and Tampa on June 28 and June 29, 2023, respectively, and four virtual service 
hearings on July 10 and July 11, 2023. Out of the six customer service hearings, two customers 
expressed concerns over a potential rate increase. There was no customer testimony that posed 
any quality of service concerns. In addition, no intervening party witness addressed this matter in 
their prefiled testimony or during the hearing. 
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PGS serves approximately 470,000 customers. (TR 54) Staff witness Calhoun testified that from 
June 1, 2018, through May 31, 2023, 265 complaints were logged with the Commission with 99 
of those being transferred to PGS. The average of these complaints, 53 per year, results in an 
overall complain rate of 0.01 percent per year. Of the 265 complaints, approximately 49 percent 
concerned billing issues, while approximately 51 percent involved quality of service issues. (TR 
2081) Additionally, witness Calhoun testified that of the 265 complaints, none appeared to 
demonstrate a violation of Commission Rules. (TR 2082) To date, there were ten customer 
comments filed in the docket file, all of which expressed concerns of PGS’s proposed rate 
increase.  

Pursuant to Rule 25-7.018, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.), each utility shall keep a 
complete record of all interruptions affecting the lesser of 10 percent or 500 or more of its 
division meters. PGS provided two separate instances where this Rule applied. On June 13, 2022, 
a contractor failed to confirm the location of the gas main before commencing work. The 
contractor’s directional drill damaged a 4" plastic main under Lutz Lake Fern Road and as a 
result, affected the service of 505 customers. PGS reported that it took approximately three days 
to restore 95 percent of the customers affected by this interruption. (EXH 9) On September 27, 
2022, the service of 823 customers was interrupted due to Hurricane Ian across the Sarasota and 
Ft. Myers divisions. Excluding Ft. Myers Beach (143 accounts), service was restored within 48 
hours of the interruption or upon customer return. (EXH 9) Both of these interruptions were 
beyond the control of the Company. Based on a review of all witness and customer testimony 
and consideration of the information presented above, staff recommends that the Company’s 
quality of service is adequate. 

CONCLUSION 

Staff recommends that PGS’s quality of service is adequate. 
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Issue 5:  Should PGS’s request to establish a new subaccount and annual depreciation rate 
applicable to its renewable natural gas (RNG) plant leased to others for 15 years be approved, 
and, if so, what depreciation rate and implementation date should be approved? 

Approved Type 2 Stipulation:  Yes. The Commission shall approve a new subaccount under 
Account 104 (Gas Plant Leased to Others) to be denominated “Account 336.01 – RNG Plant 
Leased – 15 Years” and a depreciation rate of 6.7 percent for that subaccount effective January 1, 
2023. The proposed new depreciation rate will ensure that the cost recovery period for the 
Brightmark RNG Project (Issue 17) will match the period over which the project will generate 
revenues, that the costs of the project will be removed by the time the customer takes ownership 
of the RNG plant assets at the end of the contract term and will prevent the Company from 
experiencing a gain or loss on the sale of the assets at the end of the contract term. The new 
subaccount will facilitate application of the new depreciation rate.  
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Issue 6:  Are vehicle retirements, including salvage, properly matched with the prudent level of 
additional vehicles included in rate base? If not, what adjustments should be made? 

Recommendation:  No, vehicle retirements were not properly matched to the level of 
additional vehicles included in rate base. However, staff recommends no adjustments to net 
operating income or rate base because any corrective adjustment would be immaterial. (Smith) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  No adjustment should be made. While the Company did not properly match vehicle 
retirements with associated forecasted additions, adding the retirements to 2023 and 2024 has no 
impact as they would equally reduce the plant in service and accumulated depreciation. 
Therefore, adding retirements would not impact the 2024 test year rate base amount. 

Joint Parties:  The Company did not reflect retirements associated with the replacement of 
older vehicles which has the effect of overstated rate base and depreciation expense over time. 
Given other compensating adjustments in allocations, this is no longer a contested issue. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS argued that, pertaining to the retirement of vehicles in the test year, no adjustment to the 
calculation of test year Net Operating Income (NOI) or rate base is needed. (PGS BR 8) PGS 
explained that the Company did not include vehicle depreciation expense in the depreciation 
expense component of the 2024 test year NOI. (PGS BR 8) PGS stated that it included the 
vehicle depreciation expense in a transportation cost allocation that was reflected in the test year 
Operation & Maintenance (O&M) Expense and capital expenditures. (PGS BR 8) PGS further 
explained that including expected vehicle retirements in 2023 and 2024 would equally reduce 
plant in service and accumulated depreciation and would have the effect of slightly increasing 
test year rate base due to the lower depreciation expense in the test year. (PGS BR 8) 

PGS also argued that it has met the burden of proof of demonstrating the level of 2023 and 2024 
vehicle expense is necessary for several reasons. (PGS BR 8-9) These reasons all relate to the 
size of PGS’s territory and the number of miles that must be driven by employees to maintain the 
safety and reliability of PGS’s system. (PGS BR 9) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties did not present argument on this issue. (JP BR 2) 

ANALYSIS 

PGS witness Parsons testified that the Company did not reflect vehicle retirements in Account 
392.01 – Auto & Truck Less Than ½ Ton on MFR G-2, pages 23 and 26. (TR 1970; EXH 7) She 
stated that PGS identified $1,706,817 of retirements for 2023 and $1,571,627 of retirements for 
2024 that should have been reflected on MFR G-2 for that account. (TR 1970) Witness Parsons 
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further stated that reflecting these retirements would have the effect of reducing the 2024 test 
year depreciation expense (as derived from the depreciation study) by $243,046. (TR 1970) 
However, witness Parsons explained that this reduction in depreciation expense would have had 
no impact on test year net operating income due to the fact that PGS charges vehicle depreciation 
expense “through a transportation cost allocation to O&M and capital expenditures and is not 
included in depreciation expense in determining NOI.” (TR 1970) Staff has reviewed MFR G-2, 
page 23 of 26. (EXH 7) Staff has verified that these retirements were not reflected in the MFRs, 
as well as the fact that no depreciation expense for Account 392.01 was included in the projected 
test year depreciation expense calculation. (EXH 7) 

With regard to NOI, witness Parsons further testified that neither the transportation cost 
allocation nor the FERC O&M budget were impacted by the potential increase in vehicle 
depreciation expense. (TR 1970-1971) Witness Parsons explained that the Company did not 
increase the transportation allocation to account for the increased vehicle depreciation expense in 
O&M, but instead simply trended the existing 2022 vehicle transportation costs forward for 
inflation and customer growth in areas that utilized the vehicles. (TR 1971) Therefore, witness 
Parsons testified that the calculation of the test year NOI would not have been affected by any 
adjustment to vehicle retirements in the test year. (TR 1971) 

Separate from her explanation of the vehicle additions and retirement’s effect on NOI, PGS 
witness Parsons also testified as to the effects of the vehicle retirements on rate base. Witness 
Parsons clarified that reflecting the vehicle retirements on MFR G-2 would equally reduce PGS’s 
plant and reserve balances, thereby having no impact on rate base. (TR 1971) Witness Parsons 
added that rate base could be slightly increased due to the lower test year depreciation expense 
that would result from the lower plant balances in Account 392.01. (TR 1971) Witness Parsons 
also stated that since the increased vehicle depreciation expense was not factored into the 2023 
and 2024 Capital Expenditures, there would be no rate base impacts due to the lower 
depreciation expense. (TR 1971-1972) Witness Parsons’ Exhibit No. RBP-2, Document No. 8 
shows the potential rate base and NOI impacts if vehicle retirements had been reflected in the 
MFRs. (EXH 33, BSP E8-553) 

In its position on this issue, the Joint Parties stated that the Company did not properly reflect 
retirements related to new vehicles. (JP BR 2) However, the Joint Parties further explained that 
due to other adjustments being made in this case, this issue is no longer contested. (JP BR 2) 

CONCLUSION 

Both PGS and the Joint Parties took the position that vehicle retirements did not properly match 
vehicle additions in rate base. However, PGS stated that no adjustments are necessary, while the 
Joint Parties indicated this is no longer a disputed issue due to other compensating adjustments. 
Therefore, even though vehicle retirements do not match vehicle additions in rate base, staff 
recommends no adjustments to net operating income or rate base because any corrective 
adjustments would be immaterial.  
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Issue 7:  What depreciation parameters (remaining life, net salvage percentage, and reserve 
percentage) and resulting depreciation rates for each distribution and general plant account 
should be approved? 

Recommendation:  Staff’s recommended depreciation parameters and resulting depreciation 
rates for each plant account are shown in Table 7-2. (Wu, Smith) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  The appropriate depreciation parameters and rates are those set forth in Exhibit DAW-2, 
Document No. 3, to the rebuttal testimony of Dane Watson. The Commission should reject the 
five life parameter changes proposed by OPC. 

Joint Parties:  The depreciation parameters and resulting depreciation rates are shown in OPC 
Witness Garrett’s testimony and Exhibits DJG-18 and DJG-24 – DJG-26. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS stated “the Commission should find that Mr. Watson’s depreciation rates and parameters as 
presented in Exhibit 32, Document No. 3 are appropriate.” The Company argued that these rates 
were calculated in accordance with the applicable Commission Rule, based on a Commission-
approved methodology, and utilizing the most current data and information available. (PGS BR 
9) PGS stated that its witness Watson used the straight-line method, Average Life Group 
procedure, remaining life technique depreciation system to prepare PGS’s instant depreciation 
study. (PGS BR 10) The Company attested that witness Watson used the same methodology to 
prepare the study that was used by PGS and approved by the Commission in the Company’s last 
base rate case. (PGS BR 11) 

PGS contended that OPC witness Garrett did not perform his own depreciation study, but instead 
considered PGS’s study and proposed extending the average service lives (ASL) of five plant 
accounts.4 The Company argued that witness Garrett “only utilized one placement and 
experience band to arrive at his service life recommendations, while depreciation treatises 
recommend the use of multiple bands.”5 (PGS BR 11)  

PGS further asserted that witness Garrett’s choice to utilize a short placement band of the years 
1983-2021 violates the principles of actuarial analysis by failing to analyze trends in service lives 
over time. (PGS BR 11) Additionally, the Company argued that witness Garrett relied solely on 
the output of a statistical model and ignored company-specific experience and operational 

                                                 
4Individual plant assets in an account do not normally have identical lives or investment amounts. An account’s ASL 
is the average number of years that the assets in the account are expected to be in-service. 
5A placement band is the vintages (a vintage refers to the year in which an asset was purchased) of plant assets that 
are being studied, and it is used to show the effects of technological and material changes over a specific era. An 
experience band means the transactions (such as retirements) that are happening over time to those vintage years of 
assets, and it is used to show the effects of business and operational changes during a set period. 
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information, an inaccurate method for setting asset lives. (BR 11-12) PGS argued that, for each 
of these reasons, OPC’s approach is unreasonable, and the Commission should reject its 
recommended adjustments to service lives. (PGS BR 12) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties claimed that OPC witness Garrett correctly calculated the depreciation rates. 
(JP BR 3) Witness Garrett testified that he used a straight-line method, the average life 
procedure, the remaining life technique, and the broad group model to analyze the Company’s 
actuarial data. (JP BR 3) The Joint Parties stated that witness Garrett recommended the adoption 
of different average service lives for five of the plant accounts based on his analysis of the best 
Iowa curve to fit the “observed life table” (OLT) curve; and he accomplished this analysis 
through a combination of visual and mathematical curve-fitting techniques, as well as 
professional judgement.6 (JP BR 3) 

Witness Garrett proposed longer lives for Accounts 37600 and 37602, respectively. The Joint 
Parties stated that witness Garrett focused his statistical analysis on the relatively newer vintages 
in Account 37600, because “the Company’s bare steel replacement program that began around 
2013, which focused on retiring assets from vintages spanning from the 1930s through the 
1960s.” (JP BR 3) The Joint Parties asserted that witness Garrett’s choice of life-curve 
combination is a mathematically closer fit to the OLT curve than the Company’s choice. (JP BR 
3) The Joint Parties provided the same argument with respect to Account 37602, and asserted 
that witness Garrett’s results showed his choice was a mathematically slightly closer fit to the 
OLT curve than the Company’s choice. (JP BR 4)   

For each of Accounts 37900, 38002 and 38200, witness Garrett also proposed a longer ASL than 
PGS. The Joint Parties argued that witness Garrett’s results showed his choice was a 
mathematically closer fit to the OLT curve of Account 37900. Similarly, the Joint Parties also 
argued that witness Garrett’s choices were a mathematically slightly closer fit to the respective 
OLT curve of Accounts 38002 and 38200 than the Company’s choices. (JP BR 4)   

While PGS witness Watson argued that witness Garrett only presented one band in his exhibits 
and work papers, he conceded that witness Garrett said he reviewed multiple placement and 
experience bands, and also conceded that his own study did not present all of the possible 
placement and experience bands for the accounts. (JP BR 4) The Joint Parties further argued that 
PGS witness Watson took issue with witness Garrett’s lack of consideration of the subject matter 
experts’ input, yet witness Watson himself “qualified his reliance on the Company’s experts by 
saying he validates their opinions based on his own engineering experience and from doing 
theses studies for many years.” (JP BR 4-5) 

                                                 
6Iowa Curves, which depict the retirement distributions, published in Bulletin 125, Statistical Analysis of Industrial 
Reporting, published in 1935, by Robley Winfrey of the Iowa State College Engineering Experimental Station, are 
widely-accepted representations of utility property retirement patterns. These are well established depreciation tools. 
Each curve is denoted by a letter and number. The letter defines when retirements are more likely to occur. An L 
curve implies that retirements tend to occur prior to the ASL while an R curve implies that retirements tend to occur 
after the ASL. The number portion of the Iowa Curve designation indicates how steep or flat the curve's shape is. 
For example, both R1 and R3 indicate that the majority of the retirements of the account are likely to occur after the 
ASL; and R3 curve indicates more retirements occur closer to the ASL, compared to R1 curve indicated. 
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The Joint Parties asserted that “[g]iven that witness Watson has only testified on one or two 
occasions for a non-utility party, and he mostly develops depreciation studies while 
acknowledging that customer interests generally critique them, his observations may lack 
objectivity.” (JP BR 5) 

The Joint Parties concluded that witness Garrett’s recommendations are “better fittings” of the 
Iowa Curve to the OLT curve both mathematically and also based on considerations of factors 
impacting the data. (JP BR 5) 

ANALYSIS 

In this proceeding, parties proffered various proposals of the depreciation parameters and 
resulting depreciation rates. Two of the proposals remain unresolved: (1) PGS’s revised 
depreciation study filed July 2023, that is based on the actual and estimated activities and data of 
plant accounts ending December 31, 2023 (2023 Study), and (2) OPC’s proposed adjustments to 
PGS’s 2023 Study. 

The remaining life depreciation rate of a plant account is designed to recover the remaining 
unrecovered plant balance over the remaining life of the associated investment in that account.7 
Rule 25-7.045(1)(e), F.A.C., prescribes the formula for determining this rate.8 

For each of PGS’s plant accounts, the Company’s witness Watson proffered a proposal of an 
ASL with a specific curve (retirement dispersion) to determine the average remaining life (ARL) 
of the account, which, in turn, is used to calculate the remaining life depreciation rate of the 
account.9 OPC witness Garrett also provided an ASL-curve proposal for each of the accounts. 
Table 7-1 shows the parameters for the five accounts in dispute between the two proposals: 

Table 7-1 
Differences in Proposed Depreciation Parameters 

Account 
No. 

Account 
Title 

Current 
PGS 

Proposed 
(Watson) 

OPC Proposed 
(Garrett) 

ASL 
(yrs) 

Curve 
Type 

ASL 
(yrs) 

Curve 
Type 

ASL 
(yrs) 

Curve 
Type 

37600 Mains Steel 65 R1.5 65 R1.5 70 R1.5 
37602 Mains Plastic 75 R2 75 R2 82 R2 
37900 Meas & Reg Station Equip City 50 R2.5 52 R2 60 R2 
38002 Services Plastic 55 R1.5 55 R2.5 62 R2 
38200 Meter Installations 44 R1 45 R1.5 55 R0.5 
Source: TR 583; EXH 116, BSP F1045; EXH 86, BSP D16-1802 – D-16-1803 

                                                 
7The remaining life depreciation rate is the type of depreciation rate used by the Commission for determining 
appropriate customer rates. 
8Remaining Life Rate = (100% - Reserve % - Average Future Net Salvage %) ÷ Average Remaining Life in Years. 
9An account’s curve is a graphical representation of the retirement pattern for the plant assets of the account. 
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Average Service Life and Curve 
The Commission’s natural gas utility depreciation rule requires a gas company to conduct a 
depreciation study at least once every five years.10 To determine an account’s ASL for the 
coming five years, historical data as well as the prospective outlook for the account are 
considered. Actuarial analysis, also known as the Retirement Rate Method, is commonly used in 
evaluating historical asset retirement experience when vintage data is available and sufficient 
retirement activity is present. Historical data, including plant additions, retirements, and 
transfers, is organized by vintage and transaction year to develop an OLT to depict the 
percentage of the assets surviving at each age interval.11  

The OLT is plotted as a survivor curve and the area under the curve represents the average life of 
the plant assets in the account being analyzed. An OLT curve is rarely smooth and typically 
incomplete due to plant assets in the account not reaching zero percent surviving yet.12 However, 
in order to calculate a particular account’s ARL, there must be a complete curve as well as an 
ASL. Standard mortality curves, such as the Iowa Curves, are used to compare with, or fit, the 
OLT curve for this purpose. The ASL and its associated best fitted Iowa Curve together 
describes the life estimate of the account. This ASL-curve combination, in turn, is used to 
calculate the ARL of the account. Data “bands” refer to the period of placement and experience 
years that are analyzed. They are used in this curve-comparing/fitting process to define what 
portion of the OLT curve is to be evaluated. The curve-fitting process is a critical step of the 
service life analysis, and involves a combination of visual and mathematical curve-fitting 
techniques, as well as professional judgment.  

In this proceeding, both witness Watson and Garrett used the Retirement Rate Method in their 
service life analyses, but the historical data bands analyzed by each witness were different. 
Witness Watson claimed that he analyzed five or more placement and experience bands for each 
account at issue in the proceeding where sufficient retirement data exists. He testified that:  

I ran an overall placement band with two experience bands: the overall experience band, 
1983–2021, and 1997–2021 to isolate experience in those transaction years. I also ran the 
1983–2021 placement band with the 1983–2018 and 1997–2021 experience bands. If 
sufficient data existed for life analysis, I also ran an overall band of 1997–2021. 

(TR 587-588) 

Witness Garrett’s life analysis used placement and experience bands with both bands being from 
1983-2021. He testified that:  

While I also considered the other banding periods Mr. Watson presented, I focused on 
OLT curves under the 1983-2021 placement and experience bands because this time 
period strikes a good balance between considering a sufficient amount of data for 
analysis and considering relatively newer data. In this particular case, most of the 
accounts discussed below have been affected by asset replacement programs in which 

                                                 
10Rule 25-7.045(4)(a), F.A.C. 
11Transaction year is the year in which the asset was retired. 
12An OLT curve is only ever complete when all assets within the data set being analyzed are retired. 
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relatively newer assets may have different life characteristics than older assets. Thus, it 
can be instructive to focus on relatively newer vintage years when conducting analyses. 

(TR 1043) 

Witness Watson disagreed with witness Garrett. He asserted that witness Garrett’s selection of 
the data bands supporting his life analysis has the following errors:  

• Violates the principles behind actuarial analysis by only using one placement and 
experience band (thereby not analyzing trends in life through time). 

• Discards relevant data in analyzing his single band by using a novel (non-industry 
standard) approach that cuts off and ignores Company-specific experience. 

• Ignores both company-specific operational information and reasonable engineering 
expectations for the life of assets. 

(TR 588-589) 

Witness Watson also contested that witness Garrett was not consistent in the placement and 
experience bands he relied on for his ASL recommendation: 

• In the 2017 [PGS’s] case, witness Garrett did not specifically state the placement 
experience band used for each account, but it appears the placement band is the 
longest experience available from his Exhibits and workpapers. 

• In the 2020 [PGS’s] case, witness Garrett used a non-existent experience band that 
included 12 or more years with no retirements as his only band. 

• In this case, witness Garrett relied on placement and experience bands of 1983-2021 
for his recommendations. 

(TR 584) 

Witness Watson further argued against witness Garrett’s life analysis and ASL recommendations 
as witness Garrett did not consider information from the Company’s subject matter experts. He 
stated:  

The lives witness Garrett selected for the five accounts at issue are beyond what would 
reasonably be expected for the mix and types of assets within these accounts. If the 
majority of the dollars in a particular account are associated with assets that have 
projected lives between 20 and 40 years, an overall life for the account of 60 years for 
that account will not be reasonable. Simply recommending the output of a statistical 
model without validating against operational realities or reasonable norms is not an 
accurate way to set asset lives.   

(TR 590-591) 

In responding to OPC’s question whether he would agree that the Company subject matter 
experts are only giving their estimates with regard to different lives for different equipment, 
witness Watson expounded that, with their estimates, the experts are also “giving their 
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understanding [of asset lives] based on operating those assets for many years.” (TR 648) Witness 
Watson testified that there were two additional considerations which validated the estimates 
provided by the Company’s experts. One consideration was witness Watson’s own 
understanding as an engineer and his own understanding of the assets and their lives based on the 
number of depreciation studies he’s conducted for many, many companies during his career. (TR 
648) The second consideration that he included for validating the experts estimates was that the 
Company’s opinions were in line with his expectations and the industry’s expectations, 
concluding “they supported each other.” (TR 648) 

OPC also questioned whether witness Watson relied on the subject matter experts, the employees 
of PGS, for the Company’s specific information to develop his curve. (TR 650) Witness Watson 
testified that he did not solely depend on such information, but instead he relied on the historical 
books and records of the Company to make his service life selection, and used the information 
from the experts to support the selection. (TR 650-651) He further expounds: 

I will look at the actual experience of the company, and I will understand if there are 
changes that are happening to the assets operationally that would impact what I would 
project, and also understand what’s in the account and expected lives of the account. 

(TR 651) 

Based on the record evidence discussed above, staff believes that the approach that witness 
Watson chose to perform his asset life analysis is more comprehensive than witness Garrett’s 
approach. It is consistent with the core concept of the Retirement Rate Method and more 
comprehensively incorporates the assets’ specific operational information which is important in 
the assets’ life analysis.  

The account-specific analysis for the five accounts in dispute between PGS and OPC is 
explained below: 

  Account 37600 – Distribution Mains Steel 
The currently-approved ASL for this account is 65 years with a R1.5 curve, also denoted as 65 
R1.5. PGS witness Watson proposed to retain these parameters. OPC witness Garrett proposed to 
increase ASL to 70 years with the same R1.5 curve. Witness Watson disagreed with witness 
Garrett’s life proposal.  

PGS personnel indicated that the driving forces of retirements for the account include inadequate 
capacity of the steel pipes since they were originally built when gas demand was not as prevalent 
as today’s demand; some steel pipes have not been cathodically protected for their full life, and 
steel will corrode if scratched. (TR 593; EXH 32, BSP E7-323 – E7-324) Witness Watson 
asserted that witness Garrett’s proposal “does not appear to factor in the life expectations for 
specific assets in this account as communicated by Company [experts].” (TR 592) 

Regarding the curve-fitting process which determines the selected ASL-curve combination, 
witness Watson testified that his proposed combination was based on his evaluation of five 
different placement and experience bands. (TR 593) He argued that “witness Garrett only 
examines one band for his proposal,” and pointed out that “[a]s stated in NARUC’s Public 
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Utility Depreciation Practices, it is important to look at different placement bands and 
experience bands.” (TR 593) He further averred that “[b]y selecting only one band (and having 
the errors discussed earlier), witness Garrett’s analysis doesn’t fully analyze or accurately 
represent the Company’s historical experience.” (TR 598) Witness Watson also asserted that the 
OLT witness Garrett used in life analysis is not long enough to meet criteria recommended by 
authoritative texts that witness Garrett quoted himself. (TR 593; EXH 104, BSP D16-2173 – 
D16-2174) 

In previous dockets, witness Garrett recommended a 55 R2 life for this account and a 65 R1.5 
life for this same account.13 Witness Watson claimed that “[i]t does not seem logical that three 
years later, these same assets would last 7.7 percent longer than witness Garrett’s 
recommendation [that] he supported less than three years ago – especially when he does not 
speak to any operational reason for the change.”14 (TR 599-600)  

Staff reviewed all the graphical curve-fitting presentations together with all the data and 
information proffered by both witnesses. Staff believes that witness Watson’s life analysis is 
more persuasive, and a 65 R1.5 life proposal is reasonable for the account at this point in time, 
because it is derived from an appropriate depreciation asset life analysis and incorporated with 
the Company-specific assets’ operational information, and within the range of other Florida gas 
utilities. Staff notes that an ASL of 65 years is within the industry’s current ASL range for this 
account, which is 40 to 65 years with an average of 56 years.15 

Account 37602 – Distribution Mains Plastic 
The currently-approved ASL for this account is 75 R2. Witness Watson proposed to retain the 
existing parameters. Witness Garrett proposed to extend the ASL to 82 years. Witness Watson 
disagreed with witness Garrett’s life proposal.  

Witness Watson testified that this account is more mature with assets that are replaced on an 
ongoing basis, and Company subject matter experts indicated the retirements of the account 
would be focusing on pre-1984 pipe, with the newer pipe likely to last 75 years. (TR 601) He 
claimed that his proposal recognized both the indications in the life analysis, which included 
examination of 17 different fits across multiple placement and experience bands, and the 
account-specific information from Company experts. (TR 606) Witness Watson asserted that 
Witness Garrett’s life proposal is excessive. (TR 605, 606) He contested that witness Garrett’s 
proposal seems illogical as it would make PGS have assets in this account that last 17.1 percent 
                                                 
13Docket No. 20160159-GU, In re: Petition for approval of settlement agreement pertaining to Peoples Gas 
System’s 2016 depreciation study, environmental reserve account, problematic plastic pipe replacement, and 
authorized ROE. Docket No. 20200051-GU, In re: Petition for rate increase by Peoples Gas System. 
14(70 – 65) / 65 = 7.7% 
15The industry’s current ASL range is determined based upon Order Nos. PSC-2020-0485-FOF-GU, issued 
December 10, 2020, in Docket No. 20200051-GU, In re: Petition for rate increase by Peoples Gas System; PSC-
2022-0153-PAA-GU, issued April 22, 2022, in Docket No. 20210183-GU, In re: Petition for approval of 2021 
depreciation study, by Sebring Gas System; PSC-2023-0103A-FOF-GU, issued April 6, 2023, in Docket No. 
20220067-GU, In re: Petition for rate increase by Florida Public Utilities Company, Florida Division of 
Chesapeake Utilities Corporation, Florida Public Utilities Company - Fort Meade, and Florida Public Utilities 
Company - Indiantown Division; PSC-2023-0177-FOF-GU, issued June 9, 2023, in Docket No. 20220069-GU, In 
re: Petition for rate increase by Florida City Gas; and PSC-2023-0215-PAA-GU, issue July 26, 2023, in Docket 
No. 20230022-GU, In re: Petition for approval of 2022 Depreciation Study by St. Joe Natural Gas Company, Inc.  
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longer than witness Garrett recommended for the same assets of another Florida utility without 
providing an operational reason to explain the difference.16 (TR 605-606)  

The industry’s current ASL range for this account is 40 to 75 years with an average of 62 years. 
Staff believes that a 75 R2 life proposal is reasonable for the account at this point in time, 
because it is derived from an appropriate depreciation asset life analysis, incorporated with the 
Company-specific assets’ operational information, and within the range of other Florida gas 
utilities. It is also in line with the Commission’s recognized and generally accepted principle of 
gradualism.17 

Account 37900 – Distribution Measuring & Regulating Equip – City Gate 
The currently-approved life for this account is 50 R2. Witness Watson proposed to moderately 
increase the ASL from 50 to 52 years. Witness Garrett proposed to increase the life to 60 years, 
and claimed that he did “not believe Watson’s proposed average life of 52 years is long enough 
given the data presented at this time.” (TR 1049). Witness Watson disagreed with witness 
Garrett’s proposal.  

This account is composed of city gate distribution measuring and regulating (M&R) station-
related piping, regulators, controls, odorizers, and other equipment.18 Witness Watson testified 
that PGS is beginning to build new city gates and is doing more capital improvements than in the 
past, and newer stations are expected to last longer than older ones. He also attested that different 
assets in the account may have different service lives, and Company subject matter experts 
indicated that “50 years seems reasonable from an operational perspective.”19 (TR 608-609; 
EXH 32, BSP E7-332) Witness Watson claimed that witness Garrett did not appear to factor in 
the life expectations for specific assets in this account as communicated by Company experts. 
(TR 607) 

Witness Watson also argued that witness Garrett’s proposal was based on examining one 
placement-experience band which ends at approximately 92.36 percent of the account’s OLT 
data. (TR 609) He contested that the placement-experience band that witness Garrett used “is not 
statistically valid. It’s too short to make any predictions from it.” (TR 651) 

Witness Watson further stated that witness Garrett’s recommended ASL represents an increase 
of 15.4 percent when compared to existing parameters and contested that “[t]his level of change 
at one time without an operational justification is unreasonable, is not supported by the evidence, 
and should be rejected.” (TR 612) Witness Watson additionally opined that:  

                                                 
16In Docket No. 20170179-GU, In re: Petition for rate increase by Florida City Gas, witness Garrett recommended 
an ASL of 59 years this account. In Docket No. 20220069-GU, In re: Petition for rate increase by Florida City Gas, 
witness Garrett recommended an ASL of 70 years for this account. 
17As it pertains to depreciation and rate change, gradualism is the concept of making smaller adjustments over time 
as opposed to less frequent, large adjustments. See Order Nos. PSC-10-0131-FOF-EI, issued March 5, 2010, in 
Docket No. 090079-EI, In re: Petition for increase in rates by Progress Energy Florida; PSC-2023-0177-FOF-GU, 
issued June 9, 2023, in Docket 20220069-GU, In re: Petition for rate increase by Florida City Gas.  
18City gate is the entry point for gas being taken from a transmission system to a distribution system. PGS has over 
90 city gates. 
19E.g.: Odorizers may last 40-50 years, heaters may last 20-30 years, and regulators may last 30 years or more. 
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In Docket No. 20170179-GU for Florida City Gas, witness Garrett recommended a 39 
R0.5 life for this account. In Docket No. 20220069-GU for Florida City Gas, witness 
Garrett recommended a 45 S3 life for this account. It does not seem logical that Peoples 
would have assets in this account that last 33.3 percent longer than witness Garrett’s 
recommendation for another Florida utility. 

(TR 613) 

After reviewing the account-specific data, information, curve-fitting graphs, and the related 
testimonies presented by both witnesses, staff believes that an estimate of 52 R2 life is 
appropriate for the account at this time. This life estimate is slightly longer than the high end of 
the industry’s current ASL range for the account, which is 32 to 50 years with an average of 41 
years, but is still in line with the Commission’s recognized and generally accepted principle of 
gradualism. 

Account 38002 – Distribution Services Plastic 
The currently-approved ASL-curve combination for this account is 55 R1.5. Witness Watson 
proposed retaining the current ASL with a slight shift in retirement dispersion: 55 R 2.5. Witness 
Garrett proposed to increase the ASL to 62 years with an R2 curve. Witness Watson disagreed 
with witness Garrett’s proposal. 

Witness Watson argued that, as with other accounts, witness Garrett’s recommendation “[did] 
not appear to factor in the life expectations for specific assets in this account as communicated 
by Company [experts]” and “only examines one band for his proposal.” (TR 614) He further 
claimed that, with witness Garrett’s recommended 1983-2021 placement and experience band, 
the OLT “is too short a stub to be predictive of the life of the account (only going to 84 percent 
surviving).” (TR 617) In his rebuttal testimony, witness Watson proffered four graphs, each 
visually comparing the fit of the curve to the account’s actual data for placement-experience 
bands selected by him versus the bands selected by witness Garrett.20 (TR 615-617) It appears to 
staff that the 55 R2.5 life proposal is a better fit of the actual activity in this account.  

Witness Watson also argued that witness Garrett’s proposal of a 7-year increase to the ASL is 
excessive. He claimed that this level of change without operational reasons is both unreasonable 
and not supported by the evidence. (TR 618) Witness Watson further pointed out that witness 
Garrett recommended a 54 R2.5 life and a 55 R2.5 life for this account in prior dockets.21,22 He 
stated that it did “not seem logical that Peoples would have assets in this account that last 12.7 
percent longer than witness Garrett’s recommendation for another Florida utility.” (TR 619)  

Based on the review of the evidence presented, staff believes that a 55 R2.5 life proposal is 
appropriate at this point in time for Account 38002. The ASL is within the industry’s current 
ASL range for the account, which is 40 to 60 years with an average of 53 years. 

                                                 
20Respectively, placement and experience bands used by witness Watson are: 1) 1959-2021 and 1983-2021, 2) 1959-
2021 and 1997-2021, and 3) 1983-2021 and 1983-2021; by witness Garrett is: 1) 1983-2021 and 1983-2021. 
21Docket No. 20170179-GU, In re: Petition for rate increase by Florida City Gas; Docket No. 20220069-GU, In re: 
Petition for rate increase by Florida City Gas. 
22(62 - 55) / 55 = 12.7% 
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Account 38200 – Distribution Meter Installations 
The currently-approved parameters for this account is 44 R1. Witness Watson proposed to 
increase the current ASL to 45 years with a slight shift in retirement dispersion to R1.5. Witness 
Garrett proposed to increase the ASL to 55 years with a R0.5 dispersion. Witness Watson 
disagreed with witness Garrett’s proposal. 

At the time of preparing the 2023 Study, this account’s average age of survivors and average age 
of retirements is 12.09 years and 13.72 years, respectively. Witness Watson testified that “[t]his 
information demonstrates that this is an account with newer assets and retirements that have 
occurred before a full cycle of activity has occurred.” (TR 619) He also cited interview notes 
with Company subject matter experts to show the factors that influence the life of the account 
and argued that “witness Garrett does not appear to factor in the life expectations for specific 
assets in this account as communicated by Company [experts].” (TR 619-620) Witness Watson 
further presented several graphs, each visually comparing the fit against the account’s actual data 
for placement-experience bands selected by him versus the bands selected by witness Garrett. 
Witness Watson claimed that his life proposal is a better visual match.23 (TR 621-624) 

Witness Garrett’s proposed ASL represents an increase of 11 years, or a 25 percent change. 
Witness Watson asserted that this level of change at one time without operational reasons is 
unreasonable and it is not supported by the evidence. (TR 625) He further emphasized that for 
the same account, witness Garrett recommended a 34 S3 and a 35 R3 for this account in prior 
dockets, and claimed that “[i]t does not seem logical that Peoples would have assets in this 
account that last 57.14 percent longer than witness Garrett’s recommendation for another Florida 
utility.”24,25 (TR 625) 

Staff believes that a life proposal of a 45 R1.5 is reasonable for this account at this point in time. 
It is derived from an appropriate depreciation asset life analysis, incorporated with the Company-
specific assets’ operational information, and within the industry’s current ASL range which is 34 
to 45 years with an average of 41 years.26 This proposal is also in line with the Commission’s 
recognized and generally accepted principle of gradualism regarding the rate increase. 

Average Remaining Life 
The ARL is the average number of in-service years left for plant currently in service. An 
account’s ARL is determined by the account’s age, its ASL, and the associated curve. As such, 
witnesses Watson and Garrett’s ARL proposals are in dispute for the same five aforementioned 
accounts due to the difference in each account’s ASL-curve proposals. (TR 583; EXH 116, BSP 
F1045; EXH 86, BSP D16-1800 – D16-1801; EXH 87, BSP D16-1802 – D16-1803; EXH 88, 
BSP D16-1804 – D16-1805) Based on staff’s recommended ASL and curves for each account, 
the appropriate ARLs for each account are listed in Table 7-2. 

 
                                                 
23Respective placement and experience bands used by witness Watson are: 1) 1939-2021 and 1983-2021, 2) 1939-
2021 and 1997-2021, and 3) 1983-2021 and 1983-2021; used by witness Garrett is: 1) 1983-2021 and 1983-2021. 
24Dockets No. 20170179, In re: Petition for rate increase by Florida City Gas; 20220069-GU, In re: Petition for 
rate increase by Florida City Gas. 
25(55 - 35) / 35 = 57.14% 
26Id. 
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Net Salvage 
The net salvage is gross salvage minus cost of removal. An account’s net salvage percentage is 
based on the account’s historical data, but is also prospective in outlook. No intervenor disagreed 
with PGS’s net salvage percentage proposals presented in its 2023 Study. (EXH 116, BSP 
F1045; EXH 86, BSP D16-1800 – D16-1801; EXH 87, BSP D16-1802 – D16-1803; EXH 88, 
BSP D16-1804 – D16-1805) Staff has reviewed these proposals and believes them all to be 
reasonable based on the evidence in the record, including the data and corresponding analysis. 

Reserve Percentage 
An account’s reserve percentage represents the portion of the account’s investment accumulated 
through depreciation expense to date unless restated to another level.27 It is calculated by 
dividing the book reserve by the original cost of plant. PGS proffered the reserve percent, or 
reserve position, for each of its accounts. (EXH 116, BSP F1045) The parties had no dispute 
regarding this parameter as it was calculated directly from the actual data of each respective 
account. 

Depreciation Rates 
For each of PGS’s accounts, witness Watson calculated the remaining life depreciation rate 
based on his account-specific parameter proposals. The resulting remaining life depreciation 
rates, or depreciation rates, were used to determine PGS’s proposed test year depreciation 
expense for the instant proceeding.28 (EXH 116, BSP F1045) Staff verified witness Watson’s 
calculations and confirmed that they are consistent with the prescribed formula of Rule 25-
7.045(1)(e), F.A.C., for determining an account’s remaining life depreciation rate.  

Witness Garrett also performed the calculation for all the accounts which results in three sets of 
depreciation rate proposals from OPC. The first one, “Depreciation Rate Development – 2023 
Study (With Book Reserve and Adjusted Parameters),” was developed by using witness Garrett’s 
proposed depreciation parameters. It results in an overall depreciation rate of 2.47 percent for all 
plant accounts studied. (EXH 86, BSP D16-1800 – D16-1801) The second one, “Depreciation 
Rate Development – 2023 Study (With Theoretical Reserve and Adjusted Parameters),” was 
developed also by using witness Garrett’s proposed depreciation parameters. It results in an 
overall depreciation rate of 2.64 percent for all plant accounts studied. (EXH 87, BSP D16-1802 
– D16-1803) The third depreciation rate proposal, “Depreciation Rate Development – 2023 
Study (Unadjusted Parameters),” was developed by using witness Watson’s proposed 
depreciation parameters. It results in an overall depreciation rate of 2.69 percent for all plant 
accounts studied. (EXH 88, BSP D16-1804 – D16-1805) 

Staff also verified witness Garrett’s depreciation rate calculations. The aforementioned second 
depreciation rate proposal from witness Garrett leads to the amount of the depreciation 
theoretical reserve imbalance of $221 million that is the Joint Parties’ primary recommendation 
for Issue 9. Staff notes that Garrett’s rate proposal was developed by using a calculation method 
that deviates from what is prescribed by the Commission’s depreciation rule pertaining to gas 

                                                 
27Rule 25-7.045, F.A.C. 
28Rule 25-7.045(1)(e) and (m), F.A.C. prescribes the respective formulas for calculating an account’s whole life 
depreciation rate and remaining life depreciation rate. Conventionally, the Commission uses the remaining life 
depreciation rare for the purpose of customer rate setting. 
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service by gas public utilities, Rule 25-7.045, F.A.C.29 (TR 1062-1069; EXH 87, BSP D16-1802 
– D16-1803) 

Staff agrees with the depreciation rates proposed by witness Watson. These rates are derived 
from the depreciation parameters (ASLs, ARLs, net salvage, and reserve percentages) which are 
best supported by the record in this case, and the associated calculations are in accordance with 
Rule 25-7.045, F.A.C. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the record evidence, staff recommends the depreciation parameters and resulting 
depreciation rates for each plant account as shown in Table 7-2. The resultant test year 
depreciation expense, based on staff’s recommended depreciation rates in this issue, is addressed 
in Issue 50. 

                                                 
29Rule 25-7.045, F.A.C. prescribes the formula to determine a plant account’s remaining life depreciation rate: 
Depreciation base percent (or plant minus future net salvage percentages) less book reserve percent, divided by the 
average remaining life of the account. However, witness Garrett’s proposal was determined for all accounts’ 
depreciation rates by subtracting the theoretical reserve from the depreciation base, rather than subtracting the book 
reserve from the depreciation base. This substitution impacted his calculation of the remaining life rate, and is in 
violation of the rule. 
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Table 7-2 
Staff’s Recommended Depreciation Parameters and Resulting Remaining Life 

Depreciation Rates 

 

  

Average Future Remaining Average Average Future Remaining 
Curve Service Life Net Salvage Life Rate Curve Service Life Remaining Life Reserve Net Salvage Life Rate
Type (yrs) (%) (%) Type (yrs) (yrs) (%) (%) (%)

37402 Land Rights SQ 75 0 1.3 SQ 75 57 25.3 0 1.3
37500 Structures & Improvements L0 33 0 2.8 L0 33 26 26.7 0 2.8
37600 Mains Steel R1.5 65 (50) 2.1 R1.5 65 55 28.5 (60) 2.4
37602 Mains Plastic R2 75 (33) 1.6 R2 75 67 20.4 (40) 1.8
37700 Compressor Equipment R2 35 (5) 3.0 R2 35 33 6.9 (5) 3.0
37800 Meas & Reg Station Eqp Gen R1.5 40 (10) 2.7 R1.5 40 31 26.2 (20) 3.0
37900 Meas & Reg Station Eqp City R2.5 50 (10) 2.1 R2 52 46 16.0 (20) 2.2
38000 Services Steel R0.5 52 (125) 4.0 R0.5 52 39 60.9 (130) 4.3
38002 Services Plastic R1.5 55 (68) 2.7 R2.5 55 46 33.3 (75) 3.1
38100 Meters R2 19 3 5.0 R2 20 12.4 41.4 0 4.7
38200 Meter Installations R1 44 (25) 2.2 R1.5 45 37 33.1 (30) 2.6
38300 House Regulators S1 42 0 1.8 S1.5 42 28 42.4 0 2.0
38400 House Regulator Installs R1 47 (25) 1.9 R1.5 47 38 38.1 (30) 2.4
38500 Meas & Reg Station Eqp Ind R3 37 (2) 2.3 R2.5 39 24 45.9 0 2.2
38700 Other Equipment L2 24 0 3.0 L1.5 27 20 39.6 0 3.0

39201 Vehicles up to 1/2 Tons L2.5 9 11 7.0 L2.5 8 5.2 39.4 11 9.5
39202 Vehicles from 1/2 - 1 Tons L3 10 11 5.6 L3 10 5.6 46.9 11 7.5
39204 Trailers & Other R2 27 15 2.9 R1.5 30 26 17.8 20 2.4
39205 Vehicles over 1 Ton L2 12 4 6.6 L2 13 7.5 49.4 7 5.8

30300 Mis Intangible Plant SQ 25 0 4.0 SQ 25 0 100.0 0 0.0
30301 Custom Intangible Plant SQ 15 0 6.6 SQ 15 11.0 27.3 0 6.6
39000 Structures & Improvements L0 25 0 2.4 L0 25 24 2.8 0 4.1
39100 Office Furniture SQ 17 0 5.9 SQ 17 9.4 51.8 0 5.1
39101 Computer Equipment SQ 9 0 11.1 SQ 9 5.4 57.8 0 7.8
39102 Office Equipment SQ 15 0 6.7 SQ 15 5.9 63.1 0 6.3
39300 Stores Equipment SQ 24 0 4.2 SQ 24 12.5 46.1 0 4.3
39400 Tools, Shop & Garage Equip SQ 18 0 5.6 SQ 18 10.2 51.5 0 4.8
39401 CNC Station Equipment SQ 20 0 5.0 SQ 20 14.9 24.5 0 5.1
39600 Power Operated Equipment L1.5 18 10 2.7 L1.5 18 10.7 59.5 10 2.9
39700 Communication Equipment SQ 13 0 7.7 SQ 13 2.3 97.4 0 7.7
39800 Miscellaneous Equipment SQ 20 0 5.0 SQ 20 16.6 28.3 0 4.3

33600 RNG Plant R2 30 (5) 3.5 R2 30 30 3.2 (5) 3.4
33601 RNG Plant  Leased - 15 Years SQ 15 13.5 5.5 0 6.7
36400 LNG Plant R2 30 (5) 3.5 R2 30 30 1.7 (5) 3.5
Data Source: EXH 116 BSP F1045, 128 BSP F1675

GATHERING AND LNG PLANT

OTHER GENERAL PLANT 

TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT

DISTRIBUTION PLANT

Account 
No. Account Number

Staff RecommendedExisting
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Issue 8:  In establishing the projected test year’s depreciation expense, should the approved 
depreciation rates be calculated using a depreciation study date of December 31, 2023 or 
December 31, 2024? 

Approved Type 2 Stipulation:  Although the terms of the 2020 Agreement approved by the 
Commission in Order No. PSC-2020-0485-FOF-GU, suggests otherwise, the Company agrees 
with OPC that the depreciation rates that become effective on January 1, 2024 should be 
calculated using a depreciation study date of December 31, 2023.  
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Issue 9:  Based on the application of the depreciation parameters to PGS’s data that the 
Commission has adopted, and a comparison of the theoretical reserves to the book reserves, 
what, if any, are the resulting imbalances? 

Recommendation:  Based on the application of the depreciation parameters that staff 
recommends in Issue 7, the resulting imbalance is a surplus of $160.4 million. (Wu) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  The appropriate theoretical reserve imbalance is a surplus of $160.4 million as of 
December 31, 2023 based on the recommended life and net salvage parameters as reflected in 
Exhibit DAW-2. 

Joint Parties:  For the primary OPC expert recommendation, the resulting reserve imbalance is 
a depreciation reserve surplus of $221.024 million. EXH 89 D16-1807. For the other resulting 
imbalance per PGS’s lives, see OPC witness Garrett’s exhibits DJG-28. EXH 90. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS stated that the appropriate theoretical reserve imbalance is a surplus of $160.4 million as of 
December 31, 2023, based on the recommended life and net salvage parameters as reflected in 
Exhibit 32, Document No. 3. (PGS BR 12)  

PGS argued that OPC presented an alternative calculation of the theoretical reserve surplus as of 
December 31, 2023, based on its proposed adjustments to PGS’s depreciation parameters. (PGS 
BR 12) The Company contended that OPC’s recommended adjustments are unreasonable, do not 
follow sound depreciation practice, and those adjustments and OPC’s resulting theoretical 
reserve surplus should be rejected. (PGS BR 12) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties stated that OPC witness Garrett identified four options regarding the 
depreciation reserve surplus amount in his testimony. (JP BR 6) The Joint Parties’ primary 
recommendation is to use OPC witness Garrett’s proposed ASLs, which results in a depreciation 
reserve surplus of $221,024,192. The Joint Parties asserted that, should the Commission adopt all 
of PGS witness Watson’s depreciation lives, the depreciation reserve surplus would be 
$159,474,313. (JP BR 6)  

ANALYSIS 

The Commission’s natural gas utility depreciation Rule 25-7.045(4)(k), F.A.C., provides that an 
account’s theoretical reserve amount is determined by the account’s book investment minus the 
account’s future accruals and future net salvage. The reserve imbalance of an account is the 
difference between the account’s calculated theoretical reserve and its book reserve. If the book 
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reserve amount is larger than the theoretical reserve amount, this account presents a reserve 
surplus at a specific point in time. 

PGS witness Watson calculated a $160.392 million reserve surplus for PGS’s plant accounts 
based on his proposed depreciation parameters. (EXH 116, BSP F1045, EXH 128, BSP F1675) 
OPC witness Garrett calculated a $221.024 million reserve surplus by applying his proposed 
adjusted depreciation parameters. (EXH 89, BSP D16-1806 – D16-1807) This amount is the 
Joint Parties’ primary recommendation regarding the reserve imbalance. (JP BR 5) Witness 
Garrett also calculated a $159.474 million reserve surplus by adopting PGS witness Watson’s 
proposed depreciation parameters. (EXH 90, BSP D16-1808 – D16-1809) 

Pursuant to Rule 25-7.045(4)(k), F.A.C., and the prescribed formula along with the depreciation 
parameters that staff recommends in Issue 7, the calculated theoretical reserve imbalance for 
each category of PGS’s plant accounts is as shown in Table 9-1 below: 

Table 9-1 
Theoretical Reserve Imbalance 
Account Type Reserve Imbalance 

 (as of 12/31/2023) 
Distribution $152,368,138 
Transportation $3,216,382 
General $3,772,298 
Gathering and LNG Plant $1,035,3413 
Total Plant $160,392,158 

                 Source: EXH 116, BSP F1045 and EXH 128, BSP F1675 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the application of the depreciation parameters that staff recommends in Issue 7 and 
application of the formula prescribed in Rule 25-7.045, F.A.C., the resulting imbalance is a 
surplus of $160.4 million. 
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Issue 10:  What, if any, corrective depreciation reserve measures should be taken with respect 
to any imbalances identified in Issue 9? 

Recommendation: Staff recommends using the remaining life technique to correct the reserve 
imbalance identified in Issue 9. (Wu) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  The surplus should be amortized over the remaining life of the assets. 

Joint Parties:  The reserve imbalances resulting as described in Issue 9 should be amortized 
over 10 years as explained in the testimony of OPC witnesses Garrett and Kollen in accord with 
Commission policy. Revenue requirements should be reduced $16.980 million. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS stated that its witness Watson designed his proposed depreciation rates to eliminate the 
theoretical depreciation reserve surplus over the remaining life of the depreciable assets and the 
average remaining life for the accounts where the Company proposed general plant amortization. 
(PGS BR 12)  

PGS argued that OPC’s recommendation to amortize the reserve surplus over ten years is a 
departure from the remaining life technique, and as such, it does not follow normal depreciation 
study practice. (PGS BR 12) PGS also contested that OPC’s recommendation is also inconsistent 
with OPC’s position in the recent Florida City Gas case, which was to follow the remaining life 
technique. (PGS BR 13) 

PGS recommended that the Commission follow standard depreciation study practice and 
amortize the surplus using the remaining life technique. (PGS BR 13) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties proposed that “a relatively conservative return” of the theoretical depreciation 
reserve surplus should be implemented over 10 years “or a little less than half the time proposed 
by PGS.” (JP BR 6) The Joint Parties argued that the reserve surplus reflects an overpayment 
from PGS’s customers, and that current customers have overpaid due to excessive depreciation 
rates. (JP BR 7) The Joint Parties further argued that its proposed conservative return should 
occur for the benefit of the customers who overpaid in rates for depreciation expense and to 
implement a more moderate treatment of “PGS’s enormous rate increase request.” (JP BR 6)  
The Joint Parties stated, “These customers can and should receive the benefits of lower 
depreciation rates and base revenues in the near future through a shorter amortization period of 
the reserve surplus, rather than pushing those overpayment-driven benefits into the next several 
decades for the benefit of future generations of customers.” (JP BR 7) The Joint Parties claimed 
that if OPC witness Kollen’s proposed $221.024 million reserve surplus, calculated using OPC 
witness Garrett’s proposed depreciation parameters and depreciation rates, is amortized in 10 
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years, the depreciation expense will be reduced by $17.625 million and revenue requirement will 
be reduced by $16.980 million. (JP BR 7) 

Supporting the shorter amortization period, the Joint Parties stated that, with Order No. PSC-
2010-0153-FOF-EI, the Commission ordered Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) to 
amortize its reserve surplus over a four-year period, and “[t]his policy is consistent with any 
number of prior orders dealing with imbalances that are deficits involving amortization periods 
between one and seven years.” (JP BR 8) 

The Joint Parties concluded that, “[g]iven the Company’s position that they will defer to 
Commission policy and will not be financially harmed by the return of the overpayment of 
depreciation expense,” the theoretical reserve surplus should be amortized over a 10 year period. 
(JP BR 8) 

ANALYSIS 

This issue addresses whether any corrective measures should be taken with regard to the 
theoretical reserve imbalances identified in Issue 9. The remaining life technique is the most 
common method the Commission uses to address reserve imbalances (surplus or deficit). As 
indicated in Rule 25-7.045(1)(e), F.A.C., this method self-corrects the imbalances over the 
remaining life of the plant assets. Other corrective measures have also been approved by the 
Commission. In some cases, the Commission has approved an amortization of a certain portion 
of the surplus over a period of time that is shorter than the remaining life.30 In other cases, the 
Commission has approved the amortization of the entire surplus over a specific period (years) 
shorter than the remaining life.31 

In PGS’s 2018 case, the Commission approved a reserve surplus correction using the remaining 
life technique. In the Company’s 2020 case, the Commission approved a Settlement Agreement 
which permitted the amortization of a $34 million portion of the reserve surplus, which was 
approximately 12.6 percent of the total surplus amount.32 Table 10-1 below shows the details: 

                                                 
30See Order Nos. PSC-10-0153-FOF-EI, issued March 17, 2010, in Docket No. 080677-EI, In re: Petition for 
increase in rates by Florida Power & Light Company; PSC-13-0023-S-EI, issued January 14, 2013, in Docket No. 
120015-EI, In re: Petition for increase in rates by Florida Power & Light Company; PSC-16-0560-AS-EI, issued 
December 15, 2016, in Docket No. 1600621, In re: Petition for rate increase by Florida Power & Light Company; 
PSC-2020-0485-FOF-GU, issued December 10, 2020, in Docket 20200051-GU, In re: Petition for rate increase by 
Peoples Gas System; PSC-2021-0446-S-EI, issued December 2, 2021, in Docket No. 20210015-EI, In re: Petition 
for increase in rates by Florida Power & Light Company. 
31PSC-2023-0177-FOF-GU, issued June 9, 2023, in Docket No. 20220069-GU, In re: Petition for rate increase by 
Florida City Gas. 
32Order Nos: PSC-2020-0485-FOF-GU, issued December 10, 2020, in Docket No. 20200051-GU, In re: Petition for 
rate increase by Peoples Gas System; PSC-2018-0501-S-GU, issued October 18, 2018, in Docket No. 20180044-
GU, In re: Consideration of the tax impacts associated with Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 2017 for Peoples Gas System. 
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Table 10-1 
PGS’s Identified Theoretical Reserve Surplus and the Correction Measures  

 
Source: EXH 116, BSP F1045 and EXH 128, BSP F1660, F1675 

Intervenors contested that the surplus, when measured against the entire theoretical depreciation 
reserve, is between 22 percent and 33 percent. (JP BR 7) As shown in Table 10-1, based on 
staff’s recommendation in Issue 9, the surplus amount of $160,392,158 is 22 percent when 
measured against the entire theoretical depreciation reserve. Staff notes that as shown in Table 
10-1, in PGS’s 2020 case, the surplus was 50.6 percent (or 44.2 percent after taking into account 
the $34 million amortization) when measured against the theoretical depreciation reserve.33 Also 
shown in Table 10-1, in PGS’s 2018 case, the surplus was 28.8 percent when measured against 
the theoretical depreciation reserve.34 In essence, the Commission approved PGS to use the 
remaining life technique to correct its reserve surplus when the surplus amount was respectively 
28.8 percent and 44.2 percent and measured against the entire theoretical depreciation reserve. 

For the theoretical reserve surplus identified in the instant case, PGS proposed to amortize the 
entire amount over the remaining life of the plant assets. OPC proposed to amortize the entire 
amount over 10 years.  

PGS witness Watson asserted that OPC’s proposal “contradicts sound depreciation theory.” (TR 
581) He further explained that: 

Reserve imbalances change in each depreciation study (as evidenced by the decrease in 
surplus since the last study). Depreciation theory and the use of the remaining life 
technique in calculating depreciation rates will spread any surplus (or deficit) over the 
remaining life of the asset group. 

(TR 626) 

In responding to OPC’s question, “apart from your recommendation [. . .] what amortization 
period should be used if it’s shorter than the remaining life,” witness Watson answered “I don’t 
believe there is another option that would be appropriate other than the remaining life approach.” 
(TR 653) He further argued that the exact amount of surplus at one point in time can vary based 
on the different ways by which an analyst chooses to look at the plant assets. Witness Watson 
                                                 
33Order No. PSC-2020-0485,-FOF-GU, see page 217. 
34Order No. PSC-2018-0501-S-GU, see pages 39 and 42. 

($) ($) ($) ($) (%) (%) (%) ($) (%) 
(1) (2) (3) (4) = (2) - (3) (5) = (4) / (1) (6) = (4) / (2) (7) = (4) / (3) (8) (9) (10) = (9) / (4)

Instant Case 3,186,513,154 889,076,505 728,684,347 160,392,158 5.0% 18.04% 22.0% Decision Pending
2020 Case(1)

As filed 2,221,452,580 800,111,427 531,219,857 268,891,570 12.1% 33.61% 50.6%
Per the SA(2) 268,891,570  4 yrs Amortization 34,000,000 12.6%

268,891,570 Remaining life 234,891,570 87.4%
2018 Case(3) 1,378,109,097 664,335,975 515,783,674 148,552,301 10.8% 22.36% 28.8% Remaining life 148,552,301 100.0%

Overall Plant 
Balance

Corrective 
Measure 

Surplus/Overall 
Plant Balance

(1) Docket No. 20200051-GU.

Overall Reserve 
Balance      

Theoretical 
Reserve

Theoretical 
Reserve Surplus

Surplus/Overall 
Reserve Balance

Surplus/    
Theoretical Reserve 

 Portion of the Reserve 
Surplus Corrected

Note: 

(3) Approved by Order No. PSC-2018-0501-S-GU, in Docket No. 20180044-GU.
(2) Settlement Agreement approved by Order No. PSC-2020-0485-FOF-GU; in Docket No. 20200051-GU.
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pointed out that the reserve surplus declined between PGS’s last case and this case, and “it will 
drop further as moving further forward.” (TR 652-653)  

Staff notes that within the three years since the Commission’s approval of the 2020 Settlement 
Agreement, applying the remaining life technique resulted in PGS’s reserve surplus decreasing 
from $234.9 million (after amortizing $34 million from the original $268.9 million) to $160.4 
million, as shown in Table 10-1. Staff believes this decrease indicates that the remaining life 
technique worked to significantly reduce the surplus. 

Regarding the use of a method other than the remaining life technique to correct the reserve 
imbalance, witness Watson opined that “[it] is a policy decision, not a depreciation theory 
decision.” (TR 626) He further testified that he believed “it is not a valid depreciation theory, 
that if the Commission were to do that, it would be a policy decision, not a[n . . .] appropriate 
depreciation theory decision.” (TR 662) 

OPC witness Kollen recommended that “the Commission remove the theoretical depreciation 
reserve surplus from the calculation of the depreciation rates and separately amortize the reserve 
surplus over ten years.” He argued that a ten year amortization of the surplus will mitigate the 
customer rate increase requested by the Company in the current proceeding, and return the 
excessive depreciation expense that was recovered from customers in prior years to the 
customers who paid that expense through their base rates. (TR 1264) Specifically, the Joint 
Parties claimed that if OPC witness Kollen’s proposed $221.024 million reserve surplus, 
calculated using OPC witness Garrett’s proposed depreciation parameters and depreciation rates, 
is amortized in 10 years, the depreciation expense will be reduced by $17.625 million and 
revenue requirement will be reduced by $16.980 million. (JP BR 7) 

Staff does not agree with the first portion of witness Kollen’s recommendation. His proposal to 
“remove the theoretical depreciation reserve surplus from the calculation of the depreciation 
rates” does not comport with Rule 25-7.045(1)(e), F.A.C., Depreciation, as explained in Issue 7. 

Staff agrees with witness Kollen’s argument that amortization of the reserve surplus can mitigate 
the Company’s currently requested customer rate increase, and would return the excessive 
depreciation expense to the current customers. When responding to a question about whether he 
was aware that the Commission’s prior policy decisions involving accelerated surplus 
amortization resulted in monies returned to ratepayers sooner rather than later, due in part, to 
concerns about intergenerational unfairness, witness Watson testified, “I think you are going to 
create intergenerational unfairness by returning it as well [. . .] returning it is not going to solve 
any problems. It’s actually going to cost your customers more in the long-term.” (TR 662)  

The existence of a reserve surplus means that, under present estimations, a theoretical excess 
recovery of plant investment has occurred to date, so there is a smaller amount of investment left 
to be recovered over the remaining life of the asset. As a result, current and future customers will 
receive the benefit of the existing reserve surplus through lower depreciation rates (all other 
things equal) and a lower return on rate base. However, if the identified reserve surplus is 
amortized, the depreciation rates set in future proceedings would be higher, plus the Company 
would have an increased rate base on which to earn a return, all of which would drive up costs to 
ratepayers. 
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More specifically, any amortized amount of the reserve surplus represents a reduction to the 
accumulated depreciation, or depreciation reserve, previously recovered by the Company from 
customers through rates. The identified $160.4 million reserve surplus, as of December 31, 2023, 
is an indication that customers, at that point in time, have excessively reimbursed PGS its 
investment by $160.4 million theoretically; plus they have paid the Company its cost of capital 
of this investment. By statute, a public utility is allowed the opportunity to recover its cost of, 
and earn a fair return on, plant investment that is used and useful in providing service to 
customers. If this $160.4 million of reserve surplus is amortized, such as what is proposed by the 
Joint Parties, customers can expect to pay increased depreciation expense resulting from future 
rate setting proceedings in order to allow that returned surplus to be collected again. In addition, 
customers have to pay for the Company’s cost of capital on the $160.4 million from now until 
the associated plant investment is completely recovered again. This would impose an extra 
financial burden on customers. 

Given the above, it is clear that, while amortizing the reserve surplus can reduce customer rates 
in this proceeding, higher customer rates will likely have to be imposed on customers in future 
rate case proceedings. Additionally, OPC provided no details as to how the amortization of the 
$160.4 million reserve surplus would be implemented. 

Therefore, the appropriate method to correct the reserve surplus, from the standpoint of 
depreciation theory, is the remaining life technique. As shown in Table 10-1, the ratios of surplus 
to plant balance, to reserve balance, and to theoretical reserve do not provide a compelling 
reason to abandon the utilization of the remaining life technique for reserve surplus correction in 
this case. Staff believes that the remaining life technique is the appropriate corrective measure to 
address the $160.4 million depreciation theoretical reserve surplus identified in the current case. 
It is consistent with the Commission’s decisions in a majority of prior depreciation studies and 
rate case proceedings, fair to customers as a whole, and supported by sound depreciation theory. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the record evidence and staff’s analysis, staff recommends using the remaining life 
technique for correcting the theoretical reserve imbalance identified in Issue 9. 
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Issue 11:  What should be the implementation date for revised depreciation rates, capital 
recovery schedules, and amortization schedules? 

Approved Type 2 Stipulation:  The implementation date should be January 1, 2024.  
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Issue 12:  Has PGS made the proper adjustments to remove all non-utility activities from the 
projected test year Plant in Service, Accumulated Depreciation, and Working Capital? If not, 
what adjustments should be made? 

Approved Type 2 Stipulation:  Yes. All required adjustments to remove non-utility items 
have been included in the 2024 projected test year, as shown on MFR Schedule G-1, page 4.  
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Issue 13:  Has PGS made the proper adjustments to remove all costs attributable to the 
operations of Seacoast Gas Transmission (SGT)? If not, what adjustments should be made? 

Recommendation:  No. Staff recommends an additional $189,347, before gross-up, be 
removed from the Company’s as-filed proposed revenue requirement to account for additional 
costs attributable to the operations of SGT. Staff also recommends the Commission direct PGS 
to file a comprehensive procedural review and associated cost study of the support it provides to 
SGT contemporaneously with its next base rate proceeding. (Higgins) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  Yes. In rebuttal testimony of witness Parsons, the Company proposed an adjustment to its 
calculation of corporate overhead costs to SGT that would increase the allocation by $189,347 
based on a revision to the Modified Massachusetts Method (“MMM”) used for determining the 
overhead allocation to include directly charged payroll and benefit costs from the Company and 
Tampa Electric. The resulting revised MMM calculation fairly allocates PGS overhead costs to 
SGT. 

Joint Parties:  In its filing, PGS did not demonstrate that all costs attributable to SGT were 
removed from the projected test year. After discovery, PGS removed an additional $190,000 in 
revenue requirements. The Joint Parties support this adjustment contingent upon the Company 
conducting a comprehensive study and filing the results of it the next rate case. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS has proposed adjustments to its original petition related to the operation costs of SGT. More 
specifically, the adjustments are related to the amount of corporate overhead costs attributable to 
SGT. The effect of the proposed adjustment in this issue is a revenue requirement reduction of 
$189,347. The Company also states it is willing to conduct a comprehensive study of the services 
and costs that SGT receives from PGS.       

Joint Parties 
Throughout the proceeding and in its brief, the Joint Parties raised a number of concerns 
regarding the methodology by which PGS attributes costs to SGT. (JP BR 8-10) In general, the 
Joint Parties are concerned that ratepayers now, and in the future, could potentially be 
subsidizing the Company’s non-regulated activities such as the operations of SGT. (JP BR 9) 
This concern is heightened given the additional staffing/hiring proposals being made in this case. 
(JP BR 9) The Joint Parties recognize the Company, in response to OPC discovery, proposed a 
“good faith” adjustment to account for additional costs attributable to SGT operations. (JP BR 9) 
However, due to the issues raised in this proceeding, the Joint Parties’ request that the 
Commission direct PGS to conduct a comprehensive review of its relationship to SGT, and 
revise its procedures to accurately describe the circumstances when SGT imposes direct and 
indirect demands on PGS resources, including the need to maintain the availability of resources 
to service the needs of SGT. (JP BR 10)            
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ANALYSIS 

The primary purpose of this issue is to identify and ensure an appropriate amount of costs 
attributable to the operations of SGT is removed from PGS’s 2024 projected test year. SGT is an 
affiliated limited liability company that conducts business in the areas of natural gas pipeline 
design, construction, and operation. SGT is a “sister company” to PGS, while both SGT and PGS 
are wholly-owned subsidiaries of Tampa Electric Company. (TR 1965) 

Valuing and accounting for the labor and other cost support provided by PGS to its affiliates is 
being performed in the following three ways. The first is by directly charging the labor cost to 
the affiliate. The second method is through a standard labor distribution where a PGS employee 
allocates a fixed portion of their worktime to the affiliate. While the third method is through an 
overhead allocation method, namely and in this instance, the MMM. (TR 1966) 

In this Issue, the contention is that the MMM understates the allocation of corporate overhead 
costs. This is a result of how the MMM functions relative to the operating profile of SGT. More 
specifically, the MMM allocates corporate overhead costs based on the ratios of net revenues, 
payroll and benefits costs, and property, plant, and equipment between PGS, TECO Partners Inc. 
(TPI), and SGT. Since SGT does not have any employees, the MMM - without further 
modification - will likely under-allocate corporate overhead costs from PGS to SGT. (TR 1967) 
Staff notes the initial or as-filed 2024 test year overhead costs allocated by PGS to SGT is 
$1,595,205. (EXH 7, BSP K253; EXH 123, BSP F1614)   

In recognition of this matter, PGS proposed to include the directly-allocated or charged 2022 
historical test year payroll and benefits amount of $1,150,287 in the MMM calculation. (TR 
1967-1968) By doing so, the costs assigned to SGT increases by $180,225. After accounting for 
assumed inflation in 2023 and 2024 of 2.8 percent and 2.2 percent respectively, the adjusted cost 
amount equals $189,347. (EXH 33, BSP E8-552) After grossing-up for the regulatory 
assessment fee and bad debt expense, this figure increases (revenue requirement reduction) to 
$190,837. (TR 1968) Staff believes using the directly-allocated labor cost for computing an 
allocation for associated corporate overhead costs is a reasonable approach as it appears to be a 
fair representation of the actual labor support/cost provided to SGT.    

There was an additional proposed SGT-related O&M adjustment of $8,359 contained within 
PGS witness Parson’s rebuttal testimony. (EXH 123, BSP F1614; EXH 33, BSP E8-543) This 
adjustment is with respect to the “agreed upon [O&M] reductions with [OPC].” (EXH 123, BSP 
F1614) Staff notes this adjustment is related to the 2022 base recoverable O&M expense which 
the 2024 projected test year is partially predicated on. After grossing-up for the regulatory 
assessment fee and bad debt expense, this figure increases (revenue requirement reduction) to 
$8,425. This proposed adjustment is recommended for approval in Issue 49. 

A portion of the OPC’s cross-examination of witness Parsons centered around PGS’s willingness 
to file a comprehensive cost study of the services and support it provides to SGT as part of its 
next base rate proceeding if directed by the Commission. (TR 2058) To that end, the Joint Parties 
do recommend that the Commission direct PGS to conduct a comprehensive review of its 
relationship to SGT, and revise its procedures to accurately describe the circumstances when 
SGT imposes direct and indirect demands on PGS resources, including the need to maintain the 
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availability of resources to service the needs of SGT. (JP BR 10) When asked if the Company 
was willing to conduct and produce such a study, witness Parsons replied: “of course.” (TR 
2058) Given the matters raised with respect to accurately and fully valuing the support PGS 
provides to SGT, staff believes a comprehensive procedural review and associated cost study 
would benefit the Commission in its analysis of the Company’s next base rate case.      

In summary, with the previously-allocated $1,595,205, and the additional proposed adjustments 
of $8,359 and $189,347 discussed above, the total amount of overhead costs (before gross-up) 
proposed for removal from the 2024 projected test year attributable to SGT is $1,792,911. (EXH 
7, BSP K253; EXH 123, BSP F1614) Further, staff believes the Joint Parties’ recommendation to 
have PGS file a cost study of the support it provides SGT as part of its next base rate case has 
merit.  

CONCLUSION 

Staff recommends an additional $189,347, before gross-up, be removed from the Company’s as-
filed proposed revenue requirement to account for additional costs attributable to the operations 
of SGT. Staff also recommends the Commission direct PGS to file a comprehensive procedural 
review and associated cost study of the support it provides to SGT contemporaneously with its 
next base rate proceeding.      
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Issue 14:  Has PGS made the proper adjustments to reflect Cast Iron/Bare Steel Rider (CI/BSR) 
investments as of December 31, 2023, in rate base? If not, what adjustments should be made? 

Approved Type 2 Stipulation:  Yes. The appropriate CI/BSR investment amounts as of 
December 31, 2023 to be transferred into rate base are $91,733,660 for plant in service, 
$2,808,776 for Construction Work in Progress and $1,273,990 for accumulated depreciation, as 
shown on Exhibit No. RBP-1, Document No. 2, lines 2-4.  
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Issue 15:  Should PGS’s proposed Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI) Pilot be approved? 
If not, what adjustments should be made? 

Recommendation:  Yes. The AMI Pilot should be approved and staff recommends that PGS 
provide a final report with a summary of the findings to the Commission within 90 days of 
completion of the AMI Pilot. No adjustments are recommended. (T. Thompson, Andrews) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  Yes. The proposed AMI Pilot is prudent and should be included in rate base and Net 
Operating Income. The Company’s MFRs reflect $2.2 million for capital expenditures and 
$100,000 of O&M expenses associated with the pilot and should be approved. 

Joint Parties:  No. PGS bears the burden of proof to demonstrate the prudence of the proposed 
AMI pilot. Any approval of an AMI pilot should not be a basis for approval of wholesale 
implementation of an AMI project. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS argued that the AMI Pilot should be approved because it will allow PGS to assess the 
benefits to gas customers of a technology widely used in the electric utility industry. (PGS BR 
14-15) The potential benefits PGS identified include cost reductions, remote disconnection and 
leak and outage detection, and improved billing accuracy and customer information on 
individual usage. PGS contended that the Pilot was sized such that the Pilot cost was balanced 
with the need to provide a large enough sample to test the benefits of the Pilot. PGS asserted that 
the Hillsborough County area was selected as the location for the Pilot due to the ability to 
connect to TECO’s existing AMI infrastructure. PGS averred that its AMI Pilot is similar to the 
pilot the Commission approved for Florida City Gas (FCG). (PGS BR 15) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties argued that the costs associated with PGS’s AMI Pilot should be disallowed 
because PGS has not demonstrated the prudence of the Pilot. The Joint Parties asserted that PGS 
has not satisfied its burden of proof because it admitted that only a small number of gas utilities 
have deployed AMI technology to date, and stated that it was still evaluating opportunities to 
connect to TECO’s existing AMI technology. The Joint Parties contended that PGS should be 
required to further evaluate the experimental AMI technology before customers cover the costs 
of the Pilot. (JP BR 10) 

ANALYSIS 

PGS is requesting a research and development pilot to evaluate AMI infrastructure with two-way 
communication capability. As part of the pilot, PGS would collect data on the durability of the 
proposed smart meters, especially with regard to corrosion, and usage of two-way 
communications for central control of meter functions, such as remote connects and disconnects, 
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and improved customer information on usage. The proposed pilot would be over a four-year 
period, with one year of installation and three years of operation, and consist of 5,000 smart 
devices with related back-office technology support installed in the Hillsborough County area 
where PGS can connect to TECO’s existing AMI network. (TR 765-766; EXH 114) The 
estimated total cost of the AMI Pilot is $2.2 million in capital expenditures, with annual O&M 
expenses estimated at $100,000. (TR 766-767) PGS’s AMI Pilot is largely similar to FCG’s AMI 
Pilot, approved in its most recent base rate proceeding.35 

PGS witness O’Connor testified that although AMI technology is widely used by electric 
utilities, only a small number of gas utilities have deployed this technology. (TR 764) Staff notes 
that the recent approval of FCG’s AMI Pilot would make PGS the second gas utility in Florida to 
implement AMI technology. As such, the feasibility of AMI technology usage by gas utilities in 
Florida is still being determined. Under the AMI Pilot, PGS intends to determine whether 
deploying AMI technology could result in cost reductions through remote meter reading, leak 
and outage detection, and disconnection capabilities. The AMI Pilot would also allow PGS to 
evaluate improvements regarding billing accuracy and customer information on usage. (TR 766) 
Witness O’Connor contended that replacing 5,000 meters under the AMI Pilot would provide a 
large enough sample to test the benefits of smart meters with AMI technology on PGS’s system 
without creating excessive costs, as this represents approximately seven percent of PGS’s 
customer meters in the Hillsborough County area. (TR 765-766) Hillsborough County was 
selected due to it being in PGS’s Tampa service area, which would allow PGS to pay TECO to 
connect to its existing AMI network and avoid costs associated with PGS having to create its 
own standalone AMI network. (TR 766; EXH 114) 

No intervenor addressed this matter in their prefiled testimony or during the hearing. However, 
in their brief, the Joint Parties argued that the costs associated with PGS’s AMI Pilot should be 
disallowed because PGS has not satisfied its burden of proof regarding the prudence of the Pilot. 
As discussed above, PGS witness O’Connor acknowledged that, while common in the electric 
industry, AMI technology has only been deployed by a limited number of gas utilities. (TR 764) 
Staff notes that, traditionally, it has been Commission practice that pilot programs serve as 
vehicles for utilities to explore new technologies or processes, and assess the benefits using a 
sample prior to permanent implementation.36 As such, staff believes that the newness of AMI 
technology to the gas industry, specifically in Florida, lends credibility to PGS’s proposal for a 
pilot program to allow this technology to be further evaluated prior to full scale implementation. 
Regarding PGS evaluating whether or not it could connect to TECO’s existing AMI technology, 
PGS indicated in response to staff’s discovery that it has confirmed that it can connect to 
TECO’s existing AMI network for the Pilot. (EXH 114) 

Staff has reviewed PGS’s AMI Pilot request and agrees with PGS that customers and the Utility 
could potentially benefit from implementation of AMI technology due to the potential for 
reduced costs for the Utility, and, as a result, the customers. As no gas utility in Florida has 

                                                 
35Order No. PSC-2023-0177-FOF-GU, issued June 9, 2023, in Docket No. 20220069-GU, In re: Petition for rate 
increase by Florida City Gas. 
36Order No. PSC-2021-0237-PAA-EI, issued June 30, 2021, in Docket No. 20200234-EI, In re: Petition for 
approval of direct current microgrid pilot program and for variance from or waiver of Rule 25-6.065, F.A.C., by 
Tampa Electric Company. 
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implemented system-wide deployment of AMI technology, staff believes that the benefits of 
such implementation need to first be assessed and a pilot program provides the means to do so. 
As such, staff recommends that PGS’s proposed AMI Pilot be approved. In addition, staff 
recommends that PGS provide a final report with a summary of the findings to the Commission 
within 90 days of completion of the AMI Pilot. This summary should include the findings with 
regard to the project cost, meter installation, maintenance, and corrosion performance, as well as 
sample reports including information such as customer daily usage, remote meter communication 
performance, and billing accuracy impacts. 

CONCLUSION 
 
The AMI Pilot should be approved and staff recommends that PGS provide a final report with a 
summary of the findings to the Commission within 90 days of completion of the AMI Pilot. No 
adjustments are recommended. 
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Issue 16:  Should the New River RNG project be included in rate base, and if so, are the 
revenues under Service Agreement pursuant to the RNG Service Tariff adequate to cover the 
revenue requirements of the project? If not, what adjustments should be made? 

Approved Type 1 Stipulation:  The New River RNG Project (interconnection) was planned 
and executed based on and in reliance on the Company’s Rate Schedule RNGS and will be 
included above the line in the calculation of the Company’s 2024 revenue requirement, with 
whether to use deferral accounting for the project as proposed by OPC to be decided under 
subsequent issues. Subject to the Commission’s approval in this docket of the Company’s new 
Renewable Natural Gas Interconnection Service tariff (RNGIS) to be effective January 1, 2024 
as agreed to with OPC, the Company will close its RNGS tariff to new projects effective August 
29, 2023, so New River and Brightmark will be the only two projects it undertakes under that 
rate schedule.  
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Issue 17:  Should the Brightmark RNG project be included in rate base, and if so, are the 
revenues under Service Agreement pursuant to the RNG Service Tariff adequate to cover the 
revenue requirements of the project? If not, what adjustments should be made? 

Approved Type 1 Stipulation:  The Brightmark RNG Project (bio conditioning and 
interconnection) was planned and executed based on and in reliance on the Company’s Rate 
Schedule RNGS and will be included above the line in the calculation of the Company’s 2024 
revenue requirement, with whether to use deferral accounting for the project as proposed by OPC 
to be decided under subsequent issues. Subject to the Commission’s approval in this docket of 
the Company’s new Renewable Natural Gas Interconnection Service tariff (RNGIS) to be 
effective January 1, 2024 as agreed to with OPC, the Company will close its RNGS tariff to new 
projects effective August 29, 2023, so New River and Brightmark will be the only two projects it 
undertakes under that rate schedule.  
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Issue 18:  Should the Alliance Dairies RNG project be included in rate base, and if so, are the 
terms and conditions of the Biogas Incentives Agreement adequate to protect ratepayers and 
cover the revenue requirements of the project? If not, what adjustments should be made? 

Approved Type 1 Stipulation:  No. The Alliance Dairies RNG Project should be accounted 
for on an unregulated, below-the-line basis and the Company’s proposed revenue requirement 
should be increased by approximately $220,000 to reflect the movement of this project below the 
line.  
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Issue 19:  Has PGS properly reflected in the projected test year the cost saving benefits to be 
gained from implementation of the Work and Asset Management (WAM) system? If not, what 
adjustments should be made? 

Recommendation:  Yes. PGS has properly reflected the cost saving benefits of $750,000 in 
reduced operation and maintenance (O&M) expenses to be gained from implementation of the 
WAM system in the projected test year. No further adjustments are recommended. (Wooten, 
Norris) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  Yes, in its initial filing based on its 2024 forecast, PGS properly reflected no cost savings 
benefits associated with WAM in the projected test year; however, for ratemaking purposes in 
this case, the Company proposes to reduce test year O&M expenses by $750,000 to give 
customers the O&M value benefits for the first two years of implementation (2024 and 2025) 
identified when the Company decided to implement the WAM. 

Joint Parties:  No. PGS has incurred $34.4 million in capital costs for the new WAM system, 
yet it claims that WAM will not result in any savings whatsoever from efficiencies in the test 
year. The evidence indicates that the operation of the WAM system, in conjunction with other 
potential near-term actions, will lead to operational efficiencies that are not captured in the 
Company’s projection of employee additions or savings in the level of contract labor expense. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS asserted that WAM is used by most utilities and will allow the Company to use capital and 
O&M resources more effectively through better planning and work management. (PGS BR 15) 
PGS witness Richard testified there were no cost savings benefits associated with WAM in its 
initial filing, but later identified $750,000 in cost savings by reducing O&M costs in its revised 
revenue requirement for the 2024 test year. (PGS BR 15; TR 1768) PGS proposed a reduction of 
$750,000 to O&M expense in an effort to combine the 2024 and 2025 expected O&M cost-
saving benefits in the 2024 test year to recognize the WAM benefits. (PGS BR 16) PGS argued 
that the adjustment made by the Company to reflect WAM cost savings for ratemaking purposes 
is reasonable. (PGS BR 16) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties stated that they are not seeking disallowance of the cost of WAM or denying 
the efficiency provided by WAM. (JP BR 11) The Joint Parties argued that PGS is requesting 
full cost recovery for WAM initially filed its case without reflecting any savings in the test year. 
(JP BR 11) The Joint Parties further argued that WAM should be a basis for limiting hiring. (JP 
BR 11-12) 



Docket Nos., 20220212-GU, 20220219-GU, 20230023-GU Issue 19 
Date: October 31, 2023 

 - 49 - 

ANALYSIS 

The WAM system is a centralized asset management program that would consolidate the 
management of new construction, system reliability, maintenance and compliance into a single 
interconnected system. (TR 1618) Additionally, this program would allow PGS to track all 
planning, design, construction, use, and retirement of PGS’s assets throughout the life of each 
asset. (TR 760) WAM was initially deployed in two phases, with Phase 1 implemented in 
November 2022 and Phase 2 implemented in May 2023. Phase 1 was intended to address the 
needs of the Engineering, Construction and Technology (ECT) team and Phase 2 was intended to 
address the needs of the Gas and Safety Operations teams. (TR 1756, 1758) The initial 
implementation cost of the WAM project was $34.3 million. (EXH 151; TR 1782) PGS 
determined that WAM required additional functionality beyond the initial implementation, which 
will be integrated by the end of September 2023. PGS required an additional $4.4 million in 
capital associated with the additional functionality, which PGS has not included for rate recovery 
in this proceeding. (TR 1764, 1782) 

PGS’s Gas and Safety Operations teams formerly utilized five independent legacy systems, some 
of which are no longer supported by their respective vendors, in completing their work. The 
legacy systems handled compliance activities, service and emergency orders, work tracking for 
distribution services, leak remediation tracking, and locate responses ticketing whose functions 
would be incorporated within WAM into a single program. (TR 761-762, 1756, 1776)  

WAM Efficiency Savings 
PGS witness Richard testified that the implementation of WAM would facilitate PGS’s ability to 
more efficiently execute work planning, enhance customer service, enhance system safety and 
provide centralized asset management. WAM would also reduce the risk associated with PGS’s 
reliance on independent legacy systems, allow for the digitization and standardization of 
processes that are currently manually completed, and allow for integration with existing financial 
and customer systems. (TR 1615-1618) PGS witness O’Connor claimed that WAM would 
enable PGS to more easily coordinate work activities, better manage the scheduling and dispatch 
of work, increase optimization of work, and improve data collection that allows for more 
informed decision making. (TR 815) The witness also claims that once WAM is fully 
implemented the length of time required for jobs would be quantifiable which would allow PGS 
to optimize employee work duties. (TR 861-862) PGS anticipates that cost-savings would be 
realized as WAM provides efficiency improvements by more effective use of capital and O&M 
resources. (EXH 187; TR 1615-1616) Cost-savings would come in the form of PGS avoiding 
hiring new team members and contractor services. (TR 818, 1769-1770)  

Witness Richard indicated in direct testimony that there were minimal cost-savings in the 2024 
test year associated with the project. (TR 1618) In agreeance, witness O’Connor asserted in 
direct testimony that as WAM is intended to streamline PGS’s future productivity and efficiency, 
and has only been implemented since 2023, immediate cost savings were not expected. (TR 802) 
The witness further asserted that the first one to two years of WAM’s implementation would 
include team members becoming more familiar with the system, PGS obtaining data that would 
be utilized to facilitate software optimization, and fully integrating WAM’s features and 
functions into existing systems. (TR 802-803) However, in the late filed exhibit to witness 
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Richard’s first deposition, “WAM Benefits Realization Metrics 2022 Update,” PGS indicated 
WAM was projected to provide O&M and capital benefits starting in 2023. (EXH 187) Witness 
Richard testified that the document was created in November 2020 while seeking approval for 
the original business plan and updated in March 2022 after PGS became more familiar with the 
WAM technology. (TR 1784) The witness clarified that due to project delays, the first full year 
of operation was delayed from 2023 to 2024 along with all subsequent benefits. (TR 1787-1788) 

Exhibit 187 shows that PGS expected a total O&M savings of $363,000 and $726,000, in 2024 
and 2025 respectively. The exhibit additionally indicates that PGS expected a capital savings of 
$144,750 and $289,500 in 2024 and 2025, respectively. (EXH 187) At the hearing, witness 
Parsons provided an exhibit updating the Company’s revenue requirement to reflect revisions 
from her rebuttal testimony and positions updated prior to the hearing. (TR 1988-1989; EXH 
218) In the revised revenue requirement, PGS revised its estimate to reflect $750,000 of cost-
savings in the 2024 test year associated with the WAM implementation. (TR 854; EXH 218) The 
Company indicated that it intended to bring forward the 2025 O&M cost-savings into the test 
year as a proxy for anticipated offset labor costs due to WAM and would achieve these cost 
savings via reducing O&M costs, which would likely come from reducing internal and external 
labor costs. (TR 876, 1768, 1777, 1788-1789) Witness O’Connor testified that achieving the 
$750,000 reduction in O&M expense for 2024 would be difficult for PGS to achieve. (TR 1783)  

Staff notes that the proffered amount of $750,000 in reduced O&M expense exceeds the 
expected test year O&M WAM savings by approximately $386,786 and the expected year two 
savings by $23,571. Staff believes that bringing forward year two savings into the test year will 
provide immediate savings for PGS customers that would otherwise go unrealized due to the lag 
expected with PGS gathering data and optimizing its processes. Because of these facts, staff 
believes the proffered $750,000 amount to be an adequate proxy for savings expected from 
WAM. The adjustment of $750,000 to O&M expense is reflected in Issue 49, which addresses 
projected test year O&M expenses.  

No party disputed the efficiencies gained by WAM. In fact, in its brief, the Joint Parties stated 
that it was not seeking disallowance of the cost related to WAM. (JP BR 11) However, the Joint 
Parties argued that the cost-savings that WAM is projected to provide are not being fully realized 
in the projected test year, such as curtailing the need for additional employee hiring. (JP BR 11-
12) Staff believes that the evidence in the record shows that the Company is adequately 
recognizing those savings by bringing forward year two savings into the 2024 test year. The 
Company’s need for additional employees is discussed in Issue 42.   

CONCLUSION  

PGS has properly reflected the cost saving benefits of $750,000 in reduced O&M expenses to be 
gained from implementation of the WAM system as a proxy for anticipated offset labor costs due 
to WAM is appropriate and no further adjustments should be made. 
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Issue 20:  Should any adjustments be made to the amounts included in the projected test year 
for acquisition adjustment and accumulated amortization of acquisition adjustment? 

Approved Type 1 Stipulation:  No. As shown on MFR Schedule B-6, page 1, as of 
December 31, 2022, the Company has fully amortized the $5,031,897 of acquisition adjustments 
and the related net rate base amount is $0.  
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Issue 21:  What level of projected test year plant in service should be approved? 

Recommendation:  Based on the stipulation in Issue 18 and staff’s recommendation in Issue 
42, staff recommends that projected test year plant in service be reduced by $11,844,552. As 
such, the appropriate level of projected test year plant in service should be $3,296,475,850. 
(Hinson, Wooten) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  The appropriate projected test year plant in service is $3,298,318,785, which is a 
reduction of $11,530,336 from the $3,309,849,121 shown on MFR Schedule G-1, page 1, line 1 
due to the removal of Alliance plant in service. The Commission should reject OPC’s proposed 
adjustment to the forecasted 2024 plant in service. 

Joint Parties:  The Commission should approve no more than $3,274,834,064 of projected test 
year plant in service. $33.331 million of purely projected plant in service should be removed 
from determination of the test year revenue requirements. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS stated that the appropriate amount of plant in service for the projected test year of 2024 is 
$3,298,318,785, which includes reductions due to the removal of the Alliance RNG project. 
(PGS BR 17; EXH 7, BSP K169) PGS projected over $1 billion in capital expenditures to 
support customer growth, enhance customer service, and enhance the safety and reliability of its 
system. (PGS BR 17; TR 1912-1913; EXH 23, BSP D12-1006) PGS witness Richard asserted 
that PGS’s capital investments are made to serve increasing customer demand in the areas of 
growth projects; reliability, resiliency, and efficiency (RRE) projects; and legacy pipe 
replacement projects, and not just to grow rate base. (PGS BR 17; TR 1592-1593, 1606-1612) 

PGS explained that the Company determines its capital costs based on the scale of the customer 
or project in order to develop a capital budget that reflects a reasonable total amount of capital 
spending. (PGS BR 17; TR 1597-1599) However, PGS stated that construction distribution 
system projects’ costs have increased over the recent years and are projected to continue to rise 
due to higher materials costs; strong industry demand for external contractors; governmental, 
regulatory, and compliance requirements, including permitting and maintenance of traffic 
requirements; higher costs to retire, remove, and restore existing plant; and new construction 
safety protocols and enhanced construction management, inspection, and quality control 
activities. (PGS BR 17-18; TR 1594-1595)  

PGS explained that the Joint Parties’ use of 5-year averages, in its recommended reduction to 
projected test year plant in service, fails to recognize the Company’s capital governance changes 
that have improved the capital budgeting process and capital spending controls, including 
building a new budgeting tool for distribution work to better predict a division’s work. (PGS BR 
18; TR 1234-1235) PGS asserted that these improvements allow the Company to improve its 
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budgeting process and reduce variances between budgeted and actual capital costs. (PGS BR 18-
19; TR 1639-1643; EXH 28, BSP E3-88) PGS argued that the Joint Parties’ claim that the 
Company will not spend its 2023 and 2024 capital budget should be rejected, as well as any 
proposed capital adjustments, as the Company spent more than budgeted on capital in 2022 and 
projects to spend its 2023 capital budget. (PGS BR 19; TR 1837) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties stated that the Commission should make adjustments to PGS’s request for 100 
percent of its projected rate base for 2023 and 2024 due to concerns with the Company’s ability 
to spend up to its projected levels. (JP BR 12; TR 1234-1235) Furthermore, the Joint Parties 
claimed that PGS is having difficulty closing CWIP despite proposing an ambitious 2023 budget. 
(JP BR 12) The Joint Parties argued that PGS’s “Capital Management Improvement Plan” would 
be effective in 2024 at the earliest, and these tools are still a work in progress. (JP BR 12; TR 
1712-1720; EXH 174C) 

The Joint Parties stated that PGS has failed to fully spend its capital budget in each of the most 
recent five years, with an average weighted underspending of 6.5 percent. (JP BR 12; TR 2130, 
1233-1234) The Joint Parties stated that in 2021, the last rate case test year, PGS appeared to go 
under budget by 2.6 percent, but the Joint Parties pointed out this fails to account for major 
additions to the rate base. (JP BR 13) In 2021, $48 million was added to the rate base for an LNG 
and RNG project, with PGS using its Integrated Resource Process as reason that the Commission 
should approve the projects; however, the Joint Parties pointed out that the LNG project was 
never completed and the RNG project was completed two years late, which goes against the idea 
that PGS met the 2021 capital budget. (JP BR 12-13; TR 1167, 1667, 1704-1705, 1831; EXH 
208) The Joint Parties also cited PGS’s delayed Summerville-Dade City Connector and the FGT 
to JEF projects. (JP BR 13; TR 1644, 1684, 1700; EXH 220)  

The Joint Parties acknowledged that delays are expected, but claimed that the problem with 
delays relative to the rate base are that they lead to customers being overcharged and 
shareholders benefitting if actual capital spending comes in under budget. (JP BR 13; TR 1672; 
EXH 171) Witness Kollen argued that the Company’s track record gives precedence for the 
Commission to be cautious in approving all of the requested projected base rate. (JP BR 13) The 
Joint Parties cited further evidence regarding PGS’s development of projected plant in service 
additions, claiming that it is a false foundation for the 2023 capital budget. (JP BR 13; EXH 7, 
BSP K177, K213) The Joint Parties stated that witness Parsons testified that in 2023, year-to-
date closures of CWIP fell short of plant in service to the amount of over $220 million, which the 
Joint Parties used to question the Company’s ability to meet 2024 budgets, as actual plant closure 
in 2022 also fell short of projections and carried over to 2023. (JP BR 13-14; TR 2040; EXH 
210) The Joint Parties further posited that the 2022 and 2023 budgets, where PGS had or is 
expected to have underrun CWIP closures to plant in service, should be considered the best 
evidence and suggests that 2024 capital expenditures will not be met. (JP BR 14; EXH 7, BSP K 
169, K178) The Joint Parties acknowledged that the Company argued against the Joint Parties’ 
conclusions, citing its new budgeting, governance, and asset management process improvement 
measures. (JP BR 14) While the Joint Parties accepts the implementation of these programs as 
useful for the future, it claimed that because the measures are untimely and cannot influence the 
accuracy of the capital budget, that they should not be used to justify the approval of the rate 
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base in this case. (JP BR 14; TR 1577-1578, 1599, 1639) The Joint Parties based this assessment 
on the fact that the 2023 and 2024 budgets were established in the summer of 2022. At that time, 
the Company’s new measures were still under development or not yet developed, and therefore 
can’t provide cost controls for the test year. (JP BR 14; TR 1643, 1714-1716, 1725-1726, 1731-
1732; EXH 179C; EXH 206) The Joint Parties used this line of reasoning to recommend a 
disallowance of $33.331 million of purely projected rate base from the test year, which yields an 
adjusted revenue requirement of $2.963 million in return on rate base and $905,000 in 
depreciation expense after gross-up. (JP BR 15; TR 1235) 

ANALYSIS 

In its initial filing, PGS requested $3,308,320,402 for projected test year plant in service.37 (EXH 
7, BSP K169) PGS witness Parsons stated in her direct testimony that PGS applied the same 
accounting principles, methods, and practices that the Company employed for its historical data 
and the forecasted data for the 2024 projected test year to create the budget for 2024. (TR 1870) 
OPC witness Kollen declared in his testimony that the capital budget was created outside of the 
Company’s normal course of business and is excessive considering the Company does not use all 
budgeted funds it has had approved in prior years for capital projects. (TR 1230-1232) In her 
rebuttal testimony, witness Parsons stated that the timing of the budget was different than 
previous years in order to meet the schedule of this rate case and to account for use of a 
forecasted test year. (TR 1939) Witness Parsons also noted that PGS has not used budgeted funds 
in prior years due to the impact of the COVID pandemic, which created unique and 
unprecedented operational changes. (TR 1940) 

PGS maintained its stance that the budget is reasonable and prudent, and is needed to support 
customer growth, enhance customer service, and enhance the safety and reliability of its system. 
(TR 1912-1913; EXH 23, BSP D12-1006) Contrary to PGS, the Joint Parties maintained in its 
brief that PGS failed to capture all circumstances that might impact an underspend and failed to 
meet its burden of demonstrating that its projections are fully reliable. (JP BR 12-13) 

The Company has requested test year cost-recovery for $362 million associated with capital 
projects. (EXH 23, BSP D12-1011) For all capital projects, staff requested detailed information 
that included the project need, project capital, and how the Company determined the project was 
the least-cost alternative. For the major expansion projects, such as the Sumterville-Dade City 
Connector, staff additionally requested the Company provide all alternatives considered and a 
detailed cost breakdown. (EXH 113-114) Upon reviewing the Company’s responses, staff 
determined that PGS selected projects that were reasonable and the least-cost alternative when 
possible. Staff recommends approval of PGS’s capital projects reflected in the projected test 
year. 

However, fallout adjustments from other issues should be made to reduce projected test year 
plant in service. The stipulation in Issue 18 addresses the removal of the Alliance RNG project 
from the Company’s request, but it only cites the total corresponding adjustment to revenue 
requirement. Based on a detailed breakdown of the cost components for the Alliance RNG 
                                                 
37The projected test year balance of plant in service, less the Company’s adjustment to reflect Common Plant 
allocations. 
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project, the fallout adjustment to projected test year plant in service should be a reduction of 
$11,530,336. (EXH 128, BSP 10) Further, if the Commission approves staff’s recommendation 
in Issue 42 to disallow recovery of the new Real Estate employee positions, the balance should 
be decreased by $314,216 to remove the capitalized salaries and benefits associated with the 
three positions. As in Issue 42, the total adjustment reflects the payroll and benefits data for each 
specific position. (EXH 139, BSP 27-01) In total, projected test year plant should be decreased 
by $11,844,552. As such, the appropriate level of projected test year plant in service should be 
$3,296,475,850. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the stipulation in Issue 18 and staff’s recommendation in Issue 42, staff recommends 
that projected test year plant in service be reduced by $11,844,552. As such, the appropriate level 
of projected test year plant in service should be $3,296,475,850.  
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Issue 22:  What level of projected test year plant accumulated depreciation and amortization 
should be approved? 

Recommendation:  Based on the stipulations in Issues 5 and 18 and staff’s recommendation 
in Issues 7 and 50, projected test year accumulated depreciation and amortization should be 
decreased by $258,577. As such, the appropriate level of projected test year accumulated 
depreciation and amortization should be $922,567,707. (Andrews, Wu) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  This fallout issue depends on the outcome of the other rate base and depreciation issues. 
The Company’s five adjustments to accumulated depreciation reflected in its revised net revenue 
requirement increase are reflected in Exhibit 218. 

Joint Parties:  The Commission should approve $904,439,158 of projected test year 
accumulated depreciation and amortization. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS stated that it has made five adjustments to accumulated depreciation that are reflected in its 
revised net revenue requirement increase, but the level of projected test year plant accumulated 
depreciation and amortization depends on the outcome of the other rate base and depreciation 
issues. (PGS BR 19; EXH 218, BSP G1-250 – G1-251) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties stated that the resolution of this issue is dependent upon the Commission’s 
decision regarding Issue 21. (JP BR 15) 

ANALYSIS 

This is a fallout issue. Based on a detailed breakdown of the cost components for the Brightmark 
and Alliance RNG projects, the fallout adjustments to the stipulations in Issues 5 and 18 should 
be an increase of $477,092 for the accelerated depreciation of Brightmark assets and a reduction 
of $507,203 for the removal of Alliance. (EXH 128, BSP 10) Based on staff’s recommendation 
in Issues 7 and 50 regarding the Company’s updated Depreciation Study and corrections to the 
New River RNG project depreciation, fallout adjustments should be made to decrease the 
projected test year balance by $127,147 and $101,319, respectively. In total, projected test year 
accumulated depreciation and amortization should be decreased by $258,577. As such, the 
appropriate level of projected test year accumulated depreciation and amortization in service 
should be $922,567,707. 
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CONCLUSION 

Based on the stipulations in Issues 5 and 18 and staff’s recommendation in Issues 7 and 50, 
projected test year accumulated depreciation and amortization should be decreased by $258,577. 
As such, the appropriate level of projected test year accumulated depreciation and amortization 
should be $922,567,707. 
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Issue 23:  What level of projected test year Construction Work in Progress (CWIP) should be 
approved? 

Recommendation:  Based on staff’s recommendation in Issue 49, projected test year CWIP 
should be increased by $2,125,283. As such, the appropriate level of projected test year CWIP is 
$26,434,732. (Andrews) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  The appropriate projected test year CWIP should be $24,309,448 as shown on MFR 
Schedule G-1, page 1, line 2. 

Joint Parties: The level of CWIP to be approved may be dependent upon the resolution of 
Issue 21 and the ultimate decision on the level of plant in service as it is affected by the accuracy 
of the PGS’s budget process. PGS has not adequately demonstrated that the level of CWIP is 
justified based on the deficiencies in the budgets for 2023 and 2024 that were prepared in 2022. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS stated that, as shown in Issue 21, the Company budgeting process is reliable and CWIP 
should not be adjusted according to the Joint Parties’ proposal. (PGS BR 20; TR 1868-69, 1910-
1917) PGS claimed that due to the Company updating its 2023 budget and reflecting this in its 
2024 budget, the Joint Parties’ use of budgeted amounts of CWIP for 2021 is misplaced. (PGS 
BR 20; TR 2039) PGS acknowledged that actual CWIP for 2022 varied from the budget 
primarily due to large projects that accrued AFUDC; however, the Company explained that the 
CWIP variances created by these projects would not affect rate base or CWIP. (PGS BR 20; TR 
1917, 2040) Furthermore, the Company asserted that it exceeded its 2022 budget and expects to 
spend its capital budget for 2023, and believes the test year CWIP balance should not be 
adjusted. (PGS BR 20; TR 1837) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties stated that the resolution of this issue is dependent upon the Commission’s 
decision regarding Issue 21. (JP BR 15) 

ANALYSIS 

This is a fallout issue. In Issue 21, staff is not recommending any adjustments to the projected 
test year associated with the budgeted level of capital expenditures. As such, staff does not 
recommend any related adjustments to CWIP.  

As discussed in Issue 49, staff is recommending an adjustment to decrease O&M expenses by 
$2,125,283 to increase the amount of A&G expense being capitalized. OPC witness Kollen 
proposed the A&G expense adjustment in his testimony, but he did not recognize the 
corresponding increase in rate base that would result in the capitalization of additional expense. 
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PGS witness Parsons testified that if the Commission made an adjustment to increase the 
capitalization of A&G, it should also increase rate base. (TR 2072) Further, OPC witness Kollen 
testified that once the A&G credit is then capitalized to relevant construction projects, it is 
included in CWIP before being included in plant in service. (TR 1245) As such, staff believes an 
adjustment to CWIP is an appropriate method to reflect the corresponding increase to rate base. 
Therefore, based on staff’s recommendation in Issue 49 to increase the transfer of A&G expense, 
projected test year CWIP should be increased by $2,125,283. The appropriate level of projected 
test year CWIP should be $26,434,732. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on staff’s recommendation in Issue 49, projected test year CWIP should be increased by 
$2,125,283. As such, the appropriate level of projected test year CWIP should be $26,434,732. 
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Issue 24:  Has PGS made the proper adjustments to the Working Capital Allowance to reflect 
under recoveries and over recoveries in the projected test year related to the Purchased Gas 
Adjustment, Energy Conservation Cost Recovery, and CI/BSR? If not, what adjustments should 
be made? 

Approved Type 2 Stipulation:  Yes. The Company has made the proper adjustments to the 
Working Capital Allowance to reflect under recoveries and over recoveries in the projected test 
year related to the Purchased Gas Adjustment, Energy Conservation Cost Recovery, and CI/BSR 
as shown in MFR Schedule G-1, pages 2 and 3.  
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Issue 25:  What amount of projected test year unamortized rate case expense should be 
included in working capital? 

Approved Type 1 Stipulation:  None. The Company did not include unamortized rate case 
expense in working capital for the 2024 projected test year.  
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Issue 26:  What level of projected test year working capital should be approved? 

Approved Type 2 Stipulation:  The appropriate amount of projected test year working 
capital is a negative $28,047,011 as shown on MFR Schedule G-1, page 1, line 11.  
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Issue 27:  What level of projected test year rate base should be approved? 

Recommendation:  The appropriate level of projected test year rate base should be 
$2,357,327,760. (Hinson) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  The appropriate amount of projected test year rate base is $2,355,546,414. This amount 
reflects the $2,366,788,452 of adjusted rate base shown on MFR Schedule G-1, page 1, and the 
$288,298 adjustment included in Issue 22 to decrease accumulated depreciation and amortization 
and the removal of the Alliance project plant in service of 11,530,336 in Issue 21. 

Joint Parties: The Commission should approve no more than $2,346,211,000 of projected test 
year rate base. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS argued that the Joint Parties’ proposal to increase the allocation of administrative and 
general (“A&G”) expenses to rate base should be rejected, as PGS has shown its allocation of 
A&G expenses are reasonable. (PGS BR 20; TR 2072) PGS recommended using the Company’s 
revised proposed rate base of $2,355,546,414, unless the Commission accepts the Joint Parties’ 
proposal on Issue 49, in which case a corresponding increase to rate base should be made to 
reflect the increase of allocated A&G expense. (PGS BR 20; TR 2072; EXH 218, BSP G1-250 – 
G1-251) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties stated that the resolution of this issue is dependent upon the Commission’s 
decision regarding Issues 21, 49, and 57. (JP BR 15) 

ANALYSIS 

This is a fallout issue of Issues 21, 22, 23, and 26, which address the projected test year balance 
of each rate base component. Based on the stipulation of Working Capital in Issue 26 and staff’s 
recommended adjustments to the projected test year balances of plant in service, accumulated 
depreciation and amortization, and CWIP in Issues 21, 22, and 23, respectively, the appropriate 
level of rate base for the projected test year should be $2,357,327,760. 

CONCLUSION 

The appropriate level of projected test year rate base should be $2,357,327,760.  
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Issue 28:  What amount of projected accumulated deferred taxes should be approved for the 
projected test year capital structure? 

Recommendation:  The amount of accumulated deferred taxes to be included in the projected 
test year capital structure should be $277,551,630. (Zaslow) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  The amount of accumulated deferred taxes to be included in the capital structure for the 
projected test year is $279,720,428. 

Joint Parties: The Commission should approve at least $286,705,000 in accumulated deferred 
taxes for the projected test year capital structure. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS witness Parsons argued the amount of accumulated deferred income taxes (ADITs) to 
include in the capital structure is $279,720,428. (PGS BR 21) This reflects three adjustments to 
the $280,240,209 amount shown on MFR Schedule G-3, page 2. (EXH 7, BSP K278) The first 
adjustment ($4,486 decrease) was related to changes in accumulated depreciation, as discussed in 
Issue 22. The second adjustment was to remove the deferred taxes associated with the Alliance 
Dairies RNG project, as discussed in Issue 18 ($489,300 decrease). The third adjustment was for 
the decrease in rate base discussed in Issue 27, allocated pro rata over all sources of capital 
($25,995 decrease). (PGS BR 21) 

Joint Parties 
OPC witness Kollen argued that the correct amount of ADITs to include in the capital structure 
is $286,705,000. (JP BR 15-16) This is the result of witness Kollen’s recommendation of 
$904,439,158 for accumulated deprecation and amortization (see Issue 22), which corresponds to 
an increase of $6,464,791 in ADITs when reconciled to the capital structure pro rata over all 
sources of capital. (JP BR 15-16; TR 1270) 

ANALYSIS 

PGS’s and the Joint Parties’ recommended amount of ADITs in the projected test year capital 
structure differs slightly. PGS requested a total ADITs balance of $280,240,209 to include in the 
projected test year capital structure, which is presented on MFR Schedule G-3, page 2. (EXH 7, 
BSP K278) PGS witness Parsons subsequently made three adjustments to PGS’s as-filed request. 
The first adjustment was a $4,486 decrease of deferred taxes related to the Company’s proposed 
net adjustment in accumulated depreciation (see Issue 22). (PGS BR 21) The second adjustment 
is to remove the deferred taxes associated with Alliance Dairies RNG project, a $489,300 
decrease (see Issue 18). (PGS BR 21) The third adjustment was a $25,995 decrease to deferred 
taxes related to the removal of the Alliance Dairies RNG project plant in service (see Issue 27). 
(PGS BR 21) The end result is a final requested ADITs balance of $279,720,428. OPC witness 
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Kollen recommended a total ADITs balance of $286,705,000. (TR 1271) The difference in the 
Joint Parties’ recommended amount arises from witness Kollen’s recommendation to change 
depreciation expenses. This results in a $6,464,791 increase in ADIT’s as well as a $532,000 
decrease to the base revenue requirement. (JP BR 15-16) 

There is no difference in opinion between PGS and the Joint Parties with regard to the effects of 
the stipulation on Issue 18 regarding the Alliance Dairies RNG project, which resulted in a 
$489,300 decrease in ADITs. (PGS BR 21; JP BR 15-16) In Issue 27, staff is recommending 
total rate base amount of $2,357,327,760. When this amount is reconciled pro rata over all 
sources, excluding customer deposits, to staff’s recommended capital structure, the 
corresponding amount of ADITs based on a ratio of 11.77 percent (see Issue 36) should be 
$277,551,630. 

CONCLUSION 

For the aforementioned reasons, staff recommends the appropriate amount of ADITs to include 
in the projected test year capital structure should be $277,551,630. 
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Issue 29:  What cost rate should be approved for the unamortized investment tax credits for the 
projected test year capital structure? 

Recommendation:  Due to the removal of the Alliance Dairies RNG project from rate base, 
PGS does not have any unamortized investment tax credits in the projected test year capital 
structure. However, the appropriate cost rate for unamortized investment tax credits for the 
projected test year capital structure should be 8.03 percent. (Zaslow) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  The cost rate of the unamortized investment tax credits to include in the projected test 
year capital structure is 8.49 percent, as shown on MFR Schedule G-3, page 2, line 6. 

Joint Parties: The Commission should approve $3.157 million at a 6.73% cost rate for the 
unamortized investment tax credits in the projected test year. 

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS witness Parsons argued that because the Alliance Dairies RNG project will be moved below 
the line (see Issue 18) that there will be no unamortized investment tax credits (ITCs) in the 
projected test year capital structure, and therefore the issue is essentially moot. (PGS BR 21) 

Joint Parties 
OPC witness Kollen stated that all the applicable Joint Parties adjustments that affect the cost 
rate of unamortized ITCs are appropriate, and result in cost rate for the test year of 6.73 percent. 
(JP BR 16; TR 1271) 

ANALYSIS 

This is a fallout issue. The appropriate cost rate for unamortized ITCs is determined by the 
jurisdictional capital structure and associated cost rates of long-term debt, short-term debt, and 
common equity. Based on staff recommendations in Issues 31, 32, 35, and 36, the cost rate of the 
unamortized ITCs is calculated using the sum of the weighted average cost of the appropriate 
jurisdictional capital structure and cost rates of long-term debt, short-term debt, and common 
equity, as shown in Table 29-1. 

 

 

 



Docket Nos., 20220212-GU, 20220219-GU, 20230023-GU Issue 29 
Date: October 31, 2023 

 - 67 - 

Table 29-1 
Projected Test Year Investment Tax 

 Credits Component Cost 
Capital 

Component 
Jurisdictional 

Adjusted Capital 
Capital 
Ratio 

Component 
Costs 

Weighted 
Average Cost 

Long-Term Debt $830,722,209 40.48% 5.54% 2.24% 
Short-Term Debt $99,496,189 4.85% 4.85% 0.24% 
Common Equity $1,122,029,733 54.67% 10.15% 5.55% 

Total $2,052,248,131   8.03% 
Source: Staff recommendations in Issue 36 

Staff notes that when PGS filed its petition, the ITCs for the projected test year capital structure 
included the Alliance Dairies RNG project. Due to fallout from Issue 18, that project has been 
moved outside of rate base, meaning that the basis for including the associated ITCs in the 
projected test year capital structure is no longer applicable. This means that the dollar amount of 
the ITCs should be zero for the projected test year capital structure. 

CONCLUSION 

Due to fallout from Issue 18, there should not be any unamortized ITCs included in the projected 
test year capital structure. However, the appropriate cost rate for unamortized ITCs for the 
projected test year capital structure should be 8.03 percent. 
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Issue 30:  What amount and cost rate for customer deposits should be approved for the 
projected test year capital structure? 

Approved Type 1 Stipulation:  The amount of customer deposits for the 2024 projected test 
year is $27,528,000. The cost rate of the customer deposits to include in the projected test year 
capital structure is 2.53 percent, as shown on MFR Schedule G-3, page 2, line 4.  
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Issue 31:  What cost rate of short-term debt should be approved for the projected test year 
capital structure? 

Recommendation:  The appropriate cost rate short-term debt of the projected test year capital 
structure should be 4.85 percent. (Zaslow) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  The appropriate amount of short-term debt for the projected test year is $99,662,408, and 
the cost rate is 4.85 percent. 

Joint Parties: The Commission should approve a 3.81 percent cost rate for short-term debt for 
the projected test year. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS argued the appropriate cost rate for short-term debt for inclusion in the projected test year 
capital structure is 4.85 percent as shown on MFR G-3, page 4. (PGS BR 21-22; TR 1917; EXH 
7, BSP K278) PGS witness McOnie argued that the cost rate reflects PGS’s forecasted short-
term interest expense on a stand-alone basis on its credit quality (TR 1123), witness McOnie 
testified that the short-term debt cost rate is based upon on the Secured Overnight Financing Rate 
(SOFR) plus credit spreads and program fees. (PGS BR 21-22; TR 1117) Witness McOnie 
contended that the short-term debt cost rate in PGS’s 2020 rate case, approved by the 
Commission in the 2020 Agreement, was 1.15 percent.38 (TR 1118) Witness McOnie argued that 
since 2020, the underlying overnight borrowing rate increased by approximately 425 basis 
points. This is a result of the U.S. Federal Reserve increasing the overnight borrowing rate. This 
is the main cause for the rise in short-term borrowing costs. (PGS BR 22; TR 1118) Witness 
McOnie further argued that the Commission has consistently allowed utilities to recover the 
short-term debt costs for the projected test year through base rates, and should not reverse this 
precedent. (PGS BR 22; TR 1127) Witness McOnie claimed that a departure from past 
precedents by not allowing the recovery of market-based interest rates would impact rating 
agency assessments of the regulatory environment and the Company’s ability to generate cash 
flow. (PGS BR 22; TR 1131)  

Joint Parties 
OPC witness Kollen argued that PGS is not entitled to recover its predicted market-based cost 
rate of 4.85 percent for short-term debt. (JP BR 16-17; TR 1229-1230) Witness Kollen further 
argued that the Commission should set PGS’s cost of short-term debt at 3.81 percent to retain the 
lower cost debt previously allocated to the Company when it was a subsidiary of TECO and to 
shift new costs resulting from the 2023 Transaction away from customer rates, as further 
discussed in issue 72. (JP BR 16-17; TR 1229-1230) Additionally referring to PGS’s requested 

                                                 
38Order No. PSC-2020-0485-FOF-GU, issued December 10, 2020, in Docket No. 20200051-GU, In re: Petition for 
rate increase by Peoples Gas System. 
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Private Letter Ruling (PLR) from the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) regarding the 2023 
Transaction, witness Kollen argued the Commission is not required to recognize the higher cost 
of the new debt for ratemaking purposes, regardless of the structure of the 2023 Transaction and 
the PLR from the IRS.39 (TR 1229; TR 108-109) Witness Kollen argued that the IRS has no 
statutory authority, nor does the PLR itself direct the Commission, to provide recovery of the 
Company’s requested cost of debt. (TR 1229) The Joint Parties noted that the last forecasted 
earnings surveillance report (ESR) for the consolidated PGS and Tampa Electric operations 
ending December 31, 2022 (submitted February 28, 2022) showed a 0.39 percent cost for short-
term debt. (EXH 196, BSP G2-1110) 

ANALYSIS 

OPC witness Kollen did not provide any specific arguments regarding the appropriateness of 
PGS’s proposed cost rate for short-term debt of 4.85 percent. Rather, witness Kollen argued that 
because the separation of PGS from TECO will result in higher costs to PGS customers, the 
Commission should approve a lower cost of debt to shift the effects from the 2023 Transaction 
away from customer rates. (TR 1229) The amount witness Kollen used to quantify the additional 
costs to customers from the 2023 Transaction was about $8.9 million, and was determined from 
PGS’s response to discovery. (EXH 133, BSP F6932 – F6933) The Joint Parties argued that the 
Commission should set the Company’s cost of short-term debt below the market-based cost for 
PGS’s projected test year. (TR 1229) Witness Kollen recommended a cost rate for short-term 
debt of 3.81 percent, combined with his recommended cost rate for long-term debt, which 
together would reduce the revenue requirement by $8.895 million and nullify the increased costs 
to customers resulting from the 2023 Transaction. (TR 1230, 1271) 

PGS witness McOnie explained, and staff agrees, that the Commission has consistently accepted 
that short-term debt costs included in the capital structure should reflect the actual and forecasted 
cost of debt for ratemaking purposes. (TR 1129-1130) Staff notes that in rate cases with a 
projected test year, as is the case here, it is common practice for a utility to estimate debt cost 
rates for prospective debt issuances and calculate the cost of short-term and long-term debt 
accordingly.40 Witness McOnie contended that a departure from past precedent by not allowing 
the recovery of market-based interest rates would impact rating agency assessments of the 
regulatory environment and PGS’s cash flow generating ability. (TR 1131)  

Staff reviewed the Joint Parties’ reference to PGS’s earnings surveillance report short-term debt 
cost rate of 0.39 percent, and notes that the referenced ESR is a forecast for the 2022 year that 
was submitted February 28, 2022. (JP BR 17; EXH 196, BSP G2-1106) This was before the U.S. 
Federal Reserve increased the overnight borrowing rate, and thus the cited ESR could not take 
this factor into consideration. Further, PGS’s historic base year cost rate for short-term debt 
(ending December 31, 2023) is 4.22 percent (as seen in MFR Schedule G-3, page 1 of 11) and 
reflects the changes to overnight borrowing rates not reflected in the Joint Parties’ cited source. 

                                                 
39A private letter ruling, or PLR, is a statement by the IRS that interprets tax law at the request of a taxpayer (TR 
108–109). 
40Order No. PSC-10-0153-FOF-EI, issued March 17, 2020, In re: Petition for increase in rates by Florida Power & 
Light Company, p. 109-110, Order No. PSC-10-0029-PAA-GU, issued January 14, 2010, In re: Petition for increase 
in rates by Florida Division of Chesapeake Utilities Corporation, p. 10. 



Docket Nos., 20220212-GU, 20220219-GU, 20230023-GU Issue 31 
Date: October 31, 2023 

 - 71 - 

(EXH 7, BSP K277). Staff further notes that short-term debt is, by definition, for a period of one 
year or less. Therefore, using a cost rate from previous years is inappropriate. 

Staff notes that most of the Joint Parties’ arguments in this issue relate to the 2023 Transaction’s 
effect on PGS’s projected cost rate for its short-term debt which are mostly identical to their 
arguments in Issue 32 for PGS’s projected cost rate for long-term debt. Therefore, staff will 
address the Joint Parties’ arguments related to the 2023 Transaction in Issues 32 and 72. 

CONCLUSION 

Staff reviewed PGS’s estimate for the projected test year short-term debt cost rate, which is 
based on the SOFR plus credit spreads and program fees, and believes PGS’s estimate to be 
reasonable. (EXH 112C; TR 1117) With this in mind, and additionally taking into consideration 
that the Joint Parties did not provide any specific arguments as to the market-based 
appropriateness of PGS’s proposed short-term debt cost rate, staff agrees with PGS. Staff 
recommends the Commission approve a cost rate for short-term debt of 4.85 percent for the 
projected test year capital structure. 
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Issue 32:  What cost rate of long-term debt should be approved for the projected test year 
capital structure? 

Recommendation:  The appropriate cost rate of long-term debt for the projected test year 
capital structure is 5.54 percent. (D. Buys) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  The appropriate amount of long-term debt for the projected test year is $827,335,811 and 
the cost rate is 5.54 percent and is shown on MFR G-3, page 3. 

Joint Parties: The Commission should approve a 4.61 percent cost rate for long-term debt for 
the projected test year. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS argued that OPC did not present testimony contesting the Company’s forecasted long-term 
debt cost rate, but proposed that the incremental borrowing expenses attributable to the 2023 
Transaction be disallowed. (PGS BR 22) PGS addressed that proposal in Issue 72. PGS argued 
its proposed 5.54 percent long-term debt rate reflects the Company’s forecasted long-term debt 
borrowing costs on a stand-alone basis, reflecting forecasted market conditions and the 
Company’s credit quality. (PGS BR 22; TR 1119-1120) PGS explained the Company plans to 
issue $825 million of long-term debt in three tranches with differing terms to mitigate the long-
term costs of debt and refinancing risks. (PGS BR 23; TR 1120-22) PGS estimated its cost rates 
based on underlying U.S. Treasury rates sourced by Bloomberg, plus a forecasted spread for a 
typical gas distribution company with a BBB+ credit rating. (PGS BR 23; TR 1120; EXH 21, 
BSP D10-699) PGS argued that the increase in long-term interest rates since the Company’s last 
base rate proceeding is attributable to the efforts of the Federal Reserve to combat inflation by 
increasing its overnight borrowing rate. (PGS BR 23; TR 1120-1121; EXH 21, BSP D10-700) 
PGS asserted that the Commission has consistently concluded that utilities should recover their 
projected debt costs through base rates and a departure from this practice would negatively 
impact rating agency assessments of the Company’s regulatory environment and cash flow 
generating ability. (PGS BR 23; TR 1129-1131) PGS confirmed the Company is in the process 
of obtaining an independent, standalone credit rating and is making progress toward that goal. 
(PGS BR 23; TR 1113-1120) PGS argued the Company’s proposed amount of long-term debt for 
the test year reflects the $832,185,531 of long-term debt on MFR G-3, page 2, adjusted for the 
decrease in rate base in Issue 27, and increased for a pro-rata allocation over investor sources of 
capital offset for change in accumulated deferred income taxes in Issue 28. (PGS BR 23; EXH 
137, BSP F7047) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties argued that PGS’s customers will have to pay a higher rate for long-term debt 
than they otherwise would have if the 2023 Transaction had not occurred. (JP BR 18; TR 1229) 
The Joint Parties argued the 2023 Transaction requires PGS to issue new and significantly higher 
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cost of debt to “repay” the entirety of its share of long-term debt acquired by TECO. (JP BR 18; 
TR 1111-1112, 1225) PGS’s requirement to “repay” the debt is due to the Intracompany Debt 
Agreement (IDA) that needs to be paid back by December 31, 2023, to avoid a potential tax 
liability of $150 million. (JP BR 18) The Joint Parties argued this harms PGS’s customers for the 
foreseeable future and will permanently increase PGS’s cost structure until all new debt fully 
matures 30 years from now. (JP BR 18) In addition, the Joint Parties argued the effect of paying 
off the IDA at a blended cost rate of 5.57 percent results in an increase in the overall weighted 
cost of debt of 29 basis points and an increase in revenue requirement of approximately $7.1 
million. (JP BR 18; EXH 198, BSP G2-1125) The Joint Parties argued that the reallocation of 
lower-cost legacy debt from PGS to TECO for ratemaking purposes, which is replaced with 
higher cost debt, is a subsidization by PGS customers for the benefit of TECO customers. (JP BR 
18; TR 1126-1129) The Joint Parties argued that PGS will incur additional costs, i.e., 
independent audit fees and credit rating agency fees, associated with issuing its own debt that it 
did not incur while a division of TECO. (JP BR 18; TR 1127-1128) The Joint Parties argued that 
the consolidated surveillance report for PGS and TECO for December 2022 shows a 3.81 percent 
cost rate for long-term debt. (JP BR 196; EXH, BSP G2-1110)  

In its brief for Issue 36, the Joint Parties argued that although PGS witness McOnie asserted that 
PGS’s capital structure and ROE are two of the key variables that rating agencies consider when 
reviewing a utility’s debt level and cash flow as part of the rating agencies’ process to assign a 
credit rating, he ignored the impact the 2023 Transaction would have on PGS’s financial strength 
and access to capital. (JP BR 27) The Joint Parties argued that PGS would have a credit rating of 
BBB+ if it was still a division of TECO, but the 2023 Transaction will likely cause a one notch 
lower credit rating for PGS. (JP BR 27-28) The Joint Parties also argued that all three credit 
rating agencies have reduced TECO’s credit rating outlook from stable to negative as a result of 
the spin-off of PGS. (JP BR 27-28) Further, the Joint Parties argued PGS plans to use the private 
placement market to purchase its debt capital will cost more than accessing debt capital in the 
public market through TECO. (JP BR 28) The Joint Parties argued the impact of the Company’s 
decision to undertake the 2023 Transaction is to increase financing costs to customers. (JP BR 
28) The Joint Parties recommended that the Commission should approve a cost rate of 4.61 
percent to retain the savings from the lower-cost debt previously allocated to it, regardless of the 
Company’s actual cost of the new debt issued to replace the former allocation. (JP BR 19; TR 
1229) 

ANALYSIS 

According to PGS, as a result of the 2023 Transaction, PGS must begin securing its own debt 
capital by borrowing from lenders and pay off the Intercompany Debt Agreement (IDA) with 
TECO by December 31, 2023, so the PGS spin-off will be considered a non-taxable asset 
transfer for Federal income tax purposes. (TR 1112) Failure by PGS to pay off the IDA would 
create a potential Federal income tax liability of $150 million for PGS and its customers. (TR 
167; EXH 162) The Joint Parties did not refute PGS’s position on the potential tax liability, but 
rather argued that PGS should not have structured the 2023 Transaction in the manner it did. (TR 
1228-1229) The 2023 Transaction requires PGS to issue its own debt by December 31, 2023, 
pursuant to the terms of the IDA between TECO and PGS. (TR 1225) Prior to the 2023 
Transaction, TECO issued all long-term debt and short-term debt sufficient to meet the debt 
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financing requirements for both its electric business and its PGS gas division. (TR 1225) The 
debt then was allocated between the electric business and the PGS division based on the 
respective financing requirements for each year. (TR 1225) The 2023 Transaction ended this 
relationship and prospectively reallocates the existing long-term debt originally issued by TECO 
on behalf of PGS back to TECO. (TR 1225)  

Both the Joint Parties and PGS agree that the 2023 Transaction increased PGS’s long-term debt 
cost for the 2024 projected test year. (TR 1222, 1114) PGS estimated the impact of the 2023 
Transaction will increase the cost of long-term debt from 3.97 percent in 2022 to 5.54 percent in 
2024. (TR 1114) PGS has not quantified any short-term financial benefits from the 2023 
Transaction. (TR 110, 169) However, PGS witness Wesley explained the 2023 Transaction 
provides long-term benefits by isolating PGS from potential incidents (natural disasters or 
detrimental business issues not related to PGs) that could impair TECO’s ability to provide 
capital to PGS. (TR 111) 

Joint Parties did not contest PGS’s forecasted long-term debt cost rate of 5.54 percent. OPC 
witness Garrett did not specifically address the long-term debt cost rate in his testimony, and he 
used PGS’s proposed cost of long-term debt of 5.54 percent in his recommended authorized rate 
of return for PGS. (TR 966) Instead, the Joint Parties argued that the Commission should set 
PGS long-term debt rate at 4.61 to recognize the historical debt that was allocated from TECO 
when PGS was a division of TECO. (TR 1229-1230) Witness Kollen asserted the effect of the 
Joint Parties’ recommendation is a $8.895 million reduction in revenue requirement for long-
term and short-term debt combined. (TR 1223, 1230)  

In its brief, the Joint Parties cited to an earnings surveillance report (ESR) for the consolidated 
PGS and TECO operations for December 31, 2022, and argued it showed a long-term debt cost 
rate of 3.81 percent. (JP BR 18-19; EXH 196, BSP G2-1110). Staff reviewed the document and 
notes that the referenced ESR is a forecasted ESR that was submitted on February 28, 2022. Staff 
notes that this was before the U.S. Federal Reserve Board increased interest rates, and thus, the 
cited forecast, at that time, could not have taken this factor into consideration. Staff further notes 
that PGS’s historic base year cost rate for long-term debt (ending December 31, 2023) is 4.58 
percent (as seen in MFR Schedule G-3, page 1 of 11) and reflects the changes to interest rates 
not reflected in the Joint Parties’ cited source. (EXH 7, BSP K277) 

As shown on MFR Schedule G-3, page 8, the long-term debt cost rate of 5.54 percent is based on 
forecasted debt issuances of $825 million during 2023 and $100 million in 2024. (TR 1120; EXH 
7, BSP K284) PGS witness McOnie testified the $825 million inaugural debt issuance during 
2023 is forecasted to occur using three tranches of differing terms; $325 million of 5-year notes 
at 5.40 percent, $300 million of 10-year notes at 5.47 percent, and $200 million of 30-year notes 
at 6.00 percent. (TR 1119; EXH 7, BSP K284) Witness McOnie explained the Company cannot 
predict the specific time of year this will occur, but the Company budgeted the 2023 issuance to 
occur on September 30, 2023. (TR 1119) Evidently, the issuance date will be later than 
September 30, 2023, as explained by witness McOnie, possibly in late October, November or 
December. (TR 1164-1165) However, the 2024 issuance still assumes a June 30, 2024, financing 
date for $100 million of 10-year notes at 5.37 percent. (TR 1119) The embedded cost of long-
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term debt as a result of combining the four tranches of debt issuances is 5.54 percent as shown 
on MFR Schedule G-3, page 3. (EXH 7, BSP K279). 

PGS intends to engage credit rating agencies in 2023 to assess the stand-alone credit rating of 
PGS and assign an indicative credit rating41 as part of the rating evaluation service provided by 
the rating agencies. (TR 1113) Witness McOnie explained the rating agencies will assess the 
outcome of the instant rate case in addition to other business and financial risk assessments and 
provide a final credit rating. (TR 1113) PGS is targeting a credit rating of BBB+, which is two 
notches above the minimum investment grade rating of BBB-. (TR 1113, 1180) 

In its brief for Issue 36, the Joint Parties argued that as a result of the 2023 Transaction, TECO’s 
credit rating outlook from all three rating agencies changed from stable to negative. (JP BR 27-
28) In its brief, the Joint Parties asserted that in September 30, 2022, TECO had a BBB+ credit 
rating from S&P, A3 from Moody’s, and A from Fitch, with a stable outlook. In the December 
31, 2022 TECO 10-K, the potential business risk related to the $150 million potential tax liability 
as of January 1, 2023, related to the spin-off of PGS was addressed. TECO’s credit rating 
outlook changed to negative in December 2022 for all three rating agencies. The credit agencies’ 
outlook continued to remain negative for TECO as of June 30, 2023. (JP BR 27-28; TR 1144-
1147; EXH 192 BSP G2-873; EXH 193, BSP G2-876) However, witness McOnie explained the 
negative outlook will continue to be the case for a twelve-to-eighteen-month period. (TR 1147) 
Witness McOnie also explained the reason for the negative outlook: 

Tampa Electric is part of the Emera family of companies. Emera was placed on negative 
outlook due to the legislative action in Nova Scotia that pertained to Bill 212, I believe, 
that capped Nova Scotia Power rates rate increase at 1.8 percent per filed document. Each 
of the rating agencies viewed the political interference extremely negative to the 
regulatory process. In addition to that, the credit metrics were down from the higher gas 
prices at Tampa Electric, and there was an under-recovery period during -- leading into 
the end of 2022. So, these two factors combined, along with the delay in cash flows from 
the Labrador Island link, caused each of the rating agencies to place Emera on negative 
outlook. Because Tampa Electric is one of our group of families, its rating agency 
practice is to put the entire group on negative outlook. 

(TR 1149-1150) 

According to witness McOnie, the main drivers for the increase in the long-term cost of debt in 
the 2024 test year is the increase in the U.S. Treasury Bond rates. (TR 1120) PGS’s requested 
cost rate for its newly issued long-term debt is based on the prevailing yield on U.S. Treasury 
Bonds plus an additional credit risk spread associated with a BBB+ credit rating. (TR 1119-
1120) Witness McOnie’s direct testimony filed on April 2, 2023, indicated the forecasted rate for 
30-year U.S. Treasury Bonds was 3.89 percent and 3.76 percent for the third and fourth quarters 
of 2023, respectively. (EXH 21, D10-699) During cross examination, OPC witness Garrett 
confirmed that as of September 13, 2023, the yield on 30-year U.S. Treasury Bonds was 4.34 
percent. (TR 1077) Witness McOnie explained the Federal Reserve’s decision to increase 
                                                 
41An indicative credit rating is one that is unpublished and confidential which reflects the analysis of one or more 
hypothetical scenarios for a company. 
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interest rates to mitigate inflation caused short-term interest rates to increase more than long-
term interest rates which is commonly referred to as an inverted yield curve. (TR 1121) That is, 
short-term debt is more costly than long-term debt. (TR 1121) However, the interest rates for 30-
year U.S. Treasury Bonds have remained anchored to approximately 4.00 percent due to 
expectations that the economy will slow down in the future. (TR 1121-1122)  

Staff agrees with witness McOnie that issuing three tranches of debt for terms of five, ten and 
thirty years would be prudent and mitigate refinancing risk. (TR 1122) Issuing a 30-year note 
would mitigate the risk of continued rising interest rates because the prevailing rate on 30-year 
U.S. Treasury Bonds is in line with its long-term average yield of 4.46 percent. (TR 1122; EXH 
21, BSP D10-700) The 5-year and 10-year notes should afford PGS the opportunity to refinance 
at short-term interest rates that are more reflective of their 30-year averages of 3.38 percent and 
3.90 percent, respectively. (TR 1122; EXH 21, BSP D10-700) Currently, short-term debt cost 
rates are much higher than their historical averages. (EXH 21) 

PGS proposed an additional adjustment to ensure the accuracy of its long-term debt cost rate. 
Because the long-term debt cost rate is prospective and based on assumed debt issuances by PGS 
that have yet occurred, PGS proposed a long-term debt true-up mechanism that is discussed in 
Issue 71. (TR 1122) PGS believes the long-term debt true-up mechanism will provide a fair one-
time adjustment to base rates reflecting the actual long-term debt cost achieved in 2023. (TR 
1122) 

OPC witness Kollen recommended the Commission should approve a long-term debt cost rate of 
4.61 percent. (TR 1271) Witness Kollen obtained his recommended long-term debt cost rate 
from PGS’s discovery response to OPC’s First Set of Interrogatories, No. 100, wherein the 
Company quantified the effect of the legal separation of PGS from TECO. (TR 1271, EXH 133, 
Attachment 16, BSP 385) The long-term debt cost rate of 4.61 percent was derived from a 
blended rate of 4.04 percent for the historical debt issued by TECO on behalf of PGS and a 
forecasted cost rate of 5.64 percent and 5.54 percent for two new issuances of long-term debt. 
(EXH 133, Attachment 16, BSP 385) 

OPC witness Kollen asserted that Emera structured the 2023 Transaction, including the 
Intercompany Debt Agreement, for its benefit and that it will harm PGS customers. (TR 1129) 
The Joint Parties argued that the structure of the 2023 Transaction and the consequences of its 
implementation will deny PGS of the benefits of the lower-cost, historical debt that had been 
issued specifically to PGS to meet its financing requirements. (TR 1225) Witness Kollen 
contended the reallocation of the historical lower-cost, long-term debt from PGS back to TECO 
benefits TECO’s customers and, is in essence, a subsidy from PGS to TECO in the amount of 
$7.1 million annually until TECO’s base rates are reset in its next rate case sometime in 2025. 
(TR 1226, 1228) Further, witness Kollen asserted PGS failed to explain why it did not consider a 
separate intercompany loan from TECO to PGS that would preserve the historical lower-cost 
debt beyond 2023. (TR 1227)  

Witness McOnie disagreed with witness Kollen’s assertion and explained the Company 
evaluated whether to continue the historical borrowing arrangement between the two utilities or 
preserve the allocation of lower-cost, long-term debt to PGS as part of the 2023 Transaction, but 
decided that entering into an IDA along with PGS issuing its own short-term and long-term debt 
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to repay the IDA in 2023 and fund future capital needs was the best long-term solution for PGS 
and its customers. (TR 1127-1128) PGS argued that the objective of the 2023 Transaction was to 
insulate PGS from TECO from the contagion risk42 of the other respective affiliates through 
legal, operating, and financial structures. (TR 1133-1134) Witness McOnie explained that PGS 
has implemented organizational changes to structurally isolate itself from its TECO affiliate 
through its own separate management team, separate accounting records, and adheres to arm’s 
length transaction protocols when doing business with affiliates. (TR 1134) Further, Emera 
decided that PGS establishing its own borrowing arrangement and ceasing its reliance on TECO 
as a creditor and source of capital was the best way to achieve bankruptcy remoteness.43 (TR 
1134) 

On rebuttal, witness McOnie testified the Commission has a long history of allowing utilities to 
recover their projected long-term and short-term borrowing costs through customer rates, and the 
Commission should not depart from this practice in this case. (TR 1129) Witness McOnie 
explained that the Commission has consistently accepted that long-term debt costs included in 
the capital structure should reflect the actual and forecasted cost of debt for ratemaking purposes. 
(TR 1129-1130) Staff notes that in rate cases with projected test years, as is the case here, it is 
common practice for the utility to estimate debt cost rates for prospective debt issuances and 
calculate the cost of long-term debt accordingly.44 Witness McOnie contended that a departure 
from past precedent by not allowing the recovery of market-based interest rates would impact 
rating agency assessments of the regulatory environment and PGS’s cash flow generating ability 
respectively. (TR 1131) As pointed out by witness McOnie, since the forecasted long-term 
borrowing costs are market-based, and reflect actual interest obligations, a disallowance of the 
recovery of the full interest expense amount could potentially be considered unconstructive by 
rating agencies. (TR 1131)  

PGS witness McOnie rebutted Joint Parties’ argument that the 2023 Transaction results in a 
subsidy in favor of TECO and its customers and asserted that to the extent that the 2023 
Transaction benefits TECO and its customers in the short term, the Joint Parties should also 
recognize that TECO’s historical practice of borrowing on behalf of PGS benefitted PGS’s 
customers through lower interest rates and avoided stand-alone expenses such as independent 
audit and credit rating agency fees. (TR 1127) Witness McOnie asserted that except for interest 
rate differences associated with different credit ratings, PGS and TECO will over time borrow at 
approximately the same interest rates, because the long-term debt issued at historically low 
interest rates and enjoyed by the customers of both utilities will over time be replaced with new 
debt at the then current market rates. (TR 1128)  

Staff believes the Joint Parties’ argument for the Commission to set PGS’s cost of long-term debt 
below it’s actual forecasted market-based cost is not persuasive and there is no evidence in the 
                                                 
42Contagion risk is the spread of financial difficulties or economic crisis between affiliates. 
43Bankruptcy remoteness is a company within a corporate group whose bankruptcy has as little impact as possible 
on other entities within the group. 
44Order No. PSC-10-0153-FOF-EI, issued March 17, 2020, in Docket No. 20080677-EI, In re: Petition for increase 
in rates by Florida Power & Light Company, p. 109-110, Order No. PSC-10-0029-PAA-GU, issued January 14, 
2010, in Docket No. 20090125-GU, In re: Petition for increase in rates by Florida Division of Chesapeake Utilities 
Corporation, p. 10.  
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record that Emera’s decision to spin off PGS involved malfeasance or was a deliberate plan to 
benefit TECO at the expense of PGS’s customers. (See Issue 72) Emera made a business 
decision to spin off PGS into a new company for which the Commission has no authority to 
approve or deny. (TR 1223) The Joint Parties’ argument that PGS customers are entitled to past 
debt cost rates that were obtained by TECO under the previous divisional organizational 
relationship was not based on any Commission precedent or legal argument, nor was it 
convincing. If Emera sold PGS to another entity as opposed to spinning it off, PGS would not be 
entitled to the historical long-term debt cost from TECO. In this case, PGS demonstrated that its 
2023 Transaction meets IRS requirements for a tax-free transaction which includes PGS 
divesting from TECO and issuing its own debt. (TR 1112) Otherwise, PGS could be liable for 
$150 million capital gain tax. The Joint Parties’ recommendation to not allow PGS to recover its 
actual market-based cost of long-term debt in the Company’s allowed overall rate of return will 
reduce PGS revenue below a level necessary to recover its interest expense. This revenue 
reduction would consequently not allow PGS to earn its authorized return on equity and could be 
considered non-compensatory.  

CONCLUSION 

Based on the aforementioned, staff recommends a forecasted long-term debt cost rate of 5.54 
percent should be approved for the projected test year ending December 31, 2024. 
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Issue 33:  Has PGS made the proper adjustments to remove all non-utility investments from the 
projected test year common equity balance? If not, what adjustments should be made? 

Recommendation:  Yes, PGS has made the proper adjustments to remove all non-utility 
investments from the projected test year common equity balance and staff recommends no 
additional adjustments should be made. (McGowan) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  Yes. 

Joint Parties: No position. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS asserted it made the proper adjustments to remove all non-utility investments from the 
projected test year common equity balance as shown on MFR G-3, page 2, and Exhibit RBP-1, 
Document No. 9, attached to witness Parsons’ direct testimony and Exhibit 218 (revised revenue 
increase). (EXH 7, BSP K278; EXH 23, BSP D12-1036; EXH 218, BSP G1-250 – G1-251) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties took no position on this issue in its brief. 

ANALYSIS 

In its initial filing, PGS presented its projected test year capital structure based on a 13-month 
average as of December 31, 2024, consisting of common equity in the amount of $1,124,006,187 
(adjusted) on MFR Schedule G-3, page 2, line 1. (EXH 7, BSP K278). Exhibit RBP-1, 
Document No. 9, attached to PGS witness Parsons’ direct testimony, detailed the Company’s 
projected test year reconciliation of capital structure to rate base that showed its specific 
adjustments to remove non-utility investments from common equity. (EXH 23, BSP D12-1036) 
The reconciled items with specific adjustments to the projected test year common equity balance 
reflected within Exhibit RBP-1, Document No. 9, included a total of three adjustments to the 
following: (1) Property Held for Future Use; (2) Investments in Subsidiaries; and (3) Non-utility 
Adjustments to Rate Base. (EXH 23, BSP D12-1036) In addition, a Type II Stipulation was 
approved for Issue 12 that all required adjustments to remove non-utility items from Plant in 
Service, Accumulated Depreciation, and Working Capital have been included in the projected 
test year, as shown on MFR Schedule G-1, page 4. (EXH 7, BSP K172) Typically, if all non-
utility activities have been removed from rate base, corresponding adjustments are made to 
remove non-utility activities from the capital structure. Staff reviewed the Company’s 
adjustments and concur with PGS that the non-utility items have properly been removed from 
common equity.  
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Further, no argument was proffered on behalf of the Joint Parties concerning whether or not PGS 
has made the proper adjustments to remove all non-utility investments from the projected test 
year common equity balance. 

CONCLUSION 

Yes, PGS has made the proper adjustments to remove all non-utility investments from the 
projected test year common equity balance and staff recommends no additional adjustments 
should be made.  
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Issue 34:  What equity ratio should be approved for the projected test year capital structure? 

Recommendation:  An equity ratio of 54.7 percent based on investor sources is appropriate 
and should be approved for the projected test year capital structure. (D. Buys) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  The appropriate equity ratio for the projected test year capital structure is 54.7 percent 
(investor sources). OPC’s proposed equity ratio would not be sufficient to maintain the 
Company’s financial integrity, is far below actual levels since 1998, and should be rejected. 

Joint Parties: The Commission should approve a 49.2 percent equity ratio. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS argued its requested equity ratio of 54.7 percent from investor sources is the same equity 
ratio previously approved by the Commission in the 2020 Settlement Agreement by Order No. 
PSC-2020-0485-FOF-GU45 and is consistent with the equity ratios that have been maintained by 
the Company since 1998. (PGS BR 24; TR 1115-116; EXH 31, BSP E6-232) PGS contended 
that an equity ratio of 54.7 percent is entirely consistent with two Florida-based peers given the 
55.1 percent equity ratio approved by the Commission for Florida Public Utilities Company and 
the 59.6 percent equity ratio approved for Florida City Gas. (PGS BR 24; TR 1116, 1135; EXH 
31, BSP E6-232) PGS also argued the Company’s 54.7 percent equity ratio compares favorably 
to the equity ratios maintained by the gas companies in witness D’Ascendis’ proxy group that he 
used to develop his recommended return on equity for PGS. (PGS BR 25; TR 319-320) PGS 
argued the maintenance of the requested equity ratio, coupled with an appropriate ROE, should 
lead to adequate coverage ratios, and provide the financial strength and credit parameters 
necessary to achieve the Company’s targeted credit rating of BBB+ and assure access to capital. 
(TR 1116) PGS argued Joint Parties’ proposed equity ratio of 49 percent would not be sufficient 
to maintain the Company’s financial integrity. (PGS BR 24; TR 1135) PGS contended that 
financial integrity refers to a relatively stable condition of liquidity and profitability in which the 
Company can meet its financial obligations to investors while maintaining the ability to attract 
investor capital as needed on reasonable terms, conditions, and costs. (PGS BR 23; TR 1099) 
PGS argued a more highly leveraged capital structure with a lower overall authorized return will 
render it more difficult for PGS to achieve credit metrics sufficient to support its targeted rating 
of BBB+. (PGS BR 24; TR 1135) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties argued that PGS’s equity ratio should be set to equal the average equity ratio of 
the gas utilities in witness Garrett’s proxy group which equates to 49.2 percent. (JP BR 19-20; 
TR 1031, 1269) The Joint Parties contended that PGS witness D’Ascendis' conclusion that 

                                                 
45Order No. PSC-2020-0485-FOF-GU, issued December 10, 2020, in Docket No. 20200051-GU, In Re: Petition for 
rate increase by Peoples Gas System. 
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PGS’s proposed equity ratio is reasonable because it is within the range of the equity ratios of his 
gas proxy group is flawed. (JP BR 20) The Joint Parties argued that every company in the gas 
utility proxy group has an equity ratio of less than 49 percent, with the exception of Atmos 
Energy Corp. which has an equity ratio of 62 percent. (JP BR 20; EXH 77) The Joint Parties 
contended that since PGS’s equity ratio is higher than the proxy group average, it has less 
financial risk than the gas utility proxy group.46 (JP BR 20; TR 1031) The Joint Parties argued 
that OPC witness Garrett demonstrated that PGS’s proposed equity ratio is clearly too high and 
results in excessively high capital costs and utility rates. (JP BR 20; TR 1027, 1034) In addition, 
witness Garrett contended that competitive firms maximize their value by minimizing their 
weighted average cost of capital (WACC) by recapitalizing and increasing their debt financing. 
(JP BR 19; TR 1027-1029) Witness Garrett opined that because utilities have low levels of risk 
and operate a stable business, they can afford to operate with relatively higher levels of debt 
(lower equity ratio) to achieve their optimal capital structure. (TR 1030) The Joint Parties also 
argued that because interest expense is deductible, increasing debt also adds value to the firm by 
reducing the firm’s tax obligation. (JP BR 19; TR 1027) The Joint Parties argued that under a 
rate base, rate of return model, a higher WACC results in higher rates, all else held constant. (JP 
BR 19; TR 1029) The Joint Parties contended the rate base, rate of return model does not 
incentivize utilities to operate at the optimal capital structure, and consequently, utilities can 
increase their revenue requirement by increasing their WACC, not by minimizing it. (JP BR 19; 
TR 1029) Thus, the Joint Parties argued, there is no incentive for a regulated utility to minimize 
its WACC by lowering its equity ratio, and therefore, a commission standing in the place of 
competition must ensure that the regulated utility is operating at the lowest reasonable WACC. 
(JP BR 19; TR 1029)  

ANALYSIS 

In its filing, PGS requested a projected test year capital structure consisting of an equity ratio of 
54.7 percent based on investor-supplied capital for rate setting purposes. (TR 1115; EXH 7, BSP 
K278) PGS’s current equity ratio of 54.7 percent was approved by the Commission as part of the 
2020 Settlement Agreement in the Company’s last rate case by Order No. PSC-2020-0485-FOF-
GU.47 (TR 1115-1116) PGS witness D’Ascendis testified that PGS requested equity ratio of 54.7 
percent is consistent with the range of common equity ratios maintained by the gas utility proxy 
group, and therefore, is appropriate for ratemaking. (PGS BR 25; TR 319-320) For 2022, the 
range of the equity ratios of the six gas utilities in the proxy group was 34.43 percent to 62.61 
percent with an average equity ratio of 48.83 percent. (EXH 30, BSP E5-167) Witness 
D’Ascendis testified that in order to continue to provide safe and reliable service to its 
customers, PGS must meet the needs and serve the interests of its various stakeholders, including 
its customers, shareholders, and bondholders. (TR 318) The interests of these stakeholder groups 
are aligned with maintaining a healthy balance sheet, strong credit ratings, and a supportive 
regulatory environment, so that the Company has access to capital on reasonable terms in order 
to make necessary investments. (TR 318)  

                                                 
46Both PGS witness D’Ascendis and OPC witness Garrett used the same gas utility proxy group in their equity ratio 
analysis. 
47Order No. PSC-2020-0485-FOF-GU. 
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OPC witness Garrett’s contended that regulated utilities can generally afford to have higher debt 
levels than other industries because regulated utilities have large amounts of fixed assets, stable 
earnings, and low risk relative to other industries, they can afford to have relatively higher debt 
ratios (lower equity ratios). (TR 1030) Further, OPC witness Garrett contended that under the 
rate base rate of return model, a higher WACC results in higher rates, all else held constant. (JP 
BR 19; TR 1029) The Joint Parties asserted that because there is no incentive for a regulated 
utility to minimize its WACC a commission standing in the place of competition must ensure 
that the regulated utility is operating at the lowest reasonable WACC. (JP BR 19; TR 1029-1030)  
Staff believes OPC witness Garrett’s arguments are based on basic financial theory and are 
misapplied to ratemaking and not persuasive. Staff believes simply setting PGS equity ratio to 
the average of the gas utility proxy group for the sole purpose of lowering rates without 
analyzing the effect on the Company’s individual financial metrics is not a convincing argument.  

To assess a reasonable equity ratio for PGS, witness Garrett examined the capital structures of 
the gas utility proxy group and the debt ratios in other industries. (TR 1030) Based on his 
analysis, witness Garrett concluded the average equity ratio of the gas utility proxy group is 49 
percent, which he noted is lower than PGS’s proposed equity ratio of 54.7 percent. (TR 1031) In 
addition, witness Garrett testified that there are nearly 2,000 companies in the U.S. with debt 
ratios higher than 50 percent and equity ratios lower than 50 percent. (TR 1031) Witness Garrett 
compared the equity and debt ratios of Cable Television, Power and Telecom (other utilities) 
which are all below 50 percent. (JP BR; TR 1031) Witness Garrett concluded PGS’s proposed 
debt ratio is clearly too low (and its equity ratio is too high). (TR 1031) Witness Garrett asserted 
PGS’s high equity ratio results in excessively high capital costs and utility rates and 
recommended that PGS’s equity ratio should be no more than 49 percent. (TR 1033-1034) 

PGS witness McOnie disagreed with OPC’s proposal to reduce PGS equity ratio. In rebuttal, 
witness McOnie asserted that in credit rating agencies’ view the regulatory environment is a key 
consideration in determining the creditworthiness of an energy utility. (TR 1135-1136) The 
regulator determines an appropriate capital structure and establishes the allowed return on equity, 
and these are two of the key variables that go into determining a utility's revenue requirement, 
and by extension, the debt level and cash flow generating capability of the company. (TR 1136) 
Witness McOnie contended a change to either or both will have an impact on the company’s 
financial metrics and creditworthiness. (TR 1136) PGS’s obligation to serve its customers and 
the significant capital expenditure requirements needed to maintain and grow its system is better 
served by stronger financial integrity. (TR 1136) Witness McOnie concluded that the 
maintenance of the requested capital structure, coupled with an appropriate return on equity, 
should lead to adequate coverage ratios, and provide the financial strength and credit parameters 
necessary to achieve the Company’s targeted credit rating and assure access to capital. (TR 
1135-1136)  

Witness Garrett admitted that he did not perform any quantitative analysis on what affect his 
recommendation to reduce PGS’s equity ratio and allowed ROE would have on PGS’s financial 
metrics, or financial integrity. (TR 1069) While this line of questioning was regarding witness 
Garrett’s ROE testimony and not specifically about the equity ratio, witness Garrett testified that 
“There is no analysis that I performed that I did not present in my testimony and work papers.” 
(TR 1070) Therefore, it is a reasonable presumption that witness Garrett did not consider the 
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effect of his recommended equity ratio of 49.0 percent in combination with his recommended 
ROE of 9.0 percent on PGS forecasted credit metrics and financial integrity. It is a widely 
accepted paradigm in the financial community that the equity ratio and allowed return on equity 
are inextricably related. As explained by witness Garrett: 

The cost of equity of any particular company is necessarily connected with its capital 
structure. This is because there is a direct relationship between risk and return. That is, 
the higher (lower) risk, the higher (lower) expected return. All else held constant, 
companies with higher amounts of leverage have higher levels of financial risk. Since we 
are using a proxy group of companies to assess a fair cost of equity estimate for PGS, we 
must also factor in the capital structures of those companies into the analysis – failing to 
do so is an analytical error. Since PGS’s debt ratio is lower and the equity ratio is higher 
than the proxy group average, it has less financial risk than the proxy group. This 
discrepancy in debt ratio and equity ratio must be accounted for. 

(TR 1031) 

Based on the risk-return paradigm, a company with a higher equity ratio in its capital structure, 
all else being equal, will have less financial risk and should have a comparatively lower return on 
equity. Staff agrees with PGS that witness Garrett’s recommendation to reduce the equity ratio 
and the ROE at the same time would result in a significant reduction to the revenue requirement 
of PGS and could possibly have a negative affect on the quality of PGS’s credit metrics and 
financial integrity. (PGS BR 23; TR 1135)  

CONCLUSION 

Based on record evidence, and in conformity with past Commission practice of using a capital 
structure that approximates the Company’s actual sources of capital,48 PGS’s projected equity 
ratio of 54.7 percent for the projected test year is reasonable and appropriate. Accordingly, staff 
recommends the appropriate equity ratio is 54.7 percent as a percentage of investor-supplied 
capital. 

 

  

                                                 
48Order No. PSC-2023-0103-FOF-GU, issued March 15, 2023, in Docket No. 20220067-GU, In re: Petition for rate 
increase by Florida Public Utilities Company, Florida Division of Chesapeake Utilities Corporation, Florida Public 
Utilities Company – Fort Meade, and Florida Public Utilities Company – Indiantown Division, p. 57. 
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Issue 35:  What return on equity (ROE) should be approved for establishing PGS’s projected 
test year revenue requirement 

Recommendation:  The appropriate ROE for establishing PGS’s projected test year revenue 
requirement is 10.15 percent with a range of plus or minus 100 basis points. (D. Buys) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  The appropriate authorized return on equity (ROE) for the projected test year is a 
midpoint of 11 percent with a range of plus or minus 100 basis points. OPC’s proposed rate of 
return on equity is not reasonable and should be rejected. 

Joint Parties:  The Commission should approve a 9.00 percent ROE. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS argued that competent, substantial evidence in the record supports an ROE of 11.0 percent 
with a range of plus or minus 100 basis points. (PGS BR 25) PGS cited the Commission’s Order 
in its decision regarding the 2022 Florida City Gas rate case and argued that the Commission 
explained:  

Neither case law nor statute mandates that the awarded ROE be tied to the result of a 
particular financial model. Instead, the Commission will establish a reasonable ROE that 
is consistent with Hope and Bluefield and supported by competent, substantial evidence 
in the record. The Commission has a long history of establishing an ROE midpoint and a 
range of 100 basis points on either side to create a range of reasonableness and ensure 
rate stability.   

(PGS BR 25) 

PGS argued that witness D’Ascendis’s approach to estimating PGS’s required return on equity 
(ROE) by applying multiple generally accepted cost of common equity models to a proxy group 
consisting of six comparable publicly traded companies is reasonable and appropriate. (PGS BR 
26) PGS asserted that witness D’Ascendis and OPC witness Garrett agree that an ROE analysis 
should be based on the use of multiple models and both witnesses used two of the same cost of 
equity models (the DCF Model and CAPM)49 and shared the same proxy group of companies. 
(PGS BR 26; TR 322, 960, 980-981) PGS argued that witness D'Ascendis’s ROE analysis 
constitutes competent, substantial evidence that the Commission may rely on in establishing a 
reasonable ROE that is consistent with Hope and Bluefield.50 (PGS BR 26-27) PGS argued that 

                                                 
49DCF Model and CAPM refer to the Discounted Cash Flow Model and the Capital Asset Pricing Model. These cost 
of equity models are discussed in greater detail, infra. 
50 Bluefield Water Works and Improvement Co. v. Public Service Commission, 262 U.S. 679, 692 (1923); Federal 
Power Commission v. Hope Natural Gas Co., 320 U.S. 591, 603 (1944). These cases are discussed in greater detail, 
infra. 
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while OPC witness Garrett followed the same general approach to estimating an ROE as witness 
D’Ascendis, the results of his analysis are unreasonable and lack credibility. (PGS BR 27) In its 
brief, PGS pointed out that in PGS’s last rate case in 2020, witness Garrett recommended that the 
Commission adopt a ROE of 9.5 percent. (PGS BR 27; TR 1070) PGS argued that although 
witness Garrett agreed that capital costs have increased since 2020, he nonetheless recommended 
that the Commission reduce PGS’s authorized ROE by 90 basis points to 9.0 percent. (PGS BR 
27; TR 1069-1071; EXH 131, BSP F1853) Hence, PGS argued that witness Garrett’s 
recommended ROE is simply irreconcilable with the now higher cost of capital and should be 
rejected. (PGS BR 27) 

Finally, PGS argued that the Commission recently approved effective equity returns or weighted 
cost of equity (equity ratio times equity return) of approximately 5.65 percent and 5.66 percent 
for Florida Public Utilities Company (FPUC) and Florida City Gas (FCG), respectively. (PGS 
BR 27; TR 1194) PGS argued that given PGS’s proposed equity ratio of 54.7 percent, to obtain a 
comparable weighted cost of equity of 5.65 percent, the ROE would work out to be 
approximately 10.33 percent (5.65% ÷ 54.7% = 10.33%). (PGS BR 27; TR 1194) PGS 
concluded that although FPUC and FCG may different than PGS, the Commission should 
consider its recent decisions and the upward trend in interest rates when setting the Company’s 
mid-point return on equity. (PGS BR 27) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties argued the Commission should reject PGS’s exorbitant proposed ROE of 11.0 
percent and adopt witness Garrett’s more reasonable ROE of 9.0 percent, or in the alternative, 
award PGS the most current annual national average for natural gas local distribution companies 
of 9.4 percent. (JP BR 27, 23; TR 965; EXH 185) The Joint Parties argued an ROE of 9.0 
percent gradually moves PGS’s current authorized ROE of 9.9 percent, which is excessive based 
on current market conditions, toward the actual, current market-based ROE of 8.5 percent based 
on witness Garrett’s application of the CAPM. (JP BR 20; TR 965-966, 1072)  

The Joint Parties argued the DCF Model and CAPM used by witness Garrett are consistent with 
the legal standards set forth in the Hope and Bluefield decisions.51 (JP BR 21; TR 972-973) The 
Joint Parties argued witness Garrett’s recommended ROE of 9.0 percent complies with the Hope 
and Bluefield standards and allows PGS to maintain its financial integrity and satisfy the claims 
of its investors. (JP 21; TR 972-973) The Joint Parties argued that the results from witness 
Garrett’s cost of equity models closely estimate PGS’s true cost of equity which comports with 
the U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in the Hope case. (JP 21; TR 973-974) The Joint Parties 
argued that witness Garrett correctly stated that the legal standards do not mandate that awarded 
ROEs must exactly match the cost of capital, but instead must reflect the true cost of capital. (JP 
BR 22; TR 972) The Joint Parties contended that ROEs awarded through the regulatory process 
may be influenced by outside factors such as settlements and other political factors, not true 
market conditions, and relying on awarded ROEs from other jurisdictions bears little relation to 
market-based cost of equity. (JP 22; TR 974-975) The Joint Parties argued since 1990, utilities 
have been awarded ROEs above the market return. (JP 22; TR 976-977) The Joint Parties argued 
                                                 
51Bluefield Water Works and Improvement Co. v. Public Service Commission, 262 U.S. 679, 692 (1923); Federal 
Power Commission v. Hope Natural Gas Co., 320 U.S. 591, 603 (1944). These cases are discussed in greater detail, 
infra. 
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witness Garrett’s estimated market cost of equity is 9.3 percent, and because utility stocks are 
less risky than the market, they should be below the market cost of equity. (JP 22; TR 977) The 
Joint Parties further argued the failure to closely track the actual market-based cost of capital is 
detrimental to customers and Florida’s economy because these much higher returns result in an 
inappropriate transfer of wealth from Florida ratepayers to shareholders. (JP BR 22; TR 975) The 
Joint Parties argued that because witness Garrett is an attorney who has practiced law at a 
regulatory commission, his legal interpretation that the Hope and Bluefield cases allows for 
gradualism and supports his true market-based cost of equity is appropriate. (JP BR 22) Whereas, 
witness D’Ascendis, who is not an attorney, failed to recognize the main issue that awarded 
ROEs generally have been greater than the actual market-based cost of equity. (TR 977) The 
Joint Parties also disagreed with witness D’Ascendis’s interpretation of Hope and Bluefield that 
the investor-required ROE should equal the allowed ROE, and that the Hope and Bluefield 
standards are not as rigid as he contended. (JP 22; TR 269-297, 962) The Joint Parties’ argument 
supporting witness Garrett’s gradualism theory was best explained in witness Garrett’s summary 
of his testimony: 

Despite the fact that the indicated cost of equity for PGS under my CAPM analysis is 
only 8.5 percent, it is my opinion that a nine-percent awarded ROE for PGS is reasonable 
under the circumstances. This is primarily due to the fact that PGS’s current awarded 
ROE of 9.9 percent is significantly higher than a reasonable estimate of the company’s 
market-based cost of equity. One could argue that it is preferable for awarded ROEs to 
gradually change rather than abruptly. An awarded ROE of 9.0 percent would partially 
mitigate the excess wealth from Florida customers to shareholders, while gradually 
moving the company toward [the] actual market-based cost of equity.  

(TR 1059) 

ANALYSIS 

The ROE is the allowed cost of common equity included in a utility’s regulatory capital structure 
to determine the overall rate of return used to establish a revenue requirement. PGS’s common 
equity is not publicly traded, and as such, a market-based cost rate for the Company cannot be 
directly observed. (TR 312-313, 981) Consequently, both PGS witness D’Ascendis and OPC 
witness Garrett applied cost of equity financial models to a proxy group of publicly traded gas 
distribution companies (gas proxy group) with similar risk to PGS to derive estimates of the 
investor required ROE. OPC witness Garrett used the same gas proxy group as that of witness 
D’Ascendis. (TR 313-314, 784) Both OPC and PGS witnesses used the Discounted Cash Flow 
(DCF) model and the Capital Asset Pricing Model (CAPM) to estimate the cost of equity. (TR 
322, 964) Witness Garrett applied the Hamada Formula to his CAPM to account for the 
difference between his recommended equity ratio of 49.0 percent and PGS requested equity ratio 
of 54.7 percent. (TR 1034-1036) In addition, witness D’Ascendis employed two risk premium 
models (RPM): a predictive risk premium model and a risk premium using an adjusted total 
market approach. (TR 328) Witness D’Ascendis also applied the DCF Model, CAPM and RPM 
to a non-price regulated group of companies he argued were similar in total risk to the gas proxy 
group and obtained a result of 12.3 percent. (TR 301, 381-382; EXH 30, BSP 60) Witness 
D’Ascendis did not consider the results from his non-price regulated proxy group in his 
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determination of his recommended range of indicated ROEs for PGS. (TR 301, 381-382) 
Consequently, in the interest of brevity, staff’s recommendation will not include an analysis of 
witness D’Ascendis’s non-price regulated proxy group testimony.  

In his rebuttal testimony, witness D’Ascendis updated the results of the cost of equity models 
used in his direct testimony. (TR 380-381) Therefore, staff believes it is more appropriate to 
evaluate witness D’Ascendis ROE model results used in his rebuttal testimony than his direct 
testimony because the market-based data is more recent and reflects recent interest rates. Witness 
D’Ascendis used the same ROE models and methodology in his rebuttal testimony as he did in 
his direct testimony. (TR 381)  

In general, witness D’Ascendis employed assumptions and methods that produced a high ROE 
estimate, while OPC witness Garrett used assumptions and methods that produced a low ROE 
estimate. (TR 403; TR 839) As a result of their respective assumptions used in the cost of equity 
models, staff’s recommended ROE is greater than OPC’s recommended ROE of 9.0 percent and 
lower than PGS’s requested ROE of 11.0 percent. The range of results of the witnesses’ cost of 
equity models is 7.50 percent to 11.74 percent. The witnesses’ cost of equity model results are 
summarized in Table 35-1. 

Table 35-1 
Summary of Cost of Equity Model Results 

ROE Model PGS witness 
D’Ascendis OPC witness Garrett 

DCF – with analyst growth estimates 9.60% 8.30% 
DCF – with sustainable growth estimates  7.50% 
CAPM 11.74% 8.50% 
CAPM with Hamada Formula  8.10% 
Risk Premium 11.42%  
Range of Results 9.60% - 11.74% 7.50% - 8.50% 
Average of Results 10.92% 8.10% 
Recommended ROE  11.00% 9.00% 
Source: EXH 30, BSP E5-165; TR 964 

Legal Standard 
The landmark Hope and Bluefield U.S. Supreme Court cases established standards for setting a 
fair rate of return for equity investment in utilities providing service to the public. (TR 972; TR 
302-304) Under the Hope and Bluefield decisions, the U.S. Supreme Court established that a fair 
rate of return should be commensurate with the returns on investments in other enterprises 
having corresponding risks, should be sufficient to assure confidence in the financial integrity of 
the utility, support reasonable credit quality, and allow a company to raise capital at reasonable 
costs and terms. (TR 303-304, 973; PGS BR 25) Therefore, PGS witness D’Ascendis asserted, it 
is important that the authorized ROE reflect the risks and prospects of PGS’s operations and 
supports the Company’s financial integrity from a stand-alone perspective as measured by its 
combined business and financial risks. (TR 305)  
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Witness D’Ascendis acknowledged that in prior rate cases for PGS, the Commission has 
approved the use of multiple cost of equity models that satisfy the terms for determining a fair 
rate of return as laid out by Hope and Bluefield. (TR 322-323) In particular, he contends that the 
Commission recognized the market-based approaches such as the DCF model and the CAPM as 
being consistent with the market-based standards of a fair return enunciated in Hope and 
Bluefield. (TR 322-323) In its brief, PGS made the following statement regarding the 
Commission’s decision in Order No. PSC-10-0153-FOF-EI for Florida Power & Light 
Company’s (FPL) rate case: 

The Commission has previously stated that the models used by Mr. D’Ascendis “are 
generally recognized as being consistent with the market-based standards of a fair return 
enunciated in the Hope and Bluefield decisions.” 

(PGS BR 26) 

Staff believes PGS’s statement is in need of clarification. First witness D’Ascendis did not testify 
in the 2009 FPL rate case. Second, upon review of Order No. PSC-10-0153-FOF-EI, the 
Commission actually stated: 

Financial models have been developed to estimate the investor-required ROE for a 
company. Market-based approaches such as the Discounted Cash Flow (DCF) model, 
Capital Asset Pricing Model (CAPM), and ex ante Risk Premium (RP) model are 
generally recognized as being consistent with the market-based standards of a fair return 
enunciated in the Hope and Bluefield decisions.52  

To be clear, in the Order cited by PGS, the Commission did not approve witness D’Ascendis’s 
models as he presented them in this case. Further, witness D’Ascendis’s Predictive Risk 
Premium Method (PRPM) using the Generalized Autoregressive Conditional Heteroscedasticity 
(GARCH) approach was developed in 2011 and was not used by any witnesses in the 2009 FPL 
rate case. (EXH 132, BSP F3031)  

Witness Garrett opined that the Hope standard makes it clear that the allowed return should be 
based on the actual cost of capital. (TR 974) Witness Garrett contended that his ROE of 9.0 
percent will comply with the U.S. Supreme Court’s standards established in Hope and Bluefield 
and allow PGS to maintain its financial integrity and satisfy the claims of its investors. (TR 974) 
Witness Garrett further opined that an allowed ROE that is set far above the actual cost of equity 
is contrary to the Hope and Bluefield standards and results in an excess transfer of wealth from 
the customers to the utility. (TR 975) Witness Garrett’s gradualism theory is based on his narrow 
interpretation of the Hope and Bluefield standards which he opined supports his argument that 
the “actual market-based cost of equity” is equal to the results of his estimated cost of equity and 
would support the financial integrity of the Company simply because his recommended ROE 
gradually reduces the Company’s ROE, but is still higher than the results of his cost of equity 
analysis or the Company’s actual cost of equity. (TR 1069-1070) Witness D’Ascendis testified 
that the national average of awarded ROEs for natural gas companies in 2022 ranged from 9.0 

                                                 
52Order No. PSC-10-0153-FOF-EI, issued March 17, 2010, in Docket No. 20080677-EI, In re: Petition for increase 
in rates by Florida Power & Light, p. 121. 
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percent to 10.2 percent, with an average of around 9.6 percent. (TR 480; EXH 174, BSP G2-4C) 
Staff notes that based on the comparable awarded ROEs for other natural gas companies in the 
U.S., witness Garrett’s recommended ROE may not be commensurate with returns on 
investments in other enterprises having corresponding risks, and it is certainly at the bottom of 
the range of awarded ROEs. 

Staff believes that witness Garrett failed to demonstrate that his recommended ROE of 9.0 
percent would satisfy the Hope and Bluefield requirement that the awarded ROE would support 
PGS’s financial integrity so as to maintain its credit quality and attract capital on reasonable 
terms. Witness Garrett admitted that he did not perform any separate analysis to determine if his 
recommended adjustments to reduce PGS’s current allowed ROE by 90 basis points and equity 
ratio from 54.7 percent to 49 percent would “maintain” PGS’s credit quality. (TR 1069-1070) 
OPC witness Kollen calculated that the impact of witness Garrett’s recommended ROE and 
equity ratio would be a reduction to revenue requirement of $38.5 million. (TR 1213) As 
explained by PGS witness McOnie, credit rating agencies evaluate business risk, financial risk, 
and regulatory risk to determine a company’s credit rating. (TR 1135-1136) Financial risk is 
based on financial ratios covering cash flow and leverage (debt ratio) analysis. (TR 1106) The 
primary business risk credit rating agencies focus on is regulatory risk. (TR 1106) Regulatory 
risk is based upon transparency, predictability, and stability of the regulatory environment, 
timeliness of operating and capital cost recovery, regulatory independence, and financial 
stability. (TR 1106) Regulation in Florida has historically been supportive of maintaining the 
credit quality of the State’s utilities, and that has benefited customers by allowing utilities to 
provide for their customers’ needs consistently and at a reasonable cost. (TR 1106) Witness 
McOnie testified that a more highly leveraged capital structure with a lower overall authorized 
ROE will render it more difficult for the Company to achieve credit metrics sufficient to support 
its targeted rating of BBB+. (TR 1135) Hence, the record makes it clear that any substantial 
change to reduce PGS’s cash flow could lower its credit rating. 

Proxy Group Gas Companies 
Because PGS is not publicly traded and does not issue publicly traded equity securities, a group 
of publicly traded companies that have comparable risk characteristics to PGS must be used as a 
proxy that the cost of equity models may be applied to determine the required ROE. (TR 312-
313; TR 981) Witness D’Ascendis selected six companies from the Value Line Investment 
Survey’s Natural Gas Utility Group. (TR 314) The gas proxy group includes Atmos Energy 
Corp., New Jersey Resources Corp., NiSource, Inc., Northwest Natural Holding Co., ONE Gas, 
Inc., and Spire, Inc. (TR 315) Witness D’Ascendis testified that the use of proxy companies is 
consistent with the Hope and Bluefield comparable risk standards. (TR 313) 

OPC witness Garrett did not take issue with witness D’Ascendis’s proxy group and opined, 
“There could be reasonable arguments made for the inclusion or exclusion of a particular 
company in a proxy group; however, the cost of equity results are influenced far more by the 
underlying assumptions and inputs to the various financial models than the composition of the 
proxy groups.” (TR 981) 
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Staff believes the proxy group of gas companies used by both PGS witness D’Ascendis and OPC 
witness Garrett is reasonable and comparable to PGS for the reasons explained by witness 
D’Ascendis. (TR 312-314) 

Cost of Equity Models 
Discounted Cash Flow Model 

The DCF model is based on the theory that a stock’s current price represents the present value of 
all expected future cash flows in the form of dividends discounted at the appropriate risk-
adjusted rate of return. (TR 323-324, 989) In its basic form, the DCF model is expressed as the 
dividend yield of a stock, plus the expected long-term growth rate: ROE = (dividend ÷ stock 
price) + growth rate. (EXH 104, BSP D16-2164; TR 323-324) This is known as the single-stage 
constant growth DCF model. (TR 323) Both witnesses used an adjusted version of the single-
stage constant growth DCF model by adjusting the annual dividend for expected growth 
expressed as: ROE = [(dividend (1 + growth rate)) ÷ stock price] + growth rate. (EXH 104, BSP 
D16-2164; TR 323-324) Witness Garret used the full value of the growth rate in his DCF 
calculation to adjust the dividend upwards, whereas witness D’Ascendis used ½ of the growth 
rate. Although witness D’Ascendis testified that DCF theory calls for using the full growth rate, 
he used one-half the growth rate in his DCF calculations because the utilities in the gas proxy 
group increase their quarterly dividends at various times of the year which staff agrees is a 
reasonable assumption. (TR 325) Staff believes the witnesses’ use of an adjusted DCF model to 
account for growth in dividend payments from the utilities is appropriate. (TR 325, 983)  

Witness D’Ascendis’s DCF model results for the six proxy group gas companies in his rebuttal 
testimony ranged from 8.81 percent to 11.44 percent with an average of 9.72 percent. (EXH 30, 
BSP E5-169) Witness Garrett’s DCF model results using a sustainable growth rate ranged from 
6.6 percent to 8.3 percent with an average of 7.5 percent. (EXH 69) Witness Garrett also 
calculated a DCF result using analysts’ estimated dividend growth rate published by Value Line 
and obtained a range from 4.7 percent to 10.3 percent with an average of 8.3 percent. (EXH 69) 

The difference between witness Garrett’s and witness D’Ascendis’s DCF model results are 
primarily caused by differences in their estimated growth rates. (TR 795) Witness Garrett’s 
average growth rate for the proxy group is 4.7 percent using analysts’ growth rate estimates of 
the dividends declared and 3.9 percent using a sustainable growth rate based on the Gross 
Domestic Product (GDP) of the U.S. economy. (EXH 69) Witness D’Ascendis’s average growth 
rate for the proxy group is 6.12 percent based on an average of three sources of published 
analysts’ estimates from Value Line, Zacks, and Yahoo! Finance. (EXH 30, BSP E5-169) 
Witness D’Ascendis relied on analysts’ five-year forecasts of earnings per share growth in his 
DCF analysis. (TR 326) Witness D’Ascendis explained that over the long run there can be no 
growth in dividends per share without growth in earnings per share. (TR 326) Witness 
D’Ascendis asserted that analysts’ earnings expectations have a more significant influence on 
market prices than dividend expectations, and therefore, using projected earnings growth rates in 
a DCF analysis provides a better match between investors’ market price appreciation 
expectations and the growth rate component in the DCF model. (TR 326) 

Witness Garrett argued that witness D’Ascendis incorrectly used short-term growth rate 
estimates from third-party analysts in the DCF model analysis which should use long-term 
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growth estimates. (TR 994) Witness Garrett argued that analysts’ earnings forecasts are short-
term growth rate projections which are unreasonably high and are not sustainable in the long 
term. (TR 992-993) Witness Garrett asserted that a fundamental concept in finance is that no 
firm can grow forever at a rate higher than the growth of the economy in which it operates as 
measured by the GDP. (TR 987-988) Witness Garrett testified that the Congressional Budget 
Office’s 2022 long-term budget outlook forecast for the U.S. GDP is 3.90 percent, and thus, the 
growth rate in the constant growth DCF model should be no more than 3.90 percent. (TR 987) 
Witness Garrett opined that theoretically the stable growth DCF model should consider only 
sustainable growth rates which are appropriate for estimating the growth for utilities, because 
they are in the sustainable growth stage of the industry life cycle. (TR 985) Witness Garrett 
contended that once a company is in the maturity stage of the industry life cycle it is not 
necessary to consider higher short-term growth rates in the DCF model, but rather it is preferable 
to analyze the cost of capital using a stable growth DCF model with a sustainable growth rate. 
(TR 986) Witness Garrett opined it is reasonable to assume that a regulated utility would grow at 
a rate that is less than GDP. (TR 987) On cross-examination, witness Garrett agreed that 
quantitatively utilities earnings can grow by more than the GDP for an extended period of time, 
but asserted that when choosing a growth rate one has to be careful that it is not too high. (TR 
1075; EXH 104, BSP D16-2166)   

Witness D’Ascendis took issue with witness Garrett’s growth rate of 3.90 percent based on the 
forecasted GDP. Witness D’Ascendis asserted that witness Garrett’s growth rate is not based on 
any measure of company-specific growth, or growth in the utility industry in general. (TR 399) 
Further, GDP is a measure of the total output of goods and services in an economy and is not a 
market-based measure. (TR 401) Witness Garrett’s dividend yield is calculated using the proxy 
group utilities’ individual market price and expected dividends, but his growth rate is the same 
for all companies. (TR 399) Witness D’Ascendis contended that under the DCF model’s strict 
assumptions, expected growth and dividend yields are inextricably linked, and assuming the 
same growth rate for all companies has no basis in theory or practice. (TR 399)  

Staff believes witness Garrett’s argument to use the GDP growth rate in his DCF model is not 
supported by persuasive evidence. Staff agrees with witness D’Ascendis that the growth rate 
should reflect a measure of the utilities’ individual growth, and not a generic measure of the 
output of the entire economy. However, staff agrees with witness Garrett that witness 
D’Ascendis use of earnings per share growth rates overestimated the growth of cash flows from 
the companies. Earnings per share are not actual cash flows realized by the investor, whereas 
dividends declared is a more accurate measure of the cash flow provided to the investor. (TR 
989; EXH 104, BSP D16-2164-2166) Both witnesses’ models using analyst forecasts from well-
established and recognized sources are comparable and reasonable. (EXH 69; EXH 30, BSP E5-
169) Therefore, staff believes equal weight should be given to the witnesses’ DCF model results 
using analyst forecasts. The average of both witnesses’ DCF model results is 9.0 percent.  

Capital Asset Pricing Model 
The CAPM is a market-based model that estimates the cost of equity for a stock as a function of 
a risk-free return plus a market risk premium. (TR 344) The market risk premium is defined as 
the incremental return of the stock market as a whole, less the risk-free rate multiplied by the 
beta for the individual security. (EXH 104, BSP D16-2167-2168) The beta is expressed as the 
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volatility of an individual security compared against the stock market as a whole. (TR 344) A 
beta value of 1.0 indicates the individual security has the same volatility as the stock market. (TR 
344) A beta value of less than 1.0 is considered less risky than the stock market as a whole and a 
beta value greater than 1.0 is considered more risky. (TR 344) The basic CAPM equation 
requires only three inputs to estimate the cost of equity: (1) the risk-free rate; (2) the beta 
coefficient; and (3) the market equity risk premium expressed in this equation: ROE = risk-free 
rate + Beta × (market return – risk-free rate). (TR 344, 1004; EXH 104, BSP D16-2167-2168) 
Witness D’Ascendis used two variations of the CAPM, the traditional CAPM and the Empirical 
CAPM or ECAPM. (TR 345) The average of the mean and median of the results of his 
application of the CAPM and ECAPM in his rebuttal testimony is 11.74 percent. Witness Garrett 
used the traditional form of the CAPM to calculate a cost of equity of 8.5 percent. (EXH 74) 

Risk Free Rate 
Although witness D’Ascendis and Garrett used different methods to estimate the risk-free rate, 
both witnesses used the same risk-free rate of 3.8 percent based on the 30-year U.S. Treasury 
Bonds. Witness D’Ascendis based his estimate on the average of the forecasted expected yields 
for the six quarters ending in the third quarter of 2024, and long-term projections for the years 
2024 to 2028 and 2029 to 2033. (TR 348; EXH 30, BSP D9-636-637) Witness Garrett based his 
estimate on the 30-day average of the then current 30-year U.S. Treasury Bond yields from April 
14, 2023, through May 25, 2023. (TR 47; EXH 70) 

Beta Coefficient 
Witness D’Ascendis used a slightly lower beta coefficient in his application of the CAPM than 
witness Garrett. Witness Garrett used the average beta coefficient of 0.84 for the gas proxy group 
as published by Value Line. (TR 47-48) Witness D’Ascendis also used the beta coefficient of 
0.84 from Value Line, but he also included the average beta coefficient of 0.685 for the gas 
proxy group as published by Bloomberg and averaged the Value Line beta with the Bloomberg 
beta to derive a final average beta of 0.76. (TR 348; EXH 30, BSP D9-640)  

Market Equity Risk Premium 
The most significant difference between the witnesses’ application of the CAPM is their 
respective estimates of the market equity risk premium (MRP). The MRP is an estimate of the 
expected return on the stock market less the estimated risk-free rate. (TR 1006-1007) Witness 
D’Ascendis derived a MRP of 10.0 percent as compared to witness Garrett’s estimated MRP of 
5.6 percent. (EXH 30, BSP E5-188; EXH 74) To derive his MRP, witness D’Ascendis used six 
different measures from three sources. (EXH 30, BSP E5-189) Three of witness D’Ascendis 
measures used historical market data from Kroll that averaged 8.85 percent. The other three used 
projected returns on the market, two using market-based data from Value Line and a third using 
market-based data from Bloomberg. (TR 348-349; EXH 30, BSP E5-189) The projected MRP 
using the projected market data averaged 11.17 percent. Witness D’Ascendis estimated MRP of 
11.17 percent using projected data indicates the total return on the stock market is expected to 
average 15 percent per year. (EXH 30, BSP E5-189)  

However, for Measure 653 in witness D’Ascendis MRP derivation, there is a discrepancy 
between his market-based MRP using Bloomberg data as presented in his direct testimony versus 
                                                 
53Measure 6 is the Bloomberg Projected MRP based on the total return on the market using the S&P 500 index.  
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his rebuttal testimony. (EXH 20, BSP D9-640; EXH 30, BSP E5-189) In his direct testimony 
witness D’Ascendis presented a total return on the market of 11.06 percent and a MRP of 7.15 
percent based on Bloomberg data for the S&P 500 Index. (EXH 20, BSP D9-630) In his rebuttal 
testimony, witness D’Ascendis presented a total market return of 15.68 percent and a MRP of 
11.88 percent for the Bloomberg data. (EXH 30, BSP E5-189) This result is suspect as all the 
other MRP measures in Document No. 5, page 2, in witness D’Ascendis’s rebuttal analyses 
decreased from his direct testimony to his rebuttal testimony. (EXH 20, BSP D9-640; EXH 30, 
BSP E5-189) Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that it is unlikely the total return on the 
market based on the S&P 500 using Bloomberg data would increase by 42 percent (11.06 percent 
to 15.68 percent) when all the other market-data based measures used by witness D’Ascendis 
decreased. (EXH 30, BSP E5-189) Consequently, staff believes the 11.06 percent total return on 
the market in his direct testimony should be used in place of 15.68 percent used in his rebuttal 
testimony, which would result in a revised MRP of 7.26 percent for Measure 6. 

As pointed out by witness Garrett, a MRP based on historical data is convenient and easy to 
calculate; however, there are disadvantages to relying on a historical MRP for the application of 
the CAPM. (TR 1007) Because the CAPM application in this case should be forward-looking, 
using historical data is not ideal. (TR 1007-1009) Therefore, witness Garrett relied on MRPs 
reported in expert surveys and his application of the implied MRP which witness Garrett 
contended is the best method to use. (TR 1009) Witness Garrett applied a variation of the DCF 
model to the current value of the S&P 500 to calculate an expected return on the entire market of 
9.3 percent. (TR 1010-1012) Witness Garrett’s ERP was developed using the average of four 
estimates. The first ERP of 5.7 percent was obtained from a 2023 survey published by the IESE 
Business School. (TR 1009) Witness Garrett explained the survey involves conducting a survey 
of experts including professors, analysts, chief financial officers and other executives around the 
country about what they believe the MRP is. (TR 1009) A second MRP estimate published by 
Kroll (formerly Duff & Phelps) was 6.0 percent. (TR 1012) A third estimate using an implied 
MRP methodology from Dr. Aswath Damodaran54 indicated a MRP of 5.1 percent. (TR 1012) 
The average of all four estimates used by witness Garrett was 5.6 percent. (TR 1013; EXH 73) 

In addition to the traditional CAPM, witness D’Ascendis also applied the ECAPM to the gas 
proxy group and derived an average indicated ROE of 12.0 percent. (TR 345) Witness 
D’Ascendis asserted that the traditional CAPM underestimates the ROE for companies with low 
betas as is the case with the gas proxy group and the ECAPM accounts for this tendency. (TR 
345-347) The average results from witness D’Ascendis’s application of the ECAPM in his   
rebuttal testimony was 60 basis points higher than his traditional CAPM results (12.0 percent as 
compared to 11.4 percent) (EXH 30, BSP E5-188) Witness Garrett disagreed with witness 
D’Ascendis and asserted there are three problems with witness D’Ascendis use of the ECAPM. 
(TR 1019) First, the Value Line betas for the gas proxy group have already been adjusted upward 
to account for the low-beta bias. (TR 1019) Second, there is empirical evidence that Value Line 
betas overstate betas from low-beta industries like utilities. (TR 1019) Third, witness Garrett 
contended that witness D’Ascendis’s ECAPM and CAPM applications include overestimates of 
the MRP. (TR 1019) When compared with other independent sources for the MRP which range 
from 5.6 percent to 6.0 percent, witness D’Ascendis’s MRP is nearly twice as high as the 
                                                 
54Aswath Damodaran is a Professor of Finance at the Stern School of Business at New York University and is 
renowned for his work in the field of investment valuation and has written several books on the subject. 
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average MRP from reputable sources, and as a result, is overstated and less reliable. (TR 1015-
1016) Further, witness D’Ascendis’s estimated projected market return of 15 percent that he used 
in his MRP calculation is unreasonably high. (EXH 30, BSP E5-189) 

Witness D’Ascendis contended that witness Garrett’s use of surveys to estimate the MRP in the 
CAPM are not widely used by practitioners. (TR 410) Witness D’Ascendis cited to Dr. 
Damodaran, who was also cited and relied upon by witness Garrett, that few practitioners are 
inclined to use surveys because they are too sensitive to recent stock price movements, not 
objective based on to whom the surveys are presented and the questions asked, and they are more 
reflective of the recent past than forecasts into the future. (TR 410-412) Further, witness 
D’Ascendis asserted the determination of the MRP as calculated by Kroll is not transparent, 
although witness D’Ascendis uses Kroll information is his own derivation of the MRP. (TR 412-
413; EXH 30, BSP E5-189) Lastly, witness D'Ascendis contended that witness Garrett’s implied 
MRP is based on a series of questionable assumptions and followed the approach described by 
Dr. Damodaran’s method to calculate an implied MRP. (TR 413-416) Witness D’Ascendis’s 
main concern with witness Garrett’s implied MRP calculation was the growth rate of 6.64 
percent used in his DCF application. (TR 415) Witness D’Ascendis recalculated witness 
Garrett’s implied MRP using an updated growth rate of 9.79 percent and obtained a required 
return on the market of 10.0 percent and a MRP of 6.2 percent, but asserted that the revised 
results still produce ROE estimates far below any reasonable measure. (TR 415; EXH 30, BSP 
E5-207) Using the traditional CAPM, witness Garrett’s revised CAPM using a MRP of 6.2 
percent produced a result of 9.0 percent. (9.0% = 3.8% + 0.84(10% - 3.8%)) Witness Garrett 
agreed that since the time he filed his direct testimony the risk-free rate he used in his CAPM has 
increased, and as a result, the results of his CAPM using analyst growth forecasts would be 
closer to 9.0 percent rather than 8.5 percent. (TR 1076-1078)  

In his CAPM MRP calculation, witness D’Ascendis included a MRP result of 10.88 percent by 
applying the PRPM to Kroll Historical Data and staff believes it should be disregarded as 
discussed below. As discussed above, witness D’Ascendis’s Measure 6 MRP should be revised 
from 11.88 percent to 7.26 percent. With those two adjustments, witness D’Ascendis CAPM 
MRP would be 8.91 percent instead of 10.01 percent. With the adjusted MRP of 8.91 percent, 
witness D’Ascendis CAPM would be 10.66 percent (10.66% = 0.77(8.91%) + 3.8%) 

Risk Premium Model 
The RPM recognizes that common equity capital has a greater investment risk than debt capital, 
and as a result, investors require higher returns on common stocks than bonds to compensate 
them for bearing the additional risk. (TR 327) Witness D’Ascendis derived an estimated ROE of 
11.42 percent using the average of two different RPMs: a RPM using his adjusted total market 
approach (TMARPM), and a predictive RPM (PRPM) developed by his firm. (JP BR 25; TR 
328; EXH 30, BSP E5-176) The TMARPM result was 11.0 percent and the PRPM result was 
11.82 percent. (EXH 30, BSP E5-176) Witness Garrett did not include an additional risk 
premium analysis in his testimony citing that the CAPM is a risk premium model. (TR 1018) 

Total Market Approach RPM 
In his TMARPM, witness D’Ascendis estimated a projected yield on A2-rated public utility 
bonds of 5.47 percent, which is equivalent to the average bond rating of the gas proxy group, and 
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added an equity risk premium (ERP) of 5.54 percent to the A2-rated public utility bond yield for 
a result of 11.0 percent. (TR 333; EXH 30, BSP E5-178) To estimate a projected A2-rated bond 
yield, witness D’Ascendis added a 0.71 percent yield spread to the forecasted Aaa-rated 
corporate bond yield of 4.76 percent as published by Blue Chip Financial Forecasts. (TR 333-
334; EXH 30, BSP E5-178) Witness D’Ascendis estimated a yield spread of 0.71 percent by 
calculated the difference between an Aaa-rated corporate bond and an A2-rated corporate bond 
as published by Bloomberg Professional Service. (TR 333-334; EXH 30, BSP E5-179) The 
projected A2-rated public utility bond yield as estimated by witness D’Ascendis was 5.47 
percent. (EXH 30, BSP E5-178, Line No. 3) 

To estimate the ERP in his TMARPM, witness D’Ascendis used the average of three different 
derivations: a beta-adjusted total market ERP, an ERP based on the S&P Utilities Index, and an 
ERP based on a regression analysis of the awarded authorized ROEs for natural gas distribution 
utilities. (TR 333; EXH 30, BSP E5-182)  

For his beta-adjusted total market approach, witness D’Ascendis relied on six different ERP 
measures reflecting the ERP for the stock market as compared to Moody’s average Aaa and Aa 
rated corporate bond yields. (TR 334-340; EXH 30, BSP E5-183) His total market ERP results 
ranged from 5.82 percent to 10.92 percent with and average of 8.95 percent. (EXH 30, BSP E5-
183) Witness D’Ascendis multiplied the average beta of the gas proxy group to his average total 
market ERP to obtain a beta-adjusted forecasted ERP of 6.89 percent. (EXH 30, BSP E5-183) As 
discussed in the PRPM section below, staff recommends that all of witness D’Ascendis’s 
analyses using the PRPM be disregarded. Consequently, witness D’Ascendis ERP of 9.77 
percent derived from Kroll Equity Risk Premium based on the PRPM on Line 3 in Document 
No. 4 should be disregarded. (EXH 30, BSP E5-183) With this adjustment, his average equity 
risk premium would have been 6.76 percent as opposed to 6.89 percent.  

For his S&P Utilities Index ERP, witness D’Ascendis calculated three ERP estimates based on 
long-term historical holding period returns for large company common stocks less the average 
historical yield on Moody’s A2-rated public utility bonds for the period 1928 to 2021, and two 
ERP estimates based on the expected returns of the S&P Utilities Index. (TR 340-336) His 
results ranged from 4.2 percent to 5.44 percent with an average of 4.83 percent. (EXH 30, BSP 
E5-186) As discussed in the PRPM section below, staff recommends that all of witness 
D’Ascendis’s analyses using the PRPM be disregarded. Consequently, witness D’Ascendis 
forecasted ERP of 5.44 percent based on the PRPM in Document No. 4, Line No. 3, should be 
disregarded. (EXH 30, BSP E5-186) With this adjustment, his average equity risk premium 
would have been 4.63 percent as opposed to 4.83 percent. 

For his third ERP estimate, witness D’Ascendis used a regression analysis to estimate the 
difference between regulatory awarded ROEs and the yields on Moody’s A2-rated public utility 
bonds for 818 rate cases during the period from January 1, 1980, through July 20, 2023, and 
obtained a result of 4.90 percent. (TR 342; EXH 30, BSP E5-187) This was in increase of 19 
basis points from his direct testimony. (EXH 20, BSP D9-639) 

As a result of staff’s adjustments to remove witness D’Ascendis’s ERP estimates using his 
PRPM, witness D’Ascendis’s ERP would be 5.43 percent and his TMARPM result would be 
10.9 percent. 
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OPC witness Garrett disagreed with witness D’Ascendis use of risk premium models in addition 
to the CAPM, which witness Garrett asserted is itself a risk premium model that has been 
utilized by companies for decades for the purpose of estimating the cost of equity. (TR 1018) In 
particular, witness Garrett contended that witness D’Ascendis risk premium models rely in part 
on utility bond yields dating back to 1928, which is of questionable relevance because a cost of 
equity estimation is a forward-looking process. (TR 1017) Further witness Garrett asserted that 
witness D’Ascendis’s ERP regression analysis model that compared regulatory awarded ROEs 
dating back to 1980 to then-current bond yields effectively perpetuate the discrepancy between 
awarded ROEs that are consistently higher than the market-based cost of equity. (TR 1017) 

Predictive RPM 
Witness D’Ascendis utilized a risk premium method that estimates a risk-return relationship by 
analyzing the volatility of past economic time series data and using that result to predict future 
levels of risk and risk premiums. (TR 329) This method was developed from the work of Robert 
F. Engle who shared the Nobel Prize in Economics in 2003 for his ARCH model. ARCH is an 
acronym for Autoregressive Conditional Heteroscedasticity. (EXH 20, BSP D9-657) Witness 
D’Ascendis, along with other colleagues, applied a generalized form of the ARCH model, or 
GARCH to develop the PRPM. (TR 329-330) Witness D’Ascendis explained that the inputs to 
his GARCH model are the historical returns on the common shares of each of the gas proxy 
group’s companies, minus the historical monthly yield on long-term U.S. Treasury securities 
through July 2023. (TR 330) Using GARCH, he calculated each of the gas proxy group 
companies’ projected equity risk premium using Eviews© statistical software. (TR 330) When 
the GARCH model is applied to the historical return data, it produced a predicted GARCH 
variance series and a GARCH coefficient. (TR 330-331) Multiplying the predicted monthly 
variance by the GARCH coefficient and then annualizing it produces the predicted annual equity 
risk premium. (TR 331) He then added the forecasted 30-year U.S. Treasury bond yield of 3.80 
percent to each company’s PRPM-derived equity risk premium to arrive at an indicated ROE for 
each company. (TR 331; EXH 30, BSP E5-177) Witness D’Ascendis’s PRPM produced a range 
of results of 8.66 percent to 19.1 percent for the gas proxy group, with an average of 11.61 
percent. (EXH 30, BSP E5-177) Witness D’Ascendis eliminated the highest result of 19.1 
percent for One Gas, Inc. because it was too high and the GARCH coefficient was not 
statistically significant. (TR 517-518) In comparison, the DCF Model and CAPM results for One 
Gas, Inc. were 8.84 percent and 10.91 percent, respectively. (TR 519, EXH 30, BSP E5-169, E5-
188)  

In April 2013, witness D’Ascendis co-authored an article published in The Electricity Journal 
that compared the results of his PRPM with the results of the DCF Model and the CAPM for 
estimating the cost of equity. (EXH 132, BSP F3030-F3035) Witness D’Ascendis agreed that in 
the article it states that “Figures 2-5 clearly show that, for the most part, the PRPM produces a 
higher average indicated ROE than both the DCF and CAPM.” (TR 516, EXH 132, BSP F3034) 
The authors concluded that in their opinion, “the PRPM benefits ratemaking with an additional 
model to estimate ROE.” To that end, the authors have been including the PRPM in their rate-of-
return testimonies and the model has been presented publicly in several venues. (EXH 132, BSP 
F3034) Witness D’Ascendis also agreed that the PRPM he utilized in his testimony in the instant 
case produced higher results than his CAPM and DCF Model. (TR 515-516)  
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As pointed out by the Joint Parties in their brief, witness D’Ascendis testified on behalf of utility 
companies in over 130 rate cases and his testimony that included his PRPM was partly accepted 
only twice. (JP BR 25; TR 436, 524; EXH 20, BSP D9-659-664) Witness D’Ascendis alluded to 
two water rate cases, one each in South Carolina, and North Carolina, in which he testified and 
included his PRPM method. (TR 445-446; EXH 117, BSP F1055 – F1058) In the South Carolina 
rate case for Carolina Water Service, Inc., witness D’Ascendis testified the ROE should fall 
within a range of 10.45 percent to 10.95 percent and the South Carolina Commission ultimately 
found a ROE of 10.50 percent, at the low end of witness D’Ascendis’s range, is supported by the 
evidence. (TR 445-446; EXH 117, BSP F1055) The South Carolina Commission didn’t 
specifically discuss or approve witness D’Ascendis’s PRPM method but found his arguments 
persuasive and apparently used the average of the results of all his cost of equity models, 
including the PRPM, of 10.51 percent as a basis for its decision. (TR 445-446) In the North 
Carolina case for Carolina Water Service, Inc., the North Carolina Commission found witness 
D’Ascendis’s RPM using his total market approach, not his PRPM, to be credible. (TR 447-448; 
EXH 117, BSP 1055-1056) The North Carolina Commission found that analyses using interest 
rate forecasts rely unnecessarily on projections and approved the use of current interest rates 
rather than projected near-term or long-term interest rates. (TR 447: EXH 117, BSP F1058)  

Witness D’Ascendis admitted that his PRPM produces a ROE which is forward-looking and not 
associated with a definite time period. (TR 448; EXH 181, BSP G2-611) Further, witness 
D’Ascendis agreed that while other utility witnesses use the PRPM method, no other 
practitioners use the PRPM and combine it within their testimony the way he does. (TR 469) 
Witness D’Ascendis also confirmed that his PRPM is not easily verified by using simple algebra 
which is possible for the DCF Model and CAPM and requires the use of statistical software to 
derive and test. (TR 523-524)  

As discussed above, witness D’Ascendis’s PRPM suffers from a lack of transparency, is used 
only by a few ROE witnesses testifying on behalf of utilities, has not been widely relied upon by 
other regulatory jurisdictions, and routinely produces ROE results that are higher than both the 
DCF Model and CAPM which are widely accepted and relied upon by the regulatory 
community. Staff believes there is persuasive evidence in the record that the PRPM method 
developed and used by witness D’Ascendis in all his cost of equity analyses produces an 
unreasonably excessive ROE and should disregarded. 

Flotation Costs 
OPC witness Garrett contended that PGS is asking the Commission to award PGS a cost of 
equity that is more than 150 basis points above its market-based cost of equity and it is especially 
inappropriate to suggest that flotation costs should be considered in any way to increase an 
already inflated ROE proposal. (TR 1026-1027) Therefore, the Joint Parties argued that flotation 
costs should be disallowed from a technical and policy standpoint. (TR 1026) OPC witness 
Garrett disagreed with the inclusion of flotation costs in the cost of equity for PGS. (TR 1025) 
Witness Garrett also opined that when an underwriter markets a firm’s securities to investors, the 
investors are well aware of the underwriter’s fees and have already considered and accounted for 
flotation costs when making their decision to purchase shares at the quoted price. (TR 1025-
1026) As a result, witness Garrett opined, there is no need for PGS’s shareholders to receive 
additional compensation to account for costs they have already considered and to which they 
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agreed. (TR 1026) Witness Garrett contended that investors of competitive firms do not expect 
additional compensation for flotation costs, and therefore it would not be appropriate for the 
Commission to stand in place of competition to award a utility’s investors with additional 
compensation. (TR 1026) Staff believes witness Garrett’s argument is not persuasive and agrees 
with witness D’Ascendis that it is appropriate to include a flotation cost adjustment when using 
ROE models to estimate the cost of equity.  

In PGS’s last rate case in 2008, the Commission did not make a specific adjustment for flotation 
costs, but in its Order it stated that the Commission has traditionally recognized a reasonable 
adjustment for flotation costs in the determination of the investor required return. (TR 357) 
Witness D’Ascendis asserted it is important to recognize flotation costs in the allowed ROE 
because there is no other mechanism in ratemaking paradigm through which such costs can be 
recovered. (TR 357) Historical flotation costs are a permanent loss of investment income to the 
utility and should be accounted for. (TR 358-359) Witness D’Ascendis explained that for each 
dollar that is issued at market price, a small percentage is expensed and is permanently 
unavailable for investment in utility rate base. (TR 359) Because these expenses are charged to 
capital accounts and not expensed on the income statement, the only way to restore the full value 
of that dollar of issuing price with an assumed investor required return of 10.00 percent is for the 
net investment, $0.95, to earn more than 10.00 percent to net back to the investor a fair return on 
that dollar. (TR 359) Witness D’Ascendis contended that all of the cost of equity models assume 
no transaction costs and an adjustment to the cost of equity needs to be made to account for the 
flotation costs and make the utility whole. (TR 359) Consequently, it is appropriate to include a 
flotation cost adjustment when using ROE models to estimate the cost of equity. (TR 360) 
Witness D’Ascendis calculated the flotation cost adjustment based on the actual flotation costs of 
Emera Incorporated and adjusted the dividend yield in his DCF Model to estimate the effect of 
the flotation cost on the DCF cost rate. (TR 360; EXH 30, BSP E5-199) Staff believes witness 
D’Ascendis’s method to determine the flotation cost is credible and provided persuasive 
evidence for his recommendation to include a flotation cost of 9 basis points. 

Business Risk Adjustment 
To reflect PGS’s specific business risks, witness D’Ascendis made an upward adjustment of 20 
basis points to reflect PGS smaller relative size, high level of customer growth, overall 
performance, and capital investment plans. (PGS BR 26; TR 301-302) Witness Garrett argument 
that firm-specific business risk factors are not rewarded by the market and systemic risk, i.e., 
interest rate risk, inflation risk, and other risks that affect all stock market listed companies, is the 
only type of risk for which investors expect a return. (TR 1020) Witness Garrett asserted that 
investors do not require additional compensation for assuming these firm-specific risks. (TR 
1021) Witness Garrett opined that investors eliminate firm-specific risk through diversification 
and do not expect a higher return for assuming the firm-specific risk in any one company. (TR 
985) For the reasons cited herein, staff agrees with witness Garrett that business risk is reflected 
in the stock price investors pay for a stock and a specific adjustment to the cost of equity for 
business risk is not necessary. 

Small Size Premia 
Witness D’Ascendis asserted that because PGS is smaller in size relative to the gas proxy group, 
PGS is less able to cope with significant events that affect sales, revenues, and earnings. (TR 
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361) Therefore, since smaller firms are riskier, investors generally demand greater returns from 
smaller firms to compensate for less marketability and liquidity of their securities. (TR 361-363) 
Witness D’Ascendis cited to three sources supporting his assertion that investors require higher 
returns on stocks of small firms than on otherwise similar stocks of large firms. (TR 363; EXH 
132, Attachment 16, BSP 6611, 6586-6607, 6619-6621) Witness D’Ascendis contended that 
consistent with the financial principle of risk and return, increased relative risk due to small size 
must be considered in the allowed rate of return on common equity. (TR 363) Therefore witness 
D’Ascendis argued, the Commission’s authorized ROE in this proceeding must appropriately 
reflect the unique risks of PGS, including its smaller relative size, which is justified and 
supported by evidence in the financial literature. (TR 363) Witness D’Ascendis quantified a 
small size risk adjustment for PGS based on its estimated market capitalization as compared to 
the market capitalization of the gas proxy group. (TR 364) Witness D’Ascendis estimated that 
the average market capitalization of the gas proxy group is 3.7 times that of PGS. (TR 364; EXH 
30, BSP E5-200) Based on Kroll Associates Size Premia Decile Portfolio, the applicable 
premium for PGS would be 79 basis points. (EXH 30, BSP E5-200)  

OPC witness Garrett disagreed with witness D’Ascendis’s size adjustment and recommended the 
Commission should reject PGS’s proposed size premium. (TR 1023) Witness Garrett explained 
the size premium arose from a study in 1981 conducted by Banz, which indicated that during the  
period of 1936 through 1975 common stock of small firms had on average higher risk-adjusted 
returns that larger firms. (TR 1021) Witness Garrett cited from the book, Triumph of the 
Optimists, published in 2002, that there were subsequent empirical studies that found the size 
effect phenomenon disappeared within a few years and the authors of the study concluded it is 
inappropriate to automatically expect there to be a small-cap premium on every stock. (TR 1022; 
EXH 156, Attachment 4, BSP 199-200) Further, witness Garrett cited an article by Kalesnik and 
Beck that stated in part:  

Today, more than 30 years after the initial publication of Banz’s paper, the empirical 
evidence is extremely weak even before adjusting for possible biases. . . . The U.S. long-
term size premium is driven by the extreme outliers, which occurred three-quarters of a 
century ago. . . . Finally, adjusting for biases . . . makes the size premium vanish. If the 
size premium were discovered today, rather than in the 1980s, it would be challenging to 
even publish a paper documenting that small stocks outperform large ones. 

(TR 1023; EXH 156, Attachment 4, BSP 372-378) 

OPC witness Garrett made a persuasive argument that small company stocks do not necessarily 
outperform large company stocks, and therefore, an upward size adjustment to the market-based 
ROE is not warranted. (TR 1021-1024)  

Capital Investment and Customer Growth 
Witness D’Ascendis asserted that as addressed in PGS witness Fox’s direct testimony, PGS has 
experienced strong customer growth over the last five years and projects it will continue to 
experience relatively strong growth over the next five years. (TR 366) PGS plans to invest over 
$1 billion of capital from January 1, 2022 to December 31, 2024, to support its growth. (TR 366) 
Witness D’Ascendis asserted that the allowed ROE should enable PGS to finance capital 
expenditure requirements at reasonable rates, and maintain its financial integrity. (TR 368) 
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Witness D’Ascendis contended that credit rating agencies recognize risks associated with 
increased capital expenditures, and from a credit perspective the additional pressure on cash 
flows associated with high levels of capital expenditures exerts corresponding pressure on credit 
metrics and, therefore, credit ratings. (TR 369) Witness D’Ascendis asserted that PGS has the 
highest ratio of projected capital expenditures to net plant as compared to the gas proxy group 
which indicates an increased business risk. (TR 371) In his direct testimony, witness D’Ascendis 
calculated PGS’s ratio of forecasted capital expenditures to net plant at 60 percent as compared 
to 39.5 percent for the median ratio of the gas proxy group based on 2021 information; a 
difference of 20.5 percentage points. (TR 499; EXH 132, BSP 7773) In his rebuttal testimony, 
witness D’Ascendis updated his calculation and derived a capital expenditure to net plant ratio of 
33 percent for PGS as compared to a median of 26.5 percent for the gas proxy group based on 
2022 information; a difference of 6.5 percent. (TR 500) On cross examination, witness 
D’Ascendis agreed that the decrease in the difference from 20.5 percent to 6.5 percent indicated 
the relative risk for PGS on this measure decreased:  

I would say, yeah, based on -- based on these numbers, but I don't know whether or not 
they -- well, I guess, yeah, I mean, I would agree with that, but the debt would still be 
outstanding, like, the capital would still be outstanding. But, yes, I would agree that going 
forward, the company is less risky than when they were when they filed based on this 
measure. 

(TR 501) 

Witness D’Ascendis projected capital expenditures to net plant business risk measure suffers 
from a lack of credible evidentiary support and should be given little weight. Witness 
D’Ascendis agreed that the gas proxy group consists primarily of holding companies which are 
larger than PGS and have a significantly higher amount of net plant. (TR 503) By operation of 
math, a higher amount of net plant would reduce the ratio of projected capital expenditures to net 
plant. (TR 504) Further, witness D’Ascendis agreed that a better comparison would have been to 
use the operating gas companies owned by the holding companies, but the projected net plant for 
operating companies are not available. (TR 502-504) Finally, by witness D’Ascendis’s own 
admission PGS’s business risk by this measure has decreased from 2021 to 2022.  

Financial Risk 
Financial risk is created by the introduction of debt into the capital structure. (TR 310) The 
higher proportion of debt in the capital structure, the greater the financial risk. (TR 310) 
Consistent with the basic principle of risk and return, common equity investors require higher 
returns as compensation for bearing higher financial risk. (TR 310-311) PGS requested an equity 
ratio of 54.7 percent which is higher than the average equity ratio of the gas proxy group of 
48.83. (TR 506-507; EXH 30, BSP E5-168) Based on the risk-return relationship, PGS has lower 
financial risk than the gas proxy group. (TR 507) However, witness D’Ascendis did not consider 
a downward adjustment to his recommended ROE to reflect the lower financial risk. (TR 507) 
He explained that the operating utilities under the publicly traded holding companies have a 
more comparable equity ratio and if taken together (holding company and operating company 
equity ratios). In his opinion, there is not a difference in risk to the capital structure. (TR 507) 
Witness D’Ascendis agreed that the operating subsidiary companies do not issue stock, so he 
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relied on the holding companies market data in his cost of equity analyses to derive his 
recommended ROE. (TR 509) Witness D’Ascendis agreed he could not perform a ROE analysis 
on the operating companies because they are not publicly traded and do not have market data. 
(TR 508-509) According to financial theory, it is most appropriate to use the equity ratio of the 
publicly traded company proxy group to assess financial risk because the stock prices used in 
witness D’Ascendis’s ROE analysis are based on the equity ratios of the holding companies. (TR 
508-509) Using the subsidiary operating companies to assess financial risk would be 
meaningless. OPC witness Garrett recommended an equity ratio of 49 percent for PGS based on 
the average of the gas proxy group. (TR 1031) Witness Garrett did not make a specific 
adjustment for financial risk to his ROE analysis because there is not a difference between his 
recommended equity ratio and that of the average of the proxy group. (TR 1031) However, 
witness Garrett did quantify the effect of using a higher equity ratio of the gas proxy group in his 
CAPM analysis by using the Hamada Model. (TR 1034-1037) His calculation demonstrated that 
the difference in equity ratios of 54.7 percent to 49 percent, or financial risk, equated to a 
reduction of 40 basis points to the ROE. (TR 1037; EXH 79) 

CONCLUSION 

After making staff’s recommended adjustments to the witnesses ROE models discussed herein, 
the adjusted range of results for the gas proxy group is 9.0 percent to 10.9 percent. Record 
evidence supports the risk-return concept that utilities with lower financial risk should be 
allowed lower returns. The record evidence demonstrates PGS has a higher equity ratio than the 
average of the gas proxy group, and as such, it has less financial risk. Therefore, a downward 
adjustment to PGS’s ROE should be recognized to reflect PGS’s lower financial risk as 
compared to the gas proxy group. In addition, the record evidence is clear that capital costs have 
increased since PGS’s last rate case in 2020 in which the Commission authorized an ROE of 9.9 
percent, and interest rates have increased during the course of this proceeding which may not be 
fully recognized in the financial cost of equity models presented by the witnesses. Therefore, on 
balance, staff believes the record evidence supports an ROE of 10.15 percent for PGS. This 
return is above the recent national average of awarded ROEs of approximately 9.5 percent and 
should enable PGS to generate the cash flow needed to meet its near term financial obligations, 
make the capital investments needed to maintain and expand its system, maintain sufficient 
levels of liquidity to fund unexpected events, and sustain confidence in Florida’s regulatory 
environment among credit rating agencies and investors. Accordingly, staff recommends the 
appropriate ROE for establishing PGS’s projected test year revenue requirement is 10.15 percent 
with a range of plus or minus 100 basis points. 
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Issue 36:  What capital structure and weighted average cost of capital should be approved for 
establishing PGS’s projected test year revenue requirement? 

Recommendation:  A capital structure consisting of 54.7 percent common equity, 40.5 
percent long-term debt, and 4.8 percent short-term debt as a percentage of investor sources 
should be approved for the 13-month average test year ending December 31, 2024. A weighted 
average cost of capital of 7.016 percent should be approved for establishing PGS’s projected test 
year revenue requirement and setting rates in this proceeding. (D. Buys) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  The appropriate capital structure and average cost of capital is shown in the below table, 
and the resulting average cost of capital is 7.41 percent, but needs to be updated based on the 
results of other issues, including elimination of ITC in Issue 29. 

Joint Parties: The Commission should approve a weighted average cost of capital of 5.87 
percent and the capital structure shown in the testimony of OPC’s experts. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS witness Parsons testified that the appropriate capital structure consists of 54.7 percent 
common equity, 40.5 percent long-term debt, and 4.8 percent short-term debt from investor 
sources. (TR 1917-1918) This is presented in Table 36-1, below. PGS witness McOnie 
contended the capital structure containing an equity ratio of 54.7 percent as proposed by PGS is 
consistent with the capital structure previously approved for PGS by the Commission and is 
entirely consistent with the capital structures and equity ratios approved by the Commission for 
FPUC (55.1 percent) and FCG (56.9 percent). (TR 1135) Witness McOnie asserted that PGS’s 
proposed capital structure is appropriate for ratemaking purposes as it is both typical and 
important to have significant proportions of common equity in its capital structure. (TR 1135) 
PGS argued Issue 36 is a fallout issue that depends on the decisions made on other capital 
structure issues. (PGS BR 28) Table 36-2 reflects PGS’s requested overall weighted average cost 
of capital (WACC) and reflects the Company’s positions on Issue 28, Issue 31, Issue 32, and 
Stipulated Issue 30. (PGS BR 28) In its brief for Issue 32, PGS argued the Company’s proposed 
amount of long-term debt for the test year reflects the $832,185,531 of long-term debt on MFR 
G-3, page 2, adjusted for the decrease in rate base in Issue 27, and increased for a pro-rata 
allocation over investor sources of capital to offset for the change in accumulated deferred 
income taxes in Issue 28. (PGS BR 23; EXH 137, BSP F7047)  

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties argued OPC witness Kollen testified that the WACC is 5.87 based on witness 
Garrett’s 49 percent equity ratio and 9.0 percent ROE. (JP BR 27; TR 1271) The Joint Parties 
argued that witness Garrett’s combined ROE and capital structure recommendation is a 
combined $38.515 million reduction to PGS’s requested base rate increase. (JP BR 27) The Joint 
Parties argued the Company’s decision to undertake the 2023 Transaction with all its potential 
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risks was executed solely at the discretion of the Company and its impact is an increase of 
financing costs to customers. (JP BR 28) The Joint Parties argued that PGS would have a credit 
rating of BBB+ if it was still a division of Tampa Electric, but the 2023 Transaction will likely 
cause a one notch lower rating for PGS. (JP BR 27) Joint Parties argued the Commission should 
take every opportunity to minimize the impacts of the 2023 Transaction to PGS’s customers by 
adopting the WACC proposed by OPC witnesses Kollen and Garrett. (JP BR 28) Staff notes that 
most of the Joint Parties arguments in this issue relate to the 2023 Transaction’s effect on credit 
ratings, the cost rate for long-term debt, and the expectation by PGS for it’s customers to pay a 
higher-than market cost of capital to support the Company’s preferred credit ratings. Therefore, 
staff will address the Joint Parties’ arguments related to those subjects in Issue 32. 

ANALYSIS 

The capital structure and WACC is a fall-out issue that incorporates the amounts and cost rates 
of the capital sources into a final WACC. The cost rates and amounts of the capital components 
are recommended in Issues 28 through 35. In MFR Schedule G-3, page 2 of 11, PGS presented 
its requested projected test year capital structure based on a 13-month average as of December 
31, 2024, consisting of common equity in the amount of $1,124,006,187 (54.7 percent), long-
term debt in the amount of $832,185,531 (40.5 percent) and short-term debt in the amount of 
$99,671,451 (4.8 percent) as a percentage of investor-supplied capital. (TR 1115; EXH 7, BSP 
K278) The initial capital structure submitted by PGS is summarized in Table 36-1. 

Table 36-1 
PGS Initial Adjusted Capital Structure and WACC 

Capital Component Amount (Adjusted) Ratio Cost Rate Weighted Cost 
Common Equity $1,124,006,187 47.49% 11.00% 5.22% 
Long-Term Debt $832,185,531 35.16% 5.54% 1.95% 
Short-Term Debt $99,671,451 4.21% 4.85% 0.20% 
Customer Deposits $27,528,183 1.16% 2.53% 0.03% 
Deferred Taxes $280,240,209 11.84% 0.00% 0.00% 
Investment Tax Credits $3,156,892 0.13% 8.49% 0.01% 
Total $2,366,788,452 100%  7.42% 
Source: EXH 7, BSP K278 

In her rebuttal testimony, PGS witness Parsons included adjustments to rate base and the amount 
of ADITs related to depreciation adjustments. (EXH 33, BSP E8-543) Based on those 
adjustments, PGS’s adjusted proposed capital structure for the 2024 test year as presented in its 
brief is summarized in Table 36-2.  

 

 



Docket Nos., 20220212-GU, 20220219-GU, 20230023-GU Issue 36 
Date: October 31, 2023 

 - 105 - 

Table 36-2 
PGS Revised Adjusted Capital Structure and WACC 

Capital Component Amount (Adjusted) Ratio Cost Rate Weighted Cost 
Common Equity $1,118,145,545 47.47% 11.00% 5.22% 
Long-Term Debt $827,335,811 35.12% 5.54% 1.94% 
Short-Term Debt $99,662,408 4.23% 4.85% 0.21% 
Customer Deposits $27,525,625 1.17% 2.53% 0.03% 
Deferred Taxes $279,720,428 11.87% 0.00% 0.00% 
Investment Tax Credits $3,156,598 0.13% 8.49% 0.00% 
Total $2,355,546,414 100%  7.41% 
Source: PGS BR 28 

The Joint Parties recommended the Commission set PGS’s equity ratio at 49 percent with a ROE 
of 9.0 percent. (TR 965) The Joint Parties also recommended the Commission set PGS’s long-
term and short-term debt cost rates at 4.61 percent and 3.81 percent, respectively. (TR 1271) 
OPC witness Kollen also made adjustments that increased the ADIT balance in the capital 
structure. (TR 1270) The Joint Parties’ recommended adjusted capital structure and WACC are 
summarized in Table 36-3. 

Table 36-3 
OPC Recommended Adjusted Capital Structure and WACC 

Capital Component Amount (Adjusted) Ratio Cost Rate Weighted Cost 
Common Equity $1,008,304,000 42.60% 9.00% 3.83% 
Long-Term Debt $941,736,000 39.79% 3.81% 1.83% 
Short-Term Debt $99,358,000 4.24% 4.85% 0.16% 
Customer Deposits $27,525,625 1.17% 1.16% 0.03% 
Deferred Taxes $286,705,000 12.11% 0.00% 0.00% 
Investment Tax Credits $3,157,000 0.13% 6.73% 0.01% 
Total $2,366,788,000 100%  5.87% 
Source: JP BR 28; TR 1271 

In Issue 34, staff recommends an equity ratio of 54.7 percent. In Issue 35, staff recommends a 
cost of equity of 10.15 percent. Staff agrees with PGS’s proposed capital structure as presented 
in MFR Schedule G-3, page 2 of 11, with the adjusted capital component amounts described in 
PGS witness Parson’s rebuttal testimony. In her rebuttal testimony, PGS witness Parsons 
included adjustments to rate base and the amount of ADITs related to depreciation adjustments 
as discussed in Issue 28. (EXH 33, BSP E8-543) The Commission also approved a stipulation for 
Issue 18 to remove the Alliance project from rate base that resulted in an adjustment to remove 
the associated ADITs and ITCs from the capital structure. Because all of the ITCs were realized 
through the investment in the Alliance project, the ITC balance was decreased to zero. PGS 
noted in its brief that the capital structure and WACC would have to be updated to reflect that 
adjustment and the Commission’s decisions regarding other capital structure issues. (PGS BR 
28) In addition, the Commission approved a stipulation to the amount and cost rate for customer 
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deposits of $27,528,000 at 2.53 percent. The capital structure should be reconciled with staff’s 
recommended rate base adjustments over investor sources and deferred taxes after the proper 
adjustments to the ADIT balance are included. If the Commission approves staff’s 
recommendation in Issues 27 through 35, staff’s recommended capital structure is summarized in 
Table 36-4. 

Table 36-4 
Staff Recommended Adjusted Capital Structure and WACC 

Capital Component Amount (Adjusted) Ratio Cost Rate Weighted Cost 
Common Equity $1,122,029,733 47.604% 10.15% 4.83% 
Long-Term Debt $830,722,209 35.24% 5.54% 1.95% 
Short-Term Debt $99,496,189 4.22% 4.85% 0.20% 
Customer Deposits $27,528,000 1.17% 2.53% 0.03% 
Deferred Taxes $277,551,630 11.77% 0.00% 0.00% 
Investment Tax Credits $0  8.03% 0.00% 
Total $2,357,327,760 100%  7.02%* 
Source: Staff Work Papers *The actual WACC is 7.016% that is used for revenue requirement 
calculation. 

CONCLUSION 

A capital structure consisting of 54.7 percent common equity, 40.5 percent long-term debt, and 
4.8 percent short-term debt as a percentage of investor sources should be approved for the 13-
month average test year ending December 31, 2024. A weighted average cost of capital of 7.016 
percent should be approved for establishing PGS’s projected test year revenue requirement and 
setting rates in this proceeding. 
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Issue 37:  Has PGS made the proper adjustments to remove the Purchased Gas Adjustment, 
Natural Gas Conservation Cost Recovery Clause, and CI/BSR Revenues and Expenses from the 
projected test year? If not, what adjustments should be made? 

Approved Type 2 Stipulation:  Yes, as shown on MFR Schedule G-2, pages 2-3. 
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Issue 38:  Has PGS made the proper adjustments to remove all non-utility activities from 
projected test year operating expenses, including depreciation and amortization expense? If not, 
what adjustments should be made? 

Recommendation:  Although not completely removed in PGS's original filing, adjustments 
for non-utility activities are addressed by staff's recommendation in Issue 13 and the stipulation 
in Issue 44. As such, no further adjustments are necessary. (Andrews, Gatlin) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  Yes. 

Joint Parties: See discussion in Issue 13. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
The Company testified that all appropriate adjustments have been made to remove all non-utility 
activities from operation expenses as shown in MFR Schedule G-2, pages 2-3 and in Exhibit 
218, the revised revenue increase. (PGS BR 29; EXH 7, BSP K220-K221; EXH 218, BSP G1-
250 – G1-251) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties have concerns about PGS’s basis for attributing costs associated with SGT. (JP 
BR 9) The Joint Parties argued that the current standard is based on an impermissibly narrow 
basis and allows for engineering-related costs to be attributed to SGT when the Company is 
actively working on a Seacoast project. (JP BR 9; TR 1810; EXH 222) The Joint Parties argued 
that this standard does not consider the workload put onto the Engineering, Construction, and 
Technology (ECT) department for potential SGT projects. (JP BR 9) The Joint Parties stated that 
there is evidence in 2022 where there were non-work order projects underway or being 
evaluated, but those activities did not have any cost allocated to SGT. (JP BR 9; TR 1806-1810; 
EXH 211C, 215C)  

The Joint Parties emphasized its concern for the current standard of PGS executing tasks for an 
unregulated affiliate company and more so that PGS is requesting to increase its employee 
headcount by a seven member team that would work within the Company’s business 
development organization on projects that could be affiliated with SGT. (JP BR 9; TR 1746-
1748) The Joint Parties are concerned the hiring needs proposed for the projected test year could 
be driven by the needs of SGT because SGT projects have the potential to redirect resources of 
PGS’s ECT team at any given time. (JP BR 9; TR 1800; EXH 175C, OPC BSP 9) The Joint 
Parties concluded that due to these factors the Company should mitigate the authorization of 
funding needed to hire the capital management team. (JP BR 9) 

The Joint Parties argued that the Company could leverage its regulated operations funded by its 
customers to subsidize its unregulated ventures of SGT. (JP BR 9) The Company was 
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understanding of the concerns and acted in good faith by making a reduction in the revenue 
requirement of $190,000. (JP BR 9) The Joint Parties agreed with the Company’s reduction and 
understood that the Company utilized a method that has not been challenged. (JP BR 9) 
Therefore, the Joint Parties recommended that the Commission instruct the Company to redefine 
its method of attributing costs to SGT. (JP BR 9-10) The Joint Parties ascertained that the cost 
allocation manual (CAM) by TECO was not designed to determine the separation of costs 
between PGS and SGT. (JP BR 10; TR 2053; EXH 222) In the CAM it states, “Periodically, 
PGS may provide a service to its affiliates. When this occurs, PGS will direct charge that affiliate 
for these services. Direct charges are expenses directly tied back to service provided to an 
affiliate.” (JP BR 10; EXH 222, BSP G2-436) The Joint Parties deduced from the Company’s 
CAM that the approach is informal and does not provide an efficient approach of attributing the 
costs from PGS to SGT. (JP BR 10)  

The Joint Parties concluded the need for the Commission to instruct the Company to complete a 
comprehensive review of the relationship with SGT, with a focus on the procedures when SGT 
requires direct and indirect support from PGS, including the Company’s need to maintain open 
availability of resources to service SGT needs. (JP BR 10) The Joint Parties also requested that 
the Commission direct the study to be filed in the next rate case and applied in any projected test 
year revenue. (JP BR 10) 

ANALYSIS 

As addressed in Issue 13, PGS agreed to reduce O&M expense by $189,347 to increase PGS’s 
overhead cost allocation to SGT as shown in Exhibit 218. (EXH 218) The Joint Parties agreed 
with the methodology of this adjustment and, in lieu of seeking an additional adjustment, 
requested that the Commission direct the Company to revisit its method of attributing costs to 
SGT. (JP BR 9-10) As discussed in Issue 13, staff believes a comprehensive procedural review 
and associated cost study would benefit the Commission in its analysis of the Company’s next 
base rate case. 

As reflected in the stipulation in Issue 44 and PGS witness Parsons’ testimony, the Company 
agreed upon an adjustment to reduce projected test year O&M expense by $500,000 to remove 
expenses associated with lobbying, charitable contributions, sponsorships, and institutional and 
image advertising. This adjustment is comprised of several adjustments including audit findings 
identified by staff witness Brown. Witness Brown's testimony identified several adjustments that 
reduced PGS's 2022 base rate recoverable O&M, including the reclassification of expenses 
related to the Tampa Bay Buccaneers as non-utility. (EXH 105, BSP D17-2221) The adjustment 
presented by witness Parsons reflects the inflationary factors applied to the projected test year. 
Staff does not recommend any further adjustments. 

CONCLUSION 

Although not completely removed in PGS's original filing, adjustments for non-utility activities 
are addressed by staff's recommendation in Issue 13 and the stipulation in Issue 44. As such, no 
further adjustments are necessary.  
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Issue 39:  What amount of projected test year Uncollectible Accounts and Bad Debt should be 
included in the Revenue Expansion Factor? 

Approved Type 1 Stipulation:  The Bad Debt Expense is $1,611,232, as shown on MFR 
Schedule G-2, page 19b, line 7, and the bad debt rate of 0.2805 percent was incorporated into the 
Revenue Expansion Factor, as shown on MFR Schedule G-4.  
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Issue 40:  What non-labor trend factors should be used for inflation and customer growth for 
the projected test year? 

Approved Type 2 Stipulation:  The appropriate non-labor trend factor for inflation is 2.80 
percent and 2.20 percent for 2023 and 2024, respectively. The appropriate non-labor trend factor 
for customer growth is 3.81 percent and 3.23 percent for 2023 and 2024, respectively.  
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Issue 41:  What amount of projected test year contractor and contract services cost should be 
approved? 

Recommendation:  Staff recommends that $20,827,232 in projected test year contractor and 
contract services cost should be approved. This amount reflects an adjustment of $206,000 
associated with displaced outside services and approximately $3.9 million associated with 
Stipulated Issue 18. (Wooten, Norris) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  The appropriate amount of projected test year contractor and contract services cost should 
be $24,989,844. This amount reflects a total of $25,179,844 included in PGS’ filing less an 
adjustment of $190,000 for the decrease in the projected test year standalone audit fees based. 

Joint Parties: The Joint Parties recommend a reduction in the level of test year contractor and 
contract services cost by $206,000 for in-house hiring from outside contractors. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS argues that the appropriate amount of projected test year contractor and contract services 
cost is $24,989,844 which reflects an adjustment of $190,000 for the decrease in the projected 
test year standalone audit fees. (PGS BR 29) PGS asserts that contractors allow the Company to 
quickly adjust the size of its workforce to meet operational, performance, and geographic needs. 
(PGS BR 29-30) PGS also asserts that the Company works to balance internal labor and contract 
labor costs, has already taken steps to reduce contractor expenses and that the proposed mix of 
labor and contracted services is necessary to properly maintain adequate levels of safety, 
reliability, and customer service. (PGS BR 30) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties assert that PGS did not reduce contractor expenses by an amount that justified 
the increase in employees. (JP BR 29) The Joint Parties also assert that the Company filled 22 
pipeline locator positions and 2 administrative support positions which displaced outside contract 
services. (JP BR 29-30) The Joint Parties argue that total cost savings provided by these replaced 
positions is approximately $206,000 and should be removed from the contractor and contract 
services cost. (JP BR 30) 

ANALYSIS 

In PGS’s original filing, it stated that the appropriate amount of projected test year contractor and 
contract services costs that should be approved is $25,179,844. (EXH 147, BSP 3) PGS later 
updated this total to $24,989,844 to account for a $190,000 adjustment based on standalone audit 
fees. (TR 1982) 
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PGS witness Wesley testified that due to customer growth and increased work activity the 
Company has become more reliant on outside contractors. (TR 82, 119) Witness Wesley asserted 
that from 2022 to 2024 PGS is expected to add approximately 28,000 new residential customers 
and 1,200 new commercial customers. (TR 73) PGS has experienced an increase in total work 
orders, attributed to customer growth, for all 14 of PGS’s service territories which is anticipated 
to continue into 2024. (EXH 27) The evidence in the record shows that for all service areas from 
2020 to 2024 there is a projected 18 percent increase in total work orders. (EXH 27) Specifically, 
PGS witness O’Connor projected that work volumes in the Company’s Jacksonville service area 
for service, compliance, locates and meter readings are forecasted to experience double digit 
percentage growth in 2024. (TR 790-791) No parties disputed that customer growth has led to 
increased work activities. Witness O’Connor maintained that the use of contractors allows the 
Company to meet immediate needs related to operations, compliance, safety, maintenance, 
customer service and emergency response activities associated with the increase in work orders. 
(TR 742)  

Witness O’Connor testified that in order to meet the higher workload and reduce the Gas 
Operation team’s dependence on contractors, 38 new apprentices were trained in 2022. (TR 743) 
The witness further testified that as internal labor headcount increases, PGS evaluates contractor 
expenses in an effort to reduce contractor costs. (TR 801) During cross-examination, the witness 
stated that when a new employee is hired a contractor cannot be immediately replaced. (TR 855) 
The witness explained that because it takes approximately 18 months to train a new employee, 
the Company would maintain an outside contractor while the employee is trained. (TR 789, 800, 
855) The witness further explained that because of this overlap, there is no immediate cost 
savings between internal and external costs associated with new positions. (TR 743) The witness 
argued that the overlap of internal and external labor is necessary to manage the transition to 
internal labor while simultaneously maintaining safety, reliability and customer service levels. 
(TR 801) Additionally, PGS has to make considerations regarding future contractor availability 
and contractual terms that may disallow contracts to be immediately terminated. (TR 855) Due to 
the newly trained Gas Operations team employees, PGS reduced contractor expenses in the test 
year by $1.1 million by eliminating contractors for locates, leak surveys, and other work 
activities. The witness clarifies that this reduction was primarily driven by financial 
considerations and reductions of contractor expenses is not sustainable long-term because 
continued balancing of employees and contractors is necessary to meet workload requirements. 
(TR 758; EXH 7, 139) 

OPC witness Kollen testified that PGS is already staffed for continued growth and that the 
Company did not reduce contractor expenses to match PGS’s requested increase in employees. 
(TR 1238-1239) In response to witness Kollen, witness O’Connor rebutted that there is no 
equivalent exchange between internal and external labor and the Company manages external 
labor to align with the required workload. (TR 800; EXH 139) The witness further rebutted that 
outside service expenses have decreased from previous years which is attributed to the increase 
in headcount. (TR 800) The evidence in the record shows that from 2020 to 2022, total outside 
service costs increased by $2,622,425 but from 2022 to 2024 are projected to decrease by 
$1,037,859. (EXH 27) Furthermore, the evidence in the record also shows that as internal labor 
headcount increased in 2023, Gas Operations reflected a $1.6 million reduction in contractor 
costs. (EXH 7, 27) 
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Staff agrees with the Company that the extended time required to train new employees may 
require an overlap of new internal labor with external labor in order to address the increase in 
work activities. Staff believes the Company’s $1.1 million reduction in test year contractor 
expenses, to account for new employees, serves as an example of PGS appropriately reducing 
contractor expenses once employees are available. In addition, PGS witness Bluestone testified 
that in 2023, PGS hired 118 positions and 24 of these positions would displace the use of outside 
services. (EXH 202) The witness affirmed that of the 24 positions filled, 22 positions were 
pipeline locators and two were administrative specialists who have or will displace the use of 
outside services. Witness Bluestone further affirmed that there is a cost-savings of approximately 
$200,000 associated with the 22 displaced contracted pipeline locators and $6,000 associated 
with the two displaced contracted administrative specialists. (EXH 202) Staff notes that the 
Company did not remove these costs from its requested contractor and contract services cost. 
Staff believes the requested test year contractor expenses are necessary to maintain current and 
future system reliability, due to the increased work activities in PGS’s service areas. However, 
staff agrees with the Joint Parties and recommends an adjustment of $206,000 associated with 
the displaced outside services. In its brief, the Joint Parties agreed with the removal of $206,000 
in contractor and contract services due to positions being filed that displaced outside services. 
(JP BR 30) 

Lastly, PGS stated that $3.9 million of contractor costs in the projected test year were attributed 
to the Alliance Dairies RNG project. (EXH 146) The stipulation in Issue 18 addresses the 
removal of the Alliance RNG project from the Company’s request and a corresponding 
adjustment removing the $3.9 million of O&M expense associated with Alliance is reflected in 
Issue 49. Therefore, staff recommends a reduction of $3.9 million to the appropriate projected 
test year contractor and contract services cost.  

Staff’s recommended adjustments should be made to the projected test year contractor and 
contract services cost of $24,989,844, as reflected in PGS’s updated filing. Therefore, staff 
recommends the appropriate projected test year contractor and contract services cost should be 
$20,827,232.     

CONCLUSION 

Staff recommends that $20,827,232 in projected test year contractor and contract services cost 
should be approved. This amount reflects an adjustment of $206,000 associated with displaced 
outside services and approximately $3.9 million associated with the stipulation in Issue 18. 
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Issue 42:  What number of projected test year employees should be approved for ratemaking 
purposes? 

Recommendation:  The number of projected test year employees that should be approved for 
ratemaking purposes is 824. As such, projected test year salaries and benefits should be 
decreased by $1,283,841. (Hinson, Gatlin, Wooten) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  The Company has proven the need for each of its proposed additional employees and 
how those proposed additions moderate the need for outside contractor services in the test year, 
so OPC’s staffing adjustments should be rejected. The appropriate number of projected 2024 test 
year employees should be an average of 837 after vacancy allowances. The 837 average count 
includes the following by month: January to February – 830, March to May – 834, May to 
December – 840. The 837 average employees in 2024 reflects the additional 90 and 64 
employees shown on MFR Schedule G-2, pages 19c-19e. However, based on its position on 
Issues 16, 17, and 18, the Company proposes to reduce projected 2024 operating expenses by 
$37,882 to reflect its updated plans to forgo cost recovery for one Business Development 
Manager for RNG.  

Joint Parties: The number of projected test year employees should remain at 746, the 2023 
level as of the hearing, or a maximum of 777, which eliminates the requested 21 unfilled 
positions included in the request. The requested 2024 increases in employees and related 
expenses should be excluded from the projected test year revenue requirement. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS stated in its brief that the number of employees for the projected test year should be an 
average of 837 after vacancy allowances, including its revised plans to forgo cost recovery for 
one Business Development Manager for RNG. (PGS BR 30; TR 78; TR 1350) The 837 average 
the Company proposed is comprised of an additional 90 employees in 2023 and 64 employees in 
2024. (PGS BR 30-31; TR 1350; TR 1382-1303; EXH 133, BSP F6986) Of the additional 90 
employees, 63 were replacement positions at the end of December 2022. (PGS BR 30-31; TR 
1350; TR 1382-1303; EXH 133, BSP F6986) PGS witness Bluestone argued that the increase in 
team members is to strengthen the workforce to provide safe and reliable service to the growing 
Company’s system. (PGS BR 31; TR 1350-1351) Bluestone maintained that each budgeted 
position is carefully considered, with justifications identified by a functional team leader for each 
position. (PGS BR 31; TR 1365)  

PGS contended that the Joint Parties’ recommendation to remove all of the proposed new 
employees does not consider the current market challenges, nor the reasonable projection of 
additional needed employees to operate the system safely and reliably. (PGS BR 31; TR 1324) 
PGS argued that through its combined testimony and discovery responses it has provided 
sufficient justifications for each proposed position, while the Joint Parties only made a 



Docket Nos., 20220212-GU, 20220219-GU, 20230023-GU Issue 42 
Date: October 31, 2023 

 - 116 - 

generalized argument on the proposed additional positions. (PGS BR 31-32; TR 1943; EXH 133, 
BSP F6986; EXH 139, BSP F7077, F7095; EXH 164, BSP G2-493 – G2-497) PGS concluded 
that the Joint Parties’ recommended adjustments of $9.762 million for staffing increases and 
$1.162 million for office supplies, and expenses for additional employees should be rejected by 
the Commission. (PGS BR 32)  

PGS witness O’Connor testified that Gas Operations are increasing due to customer growth, and 
the Company’s projections show that service-related work will grow by 6 percent annually, 
locate requests will increase 6 percent annually, and meter reading activities will increase 4 
percent annually. (PGS BR 32; TR 786, 789) Witness O’Connor stated that to keep up the 
growth in the industry, PGS will need more trained team members, because currently PGS in 
unable to keep up with industry standard of responding to 98.5 percent of damage calls within 60 
minutes. (PGS BR 32; TR 785, 849-850)  

PGS witness Richard rationalized the need for new team members in the Engineering, 
Construction, and Technology area in 2023 and 2024 due to the growth in size and complexity of 
the Company. (PGS BR 32; TR 1645) Witness Richard affirmed that the Company plans to hire 
41 employees in the ECT area in 2023 and 2024, with 17 being replacements and 24 being new 
positions. (PGS BR 32; TR 1645) Witness Richard justified each new position and explained the 
breakdown of the positions to be five in the Supply Chain; four in the Gas Control and 
Measurement and Regulation; seven in the support of the Capital Management; and the 
remaining eight positions will support the Design, Engineering, and Construction area. (PGS BR 
32; TR 1645-1652) 

PGS witness Bluestone addressed the need of 18 additional team members in support positions 
including three team members in Human Resources; six team members in Strategy, Marketing, 
and Communications; three team members in Regulatory and Pipeline Safety; three team 
members in Process Improvements and Analytics; and three team members in Real Estate. (PGS 
BR 32-33; TR 1366-1371) PGS witness Parsons attested to the need of the eight Finance 
positions. (PGS BR 33; TR 1941-1942)  

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties presented several arguments on why PGS should have to reduce the number of 
employees in the projected test year. Among those arguments made are: PGS had eliminated 21 
vacant positions in the Gas Operations and Pipeline Safety fields, PGS did not reduce contractor 
expenses adequately to justify the increase of new employees, PGS’s actual employees reflected 
significant vacancies compared to employees budgeted, additional employees are discretionary, 
the Company already has sufficient team members for the continued customer growth and 
related infrastructure, and the requested positions do not include efficiencies from WAM. (JP BR 
31-32; TR 1238-1239, 1241, 2041; EXH 132, BSP F2722) The Joint Parties also argued that all 
65 requested positions for the 2024 projected test year should be removed due to being 
discretionary by the Company. (JP BR 32) The Joint Parties concluded that the Commission 
should find the projected test year employees to be 746, the headcount at the time of the hearing, 
or a maximum amount of 777, to reflect the 30 additional positions that witness Bluestone 
attested were unfilled in 2023. (JP BR 32) 
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Witness Kollen testified that the additional employees are discretionary and the Company 
already has sufficient team members for the continued customer growth and related 
infrastructure. (JP BR 31-32; TR 1238-1239, 1241) Witness Kollen also noted that the forecasted 
2023 and 2024 employee counts were significantly greater compared to the actual employee 
count from 2019 through March 2023. (JP BR 30; TR 1237)  

The Joint Parties stated that the Company forecasted 798 team members by December 31, 2023, 
and as of August 15, 2023, there are 746 team members, with 61 positions filled and 30 unfilled 
positions. (JP BR 31; EXH 132, BSP F2722; EXH 199, BSP G2-852) The Joint Parties asserted 
that witness Bluestone’s testimony confirmed most new team members filled existing positions 
reflected by the fact that of the 61 positions filled, 46 were backfilled and/or replacements, while 
15 were new positions. (JP BR 31; TR 1387) The Joint Parties affirmed that the Company must 
provide sufficient evidence for the requested increase in team members to be reasonable and 
prudent. (JP BR 31) The Joint Parties asserted that PGS has failed to provide justification 
considering the comparison of the base year and prior years. (JP BR 31; TR 1241) 

The Joint Parties also provided an alternative approach to adjusting the test year level of 
employees, should the Commission prefer a more targeted approach. (JP BR 32) The Joint 
Parties cited insufficient blanket statements as to the proposed staffing, impending WAM 
transformation, questionable hiring of contractor forces, and the lack of metrics to determine the 
need for new hires. (JP BR 33; TR 809-810, 818, 821, 856; EXH 164)  

The Joint Parties provided targeted arguments on the new team members specifically in the ECT 
and Gas Operations areas. (JP BR 32) The Joint Parties argued that the Commission should 
prohibit the cost of the 2024 component of the Capital Management Team because it is part of a 
project that is considered to bring benefits in the budgeting and cost control beyond the test year. 
(JP BR 32) The Joint Parties argued that due to the hiring not projected to occur before the 
second half of 2024 that the matching principle needs to be applied to ensure that costs and 
revenues are within the same period. (JP BR 32; TR 1714, 2062) The Joint Parties contended that 
under the current timeline, the ECT hires will not have any impact on the 2025 budget will most 
likely impact projects and capital budgeting for 2026. (JP BR 32) Joint Parties also contended 
that PGS failed to demonstrate the need for the 29 proposed new hires in Gas Operations. (JP BR 
32-33)  

The Joint Parties used testimony from PGS witness O’Connor to highlight their concerns with 
insufficient justification and the lack of metrics related to hiring. The Joint Parties cited the 
identical justification provided by witness O’Connor for 61 positions regardless of the type of 
position. (JP BR 33; TR 821; EXH 164) The Joint Parties continued that no objective metrics 
were utilized to determine geographical distribution of the proposed new hires. (JP BR 33; TR 
809-810) The Joint Parties reasoned that the amount of new employees is not appropriate due to 
witness O’Connor’s testimony that PGS was rated the highest in a national survey for its service 
and that it does not have any safety compliance issues. (JP BR 33; TR 880-883) The Joint Parties 
contested that by hiring more employees in an area where tasks per employee is considerably 
higher than the Company’s average, as stated by witness O’Connor, it could lower efficiency. 
(JP BR 33; TR 869; EXH 139, BSP F7096) The Joint Parties also questioned hiring new 
employees in areas where tasks per employee are below the Company’s average because the 
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Company has not provided a sufficient metric on its proposed hiring locations. (JP BR 33; TR 
867-868; EXH 188, BSP G2-338 – G2-352) The Joint Parties argued that PGS’s explanation 
provided in response to OPC Interrogatory No. 13 was generic and that the data pulled from 
Exhibits 27 and 188 does not provide a legitimate reason for the geographical locations of the 
proposed new hires. (JP BR 33; EXH 45, BSP D15-1602 – D15-1608)  

The Joint Parties agreed that WAM will be beneficial to the Company by providing metrics that 
the Company can utilize in hiring both team members and contractors and will produce a 
reduction in costs overall. (JP BR 33; TR 762-763, 815-816, 862, 880; EXH 187, BSP G2-544 – 
G2-546) The Joint Parties disputed the 15 apprentices projected to be hired for the 2024 test year 
because of the lengthy time to train in order for them to work independently. The Joint Parties 
further disputed whether the apprentices would be needed with the implementation of WAM. (JP 
BR 33; TR 878)  

The Joint Parties claimed that by hiring individuals from its contracted services, the Company 
may have reduced its need to hire backfills or apprentices because they already have experience 
and knowledge of the industry. (JP BR 34) The Joint Parties raised concerns that the cost of 
contracted services could be lower in the projected test year because of the loss of workers now 
hired at PGS coupled with a difficult hiring environment. (JP BR 34) The Joint Parties attested to 
not being able to acquire sufficient data on this topic due to information coming out at the 
hearing and the Joint Parties continued that this should be considered a failure on the Company 
to meet its burden of proof. (JP BR 34) 

ANALYSIS 

PGS requested recovery of 154 new employees in the projected test year. (EXH 7, BSP K258) 
Ninety of the employees were to be added in 2023 and the remaining 64 employees in 2024. 
(EXH 7, BSP K258) To explain the need for these new employees, PGS witnesses Rutkin, 
Parsons, Richard, O’Connor and Bluestone provided direct and rebuttal testimony to explain why 
the additional employee count is necessary and prudent for PGS.   

Witness Rutkin stated that PGS intends to add new Gas Supply and Development positions in the 
next couple of years, equivalent to six replacement positions in 2023 and two replacement 
positions and three new positions in 2024. (TR 951) Witness Rutkin said that these additional 
positions are needed so that the Gas Supply and Development team can continue to support 
PGS’s efforts to provide safe and reliable gas systems to its growing customer base. (TR 952) 

Witness O’Connor stated that additional team members are required in Gas Operations to meet 
future work requirements and to maintain safe and reliable operations to serve customers. (TR 
726) For 2023, 38 additional employees are needed and 36 additional employees are needed for 
2024. (TR726) The new positions are needed to perform the incremental level of work activities 
driven by Florida’s growth, to comply with increasingly stringent compliance requirements and 
evolving risks across pipeline safety, damage prevention, and emergency management. (TR 726) 

Witness Richard stated that the ECT team will have 33 new employees added in 2023 and eight 
new employees added in 2024, for a total of 41 additional employees. (TR 1629) These 
additional employees will support customer growth, capital management, support services, a 
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growing natural gas system through 24 hours monitoring of the natural gas system, and deliver 
greater value to customers through strategic materials and supplies contract management. (TR 
1630-1631)  

Witness Bluestone stated in her direct testimony that in order for PGS to strengthen its HR 
function, the Company will need three new employees in HR to review internal processes and 
systems to ensure they appropriately support the Company’s growth, assist the Company’s team 
members with career advancement goals, and provide Company leaders with tools to keep PGS’s 
team members engaged. (TR1318) Witness Bluestone did not address the additional employees 
for the Strategy, Marking, and Communications, Real Estate, or Regulatory teams in her direct 
testimony, although she sponsored them on MFR Schedule G-2 page 19e. (EXH 7, BSP K260) 

Despite the many justifications for the additional employees provided by PGS witnesses in its 
direct testimony and throughout discovery, OPC witness Kollen proposed that the Commission 
reject all new employee positions. (TR 1241) Witness Kollen argued that the additional 
employees should be rejected because: the additions are discretionary, PGS is already staffed for 
continued growth in customers and the related infrastructure, the Company’s actual employees 
reflected significant vacancies compared to budgeted, PGS did not reduce contractor costs by an 
amount that justifies the increase in new employees, and the additional employees do not reflect 
efficiencies in WAM. (TR 1238-1239, 1241)  

In his rebuttal testimony, witness O’Connor disagreed with OPC witness Kollen’s assertion that 
the addition of employees is discretionary and that PGS is already sufficiently staffed for future 
work needs. (TR 798) Witness O’Connor asserted that if PGS does not increase headcount, 
locators will be required to perform more locates each day which could sacrifice quality and 
safety. (TR 798) As a result, higher compliance work volumes would be completed by team 
members working overtime and potentially cause burn-out or poor performance. (TR 799) 
Witness O’Connor also asserted in his rebuttal testimony that each service area must be 
considered to evaluate its ability to meet projected workload requirements, and he maintained 
that witness Kollen did not perform that evaluation. (TR 799) Witness O’Connor also disagreed 
with witness Kollen’s assertion that PGS has not reduced contractor expense by an amount that 
justifies the increase in new employees by noting that the outside services expenses for Gas 
Operations has decreased from past years. (TR 800) Witness O’Connor asserted that high work 
activity and inflation are driving an increase in O&M costs, but regardless of that, PGS found a 
balance between internal and external labor. (TR 800) To further rebut witness Kollen’s assertion 
on contractor costs, witness O’Connor pointed out that there is not an immediate one-for-one 
offset with an outside contractor as PGS’s headcount increases. (TR 800) 

In her rebuttal testimony, witness Parsons addressed eight new employees in the Finance 
department, three of which were replacement positions. (TR 1941) Witness Parsons stated that 
these eight employees are needed to support the new requirements related to PGS’s independent 
financings associated with the 2023 Transaction and replace the support being provided by 
TECO, provide financial and project evaluation support to the Gas Supply and Development 
team, and support enhanced financial profitability analysis to ensure appropriate revenue 
projections and rate analysis. (TR 1942) In addition to the justification provided for the 
additional Finance positions in her rebuttal testimony, witness Parsons also asserted that the 
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Company has proven its need for its forecasted new team members based on the growth of its 
system and increased work activity, the majority of which is non-discretionary; based on her 
rebuttal and direct testimony, responses to OPC Interrogatories 13 and 201; and the direct 
testimony of witnesses Wesley, O’Connor, Richard, and Bluestone, as well as the rebuttal 
testimonies of witnesses O’Connor, Richard, and Bluestone. (TR 1941)  

In his rebuttal testimony, witness Richard maintained that the gas system is growing in size and 
complexity and requires additional resources to ensure safe and reliable service. (TR 1645)  To 
further his point, witness Richard explained why each additional employee is needed by 
justifying all positions for each team and employee he sponsored in MFR schedule G-2. (TR 
1646-1652; EXH 7, BSP K260)  

The Joint Parties updated their position from witness Kollen’s recommendation in their post-
hearing brief and proposed that the number of employees should remain at 746, the 2023 level as 
of the hearing, or a maximum of 777. (JP BR 30) The Joint Parties stated that customers should 
only fund positions that are filled as of the hearing or likely to be filled by the end of 2023, as the 
Commission should only approve the revenue requirement for which PGS had satisfied its 
burden of proof. (JP BR 31) The Joint Parties also included an alternative method of removing 
employee positions and honed in on positions sponsored by witness O’Connor within Gas 
Operations. (JP BR 33-34) The Joint Parties argued that witness O’Connor provided 
contradictory evidence that fell short of the burden of proof for the 61 positions he sponsored, 
disputed his testimony regarding the metrics used for geographic hiring, and raised an issue with 
the employment of contractual labor. (JP BR 33) 

In regards to the issues the Joint Parties raised with witness O’Connor at the hearing, staff 
believes he adequately covered the issues raised. Witness O’Connor explained that the job 
descriptions are intentionally broad to cover all possible tasks that would be expected of a team 
member over the course of training. (TR 823-824) In terms of the geographic hiring, he 
explained that the process is quite dynamic and specific to each service area, including the 
projected workload, existing workforce, and level of experience within the workforce. (TR 824-
825, 850) The significant arguments presented in the Joint Parties’ brief regarding the 
employment of contractual labor are solely based on the witness affirming that some of the new 
hires may have come from the contractor workforce. (TR 856) Witness O’Connor added that the 
Company maintains a constructive relationship with its contractors in the instances when the 
contracted workforce finds and takes interest in posted PGS positions. (TR 856) 

Staff has reviewed all information provided by PGS and agrees that the additional employees 
sponsored by witnesses Richard, O’Connor, and Parsons were fully supported in their testimony 
and throughout the record. Staff also agrees that the three HR positions sponsored by witness 
Bluestone were fully supported in her testimony and throughout the record. (TR 1412-1413) 
Staff is recommending additional O&M adjustments to reflect efficiencies from WAM and an 
additional reduction in contractual services in Issues 19 and 41, respectively, based on the record 
evidence available, and no further adjustments related to these issues are necessary.  

However, the Company did not provide adequate justification for the 15 positions in Strategy, 
Marketing, and Communications; Real Estate; Process Improvement and Analytics; and 
Regulatory and Pipeline Safety positions. In witness Bluestone’s rebuttal testimony, she disputed 
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OPC witness Kollen’s assertion that the addition of employees was discretionary by referring to 
the testimonies of witnesses O’Connor, Richard, and Parsons. (TR 1365-1366) When asked 
about the positions she sponsored, witness Bluestone referenced the Company’s response to OPC 
Interrogatory 13. (TR 1366) In the response to Interrogatory 13, witness Bluestone did not 
provide an explanation for the positions, but instead provided a brief description of each position. 
(EXH 45, BSP D15-1603 – D15-1608) Witness Bluestone further described the functions of the 
team members in her rebuttal testimony and in response to discovery, but did not provide detail 
on why the additional positions are necessary for the Company. (TR 1367-1370) At the hearing, 
witness Bluestone stated that although she felt she could provide some knowledge on the needs 
and challenges in those functional areas, she is not the functional expert for those teams and does 
not have the personal knowledge to explain why the positions she sponsored in her rebuttal 
testimony are necessary and prudent for business. (TR 1414-1416) Staff does not recommend 
these positions be recovered for ratemaking purposes, because these positions were not 
adequately supported in testimony or record evidence. 

Considering all information provided from all parties, staff recommends that all Strategy, 
Marketing, and Communications; Real Estate; Process Improvement and Analytics; and 
Regulatory and Pipeline Safety team members be disallowed from the projected test year number 
of employees for ratemaking purposes. As such, projected test year salaries and benefits should 
be reduced by $1,245,959 to reflect the removal of these positions. The total adjustment reflects 
the payroll and benefits data for each specific position. (EXH 139, BSP 27-01; EXH 128, BSP 
F1657) In addition to the removal of these 15 positions sponsored by witness Bluestone, staff 
recommends the Business Development Manager for RNG position be disallowed as proposed 
by PGS, resulting in an additional reduction of $37,882. (EXH 218; PGS BR 30) Staff also 
recommends removal of the Company’s corresponding increase in A&G expense associated with 
the additional employees in the projected test year, as addressed in Issue 49. (EXH 132, BSP 
7844) 

In total, projected test year salaries and benefits should be reduced by $1,283,841 to reflect 
staff’s recommended removal of the 16 employees. Staff believes that PGS has provided 
sufficient record evidence to support 824 employees in the projected test year for ratemaking 
purposes.  

CONCLUSION 

The number of projected test year employees that should be approved for ratemaking purposes is 
824. As such, projected test year salaries and benefits should be decreased by $1,283,841.  
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Issue 43:  What amount of projected test year salaries and benefits, including incentive 
compensation, should be approved? 

Recommendation:  The amount of projected test year salaries and benefits, including 
incentive compensation, should be $74,642,638. (Hinson, Andrews) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  The Company’s proposed salaries and benefits amount targets total compensation for 
employees at the market median, reflects reasonable payroll escalation factors, and should be 
approved. The appropriate amount of projected test year salaries and benefits expenses, including 
incentive compensation, is: $77,135,028. 

Joint Parties: Limiting the employee count to the 2023 hearing level of 746 (eliminating the 
requested 29 additional 2023 positions) results in an annual reduction in payroll and payroll 
related costs for staffing reductions, after gross-up, of $5.997 million. In the alternative, 
eliminating the requested 2024 increase in employees (64) and related expenses and limiting 
approval of an employee count to a maximum of 777, results in an annual reduction in payroll 
and payroll related costs for staffing reductions, after gross-up, of $3.844 million. Further, the 
more reasonable 4.0 percent and 3.0 percent escalation factors for trended payroll in 2023 and 
2024, respectively, should be applied. The effect of this adjustment is $1.918 million, after gross-
up, for Commission assessment fees and bad debt expense. By limiting the requested merit pay 
increases for employees, the Commission should reduce the payroll and payroll related projected 
test year costs by an additional $1,918,000. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS testified that the appropriate amount of the projected test year salaries expense is 
$56,832,906, which reflects a reduction of $25,137 due to the salary of one business 
development manager for RNG that is discussed further in Issue 42. (PGS BR 33; EXH 7, BSP 
K256) PGS contended the appropriate amount of the projected test year short-term incentive 
compensation included in FERC Account 920 is $8,046,556, and reflected in that amount is a 
reduction of $3,444 due to the mitigation of short-term incentive of one business development 
manager for RNG as discussed in Issue 42. (PGS BR 33; EXH 7, BSP K257) The Company 
testified that the appropriate amount of projected test year employee pension and benefits 
included in FERC Account 926 is $12,255,566, which included a reduction of $9,301 of the 
benefits and loading of one business development manager for RNG as discussed in Issue 42. 
(PGS BR 33-34; EXH 7, BSP K254)  

PGS witness Bluestone testified that in order for the Company to attract and retain skilled and 
experienced team members it is crucial for the Company to offer a fair and market-based 
compensation and benefits package. (PGS BR 34; TR 1324) Witness Bluestone continued that 
PGS’s total compensation and benefits package includes base salary, short-term incentive, long-
term incentive, pension or 401K, paid time off, employee common share purchase plan, and 
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medical, dental, and vision insurance plans. (PGS BR 34; TR 1324) Witness Bluestone described 
the Company’s practice of benchmarking its total compensation against applicable markets for 
compensation. (PGS BR 34; TR 1339-1340) She contended that this provided evidence that the 
compensation practice and amounts are reasonable and appropriate for the 2024 projected test 
year. (PGS BR 34; TR 1339-1340) Witness Bluestone continued that the Company utilized an 
independent consultant, Mercer, to evaluate its healthcare plan and its pension and retirement 
savings plans. (PGS BR 34; TR 1345-1346) Based on a recent study, the Company ascertained 
that its healthcare plan and its pension and retirement savings plans are consistent with the 
median of the Company’s peer groups. (PGS BR 34; TR 1344; EXH 14, BSP D6-402)  

The Company argued that its budgeted 5 percent annual merit increase for non-union employees 
for 2023 and 2024 is justified because the actual wage increases of 2.2 percent for both 2020 and 
2021 were lower than the overall level of inflation of 4.7 percent and 8 percent, respectively. 
(PGS BR 35; TR 1354, 1371) Witness Bluestone emphasized the importance of having a 
budgeted merit increase of 5 percent in order to attract and retain team members but insisted that 
it does not mean that the actual merit raises for 2023 and 2024 will reach the budgeted 5 percent. 
(PGS BR 35; TR 1372-1373) 

Joint Parties 
As the Joint Parties previously argued in Issue 42, the Commission should only fund 746 
positions that were filled at the time of the hearing, or at most 777 positions to include 
approximately 30 positions that remain unfilled in 2023. (JP BR 34) This recommendation by the 
Joint Parties resulted in a proposed annual reduction in payroll and payroll related costs for 
staffing reductions, after being grossed up to $5.997 million. (JP BR 34-35) The Joint Parties 
also recommended that the requested 64 employees in the 2024 projected test year be removed, 
resulting in an annual reduction in payroll and payroll related costs for staffing reductions in the 
amount of $3.844 million, after being grossed-up. (JP BR 34-35)  

OPC witness Kollen testified that a 5 percent escalation factor for the trended payroll expenses in 
2023 and 2024 is unreasonable based on the Company’s historic factors and general inflation 
assumptions. (JP BR 35; TR 1244) Witness Kollen noted that the 5 percent trended factor was 
greater than any contractual union increase for 2023 and 2024 and exceeded inflation for 2023 
and 2024 of 2.8 percent and 2.2 percent, respectively. (JP BR 35; TR 1244, 1248) Witness 
Kollen recommended utilizing escalation factors of 4 percent and 3 percent for the trended 
payroll in 2023 and 2024, respectively. (JP BR 35; TR 1244) Witness Kollen’s recommendation 
resulted in an adjustment of $1.918 million after being grossed-up for the Commission 
assessment fees and bad debt expense. (JP BR 35; TR 1244)  

The Joint Parties emphasized that the Company’s pay is nearly at the national market average 
with a compensation ratio of 0.97 as of January 23, 2023, with the national market average being 
1.0. (JP BR 35; TR 1392) Therefore, they argued that the 5 percent merit raises for 2023 and 
2024 are not necessary in order for the Company to catch up to CPI as stated by PGS witness 
Bluestone. (JP BR 35; TR 1372) The Joint Parties contested that a 5 percent escalation factor 
was necessary in order for the Company to achieve competitive contracting, signing bonuses, 
moving expenses, and raises of existing employees and added that witness Bluestone testified 
that the Company’s merit increases would most likely be under 5 percent. (JP BR 35; TR 1379) 
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The Joint Parties also noted that a 5 percent wage differential is included in the test year for the 
areas of Miami, Ft. Myers, Jupiter, and Ft. Lauderdale due to the increased cost of living and 
labor cost, as presented by witness Bluestone’s testimony. (JP BR 35; TR 1391)  

The Joint Parties claimed the Company does not have justification for such a high increase 
considering that it is almost 2 percent higher than PGS’s merit increases from 2018 through 2021 
and 1.25 percent higher than 2022. (JP BR 35; EXH 203, BSP G2-866) The Joint Parties 
continued the argument on the fact that PGS has given merit raises every year the last five years, 
in an amount greater than the CPI; therefore, the Company does not need to catch up. (JP BR 35; 
EXH 203, BSP G2-866) Witness Kollen’s recommended merit increases of 4 percent and 3 
percent for 2023 and 2024, respectively, are greater than the projected CPI of 2.8 percent and 2.2 
percent for 2023 and 2024, respectively. (JP BR 35)  

The Joint Parties recommended 3 adjustments to the projected test year salaries and benefits, 
including a reduction of $5.997 million due to eliminate 29 requested positions in 2023; a 
reduction of $3.844 million to eliminate 64 requested positions in 2024, and a reduction of 
$1.918 million to reflect escalation factors of 4 percent and 3 percent for 2023 and 2024, 
respectively. (JP BR 36) 

ANALYSIS 

Witness Bluestone stated in her direct testimony that PGS benchmarks its total compensation and 
benefits against applicable markets using relevant Company benchmarks for both compensation 
and benefits. (TR 1359) She testified that the Company’s costs come in at the median of the 
market. (TR 1359) To align total direct compensation (TDC) with the market, PGS first 
benchmarked positions against the labor market using data from the U. S. Mercer Benchmark 
database and the Willis Tower Watson MMPS Survey. (TR 1338) With the information provided 
from these sources, PGS determined the compensation range, calculated the TDC and measured 
it against the market to determine where the team members’ compensation fell. (TR 1338)  

PGS formed a TDC package that consists of base pay, a short-term incentive plan (STIP), and a 
long-term incentive plan (LTIP). (TR 1328) The STIP links PGS’s success to financial incentives 
for PGS’s team members for achieving the Company’s annual goals and objectives, allowing 
eligible team members to receive STIP payments based on the balanced scorecard and the 
particular team member’s performance multiplier. (TR 1334) LTIP is administered through the 
Emera Performance Share plan that gives a grant of a performance share unit that has value tied 
to the value of Emera, Inc.’s common stock. (TR 1336)  

Witness Bluestone declared that PGS has salaries that are at the median of the market and in 
support of PGS’s compensation philosophy that attracts, retains, and develops and incentives 
talent. (TR 1359) PGS used the compensation ratio, which is a measurement of pay that 
compares a team member’s base compensation to the median compensation for similar positions 
within the target market. (TR 1327) To have a compensation ratio of 1.0 would indicate that the 
team member’s base compensation would be at market. (TR 1327) The Company’s team 
members were at an average .97 compensation ratio, which meant that the Company was paying 
just below the market median. (TR 1356; EXH 17, BSP D6-398) 
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PGS benefits are administered as a shared service through TECO and the benefit plans are held 
at the TECO Energy Incorporated level. (TR 1340) PGS used the Mercer Benefits Valuation 
Analysis (BENVAL) study to compare the relative value a company’s overall benefit plan and its 
various components with other companies’ plans contained within the Benefits Data Source 
United States database. (TR 1341) PGS has an index score that is slightly above the market for 
retirement, medical, dental, and short-term and long-term disability. Because of that, witness 
Bluestone stated in her direct testimony that this is what allows PGS to be competitive and attract 
skilled team members in the marketplace. (TR 1342) 

PGS retained Mercer Health Benefits to project future plan costs for the self-funded plans to 
evaluate the design and cost of its health care programs. (TR 1343) To ensure its healthcare costs 
are reasonable, PGS partnered with industry experts such as Mercer, Blue Cross Blue Shield, and 
others, and has implemented a customized, comprehensive, best-in-market clinical care 
management program, directed members to high quality doctors and hospitals, improved 
member engagement, purchased stop-loss coverage through a coalition, implemented wellness 
initiatives, and implemented a pharmacy program that includes utilization oversight. (TR 1345) 

PGS has multiple pension and retirement savings plans that are evaluated by an independent 
consultant, Mercer, to provide actuarial assumptions and methods used for the pension valuation. 
(TR 1347) Witness Bluestone declared that the actuarial assumptions and methods are reasonable 
and consistent with Financial Accounting Standards Board standard and industry practice and 
provide a reasonable basis for determining the level of pension costs included in PGS’s cost of 
service studies. (TR 1348) 

The Joint Parties did not provide an objection to PGS’s compensation or benefits plan, nor did 
they propose alternative options for compensation and benefits, including incentive 
compensation. Staff has reviewed all documentation provided by PGS related to its 
compensation and benefits plans and agrees with the Company that these costs are reasonable 
and prudent. However, the Joint Parties did take issue with the escalation factors used to trend 
payroll expenses in the projected test year.  

PGS asserted in its brief that the appropriate amount of projected test year salaries and benefits, 
including incentive compensation, should be $77,135,028. (PGS BR 33) The Joint Parties 
asserted in its brief that based on the recommended adjustments laid out in Issue 42 regarding the 
limited number of employees they recommend and the alternative number of employees 
recommended, the annual reduction in payroll and payroll related expenses should be reduced by 
$5.997 million or $3.844 million, respectively. (JP BR 34) Further, the Joint Parties 
recommended a reduction of $1.918 million to adjust for the requested merit increase rates of 4 
percent and 3 percent for 2023 and 2024, respectively. (JP BR 34) 

Witness Bluestone stated in her direct testimony that the Company is projecting a 5 percent merit 
increase for 2023 and 2024. (TR 1354) In response, OPC witness Kollen stated that the 5 percent 
merit increase requested by PGS is significantly greater than increases PGS has given in past 
years. (TR 1243) OPC witness Kollen also pointed out the 5 percent merit increase is greater 
than the 2.8 percent and 2.2 percent trended inflation escalation factors for 2023 and 2024, 
respectively. (TR 1243) Because of this, OPC witness Kollen recommended that the merit 
increases be lowered to 4 percent and 3 percent in 2023 and 2024, respectively, to be consistent 
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with PGS’s historic practice of tracking general inflation for employees. (TR 1244) Witness 
Bluestone maintained in her rebuttal testimony that the 5 percent merit increases are reasonable 
because PGS’s actual wage rate increases for 2020 and 2021 were lower than the overall level of 
inflation for those years and PGS needs to “catch up” with inflation. (TR1371) 

Staff recommends a merit increase of 4 percent for 2023 and 2024. According to the “PGS 
Average Salary Increase Compared to Market” in witness Bluestone’s direct testimony, PGS has 
been just below the market in salary increases for prior years and raising the salary increase to 5 
percent for 2023 would place PGS above the market salary budget by almost 1 percent. (EXH 
17, BSP D6-399). Witness Bluestone argued that the actual merit increases for 2023 and 2024 
would likely be less than 5 percent, but the Company must have the budgeted dollars to be 
competitive when contracting new hires, meet growing compensation demands due to market 
demands, and adjust compensation of existing employees who are at risk of being recruited 
away. (TR 1372) Staff agrees with witness Kollen’s recommendation to limit the merit increase 
to 4 percent for 2023. (TR 1244) As shown in witness Bluestone’s direct testimony, the market 
salary increase for 2023 is about 4 percent, and witness Bluestone stated in her direct and 
rebuttal testimony that PGS used the market median to make projections for salaries. (TR 1329, 
1373; EXH 17, BSP D6-399) Staff agrees that PGS should have the budgeted dollars for the 
reasons witness Bluestone provided in her testimony, and to be consistent with the projected 
market growth, staff recommends a 4 percent merit increase for 2024. (EXH 203, BSP G2-866) 

Based on staff’s recommended adjustments in Issue 13 to increase the allocation of labor to SGT 
and to decrease the number of employees in Issue 42, projected test year salaries and benefits, 
should be reduced by $189,347 and $1,283,841, respectively. (EXH 218, BSP E8-543) Salaries 
and benefits in the projected test year should also be reduced by $1,057,084 to account for staff’s 
recommended 1 percent decrease in merit increases for 2023 and 2024, resulting in a total 
decrease of $2,530,272. As such, projected test year salaries and benefits should be $74,642,638.  

CONCLUSION 

The amount of projected test year salaries and benefits, including incentive compensation, should 
be $74,642,638. 
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Issue 44:  Has PGS made the proper adjustments to remove lobbying, charitable contributions, 
sponsorships, and institutional and image advertising from the projected test year? If not, what 
adjustments should be made? 

Approved Type 1 Stipulation:  Not in its original filing; however, as reflected in Witness 
Parsons’ rebuttal testimony, the Company has agreed to make an adjustment to the projected test 
year O&M expense of $500,000 to remove lobbying, charitable contributions, sponsorships, and 
institutional and image advertising. These adjustments arise from Commission Staff Audit 
findings, agreed upon reductions during a review of these items by Office of Public Counsel, and 
PGS self-disclosed reductions related to review of these items. 
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Issue 45:  What amount of projected test year Economic Development Expense should be 
approved? 

Approved Type 2 Stipulation:  The appropriate amount of added Economic Development 
expense in the 2024 test year is $265,498. This amount reflects the $367,920 stated in the direct 
testimony of Witness O’Connor, pages 60-61 less a reduction of $102,422 for the adjustments 
described in Issue 44 related to economic development.  
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Issue 46:  What amount of projected test year annual storm damage accrual and storm damage 
reserve cap should be approved? 

Approved Type 1 Stipulation:  The Company agrees to maintain its existing annual storm 
damage accrual of $380,000 and its existing storm reserve target of $3.8 million without 
prejudice to its ability to seek relief pursuant to Section 25-7.0143(1)(j), Florida Administrative 
Code. 
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Issue 47:  What adjustments, if any, should be made to projected test year expenses being 
incurred by, or charged to, PGS related to merger & acquisition development or pursuit activity? 

Recommendation:  No adjustments should be made to projected test year expenses related to 
merger & acquisition development or pursuit activity. (Przygocki) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  None. The Company’s proposed 2024 test year O&M expenses do not include merger or 
acquisition related costs. 

Joint Parties:  The Joint Parties believe that this issue is moot. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS witness Parsons stated in her rebuttal testimony that there are no merger and acquisition 
costs included in the Company’s 2024 test year O&M expenses. (PGS BR 35; TR 1976) PGS 
witness Wesley confirmed on cross examination and confidential discovery responses that there 
is not an anticipated merger or acquisition to affect the 2024 projected test year. (PGS BR 35; TR 
233-243; EXH 177C, G2-521) Therefore, the Company contended that it does not need to make 
an adjustment for merger and acquisition activity in the projected test year. (PGS BR 35) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties stated that this issue is moot. (JP BR 36) 

ANALYSIS 

PGS witness Parsons affirmed in her rebuttal testimony that the Company did not incur any 
outside services costs associated with merger and acquisition activity, nor did it receive any 
allocated costs from Emera or any affiliate associated with such activity. (TR 1976) She further 
testified that since 2022 actual costs are the basis for the 2024 budget, there are no costs 
associated with merger and acquisition activity in the projected test year. (TR 1976) The Joint 
Parties declared the issue moot in its post-hearing brief. (JP BR 36) As such, staff does not 
recommend any adjustments to projected test year expenses related to merger and acquisition 
development or pursuit activity.   

CONCLUSION 

No adjustments should be made to projected test year expenses related to merger and acquisition 
development or pursuit activity. 
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Issue 48:  What amount of projected test year Rate Case Expense should be approved? What 
amortization period should be used? 

Approved Type 2 Stipulation:  The appropriate rate case expense is $2,778,647 and 
amortization period should be three years. This amount is a reduction from the $3,247,810 
shown on MFR Schedule C-13. 
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Issue 49:  What amount of projected test year O&M expenses should be approved? 

Recommendation:  The appropriate amount of projected test year O&M expenses should be 
$140,129,467. (Przygocki, Andrews, Wooten) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  The appropriate amount of projected test year adjusted O&M expenses is $144,856,712. 

Joint Parties: The Commission should reduce the projected test year O&M Expenses by at 
least $46,595,000. PGS’s under allocation of A&G expense to construction is addressed here 
given that it is the bottom-line O&M issue. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS’s proposed amount of O&M expense is $144,856,712, which reflects the adjusted amount 
of O&M expense of $150,817,212 listed on MFR Schedule G-2, page 1, line 5. (PGS BR 36) 
The adjustments are discussed by PGS witness Parsons in her rebuttal testimony and are as 
follows: a reduction of $500,000 discussed in Issue 44, a reduction of $189,347 for increased 
overhead cost allocation to SGT discussed in Issue 13, a reduction of $190,000 for the decrease 
in standalone audit fees discussed in Issue 41, A reduction of $60,234 for updated treasury 
analyst costs, a reduction of $37,882 for removal of RNG business development manager 
discussed in Issue 42, a reduction of $750,000 for WAM costs discussed in Issue 19, a reduction 
of $3,956,653 for removal of Alliance as discussed in Issue 18, a reduction of $120,000 for storm 
reserve adjustment as discussed in Issue 46, and a reduction of $156,384 for a revised rate case 
expense amortization as discussed in Issue 48. (PGS BR 36; TR 1968; EXH 33, BSP E8-552; TR 
1982; EXH 218, BPS G1-251; TR 1983; EXH 139, BSP F7089)  

PGS ascertained that the O&M expense in the 2024 projected test year is reasonable and 
necessary and is about $13 million below the $158.3 million benchmark. (PGS BR 36; TR 120) 
PGS argued that the Commission should not approve the Joint Parties’ recommendation of 
reducing O&M expense and should not accept the $2.125 million reduction to A&G expense 
presented by the Joint Parties. (PGS BR 36-37; TR 1213) PGS asserted that its proposed A&G 
allocation of $11 million in the 2024 test year is $3 million more than the allocation of 2020 and 
$2 million more than the allocation in 2021, it is consistent with the actual amount allocated in 
2022, and it is reasonable due to the number of employees who charge time to A&G accounts 
and work on the Company’s capital program. (PGS BR 37; TR 1946; EXH 33, BSP E8-554 – 
E8-586; TR 2012) PGS continued that if the Commission decides to reduce A&G expenses, then 
a corresponding adjustment to increase rate base in Issue 27 will need to be made. (PGS BR 37; 
TR 2072) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties asserted that the O&M expense for the 2024 projected test should be reduced 
by at least $46,595,000. (JP BR 36) The Joint Parties argued that the Company’s under-
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allocation of A&G expense to construction will be addressed in this issue due to it being a 
bottom-line O&M issue. (JP BR 36)  

OPC witness Kollen noted that the $11 million transferred in 2022 for A&G allocations and 
proposed by the Company to be held constant for both 2023 and 2024 is an error. (JP BR 36-37) 
Witness Kollen proposed increasing this allocation by either 34.9 percent, if the proposed new 
hires are approved, or 19.3 percent, if the proposed new hires are excluded. (JP BR 36-37; TR 
1247) The Joint Parties argued that this is a conservative percentage used by witness Kollen in 
his adjustment of the A&G transfer. (JP BR 37; TR 1247)  

The Joint Parties contended that the Company’s proposed accounting treatment overstates the 
revenue requirements. (JP BR 38) The Joint Parties continued their contention that the most 
problematic issue with this is that a post-rate case increase in the transfer from the last rate case 
test year, 2021, provided an immediate increase in the Company’s earnings, while the customers’ 
rates stayed as established in the last rate case. (JP BR 38; TR 2010)  

The Joint Parties recommended that even though the Company testified the amount to transfer is 
at its discretion, PGS did not demonstrate the reasonableness or prudence of the cost due to not 
performing any necessary studies or analysis required by the Uniform System of Accounts 
(USOA). (JP BR 38; TR 2010-2011, 2015, 2019-2020) Therefore, the Company did not meet its 
burden of proof. (JP BR 38) The Joint Parties asserted that the Commission should reject the 
fixed amount of the A&G transfer based on the lack evidence provided alone. (JP BR 38) 

The Joint Parties urged the Commission to consider the effects of allowing the Company to make 
its own subjective assessment of this type of transfer. (JP BR 38) In the scenario that the 
Commission set the rates based on the $11 million transfer and then the Company revised the test 
year income statement to transfer additional expenses to capital, it would result in rates that are 
excessive and would force customers to pay certain costs twice. (JP BR 38) The Joint Parties 
stated that this scenario happened after the 2020 rate case, when amounts approved for recovery 
as O&M expense were transferred to capital. (JP BR 38-39)  

The Joint Parties testified that no evidence was provided by the Company to determine if the 
major project, FGT to Jacksonville Export Facility, would be ongoing in the test year. (JP BR 
39) Therefore, the Company’s recommendation to remove this project from proposed test year 
recovery should be disregarded. (JP BR 39) Furthermore, the Joint Parties stated that the project 
does not need to be included in any test year rate base or even plant in service to draw an 
allocation of A&G expenses. (JP BR 39)  

The Joint Parties also asserted that by the USOA standards it is required to base allocations on 
direct timecard distributions, or a special study provided by the Company. (JP BR 39; TR 2019-
2020; EXH 221) The Joint Parties noted that the Company did not complete either of those 
necessities. (JP BR 39) The Joint Parties cited Rule 25-7.014(1), F.A.C., that sets requirements 
and prohibitions on the ratemaking process based on the test year accounting and in any post-test 
year revision of the A&G transfer. (JP BR 39) 

Witness Kollen observed the lack of consistency in the relationship between the capital spent and 
the A&G expense. (JP BR 39) The Joint Parties noted that the Company stated the allocation 
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should correspond to the capital spent but evidence provided by the Company does not support 
that standard. (JP BR 39-40) The Joint Parties concluded that due to the Company not meeting 
its burden of proof or providing a justification on the fixed A&G transfer, the A&G transfer 
should be increased by $2.1423 million, before gross-up. (JP BR 40) 

ANALYSIS 

Although this issue is a fallout issue of stipulations and staff’s recommendations on other NOI 
issues, as listed in Tables 49-1 and 49-2, additional expenses included in projected test year 
O&M expenses will also be addressed. 

A&G Transfer 
OPC witness Kollen proposed that an adjustment be made to reduce O&M expense by $2.125 
million to increase the amount of A&G expense that should be capitalized to construction work. 
(TR 1247) The basis of this adjustment is that there is an $11 million credit included in Account 
922 in the projected test year 2024, which is used to allocate A&G expense in Accounts 920 and 
921 to capital expenditures. (TR 1246) Witness Kollen testified that the Company significantly 
increased the capital expenditures and the A&G expenses compared to the historic base year 
2022. (TR 1246) Yet the Company held the Account 922 credit for A&G allocation to capital 
constant from 2022 to 2024. (TR 1246)  

PGS witness Parsons testified in her rebuttal that the Company deemed it reasonable to keep the 
A&G allocation to capital at $11 million in the 2023 and 2024 budgets as it had already 
increased the allocation from $8 million in 2020. (TR 1946) Additionally, witness Parsons 
testified that the 2024 capital budget, excluding the FGT to Jacksonville Export Facility project, 
would be $314.2 million, which is lower than the capital expenditures in 2020 and 2022, which 
were $339 million and $325.2 million, respectively. (TR 1946; EXH 33, BSP E8-564) 

In their brief, the Joint Parties argued that the relationship between the A&G transfer to capital 
and capital expenditures are not consistent. (JP BR 39) From 2019 to 2020, capital expenditures 
increased by 68 percent but the A&G transfer remained constant at $8 million. (JP BR 39; EXH 
26, BSP G2-299) From 2020 to 2021, capital expenditures decreased by 9 percent but the A&G 
transfer increased from $8 million to $9 million. (JP BR 39; EXH 26, BSP G2-299) Then, from 
2021 to 2022, capital expenditures gradually increased by 2.6 percent but the A&G transfer 
increased from $9 million to $11 million. (JP BR 39; EXH 26, BSP G2-299)  

Additionally, the Joint Parties argued that the USOA states that expenses allocated to direct 
construction costs are not permitted to be added arbitrarily, but that allocation should be based on 
direct time card distribution or a special study. (JP BR 39; EXH 221 BSP G2-289 – G2-290) 
PGS witness Parsons testified that the Company has not been able to refresh past studies given 
resource constraints. (TR 2020) The Joint Parties argued that the Company failed to meet its 
burden of proof by performing any type of study to justify holding the A&G transfer to capital 
steady while A&G increased significantly from the historic base year 2022 to the projected test 
year 2024. (JP BR 40) 

Witness Kollen based his proposed adjustment on the increase in A&G expenses from the 
historical base year 2022 to the projected test year 2024. (TR 1247) Witness Kollen testified that 
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the Company forecasted an increase in A&G Accounts 920 and 921 expense of 34.9 percent 
from 2022 to 2024. (TR 1247; EXH 7, BSP K253) However, without including the increase in 
payroll to these accounts related to new employees the Company forecasted an increase of 19.3 
percent for these accounts. (TR 1247; EXH 7, BSP K253) Witness Kollen conservatively 
proposed using the 19.3 percent to increase the $11 million A&G allocation to capital, resulting 
in his proposed adjustment to reduce O&M expenses by $2.125 million. (TR 1247)  

Staff agrees with the Joint Parties’ argument that, without an up-to-date study to justify the 
amount of A&G expense being allocated to capital projects, the Company did not meet its 
burden of proof to justify keeping the A&G transfer constant from 2022 to 2024. Staff agrees 
with witness Kollen’s methodology for keeping the A&G transfer consistent with the growth in 
A&G from 2022 to 2024. Therefore, staff recommends reducing O&M expense by $2,125,283. 

Audit Fees & Treasury Support 
In her rebuttal testimony, witness Parsons testified that PGS was able to negotiate down audit 
fees from its 2024 standalone audit by $190,000, after the MFRs were filed. (TR 1982) Witness 
Parsons also testified that the Company was able to update its 2024 budgeted Treasury support 
costs. (TR 1983) The Company was able to add a treasury analyst position with a cost allocation 
to PGS of $50,000 and trustee costs of $40,000 in order to remove the 2024 budgeted Tampa 
Electric Treasury team cost allocation of $150,234 to PGS. (TR 1983) The Joint Parties did not 
dispute these adjustments. (TR 1988) Therefore, staff recommends that projected test year O&M 
expenses should be reduced by $190,000 to reflect the Company’s adjustment to reduce the one 
time audit fee for 2024, and $60,234 ($150,234 - $40,000 - $50,000) to reflect the net reduction 
of costs for treasury support.  

Fallout 
Projected test year O&M expense should reflect the fallout of stipulations and staff's 
recommendation in other issues, as reflected in the tables below. 

Table 49-1 
Fallout Adjustments from Stipulated Issues 

Issue 
No. Description Amount 

18 Remove Alliance O&M ($3,956,653) 
44 Lobbying, Contributions, Sponsorships, & Advertising (500,000) 
46 Reduce Storm Reserve Accrual (120,000 
48 Reduce Rate Case Expense Forecast (156,384) 

      Total ($4,733,037) 
Source: EXH 218, BSP G1-251; Staff Work Papers 
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Table 49-2 
Fallout Adjustments from Staff’s Recommendations 

Issue 
No. Description Amount 

13 Increase Allocation to SeaCoast ($189,347) 
19 WAM Efficiency O&M Reductions (750,000) 
41 Reduce Redundant Outside Service (206,000) 
42 Remove Unsupported New Employees (1,245,959) 
42 Remove BDM Position (37,882) 

42 Remove Employee Expense Related To Unsupported 
Employees  (92,919) 

43 Reduce Annual Increase to 4 Percent (1,057,084) 
      Total ($3,579,191) 

Source: EXH 218, BSP G1-251; EXH 132, BSP 7844; Staff Work Papers 

CONCLUSION 

The appropriate amount of projected test year O&M expenses for PGS should be $140,129,467.  
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Issue 50:  What amount of projected test year Depreciation and Amortization Expense should 
be approved? 

Recommendation:  Based on the stipulations in Issues 5 and 18 and staff’s recommendation 
in Issues 7, 8, and 50, projected test year Depreciation and Amortization Expense should be 
decreased by $342,002. As such, the appropriate amount of projected test year Depreciation and 
Amortization Expense should be $87,271,967. (Andrews, Wu) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  The appropriate amount of Depreciation and Amortization Expense for the 2024 
projected test year used for calculating NOI is $87,271,966. 

Joint Parties: The Commission should reduce the projected test year Depreciation and 
Amortization Expense by at least $26,404,000. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS claimed the appropriate approved amount of Depreciation and Amortization Expense for 
the 2024 projected test year to calculate NOI is $87,271,966. (PGS BR 37) PGS derived this 
figure from taking the total Depreciation and Amortization Expense of $87,613,968 then 
reducing expenses by $252,303 based on an updated depreciation study and rates, $359,701 due 
to the removal of the Alliance RNG Project, and $51,505 to reflect the reclassification of the 
New River RNG Project assets to different accounts. (PGS BR 37-38; EXH 7, BSP K19; EXH 
218, BSP G1-251; EXH 128, BSP F1664; TR 1970, 1979-1980) PGS also noted that if the 
Commission decides on a 15 year depreciation period for the Brightmark RNG Project pipeline 
extension, then depreciation expense will increase by $321,507. (PGS BR 38; TR 1981; EXH 
218, BSP G1-251) PGS recognized that OPC witness Garrett proposed extending the service 
lives of five accounts based on People’s study; however, PGS argued that for similar reasons as 
stated in Issue 6, the Joint Parties’ recommendations are unreasonable and no adjustments should 
be made based on witness Garrett’s testimony. (PGS BR 38; TR 967, 1044-1053) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties recommended that the Commission should reduce test year Depreciation and 
Amortization Expense by at least $26,404,000. (JP BR 40) The Joint Parties based its position on 
OPC witness Garrett’s recommendation that the Commission accept the application of the 
December 31, 2023 depreciation study date as well as longer lives for the five accounts listed in 
Issue 7. (JP BR 40) The Joint Parties explained that witness Garrett made these 
recommendations based on the Iowa Curve that was found to best fit the observed life table 
curve as well as other previously discussed factors, in Issue 7, affecting the data. (JP BR 40) 
OPC witness Kollen testified that this reduction results in a $7.257 million reduction in 
depreciation expense and a $6.991 million reduction in the base revenue requirement. (JP BR 40; 
TR 1213, 1262; EXH 129) Witness Kollen also testified that the stipulated study date of 
December 31, 2023 would result in a net reduction in base revenue requirement of $16.980 
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million, offset in part by witness Garret’s changes to depreciation expense. (JP BR 40; TR 1264-
1265) The Joint Parties proposed the Commission adopt these changes, which would lead to a 
reduction of at least $26,404,000 to the projected test year Depreciation and Amortization 
Expense. (JP BR 40) 

ANALYSIS 

This is a fallout issue. Based on the depreciation rates and the projected test year plant in service 
recommended in Issues 7 and 21, respectively, the implementation date of the depreciation rates 
stipulated in Issue 11, the accelerated depreciation period for RNG plant leased to others 
stipulated in Issue 5, as well as the outcome of the stipulations in Issues 8 and 18, staff 
recommends several adjustments to the amount of projected test year depreciation and 
amortization expense that PGS proposed in MFR Schedule G-2. 

First, depreciation expense should be reduced by $252,303 to reflect staff’s recommendations in 
of Issue 7 and 8. (TR 1978; EXH 32, BSP 116 F1040, 128 F1667) This adjustment is a results of 
PGS’s update to its originally-filed depreciation study and the calculation of depreciation rates as 
of December 31, 2023 rather than December 31, 2024. Second, depreciation expense should also 
be reduced by $359,701 to reflect the removal of the Alliance RNG Project, as addressed by the 
stipulation in Issue 18. (TR 1979; EXH 32, BSP 116 F1040, 128 F1664) Third, depreciation 
expense should be reduced by $51,505 based on PGS’s proposed reclassification of certain New 
River RNG Project assets to different plant accounts. (TR 1980; EXH 32, BSP 114 F754, 116 F 
1040, 128 F1665 and F1667) Finally, an increase to depreciation expense in the amount of 
$321,507 is recommended to recognize the accelerated depreciation of the Brightmark RNG 
Project-associated pipeline extension over 15 years, per the stipulation in Issue 5. (TR 1980; 
EXH 32, 114 F754, 116 F1040, 128 F1665 and F1667) As such, projected test year depreciation 
and Amortization Expense should be decreased by $342,002. The appropriate level of projected 
test year Depreciation and Amortization Expense should be $87,271,967 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the stipulations in Issues 5 and 18 and staff’s recommendation in Issues 7, 8, and 50, 
projected test year Depreciation and Amortization Expense should be decreased by $342,002. As 
such, the appropriate amount of projected test year Depreciation and Amortization Expense 
should be $87,271,967. 
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Issue 51:  What amount of projected test year Taxes Other than Income should be approved? 

Recommendation:  Based on the stipulation in Issue 18 and staff’s recommendation in Issues 
42 and 43, projected test year Taxes Other than Income (TOTI) should be decreased by 
$2,271,748. As such, the appropriate amount of TOTI for the projected test year should be 
$29,429,593. (G. Kelley) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  The appropriate amount of projected 2024 test year Taxes Other than Income is 
$29,604,654. 

Joint Parties: The amount of Taxes Other than Income that should be approved is a fallout 
number. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS stated that the appropriate level of TOTI in the projected 2024 test year is $29,604,654. 
(PGS BR 38) The Company initially proposed a total of $31,701,341 in TOTI. (PGS BR 38; 
EXH 7, BSP K219) PGS noted an error in the property tax forecast work papers and 
recommends that property tax be adjusted downward by $2,008,000 to correct this error. (PGS 
BR 38; TR 1951) PGS further noted that property tax should be reduced by $88,687 for the 
removal of the Alliance Diaries RNG project. (EXH 139, BSP F7089) PGS argued that the use of 
the experience trend factor is reasonable and consistent with the Company’s experience and 
presented historical data, including a 5-year average, demonstrating the higher taxable values 
derived by taxing authorities than that proposed by PGS. (PGS BR 38-39) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties stated that since PGS corrected an error by reducing the property tax by $2.008 
million, it has dropped their objection to the use of the five-year trending analysis. (JP BR 41) 

ANALYSIS 

In MFR Schedule G-2, page 1, PGS showed a total TOTI for the projected test year of 
$31,701,341. (EXH 7, BSP K219) Through OPC discovery, PGS witness Parsons stated the 
Company estimated a property tax expense of $24,462,000 in 2024. (EXH 58) However, PGS 
acknowledged an error in the calculation of its 2024 tangible personal property and property tax 
expense experience trend factor. (TR 1951-1953, 1981-1982) The experience trend factor is used 
to account for the difference between estimated taxes and actual tax payed. As filed, the trend 
factor was 13.7 percent corresponding to a property tax expense of $24,462,000. (EXH 33, BSP 
E8-567) After correcting the error, the trend factor became 3.7 percent corresponding to a 
property tax expense of $22,454,000. (EXH 59) This results in a decrease of $2,008,000. 
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In direct testimony, OPC witness Kollen argued that an experience trend factor based on 2021 
valuation was unjustified and unreasonable, due to being much great than the 2022 factor, 0.8 
percent. (TR 1255) In rebuttal testimony, PGS witness Parsons argued that a 3.7 percent 
experience trend factor was within reason and supported this notion with the historical average of 
the past five years, 2018 - 2022. (TR 1952-1953) The 5-year average experience trend factor was 
3.9 percent. (TR 1953) During the hearing, witness Parsons stated that the 0.8 percent factor in 
2022 was anomalous and stated using one point in time is not the best practice in some cases. 
(TR 2029) PGS witness Parsons restated that a 3.7 percent factor is conservative, being lower 
than the historical 5-year average of 3.9 percent including the anomalous 0.8 percent. (TR 2029-
2030) Staff agrees with the assessment of witness Parsons and believes an experience trend 
factor of 3.7 percent is reasonable. 

Furthermore, based on stipulations and staff’s recommendation in previous issues, additional 
corresponding adjustments to TOTI are necessary. Per the stipulation in Issue 18, property tax 
should be decreased by $88,687 for the removal of Alliance Dairies RNG. A reduction to salaries 
and benefits in Issues 42 and 43, results in a corresponding reduction of $175,061 to payroll 
taxes. Therefore, staff recommends that TOTI be reduced by a total of $2,271,748. As such, the 
appropriate amount of TOTI for the projected test year should be $29,429,593. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the stipulation in Issue 18 and staff’s recommendation in Issues 42 and 43, projected 
test year TOTI should be decreased by $2,271,748. As such, the appropriate amount of TOTI for 
the projected test year should be $29,429,593. 
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Issue 52:  What amount of Parent Debt Adjustment is required by Rule 25-14.004, Florida 
Administrative Code? 

Recommendation:  The amount of a Parent Debt Adjustment required by Rule 25-14.004, 
Florida Administrative Code, is $3,213,476. (D. Buys) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  Emera Incorporated is the ultimate parent company used for purposes of calculating a 
parent debt adjustment as provided for in Rule 25-14.004. Based on its proposed equity ratio of 
54.7 percent, the parent company debt adjustment should be $3,084,000. 

Joint Parties:  The Parent Debt Adjustment required by the rule is $2,762,000 based on the 
level of common equity recommended by the Joint Parties. To the extent the Commission 
approves a greater amount of equity in the Company’s capital structure, there should be a 
concomitant increase in the adjustment. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
The Company’s proposed Parent Debt Adjustment amount of $3,084,000 is based on the 
Company’s proposed 54.7 percent equity ratio and complies with the current parent debt 
adjustment rule as explained in the direct testimony of PGS witness Parsons. (PGS BR 39; TR 
1876, 1976; EXH 4, BSP K80) There is no difference between the adjustment methodology used 
by PGS and the one used by the Joint Parties. (PGS BR 39) The difference in amounts arises 
from the Joint Parties’ use of a lower equity ratio, which the Commission should not adopt for 
the reasons explained in Issue 34. (PGS BR 39) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties argued the Parent Debt Adjustment required by the rule is $2,762,000 based on 
the level of common equity recommended by the Joint Parties. To the extent the Commission 
approves a greater amount of equity in the Company’s capital structure, there should be a 
concomitant increase in the adjustment. (JP BR 41) 

ANALYSIS 

PGS included a Parent Debt Adjustment of $3,084,000 pursuant to Rule 25-14.004, F.A.C., 
Effect of Parent Debt on Federal Corporate Income Tax, as shown in MFR Schedule C-26. (TR 
1876, 1925-1926; EXH 7) The Company proposed to follow the same methodology in the 2024 
projected test year as it did in its last rate case in Docket No. 20200051-GU.55 (TR 1876) The 
methodology used by PGS comports with Rule 25-14.004(4), F.A.C., as described herein: 

                                                 
55Order No. PSC-2020-0485-FOF-GU, Issued December 10, 2020, in Docket No. 20200051-GU, In Re: Petition for 
rate increase by Peoples Gas System.  



Docket Nos., 20220212-GU, 20220219-GU, 20230023-GU Issue 52 
Date: October 31, 2023 

 - 142 - 

The adjustment shall be made by multiplying the debt ratio of the parent by the debt cost 
of the parent. This product shall be multiplied by the statutory tax rate applicable to the 
consolidated entity. This result shall be multiplied by the equity dollars of the subsidiary, 
excluding its retained earnings. The resulting dollar amount shall be used to adjust the 
income tax expense of the utility. 

The Joint Parties did not oppose a Parent Debt Adjustment in this case. In its response to Staff’s 
2nd Set of Interrogatories, No. 20, OPC stated that if the Commission adopts OPC’s 
recommendation regarding the capital structure, the Parent Debt Adjustment reduction to income 
tax expense would be $2,762,000, a reduction of $322,000 from PGS’s Parent Debt Adjustment 
of $3,084,000. (EXH 131) The parent debt adjustment would be based on an equity balance of 
$965,336,000 instead of PGS requested equity balance of $1,119,871,358. (EXH 131) Joint 
Parties’ recommended adjustment to lower the common equity balance would result in an 
increase of $435,000 to their recommended revenue requirement for PGS. (EXH 131) Both PGS 
and Joint Parties agreed that a Parent Debt Adjustment pursuant to Rule 25-14.004, F.A.C., is 
applicable in this case.  

Based on staff’s recommended adjustments to the capital structure and common equity balance 
in Issue 36, the recommended common equity balance for PGS is $1,122,029,733. The parent 
debt adjustment based on the adjusted common equity balance is $3,213,476 (1.13% × 25.345% 
× $1,122,029,733 = $3,213,476). This results in an increase to the Company’s proposed parent 
debt adjustment of $129,476. Consequently, the amount of projected test year income tax 
expense in Issue 53 should be decreased by $129,476. This would decrease revenue requirement 
by $174,793 ($129,476 × 1.35 = $174,793) 

CONCLUSION 

Staff recommends the appropriate amount of a Parent Debt Adjustment required by Rule 25-
14.004, F.A.C., is $3,213,476. 
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Issue 53:  What amount of projected test year Income Tax Expense should be approved? 

Recommendation:  Based on the stipulation in Issue 18 and staff’s recommendation in Issues 
49, 50, 51, and 52, projected test year Income Tax Expense should be increased by $1,798,523. 
As such, the appropriate amount of Income Tax Expense for the projected test year, including 
current and deferred income taxes and interest synchronization, should be $4,891,698. 
(Przygocki) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  The appropriate amount of projected 2024 test year Income Tax Expense is $3,770,671. 

Joint Parties:  This is a fallout issue. The Joint Parties have not separately quantified the level 
of Income Tax Expense that would remain after consideration of its revenue requirement 
adjustments. The Joint Parties’ adjustments are made on an incremental revenue requirement 
basis. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS acknowledged that Income Tax Expense is dependent on the results of any adjustments 
approved by the Commission. Based on PGS’s revised revenue requirement, the Company’s 
proposed a 2024 test year Income Tax Expense of $3,770,671, which is the net test year Income 
Tax Expense of $3,093,175 including an income tax offset of $677,496. (PGS BR 39; EXH 7, 
BSP K219) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties stated that this is a fallout issue, which depends on the adjustments made to 
revenue requirement. (JP BR 41) 

ANALYSIS 

This is a fallout issue. Based on the stipulation in Issue 18 and staff’s recommendation in Issues 
49, 50, 51, and 52, projected test year Income Tax Expense should be increased by $1,798,523. 
As such, the appropriate amount of Income Tax Expense for the projected test year, including 
current and deferred income taxes and interest synchronization, should be $4,891,698. 
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Table 53-1 
Staff Adjusted Income Tax Expense 

MFR Amount Requested $3,093,175 
Staff Fallout Adjustments:  
      Parent Debt Adjustment ($129,476) 
      Interest Synchronization 22,684  
      Other Issues—Federal Income Tax 1,491,852  
      Other Issues—State Income Tax 413,464  
                 Total Staff Adjustments $1,798,523 
  
Staff Adjusted Amount $4,891,698 

Source: Excel MFR G Schedules; EXH 132, BSP 1761-1762; Staff Work Papers 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the stipulation in Issue 18 and staff’s recommendation in Issues 49, 50, 51, and 52, 
projected test year Income Tax Expense should be increased by $1,798,523. As such, the 
appropriate amount of Income Tax Expense for the projected test year, including current and 
deferred income taxes and interest synchronization, should be $4,891,698. 
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Issue 54:  What amount of projected test year Total Operating Expenses should be approved? 

Recommendation:  The appropriate amount of projected test year Total Operating Expenses 
should be $262,284,692. (Przygocki) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  The appropriate amount of Total Operating Expenses for the projected 2024 test year is 
$266,008,087. 

Joint Parties:  This is a fallout issue. The Joint Parties have not separately quantified the level 
of Total Operating Expenses that would remain after consideration of its revenue requirement 
adjustments. The Joint Parties adjustments are made on an incremental revenue requirement 
basis. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS proposed total operating expenses of $266,008,087, which is a decrease in Total Operating 
Expenses of $7,721,692 (PGS BR 40; EXH 7, BSP K219) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties stated that this is a fallout issue, which depends on the adjustments made to 
revenue requirement. (JP BR 41) 

ANALYSIS 

This is a fallout issue of Issues 49, 50, 51, and 53, which address the projected test year amount 
of each component of Total Operating Expenses. Based on staff’s recommended adjustments to 
the projected test year amounts of O&M Expense, Depreciation and Amortization Expense, 
TOTI, and Income Tax Expense in Issues 49, 50, 51, and 53, respectively, the appropriate 
amount of projected test year Total Operating Expenses should be $262,284,692. 

CONCLUSION 

The appropriate amount of projected test year Total Operating Expenses should be 
$262,284,692. 
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Issue 55:  What amount of projected test year Net Operating Income should be approved? 

Recommendation:  Based on the stipulation in Issue 18 and staff’s recommendation in Issue 
54, the appropriate amount of projected test year Net Operating Income should be $78,056,236. 
(Przygocki) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  The appropriate amount of Net Operating Income in the projected test year is 
$74,332,841. 

Joint Parties:  This is a fallout issue. The Joint Parties have not separately quantified the level 
of Net Operating Income that would remain after consideration of its revenue requirement 
adjustments. The Joint Parties adjustments are made on an incremental revenue requirement 
basis. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS stated that this is a fallout issue, and the net operating income will need to be calculated to 
reflect adjustments approved by the Commission on other issues. (PGS BR 40) The Company’s 
proposed net operating income of $74,332,841 reflects two adjustments made to the initial 
proposed net operating income of $72,337,240 as shown on MFR Schedule G-2, page 1, line 17. 
(PGS BR 40; EXH 7, BSP K19) PGS stated the first adjustment is a decrease of $7,721,692 in 
total operating expenses as determined in Issue 54 and the second adjustment of $5,726,092 is 
for the removal of the Alliance project revenue, also reflected in the Company’s revised revenue 
requirement. (PGS BR 40; EXH 218, BSP G1-249 – G-1-251) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties stated that this is a fallout issue and maintained that PGS has not quantified the 
amount of the appropriate net operating income that would remain after the revenue requirement 
adjustments. (JP BR 41)  

ANALYSIS 

This is a fallout issue of projected test year revenues and staff’s recommended Total Operating 
Expense in Issue 54. Projected test year revenues should be decreased by $5,726,092 to reflect 
the stipulation to remove the Alliance RNG project in Issue 18. (EXH 218). Based on the 
stipulation in Issue 18 and staff’s recommendation in Issue 54, the appropriate amount of 
projected test year Net Operating Income should be $78,056,236. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the stipulation in Issue 18 and staff’s recommendation in Issue 54, the appropriate 
amount of projected test year Net Operating Income should be $78,056,236.  
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Issue 56:  What revenue expansion factor and net operating income multiplier should be 
approved for the projected test year? 

Approved Type 1 Stipulation:  The appropriate revenue expansion factor in this case is 
74.0723 percent and the net operating income multiplier proposed in this case is 1.3500, as 
shown on MFR Schedule G-4, page 1.  
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Issue 57:  What annual operating revenue increase should be approved for the projected test 
year? 

Recommendation:  The appropriate annual operating revenue increase for the projected test 
year should be $117,902,534. This amount includes a base rate increase of $11.2 million for 
revenue associated with the rate base transfer of CI/BSR investment. (Andrews, Norris, T. 
Thompson) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  The appropriate operating revenue increase for the projected test year is $135,341,798, 
which includes the transfer of $11,647,804 of CI/BSR revenue requirements to base rates. The 
Commission should reject OPC’s proposal to use deferral accounting for the New River and 
Brightmark RNG projects. 

Joint Parties: The Commission should approve a base revenue increase – including the 
transfer of Cast Iron/Bare Steel Rider revenues - of no more than $42,903,000. Resolution of the 
cost deferral related to the stipulated Issues 16 and 17 issue requires a revenue neutral revenue 
requirement recognition of the two customer-backed RNG projects. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS stated this is a fallout issue, and the annual operating revenue increase will need to be 
calculated to reflect any adjustments approved by the Commission on all other issues. (PGS BR 
41) The Company’s proposed annual operating revenue increase of approximately $135.3 
million reflects a net decrease of approximately $3.9 million from the Company’s original 
request as discussed in the testimony of PGS witness Parsons. (PGS BR 41; EXH 7, BSP K289)  

PGS argued that the Commission should not approve the Joint Parties’ proposed use of deferral 
accounting for the New River and Brightmark RNG projects. (PGS BR 41) PGS attested that the 
annual contract revenues will not recover the annual revenue requirement in the early years and 
surpass the revenue requirement in the later years, as typical with all fixed-rate, long-term 
customer contracts. (PGS BR 41) The Company affirmed that there is nothing improper about its 
accounting method which is a function of the depreciation expense reducing the net book value 
of an asset over the course of the asset’s useful life. (PGS BR 41; TR 1950) The Company 
argued that the Joint Parties’ proposal of deferral accounting for the two RNG projects that were 
developed with the Company’s approved RNG tariff is inconsistent with Commission practice on 
the treatment of contract revenues and revenue requirement of other long term customer projects. 
(PGS BR 41; TR 1538-1539; TR 1950) Additionally, PGS argued that the application of deferral 
accounting would create an administrative burden to the Company. (PGS BR 41) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties stated that the Commission should approve a base revenue increase of no more 
than $42,903,000, including the transfer of CI/BSR revenues. (JP BR 41) The Joint Parties also 
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discussed whether the Commission should approve a revenue neutral revenue requirement 
related to RNG projects, Brightmark and New River. (JP BR 41-42) The Joint Parties stated that 
if the projects remain in the test year revenue requirement, it will inflict a revenue requirement 
increase of $1.5 million onto the customers. (JP BR 42; TR 1292, 1992) The Joint Parties noted 
the two main concerns with allowing the $1.5 million increase of the revenue requirement are 
that customers in 2024 and for the next several years will have to endure most of the costs, and 
there is no assurance that the customers will remain with the Company long enough to receive 
any benefit. (JP BR 42)  

OPC witness Kollen supported creating a deferred asset as a solution to align costs to match with 
the customer contract revenue and shield the rest of the customers from taking on the cost. (JP 
BR 42; TR 1292) The Joint Parties noted that the Company reasoned the administrative burden 
and expense associated with creating a deferred asset would not be favorable, but if the 
Commission approved a deferral then the Company could achieve the neutral revenue 
requirement as proposed by the Joint Parties. (JP BR 42; TR 2045; EXH 57) However, the Joint 
Parties contested that the cost tracking and accounting for this process is provided in the 
regulated cost of the test year revenue requirement and the administrative burden is not an 
adequate argument to reject the deferred asset. (JP BR 42) The Joint Parties affirmed that the 
Company did not present sufficient evidence that the revenue requirement including the RNG 
projects is reasonable or prudent, and therefore witness Kollen’s recommendation to neutralize 
the $1.533 million revenue requirement with a deferred asset should be accepted. (JP BR 42-43; 
TR 1992; EXH 56, BSP D15-1651; EXH 57) 

ANALYSIS 

Although this issue is a fallout of stipulations and staff’s recommendations in previous issues, 
the remaining point of contention regarding the renewable natural gas (RNG) projects stipulated 
in Issues 16 and 17 will also be addressed, as agreed upon by the parties at the hearing. (TR 
2084-2086) 

New River and Brightmark RNG Projects 
The costs associated with PGS’s New River and Brightmark RNG projects are included in rate 
base per the stipulations to Issues 16 and 17. (EXH 158) RNG is biogas extracted from above 
ground decomposing waste, such as animal and food waste, which has been upgraded to a 
pipeline quality similar to natural gas. Both of the RNG projects were developed under PGS’s 
Commission-approved RNG Service Tariff, which is now closed to new participants and being 
replaced with PGS’s new RNG Interconnection Service Tariff per the stipulations to Issues 16 
and 17. (EXH 158) 

The New River and Brightmark RNG projects involve production and transportation of RNG, 
with capital investments of $8.2 million and $42.7 million, respectively. (TR 936-940) The 
projects’ respective counterparties, Opal Fuels and Brightmark, are responsible for the payments 
over the 20 and 15 year project terms. (TR 937-939) The counterparties are required to pay 
levelized rates designed to recover the revenue requirements for the projects over the life of the 
contracts pursuant to each project’s RNG Service Agreement. (TR 937; TR 939-940; EXH 128)  
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As explained by OPC witness Kollen, although project revenues offset project costs over the 
terms of the contracts, there is a difference between the revenues and project costs in the test 
year, which increases the revenue requirement for all customers in the test year. (TR 1250) As 
reflected in the Company’s original petition, there are revenue requirement deficiencies in the 
test year of approximately $144,104 for New River, and approximately $1,389,000 for 
Brightmark. (EXH 114) Because rates are established using only test year values, customers 
would be responsible for the test year deficiencies until the Commission resets PGS’s rates. 

OPC witness Kollen's testimony initially only recommended the removal of the revenue 
requirement associated with the mismatch of RNG revenues and costs, so that all customers are 
neither harmed not benefited from the RNG projects. (TR 1251) His recommendation did not 
include any specific basis or method for adjusting the costs in excess of revenues in the test year. 
He further testified that he did not oppose the use of deferral accounting to address the mismatch, 
so long as the deferrals were not included in rate base since the levelized revenues associated 
with the projects already embed a return on rate base. (TR 1252; TR 1287) At the hearing, 
witness Kollen provided additional support for reflecting the project as “revenue neutral” 
through the deferral of the costs. (TR 1294-1296) He explained that the test year would reflect 
the deferral of the mismatch in the first year of the contract, when costs exceed revenues, and 
over time, when revenues are greater than costs, the deferrals would start to reduce the balance to 
zero by the end of the contracts. (TR 1294-1295) 

PGS witness Parsons testified that although the annual contract revenues from the customers will 
not recover the annual revenue requirement in the early years, they will exceed the annual 
revenue requirement in the latter years. (TR 1950) She further argued that there is nothing 
improper about this situation, as it is a function of how depreciation expense reduces the net 
book value of assets subject to a fixed-rate, long term customer contract over the useful life of 
the assets. (TR 1950) PGS witness Parsons compared the Company's proposed treatment of 
contract revenues and the revenue requirement as being consistent with the Commission's 
treatment of other long-term customer projects, specifically pipeline extensions. (TR 1950) PGS 
affirmed that this standard rate development is not unique to PGS’s RNG Tariff and maintained 
that most utilities formulate rates on this Commission-approved fundamental regulated principle. 
(EXH 128 F1677) The Company explained that this approach provides rate certainty over the 
contract term, which is important to customers committing to long-term agreements. (EXH 128 
F1677) 

Witness Parsons emphasized the administrative burden of deferral accounting for the two 
projects, which she characterized as being no different than most of the Company’s other 
projects. (TR 2045) She contended that they weren’t any different than many of the Company’s 
other projects that don’t meet their revenue requirement in the early years, so it wasn’t ideal to 
expend the additional resources to treat them differently. (TR 2045) In response to discovery, 
PGS stated that it had no precedent to base a request for deferral accounting on a customer 
contract. (EXH 139, BSP F7092) 

As proposed by PGS, net benefits would not begin to accrue for the New River and Brightmark 
RNG projects until 2034 and 2037, respectively, based on each project’s cumulative present 
value revenue requirement analysis. (EXH 115) Based on the Company’s analysis, the New 
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River and Brightmark RNG projects would start showing revenue sufficiency in 2027 and 2029, 
respectively. (EXH 115, BSP 1685, 1687) However, this analysis and the calculation of the 
revenue deficiency in the test year does not reflect the adjusted capital structure components, 
accumulated depreciation, or depreciation expense recommended by staff.  

The cost of service-based rate was developed in compliance with the tariff applicable to both 
RNG projects and recovered revenue requirement is comprised of the capital investment, a return 
on the investment, depreciation, O&M costs, and property taxes. (EXH 114, BSP 32; EXH 128 
F1677) Using the Company’s work papers, staff recalculated the revenue requirement impact 
associated with each project based on staff’s recommended capital structure in Issue 36, and 
adjustments to accumulated depreciation and depreciation expense for both projects in Issues 22 
and 50, respectively. With contract revenues held constant, the New River RNG project revenues 
exceed costs in staff’s recommended revenue requirement by approximately $32,000 and the 
Brightmark revenue deficiency is reduced to approximately $921,000, resulting in a net revenue 
deficiency of less than $900,000. In total, this represents approximately 0.20 percent of staff’s 
total revenue requirement. Unadjusted for staff’s recommendation, the revenue deficiency is 
approximately 0.33 percent.  

The Commission has previously cited Financial Accounting Standards Board's Accounting 
Standards Codification 980 Regulated Operations (FASB ASC 980) in previous decisions 
regarding the approval of regulatory assets.56 The recognition and establishment of regulatory 
assets are addressed in ASC 980, which allows a regulated entity to capitalize all or part of an 
incurred cost that would otherwise be charged to expense, provided that: 1) it is probable that 
future revenue in an amount at least equal to the capitalized cost will result from inclusion of that 
cost in allowable costs for ratemaking purposes; and 2) based on available evidence, the future 
revenue will be provided to permit recovery of the previously incurred cost rather than to provide 
for expected levels of similar future costs.  

What witness Kollen proposed is an open-ended authorization to record the deferrals of costs in 
excess of revenue requirement until the revenues exceed costs, at which point the deferrals 
would start to reduce until the end of the contracts when they would be zero. (TR 1292, 1295) In 
the projected test year, he describes it as a negative expense of $1.6 million to record as a 
deferral. (TR 1294) As previously described, the total RNG project costs include several 
components, but only three of the components are incurred expenses—depreciation, property 
taxes, and O&M. They comprise less than half of the revenue requirement associated with each 
project combined, yet those would be the only costs eligible for deferral. The Joint Parties had no 
support or suggestion for a specific method of assigning costs to be deferred. The process would 
also require tracking the excess costs or revenues for each project annually, and it is not as 
simplistic as authorizing a regulatory asset in a lump sum to be amortized over a prescribed 
period. 

                                                 
56Order Nos. PSC-14-0698-PAA-GU, issued December 18, 2014, in Docket No. 20140016, In re: 2014 depreciation 
study by Florida Public Utilities Company; PSC-13-1093-PAA-EI, issued May 6, 2013, in Docket No. 20120303, In 
re: Petition for approval for an accounting order to record in a regulatory asset or liability the unrealized and 
realized gains and losses resulting from financial accounting requirements related to interest rate derivative 
agreements, Progress Energy Florida, Inc. 
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The relative size of the total excess in the current test year (0.20 percent), which will ultimately 
benefit customers with its continued inclusion in rates, in conjunction with the administrative 
burden cited by the Company, does not support treating these projects differently in the projected 
test year with the imposition of deferral accounting. As such, staff does not recommend making 
an adjustment to address the revenues and costs associated with the New River and Brightmark 
RNG projects.  

Fallout 
Based on staff’s recommendations in previous issues, the appropriate total annual operating 
revenue increase for the projected test year should be $117,902,534, as reflected in the table 
below. The revenue increase reflects the revenues associated with the transfer of CI/BSR 
investments, as stipulated in Issue 14. Based on the Company’s original request, the amount of 
CI/BSR transferred revenues was $11.6 million. (TR 1866) Staff used the Company’s work 
papers to recalculate the revenues associated with the CI/BSR transfer using staff’s 
recommended capital structure. (EXH 132, BSP 1882) Based on staff’s recommendation, the 
amount of CI/BSR transferred revenues is $11.2 million.  

Table 57-1 
Staff’s Recommended Annual Operating Revenue Increase 

Operating Revenue Increase $117,902,534 
CI/BSR Revenue (11,156,958) 
Incremental Revenue Increase $106,745,576 

                     Source: MFR Schedule G-5; EXH 132, BSP 1882; Staff Work Papers 

CONCLUSION 

The appropriate annual operating revenue increase for the projected test year should be 
$117,902,534. This amount includes a base rate increase of $11.2 million for revenue associated 
with the rate base transfer of CI/BSR investment. 
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Issue 58:  Should the Commission approve PGS’s proposed cost of service study? 

Approved Type 2 Stipulation:  Yes. The Company’s cost of service study appropriately 
reflects cost causation, and each allocation factor is consistent with the factors that drive the 
underlying costs of providing service to customers. 
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Issue 59:  If the Commission grants a revenue increase to PGS, how should the increase be 
allocated to the rate classes? 

Approved Type 2 Stipulation:  The increase shall be allocated to the rate classes to achieve 
an equalized rate of return for the Residential and Commercial rate classes and as shown for the 
Company’s proposed increase and rates on Document Nos. 6, 9, 10, 11, and 12 of Exhibit No. 
GT-1.  
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Issue 60:  What customer charges should be approved? 

Recommendation:  This is a fallout issue and will be decided at the December 5, 2023 
Commission Conference. (P. Kelley, Hampson) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  This is a fallout issue based on the revenue requirement approved by the Commission and 
its decisions on issues that impact the inputs to the Company’s stipulated cost of service 
methodology. 

Joint Parties:  No position. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS argued that this is a fallout issue based on the revenue requirement approved by the 
Commission and its decisions on issues that impact the inputs to the Company’s stipulated cost 
of service methodology. (PGS BR 41) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties did not provide an argument. 

ANALYSIS 

This is a fallout issue and will be decided at the December 5, 2023 Commission Conference. 

CONCLUSION 

This is a fallout issue and will be decided at the December 5, 2023 Commission Conference. 
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Issue 61:  What per therm distribution charges should be approved? 

Recommendation:  This is a fallout issue and will be decided at the December 5, 2023 
Commission Conference. (P. Kelley, Hampson)  

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  This is a fallout issue based on the revenue requirement approved by the Commission and 
its decisions on issues that impact the inputs to the Company’s stipulated cost of service 
methodology. 

Joint Parties:  No position. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS argued that this is a fallout issue based on the revenue requirement approved by the 
Commission and its decisions on issues that impact the inputs to the Company’s stipulated cost 
of service methodology. (PGS BR 42) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties did not provide an argument. 

ANALYSIS 

This is a fallout issue and will be decided at the December 5, 2023 Commission Conference. 

CONCLUSION 

This is a fallout issue and will be decided at the December 5, 2023 Commission Conference. 
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Issue 62:  What miscellaneous service charges should be approved? 

Approved Type 2 Stipulation:  The Commission shall approve the Company’s proposed 
miscellaneous service charges as shown on Document No. 3 of Exhibit No. KLB-1. They are 
fair, just, and reasonable.  
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Issue 63:  Should the Commission approve PGS’s revised annual residential rate 
reclassification review? 

Approved Type 2 Stipulation:  Yes. The proposed revisions are reasonable and shall be 
approved.  
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Issue 64:  Should the Commission approve PGS’s revision to the Residential and Commercial 
Generator rate design? 

Approved Type 2 Stipulation:  Yes. The proposed revisions are reasonable and shall be 
approved.  
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Issue 65:  Should the Commission approve PGS’s revised termination fee for the Natural 
Choice Transportation Program (Tariff Sheet No. 7.803-3)? 

Approved Type 2 Stipulation:  Yes. The proposed revisions are reasonable and shall be 
approved. 

  



Docket Nos., 20220212-GU, 20220219-GU, 20230023-GU Issue 66 
Date: October 31, 2023 

 - 161 - 

Issue 66:  Should the Commission approve PGS’s revised Individual Transportation 
Administration Fee (Tariff Sheet No. 7.805)? 

Approved Type 2 Stipulation:  No. The Company’s existing Individual Transportation Fee 
should remain in effect.  
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Issue 67:  Should the Commission approve PGS’s new Minimum Volume Commitment 
provision (Tariff Sheet No. 5.601) and associated Agreement (Tariff Sheet Nos. 8.126-8.126-
11)? 

Approved Type 2 Stipulation:  Yes. The proposed revisions are reasonable and shall be 
approved.  
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Issue 68:  Should the Commission approve PGS’s non-rate related tariff modifications? 

Approved Type 2 Stipulation:  Yes. The proposed revisions are reasonable and shall be 
approved.  
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Issue 69:  Should the Commission approve PGS’s proposed tariffs reflecting the Commission-
approved target revenues? 

Recommendation:  This is a fallout issue and will be decided at the December 5, 2023 
Commission Conference. Within five business days of today’s vote, the Company should be 
required to file a revised cost of service and tariffs to reflect the Commission-approved revenue 
increase. (Guffey)  

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  Yes. Once the Commission approves the Company’s customer and per therm charges, the 
Company should submit updated tariff sheets reflecting the new rates and charges, including 
those approved by stipulation, and the Staff of the Commission should be given administrative 
authority to approve the updated tariff pages. 

Joint Parties:  No position. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS argued that once the Commission approves the Company’s customer and per therm charges, 
the Company should submit updated tariff sheets reflecting the new rates and charges, including 
those approved by stipulation, and the Staff of the Commission should be given administrative 
authority to approve the updated tariff pages. (PGS BR 42) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties did not provide an argument. 

ANALYSIS 

This is a fallout issue and will be decided at the December 5, 2023 Commission Conference. 

CONCLUSION 

This is a fallout issue and will be decided at the December 5, 2023 Commission Conference. 
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Issue 70:  What is the effective date for PGS’s revised rates and charges? 

Recommendation:  This is a fallout issue and will be decided at the December 5, 2023 
Commission Conference. (Guffey)  

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  The revised base rates and charges approved in this case should be effective with the first 
billing cycle in January 2024. 

Joint Parties:  No position. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS argued that the appropriate effective date for the Company’s revised rates and charges 
should be the first billing cycle in January 2024. (PGS BR 42) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties did not provide an argument. 

ANALYSIS 

This is a fallout issue and will be decided at the December 5, 2023 Commission Conference. 

CONCLUSION 

This is a fallout issue and will be decided at the December 5, 2023 Commission Conference. 
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Issue 71:  Should the Commission approve PGS’s proposed long-term debt cost rate true-up 
mechanism? 

Recommendation:  Yes. The Commission should approve PGS’s proposed long-term debt 
cost rate true-up mechanism. (Souchik) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  Yes. The proposed mechanism is appropriate under the circumstances and fairly protects 
the general body of ratepayers. 

Joint Parties:  Based solely on the unique factual circumstance where an electric company has 
spun off its gas division in this case, and if the Commission deems the 2023 Transaction to be 
prudent in decision and execution, the Joint Parties will not object to the one-time long-term debt 
cost rate true-up mechanism -- for debt that is issued unrelated to that required to replace the 
Tampa Electric Company debt allocated to PGS pre-transaction -- after the gas company’s first 
debt issuance; however, the Commission should disallow the incremental interest expense and 
other financing costs of the 2023 Transaction. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS  
PGS argued the Company’s one-time long-term debt cost rate (LTDR) true-up mechanism is 
described in direct testimony of witness Parsons and should be approved for the reasons she 
explains therein. (PGS BR 42; TR 1926-1929) PGS will be seeking its own financing based on 
its own business profile and credit rating in late 2023. (PGS BR 42; TR 1111-1112, 1926) PGS 
argued that although the Company’s forecasted long-term debt interest rates are reasonable, there 
is uncertainty about the actual cost rates when the long-term debt is eventually issued. (PGS BR 
42; TR1926)  PGS asserted its LTDR true-up mechanism will ensure that the Company’s 2024 
base rates will reflect the Company’s actual cost of long-term debt which is fair to both the 
customers and the Company. (PGS BR 42; TR 1926)  PGS argued its true-up mechanism would 
likely be viewed as credit positive by rating agencies. (PGS BR 42; TR 1193) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties argued the Commission should not find that the 2023 Transaction is prudent in 
Issue 72. However, the Joint Parties agreed that if the Commission finds otherwise, the 
Commission should require PGS to true-up the long term debt cost rate after the Company’s first 
long-term debt issuance. (JP BR 43) The Joint Parties argued that if the Commission disallows 
the incremental costs of long-term debt that would not have occurred but for the 2023 
Transaction, the Commission should only require the Company to true-up the LTDR after the 
first debt issuance on a one-time basis limited to the specific facts of TECO spinning off PGS. 
(JP BR 43) 
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ANALYSIS 

PGS proposed to use a one-time LTDR true-up mechanism adjustment to the base rates 
reflecting its actual cost for its inaugural long-term debt issuance in determining the projected 
test year revenue requirements. (TR 1926) PGS witness Parsons testified that the Company is 
seeking its own financing based on the business risk profile and credit rating of PGS as a stand-
alone entity. (TR 1926) The purpose for the true-up mechanism is to reflect the actual market-
based cost rates for PGS’s debt issuances in its capital structure and rates. (TR 1926) Because 
PGS’s inaugural long-term debt issuance will occur after the final hearing, a new 13-month 
average LTDR should be calculated as shown in MFR Schedule G-3, page 3. (TR 1927; EXH 7, 
BSP K284) PGS projected that its inaugural debt issuance will be approximately $825 million. 
(TR 1927) A new calculation of the forecasted long-term debt cost rate for the projected test year 
would be updated to reflect the actual debt issuance principal amount and components of annual 
cost. (TR 1927)  

Witness Parsons explained that any change in the projected inaugural debt issuance principal 
amount of $825 million assumed in the Commission approved cost of long-term debt would be 
offset by a specific adjustment so that the projected test year 13-month average principal amount 
of long-term debt does not change. (TR 1927) Second, an adjustment would be made to replace 
the Commission approved LDTR used in determining the Company’s approved WACC with the 
trued-up weighted average cost of long-term debt (Issue 36). (TR 1927-1928) The resulting 
adjusted WACC would be carried over to update the Commission approved Net Operating 
Income (Issue 55), and if there is an increase or decrease in revenue requirement, the difference 
would be passed on to customers through a limited proceeding to adjust base rates. (TR 1928) 
PGS proposed that it would quantify the LTDR true-up impact to the revenue requirement 
through a one-time adjustment to base rates within 120 days after the Company completes its 
inaugural debt issuance. (TR 1928) PGS proposed that the change to base rates would be applied 
to all customer classes consistent with the method approved by the Commission in Order No. 
PSC-2018-0501-S-GU, which changed PGS’s base rates as a result of the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act 
of 2017.57  The method approved in that Order was for the Company to submit the proposed 
tariff sheets reflecting the approved revenue requirement increase or decrease for administrative 
approval by staff. 

PGS proposed that for the time period between when the new Commission approved base rates 
go into effect (first billing cycle in January 2024) and the implementation date of the LTDR true-
up adjusted base rates, the Company will defer the rate impact of the LTDR true-up to its balance 
sheet for refund or collection through the CI/BSR58 in the subsequent year. (TR 1229) If the 
amount of the LTDR true-up is less than $500,000, PGS proposed to defer the impact of the 
LDTR true-up to its balance sheet for collection or refund through the CI/BSR in the subsequent 
year, and will continue that process annually until the Company’s next base rate proceeding or 
other base rate adjustment being made through a limited proceeding. (TR 1929)  

                                                 
57Order No. PSC-2018-0501-S-GU, issued October 18, 2018, in Docket No. 20180044-GU, In re: Consideration of 
the tax impacts associated with Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 2017 for Peoples Gas System, p. 8. 
58PGS’s Cast Iron/Bare Steel Replacement Rider was approved by Order No. PSC-12-0476-TRF-GU, issued on 
September 18, 2012, in Docket No. 20110320-GU, In re: Petition for approval of Cast Iron/Bare Steel Pipe 
Replacement Rider (Rider CI/BSR), by Peoples Gas System. 
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The Joint Parties did not object to the one-time LTDR true-up mechanism for new debt that is 
issued unrelated to that required to replace the TECO debt allocated to PGS prior to the 2023 
Transaction. (JP BR 43) OPC witness Kollen agreed that PGS’s proposed LTDR true-up would 
allow for a one-time adjustment to base rates to reflect the actual costs of long-term debt 
compared to the projected costs included in the Company’s application, whether the actual debt 
rates are higher or lower than projected. (TR 1272) Witness Kollen contended that only the new 
long-term debt incremental to his recommended allocation of the former embedded long-term 
debt from TECO should be subject to the LTDR true-up. (TR 1278) Witness Kollen asserted that 
the amount of long-term debt that was originally issued for PGS by TECO should be maintained 
in PGS’s embedded cost of debt and should not be subject to the LTDR true-up mechanism. (TR 
1278-1280) Witness Kollen explained that if the Commission accepted his recommendation, 
there would be approximately $500 to $600 million of existing debt that was issued by TECO for 
PGS that would not be subject to the LTDR true-up. (TR 1281) As discussed in Issue 32, staff 
recommends that the Commission not accept the Joint Parties’ argument to maintain the portion 
of long-term debt originally issued by TECO on behalf of PGS and recommends to approve 
PGS’s forecasted long-term debt cost rate of 5.54 percent. Because PGS’s proposed long-term 
debt cost rate was unknown at the time the record in this proceeding closed, the Company’s 
proposed LTDR true-up mechanism is a prudent method to ultimately set the cost of long-term 
debt to reflect PGS’s actual market-based cost. 

Further, as explained in Issue 32, the Commission has consistently accepted that long-term debt 
costs included in the capital structure should reflect the actual and forecasted cost of debt for 
ratemaking purposes. (TR 1129-1130) In rate cases with projected test years, as is the case here, 
it is common practice for the utility to estimate debt cost rates for prospective debt issuances and 
calculate the cost of long-term debt accordingly.59 Staff agrees with PGS witness McOnie that a 
departure from past precedent by not allowing the recovery of market-based interest rates could 
impact rating agency assessments of the regulatory environment and PGS’s cash flow generating 
ability respectively. (TR 1131) As pointed out by witness McOnie, since the forecasted long-
term borrowing costs are market-based, and reflect actual interest obligations, a disallowance of 
the recovery of the full interest expense amount could potentially be considered unconstructive 
by rating agencies. (TR 1131) The recovery of interest expense for PGS is accounted for through 
the rate of return (WACC) applied to the rate base to determine the revenue requirement. If the 
WACC and subsequent revenue requirement do not include the actual cost of debt, the Company 
would experience either an under or over recovery of its interest expense. Therefore, a LTDR 
true-up mechanism will benefit both PGS and its customers by adjusting the Commission 
approved long-term debt cost rate in Issue 32 to match the PGS’s actual cost in its inaugural 
long-term debt issuance and ensure PGS is recovering its actual cost of debt through rates. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the aforementioned, the Commission should approve PGS’s proposed long-term debt 
cost rate true-up mechanism.  

                                                 
59Order No. PSC-10-0153-FOF-EI, issued March 17, 2020, in Docket No. 20080677-EI, In re: Petition for increase 
in rates by Florida Power & Light Company, p. 109-110; Order No. PSC-10-0029-PAA-GU, issued January 14, 
2010, in Docket No. 20090125-GU, In re: Petition for increase in rates by Florida Division of Chesapeake Utilities 
Corporation, p. 10. 
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Issue 72:  What adjustments, if any, should be made to the projected test year related to the 
spin-off of PGS? 

Recommendation:  No adjustments should be made to the projected test year related to the 
spin-off of PGS. (Cicchetti, Gatlin) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS: None. The 2023 Transaction adopted a commonly used business structure for Peoples and 
is prudent. It will sequester risks and allow Peoples to focus on providing safe and reliable gas 
service to customers and meet the growing demand for gas in Florida. The type of recurring 
incremental costs (audit fees, credit rating agency fees, interest expense) are the kind of expenses 
routinely incurred by regulated utilities and recovered through base rates. The level of projected 
short-term and long-term interest expense reflect the Company’s forecasted, market-based 
borrowing costs on a stand-alone basis. 

Joint Parties: The Commission should disallow all costs associated with the discretionary 
2023 Transaction and reduce the requested revenue requirement by at least $9,699,000. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS ascertained that there is no adjustment to be made to the 2024 projected test year due to the 
spin-off of PGS from Tampa Electric. (PGS BR 43) PGS argued that the 2023 Transaction was a 
well thought out decision by the Company that put the long-term best interest of the customers 
first. (PGS BR 43; TR 108-110; TR 1133-1134) PGS witness Wesley stated that the 2023 
Transaction will help protect PGS against risks associated with being attached to an electric 
company and this transaction was completed on a tax free basis so that none of the involved 
parties incur a tax burden. (PGS BR 43; TR 110-111; TR 109, 164) The Company continued that 
the 2023 Transaction was completed to adopt a legal structure similar to many other regulated 
and unregulated utilities. (PGS BR 43) PGS disagreed with the Joint Parties argument that PGS 
has disingenuous motives for the timing of the 2023 Transaction and asserted that it has a history 
of ensuring that its customers are taken care of and there is no documentation of PGS making 
any decisions to bring harm to its customers. (PGS BR 43-44; TR 104-105)  

Regarding PGS’s new supply chain, PGS asserted that the new supply chain was planned and 
created separate from the 2023 Transaction and the costs that were associated with the 
implementation of the new supply chain team should not be included in the incremental costs of 
the 2023 Transaction. (PGS BR 44; TR 106-107; TR 174-179) The Company stated the new 
supply chain positions are a reduction to the allocations from Tampa Electric, decreasing from 
$839,000 in 2022 to $382,000 in 2024. (PGS BR 44; TR 1646) Regarding interest expense, the 
Company testified it only requested to recover projected costs of market-based, long-term and 
short-term debt, through its base rates. (PGS BR 44; TR 1129-1130) PGS contends that this is a 
practice the Commission has regularly allowed. (PGS BR 44; TR 1129-1130) 
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The Company testified that it considered multiple interests when deciding on moving forward 
with the 2023 Transaction, including the consequence to its customers and the Commission. 
(PGS BR 44-45; TR 104-105) The 2023 Transaction was designed to protect customers from the 
risk of harm in the long-term and for customers to benefit from the hard to quantify benefits of 
the spin-off. (PGS BR 45; TR 104-105) PGS testified that the new structure of the Company will 
allow it to be in control of the metrics of new market debt issuances and to optimize the amount 
of short-term and long-term debt based on only the needs of the Company. (PGS BR 45; TR 88) 
This new structure also gives the Company the ability to manage its own affairs in order to 
maintain its credit rating and reflect its own risk profile associated with the cost of debt. (PGS 
BR 45; TR 89) PGS argued it serves a different territory than Tampa Electric, PGS is growing 
differently than Tampa Electric, and the risks that both companies encounter are different which 
is why it was time for PGS to become a separate legal entity. (PGS BR 45; TR 110)  

PGS testified that when the Company first came to be under Tampa Electric in 1997 it was 
relatively small compared to Tampa Electric, but now it has extended its service territory around 
the state well beyond the territory that Tampa Electric serves. PGS now serves more than half the 
number of customers served by Tampa Electric. (PGS BR 45; TR 89-90) The Company 
admittedly currently has the same board as Tampa Electric, but over time it will be able to fill the 
board of directors with different members that can solely focus on gas and the Company’s 
statewide service area. (PGS BR 45; TR 90) PGS asserted that by becoming its own entity in the 
2023 Transaction it has protected its customers in the event of a catastrophic event at Tampa 
Electric which could cause financing and operating disruptions at PGS. (PGS BR 45; TR 111) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties recommended that the Commission not allow $9.693 million in incremental 
costs associated with the 2023 Transaction, which would cause a reduction of $9.699 million in 
the revenue requirement. (PGS BR 43; TR 1223-1224) The incremental costs that the Joint 
Parties included are additional interest expense, cost of audited stand-alone statements, 
additional rating agency fees, and the additional treasury analyst position. (PGS BR 43; TR 
1223-1224) The bulk of the incremental costs associated with the 2023 Transaction noted by the 
Joint Parties is the approximately $8.9 million associated with incremental interest expense. $7.1 
million corresponds to the $570 million long-term debt to be exchanged under the intercompany 
loan agreement and $1.8 million is related to the rating differentials and short-term debt changes. 
(PGS BR 43-44; TR 1181) The Joint Parties asserted the Company has failed to meet its burden 
of proof to demonstrate why customers should be responsible for the cost of the Company’s one-
sided decision to spinoff PGS from Tampa Electric. (JP BR 43) The Joint Parties contended that 
the only evidence provided by the Company referencing the 2023 Transaction is intangible, 
unquantified, and represents only proposed potential benefits. (JP BR 43) Since Emera purchased 
Tampa Electric, and as such PGS, in 2016 it considered a spinoff. In 2019, Emera began its due 
diligence and analyzed the risks and benefits of completing the transaction. (JP BR 43-44; TR 
126, 130; EXH 160C) The analysis performed by Emera contained a low-end and high-end 
estimate of the one-time cost Emera would endure, however the analysis did not include data on 
costs or benefits to the customers. (JP BR 44; TR 260, EXH 160C) According to the Joint 
Parties, the Company chose to carry out the 2023 Transaction at a time and in a manner that 
saved Emera shareholders $150 million in tax liability. (JP BR 44) The Joint Parties stated the 
timing of the 2023 Transaction created an approximate $9.69 million annual cost which PGS has 
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requested to be recovered for the foreseeable future. (JP BR 44; TR 128, 1222; EXH 37, 198) 
The Joint Parties asserted that Emera had total control of when the spinoff would take place and 
it chose a time that was costly to customers due to the higher interest rates and the current credit 
rating issues faced by Emera and Tampa Electric that will trickle down to PGS’s credit rating 
and financing costs in the future. (JP BR 44; TR 86-87; EXH 54C, BSP 9558, EXH 167C, OPC 
BSP 4)  

The Joint Parties stated that there is scarce evidence to support any benefits to the customers 
resulting from the 2023 Transaction. (JP BR 45) The Joint Parties asserted PGS witness Wesley 
admitted that there would be higher financing costs short-term due to the 2023 Transaction but 
included two benefits to the customers. (JP BR 45; TR 86-87, 89-90) The Joint Parties stated the 
first benefit noted by the Company is that it has the option to create its own board of directors 
separate from Tampa Electric. (JP BR 45; TR 90) However, the Joint Parties argued, that since 
the 2023 Transaction, PGS has only added one member to the board of directors and that 
member was also added to the board of Tampa Electric. (JP BR 45; TR 168) The Joint Parties 
ascertained that this is only a potential benefit, and it seems the Company is not actively 
changing the board. (JP BR 45)  

The Joint Parties indicated the second benefit to customers of the 2023 Transaction noted by 
witness Wesley is the claimed risk mitigation of having the assets and liabilities of Tampa 
Electric and PGS in separate legal entities. (JP BR 45; TR 90) The Joint Parties contested that 
this benefit may ever occur due to the fact no one is able to predict a catastrophic event. (JP BR 
45) The Joint Parties contended that the customers are already paying for risk mitigation through 
the recoverable insurance premiums and fees, and that the Company has proposed an increase to 
$7.9 million in insurance premiums and fees for the 2024 test year. (JP BR 45; EXH 7, BSP 
K257)  

The Joint Parties asserted the Commission should deem the decisions made by PGS associated 
with the 2023 Transaction imprudent due to the lack of evidence provided by the Company 
showing quantifiable benefits to the customers. (JP BR 46) The Joint Parties argued the evidence 
shows that the structure and timing of the 2023 Transaction will save Emera shareholders $150 
million in tax liability but cost PGS customers almost $10 million annually for the foreseeable 
future. (JP BR 46) The Joint Parties maintained the Commission should adjust PGS’s requested 
revenue requirement to reflect a reduction of $9,699,000. (JP BR 46) 

ANALYSIS 

The Joint Parties argued PGS has failed to meet its burden of proof and the Commission should 
disallow all costs associated with the 2023 Transaction and reduce the requested revenue 
requirement by at least $9,699,000. (JP BR 46) Witness Wesley, in her direct testimony, 
presented the Company’s rationale for the 2023 Transaction including the benefits to customers. 
(TR 89) Witness Wesley testified that the 2023 Transaction: 1) Provides a better platform for 
PGS as it grows and changes with evolving natural gas markets; 2) Enables PGS to populate its 
board with board members more familiar with the natural gas industry; 3) Allows PGS to 
manage the timing and amount of market debt issuances enabling more flexibility; and, 4) 
Benefits customers by placing the assets and liabilities of the electric and gas operations in 
separate legal entities, thereby insulating customers from the effects of catastrophic events. (TR 
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88-90) Further, witness Wesley indicated PGS will continue to benefit from the provision of 
shared services from Tampa Electric. Witness Wesley stated, “For instance, we will continue to 
receive support from Tampa Electric’s legal, information technology, and customer experience 
team members. Our shared billing platform and online systems enable high quality customer 
contact at a more affordable cost-to-quality ratio than Peoples Gas might be able to afford on its 
own.” (TR 88) 

The Joint Parties further argued PGS, in its 2019 due diligence review, did not include or even 
attempt to quantify any costs or benefits to customers. (JP BR 44) However, the 2019 due 
diligence report and both witness Wesley’s direct and rebuttal testimonies addressed the 
consequences of a catastrophic event. (EXH 160C, TR 90; TR 111) In her testimonies, witness 
Wesley stated:  

Our customers also benefit from the risk mitigation effect that placing the assets and 
liabilities of gas and electric operations in separate legal entities will provide. Tampa 
Electric and Peoples will work diligently to be safe and avoid catastrophic accidents. 
However, events like the 2010 San Bruno explosion and the deadly 2020 Zogg Wildfire – 
on the gas and electric systems of Pacific Gas and Electric Company in California – show 
how accidents on one side of a dual system utility can threaten the other side. The new 
corporate structure and governance of Peoples, as Peoples Gas System, Inc., helps 
insulate Peoples’ customers from the impact of events that may occur in the future at 
Tampa Electric, and vice versa. (TR 90) 

Of course, one of the significant, potential long-term benefits of the 2023 Transaction to 
customers will only be realized if Tampa Electric – our former debt capital provider – 
experiences a catastrophic natural disaster (e.g., a major hurricane hitting Tampa) or a 
different type of incident that (a) impairs its ability to provide debt capital to Peoples or 
(b) otherwise implicates Peoples’ customers in a business issue not directly related to the 
provision of service to Peoples customers. We hope that these kinds of events never 
occur but hope by itself is usually not a good strategy. (TR 111) 

It is generally accepted that a catastrophic event involving a mid-size or large utility, such as 
those cited by witness Wesley, could result in billions of dollars of damage and liability. The 
types and sizes of catastrophic events that could occur to an electric or gas utility are only limited 
by one’s imagination. Making a list of all of them and their associated costs is neither useful nor 
necessary to determine it is beneficial to customers to legally separate Tampa Electric and PGS. 
In addition to the direct costs associated with a catastrophic event, a utility could have its bond 
rating lowered and have its ability to attract capital impaired. Both of which can be costly to a 
utility and its customers both in terms of dollars and quality of service. Consequently, staff 
believes that even though PGS did not explicitly quantify the dollar benefit of legally separating 
from Tampa Electric, it nonetheless has carried its burden of proof regarding the benefits to 
customers. 

Finally, in its brief, the Joint Parties argued that, “Instead of deciding to undertake the 2023 
Transaction at a time and in a manner that would mitigate and minimize the rate impact on 
customers, the Company chose to carry out the transaction at a time and in a manner that will 
save Emera shareholders $150 million in tax liability.” (JP BR 44) In her rebuttal testimony, 
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witness Wesley stated, “The PLR Tampa Electric requested and received does not ‘require’ 
Tampa Electric and Peoples to do anything, but it does assure them that the 2023 Transaction 
will not create a taxable capital gain or otherwise be considered a taxable event if the 2023 
Transaction is executed as described in the PLR request.” (TR 109) 

Staff believes it is important to note that Emera shareholders will not receive a $150 million gain 
from the 2023 Transaction. As pointed out by witness Wesley, by executing the 2023 
Transaction as described in the PLR request, a $150 million tax liability will be avoided. Staff 
believes the 2023 Transaction can reasonably be described as a reorganization. As such, Tampa 
Electric and PGS reorganized and did so in a way that did not incur a tax liability – which is 
good business practice. It would be inappropriate to conclude that 2023 Transaction was 
executed to achieve a $150 million gain for Emera’s shareholders at the expense of PGS’s 
customers.          

CONCLUSION 

Based on the above analysis, staff recommends no adjustments be made to the projected test year 
related to the spin-off of PGS.   
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Issue 73:  WITHDRAWN 
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Issue 74:  Should PGS be required to file, within 90 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? 

Recommendation:  Yes. PGS should be required to file, within 90 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. (Hinson) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  Yes. Peoples does not object to this requirement. 

Joint Parties: Yes. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS stated that it did not object to the requirement to file, within 90 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. (PGS BR 46) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties agreed that the Company should be required to file, within 90 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. (JP BR 46) 

ANALYSIS 

Consistent with Commission practice, PGS should be required to file, within 90 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. 

CONCLUSION 

Consistent with Commission practice, PGS should be required to file, within 90 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. 
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Issue 75:  Should this docket be closed? 

Recommendation:  This docket should remain open for the Commission to determine the 
final rates at the December 5, 2023 Commission Conference. (M. Thompson) 

Position of the Parties 

PGS:  Yes. This docket should be closed after the Commission has issued its final order and the 
time for filing an appeal has expired. 

Joint Parties:  No. 

Staff Analysis:   

PARTIES’ ARGUMENTS 

PGS 
PGS stated that the docket should be closed after the time for filing an appeal has run. (PGS BR 
46) 

Joint Parties 
The Joint Parties stated that the docket should not be closed. (JP BR 47) 

ANALYSIS 

This docket should remain open for the Commission to determine the final rates at the December 
5, 2023 Commission Conference. 

CONCLUSION 

ANALYSIS 

This docket should remain open for the Commission to determine the final rates at the December 
5, 2023 Commission Conference. 
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ISSUE TOTAL COMPANY COMPANY STAFF STAFF
NO. PER BOOKS ADJS. ADJUSTED ADJS. ADJUSTED

UTILITY PLANT
PLANT IN SERVICE $3,319,121,612 
Adjust for Non-Utility Common Plant (1,528,719)
2024 CI/BS Rider (9,272,491)

18 Removal of Alliance RNG Project (11,530,336)
21 Removal of Capitalized Salaries & Benefits (314,216)

TOTAL PLANT IN SERVICE $3,319,121,612 ($10,801,210) $3,308,320,402 ($11,844,552) $3,296,475,850 

ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENT $5,031,897 
TOTAL ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENT $5,031,897 $0 $5,031,897 $0 $5,031,897 

CONSTRUCTION WORK IN PROGRESS $135,611,359 
2024 CI/BS Rider (1,178,306)
Remove AFUDC - Eligible CWIP (110,123,605)

23 Increased A&G Transfer 2,125,283 
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION WORK IN PROGRESS $135,611,359 ($111,301,911) $24,309,448 $2,125,283 $26,434,732 

TOTAL UTILITY PLANT $3,459,764,868 ($122,103,121) $3,337,661,747 ($9,719,269) $3,327,942,478 

DEDUCTIONS
ACCUM. DEP. & AMORT. - PLANT & ACQ. ADJ. ($923,335,229)
Adjust for Non-Utility Common Plant 468,554 
2024 CI/BS Rider 40,391 

18 Removal of Alliance RNG Project 507,203 
22 Updated Depreciation Study 127,147 
22 New River RNG - Depreciaton Corrections 101,319 
22 Brightmark RNG - Updated Pipeline Depreciation Rate (477,092)

TOTAL ACCUM. DEP. & AMORT. - PLANT & ACQ. ADJ. ($923,335,229) $508,945 ($922,826,284) $258,577 ($922,567,707)

CUSTOMER ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION ($20,000,000)
TOTAL CUSTOMER ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION ($20,000,000) $0 ($20,000,000) $0 ($20,000,000)

TOTAL DEDUCTIONS ($943,335,229) $508,945 ($942,826,284) $258,577 ($942,567,707)

NET  UTILITY PLANT $2,516,429,639 ($121,594,176) $2,394,835,463 ($9,460,691) $2,385,374,771 

WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE ($9,101,011)
Projected Test Year Adjustments (18,946,000)
TOTAL WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE ($9,101,011) ($18,946,000) ($28,047,011) $0 ($28,047,011)

TOTAL RATE BASE $2,507,328,628 ($140,540,176) $2,366,788,452 ($9,460,691) $2,357,327,760 

DOCKET NO. 20230023-GU
PTY 12/31/24

COMPARATIVE AVERAGE RATE BASE
PEOPLES GAS SYSTEMS ATTACHMENT 1
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PEOPLES GAS SYSTEMS
DOCKET NO. 20230023-GU
PTY 12/31/24
13 Month Average

COMPANY POSITION PGS
PER PGS COST WEIGHTED

BOOKS SPECIFIC PRO RATA ADJUSTED RATIO RATE COST

COMMON EQUITY $1,191,009,138 ($3,979,951) ($63,023,001) $1,124,006,187 47.49% 11.00% 5.22%

LONG TERM DEBT 878,846,154 0 (46,660,623) 832,185,531 35.16% 5.54% 1.95%

SHORT TERM DEBT 106,020,088 (760,062) (5,588,575) 99,671,451 4.21% 4.85% 0.20%

CUSTOMER DEPOSITS 28,892,062 0 (1,363,878) 27,528,183 1.16% 2.53% 0.03%

DEFERRED TAXES 301,187,438 (7,062,782) (13,884,447) 280,240,209 11.84% 0.00% 0.00%

TAX CREDIT - WEIGHTED 3,313,300 0 (156,408) 3,156,892 0.13% 8.49% 0.01%

TOTAL $2,509,268,180 ($11,802,795) ($130,676,933) $2,366,788,452 100.00% 7.42%

STAFF POSITION ADJUSTED
PER STAFF COST WEIGHTED

BOOKS SPECIFIC PRO RATA ADJUSTED RATIO RATE COST

COMMON EQUITY $1,191,009,138 ($3,977,495) ($65,001,910) $1,122,029,733 47.60% 10.15% 4.83%

LONG TERM DEBT 878,846,154 1,812 (48,125,757) 830,722,209 35.24% 5.54% 1.95%

SHORT TERM DEBT 106,020,088 (759,843) (5,764,056) 99,496,189 4.22% 4.85% 0.20%

CUSTOMER DEPOSITS 28,892,062 (1,364,062) 0 27,528,000 1.17% 2.53% 0.03%

DEFERRED TAXES 301,187,438 (7,556,568) (16,079,241) 277,551,630 11.77% 0.00% 0.00%

TAX CREDIT - WEIGHTED 3,313,300 (3,313,300) 0 0 0.00% 8.03% 0.00%

TOTAL $2,505,954,880 ($13,656,157) ($134,970,963) $2,357,327,760 100% 7.02%

CAPITAL STRUCTURE
       ATTACHMENT 2
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Page 1 of 2   

ISSUE TOTAL COMPANY COMPANY STAFF STAFF
NO. PER BOOKS ADJS. ADJUSTED ADJS. ADJUSTED

OPERATING REVENUES
Operating Revenues $576,955,550 
Fuel Revenue Adjustment ($229,472,342)
2024 CI/BS Rider (1,298,393)
Lease of Plant Held for Future Use (117,796)

57 Removal of Alliance RNG Project (5,726,092)
TOTAL REVENUES $576,955,550 ($230,888,531) $346,067,020 ($5,726,092) $340,340,928 

OPERATING EXPENSES:

COST OF GAS $228,428,641 
Eliminate Fuel Expense (228,428,641)
TOTAL COST OF GAS $228,428,641 ($228,428,641) $0 $0 $0 

OPERATION & MAINTENANCE EXPENSE $151,258,200 
2024 CI/BS Rider (299,014)
Employee Activities (79,176)
Economic Development (18,420)
Maintenance of General Plant (38,449)
Maintenance of Structures & Improvements (5,930)

13 Increased SeaCoast Allocation (189,347)
18 Removal of Alliance RNG Project (3,956,653)
19 WAM O&M Efficiency Reductions (750,000)
41 Reduction to Outside Services (206,000)
42 Reduction to Projected Number of Test Year Employees (1,245,959)
42 Removal of BDM Position (37,882)
43 Reduction of Annual Merit Increases (1,057,084)
44 Lobbying, Contributions, Sponsorships, & Advertising (500,000)
46 Reduction to Storm Reserve Accrual (120,000)
48 Rate Case Expense Reduction (156,384)
49 Corresponding Employee Expense Reduction (92,919)
49 Reduction to Standalone Audit Fees (190,000)
49 Reduction to Treasury Support Costs (60,234)
49 Increased A&G Expense Allocation to Capital (2,125,283)

TOTAL O & M EXPENSE $151,258,200 ($440,988) $150,817,212 ($10,687,745) $140,129,467 

DEP. & AMORT. EXP. - PLANT $87,776,676
Adjust for Non-Utility Common Plant (43,270)
2024 CI/BS Rider (119,438)

18 Removal of Alliance RNG Project (359,701)
50 Updated Depreciation Study (252,303)
50 New River RNG - Depreciaton Corrections (51,505)
50 Brightmark RNG - Updated Pipeline Depreciation Rate 321,507 

TOTAL DEPRECIATION & AMORTIZATION $87,776,676 ($162,708) $87,613,968 ($342,002) $87,271,967 

PTY 12/31/24

COMPARATIVE NET OPERATING INCOME
PEOPLES GAS SYSTEMS ATTACHMENT 3
DOCKET NO. 20230023-GU
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Page 2 of 2   

ISSUE TOTAL COMPANY COMPANY STAFF STAFF
NO. PER BOOKS ADJS. ADJUSTED ADJS. ADJUSTED

AMORTIZATION EXP. - OTHER $1,000,000 
TOTAL AMORTIZATION EXP. - OTHER $1,000,000 $0 $1,000,000 $0 $1,000,000 

TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME $32,748,644
TOTI Corresponding to Fuel Revenues (1,043,800)
2024 CI/BS Rider (3,504)

18 Removal of Alliance RNG Project (88,687)
51 Fallout Adj. - Payroll Tax (175,061)
51 Property Tax Correction (2,008,000)

TOTAL TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME $32,748,644 ($1,047,304) $31,701,341 ($2,271,748) $29,429,593

INCOME TAX EXPENSE
 Income Taxes ($16,432,949)
 Income Taxes - Deferred 22,489,825
Taxes Corresponding to Test Year Adjustments (3,289,038)
Interest Synchronization 325,338 

52 Fallout Adj. - Parent Debt (129,476)
53 Fallout Adj. - Interest Synchronization 22,684 
53 Fallout Adj. - Federal Income Taxes 1,491,852 
53 Fallout Adj. - State Income Taxes 413,464 

TOTAL INCOME TAXES $6,056,876 ($2,963,701) $3,093,175 $1,798,523 $4,891,698 

GAIN ON SALE OF PROPERTY ($495,917)
TOTAL GAIN ON SALE OF PROPERTY ($495,917) $0 ($495,917) $0 ($495,917)

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES $506,773,120 ($233,043,341) $273,729,779 ($11,445,087) $262,284,692 

NET OPERATING INCOME ($166,432,192) $2,154,811 $72,337,240 $5,718,996 $78,056,236 

COMPARATIVE NET OPERATING INCOME
PEOPLES GAS SYSTEMS ATTACHMENT 3
DOCKET NO. 20230023-GU
PTY 12/31/24
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COMPANY
DESCRIPTION PER FILING STIPULATION

REVENUE REQUIREMENT 100.0000% 100.0000%

REGULATORY ASSESSMENT RATE 0.5000% 0.5000%

BAD DEBT RATE 0.2805% 0.2805%

NET BEFORE INCOME TAXES 99.2195% 99.2195%

STATE INCOME TAX RATE 5.5000% 5.5000%

STATE INCOME TAX 5.4571% 5.4571%

NET BEFORE FEDERAL INCOME TAXES 93.7624% 93.7624%

FEDERAL INCOME TAX RATE 21.0000% 21.0000%

FEDERAL INCOME TAX 19.6901% 19.6901%

REVENUE EXPANSION FACTOR 74.0723% 74.0723%

NET OPERATING INCOME MULTIPLIER 1.3500 1.3500

PTY 12/31/24

NET OPERATING INCOME MULTIPLIER
PEOPLES GAS SYSTEMS ATTACHMENT 4
DOCKET NO. 20230023-GU



Docket Nos. 20220212-GU, 20220219-GU, 20230023-GU Issue 75 
Date: October 31, 2023 

 - 182 - 

 

COMPANY STAFF
ADJUSTED RECOMMENDED

$2,366,788,452 $2,357,327,760 

RATE OF RETURN X 7.42% X 7.02%

REQUIRED NOI $175,542,307 $165,389,334 

ACHIEVED NOI 72,337,240 78,056,236

$103,205,067 $87,333,098 

1.3500 1.3500

$139,330,211 $117,902,534

Cast Iron/Bare Steel Revenues (11,693,817) (11,156,958)

INCREMENTAL REVENUE INCREASE $127,636,394 $106,745,576

REVENUE DEFICIENCY

PTY 12/31/24

RATE BASE (AVERAGE)

NET REVENUE DEFICIENCY

REVENUE EXPANSION FACTOR

COMPARATIVE REVENUE DEFICIENCY CALCULATIONS
PEOPLES GAS SYSTEMS ATTACHMENT 5
DOCKET NO. 20230023-GU
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DOCUMENT NO. 05845-2023 
FPSC - COMMISSION CLERK 

State of Florida 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Public Service Commission 
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER • 2540 SHUMARD OAK B OULEVARD 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850 

-M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U-M-

October 27, 2023 

Office of Commission Clerk (Teitzman) 

Office of Industry Development and Market Analysis (Wooten, Nave f ff 
Office of the General Counsel (Sparks) /tEft 

Docket No. 20230076-TP - 2024 State certification under 47 C.F .R. §54.313 and 
§54.314, annual reporting requirements for high-cost recipients and certification of 
support for eligible telecommunications carriers. 

AGENDA: 11/09/23 - Regular Agenda - Interested Persons May Participate 

COMMISSIONERS ASSIGNED: All Commissioners 

PREHEARING OFFICER: La Rosa 

CRITICAL DATES: None 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: None 

Case Background 

In October 1997, the Commission designated Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier (ILEC) 
Windstream Florida, LLC as an eligible telecommunications carrier (ETC).1 In April 2021, 
Windstream Communications, LLC, an affiliate of Windstream Florida, LLC, requested an ETC 
designation by the Commission in order to receive federal Rural Digital Opportunity Fund 
(RDOF) high-cost support in Florida for areas outside Windstream Florida, LLC 's ILEC 
territory.2 The Commission instructed Windstream Communications, LLC to seek its ETC 
designation directly from the FCC because Windstream Communications, LLC was seeking an 
ETC designation for broadband and VoIP services outside of the Commission's jurisdiction. 

1 DocketNo. 19970644-TP. 
2 Docket No. 202 10070-TX. 
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Windstream Communications, LLC was granted an ETC designation by the FCC on January 12, 
2022.3 

Windstream Florida, LLC and Windstream Communications, LLC (collectively Windstream) 
were among several carriers requesting certification from the Commission for 2024 federal high-
cost support during this year’s certification proceeding in the instant docket during June and 
July. Specifically, Windstream Communications, LLC requested certification for federal high-
cost support for its Study Area Code (SAC) 219027 while Windstream Florida, LLC claimed no 
federal support was expected to be received in its SAC 210336 in 2024.4 Staff advised 
Windstream to follow the FCC-designated certification process because all expected support was 
to be received by the FCC-designated ETC Windstream Communications, LLC. The 
Commission certified eight other carriers as eligible to receive federal high-cost support on 
September 12, 2023.5 Staff subsequently filed the necessary certifications with the FCC and the 
Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) on September 15, 2023. 

On September 25, 2023, USAC notified staff that Windstream Communications, LLC SAC 
219027 had yet to be certified. After discussions with both FCC and USAC staff, it was revealed 
that a new process had recently been developed requiring state and federal level certification for 
carriers, like Windstream, that receive RDOF support in both ILEC and competitive areas with 
separate SACs within a state. With this new process, USAC disperses support to a single SAC 
per carrier in a state, regardless of whether the support is used in that SAC or commingled with 
another SAC assigned to that company, its affiliate, or its holding company. USAC decided to 
disperse all Windstream RDOF funding for Florida to SAC 219027. It is apparently a new and 
rare occurrence and so has not yet been generally disseminated to the states. Windstream refiled 
its request for certification with this Commission on September 29, 2023.  

The Commission has jurisdiction pursuant to 47 C.F.R. §54.313 and §54.314, as well as Chapter 
364, F.S.

3 FCC, “Windstream Designated as an ETC in RDOF-Eligible Areas in FL and NY,” released January 12, 2022, 
https://www.fcc.gov/document/windstream-designated-etc-rdof-eligible-areas-fl-and-ny, accessed September 26, 
2023. 
4 Study Area Codes (SACs) are FCC-designated geographic areas within a state where federal universal service 
funds should be invested. Each ETC is assigned at least one SAC in each state it receives support, and each SAC is 
exclusive to one carrier. The ILEC Windstream Florida, LLC’s Florida-assigned SAC is 210336 and the competitive 
carrier Windstream Communications, LLC’s Florida-assigned SAC is 219027. 
5 The carriers certified were: Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC; CenturyLink of Florida, 
Inc.; Consolidated Communications of Florida Company; Frontier Florida LLC; ITS Telecommunications Systems, 
LLC d/b/a Blue Stream Fiber; Northeast Florida Telephone Company d/b/a NEFCOM; Quincy Telephone Company 
d/b/a TDS Telecom; and Smart City Telecommunications LLC d/b/a Smart City Telecom. 
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Discussion of Issues 

Issue 1:  Should the Commission certify to USAC and the FCC that Windstream Florida, LLC 
and Windstream Communications, LLC are eligible to receive federal high-cost support? 

Recommendation:   Yes. The Commission should certify to USAC and the FCC that 
Windstream Florida, LLC and Windstream Communications, LLC are eligible to receive federal 
high-cost support. (Wooten,  Nave)   

Staff Analysis:   On September 29, 2023, Windstream requested certification from the 
Commission under 47 C.F.R §54.314 and 47 U.S.C. §254(e) to receive federal high-cost 
universal service support. The carriers have submitted an affidavit attesting that they have used 
the federal high-cost support received in the preceding calendar year and will use the federal 
high-cost support received in the coming calendar year only for the provision, maintenance, and 
upgrading of facilities and services for which the support is intended. The affidavit included both 
of Windstream’s SACs, meaning certification is sought for both Windstream Florida, LLC and 
Windstream Communications, LLC. 

Under 47 C.F.R. §54.314(c)(1), the Commission “may file a supplemental certification for 
carriers not subject to the (s)tate's annual certification.” Therefore, staff recommends that the 
Commission certify to USAC and the FCC that both Windstream Florida, LLC and Windstream 
Communications, LLC are eligible to receive federal high-cost support. 
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Issue 2:   Should this docket be closed? 

Recommendation:   Yes. This docket should be closed upon issuance of a Final Order. 
(Sparks)  

Staff Analysis:   This docket should be closed upon issuance of a Final Order. 
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State of Florida 
Public Service Commission 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER ● 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850 

-M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U-M- 
 

DATE: October 27, 2023 

TO: Office of Commission Clerk (Teitzman) 

FROM: Division of Accounting and Finance (Norris) 
Division of Economics (Hampson) 
Office of the General Counsel (Stiller, Dose) 

RE: Docket No. 20230017-EI – Petition for limited proceeding for recovery of 
incremental storm restoration costs related to Hurricanes Ian and Nicole, by 
Florida Power & Light Company. 

AGENDA: 11/09/23 – Regular Agenda – Interested Persons May Participate 

COMMISSIONERS ASSIGNED: All Commissioners 

PREHEARING OFFICER: Graham 

CRITICAL DATES: None 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: None 

 Case Background 

By Order issued March 23, 2023, the Commission approved Florida Power & Light Company’s 
(FPL or Company) petition for a limited proceeding seeking authority to implement an interim 
storm restoration recovery charge to recover $1.3 billion for the incremental restoration costs 
related to Hurricanes Ian and Nicole and to replenish the storm reserve.1 This amount included 
$18.8 million in interest.  

The Commission also approved the alternate storm charge calculation FPL proposed in its 
petition, which combined the recovery of incremental storm costs associated with Hurricanes Ian 

1Order No. PSC-2023-0110-PCO-EI, issued March 23, 2023, in Docket No. 20230017-EI, In re: Petition for limited 
proceeding for recovery of incremental storm restoration costs related to Hurricanes Ian and Nicole, by Florida 
Power & Light Company. 

ALM
EJD

JSC
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and Nicole with the remaining amounts to be collected for Hurricanes Michael, Sally, and Zeta, 
which have been previously approved by the Commission for Gulf Power Company (GPC).2 
This alternate calculation estimated a total of $1.5 billion for incremental restoration costs related 
to Hurricanes Michael, Sally, Zeta, Ian, and Nicole, to replenish the storm reserve, and included 
$21.6 million in interest. FPL filed its petition pursuant to the provisions of the 2021 Settlement 
Agreement (2021 Settlement) approved by the Commission in Order No. PSC-2021-0446-S-EI.3  

On September 5, 2023, FPL filed a supplemental petition to reduce the interim storm surcharge 
based on its internal review and finalization of the invoices and storm costs associated with 
Hurricanes Ian and Nicole. As a result of this internal process, the estimated incremental storm 
restoration cost related to the two storms decreased from the original estimate of $1.3 billion to 
$1.1 billion. Thus, the total estimate reflected in the alternative storm charge calculation 
decreased from $1.5 billion to $1.3 billion. FPL has proposed amended reduced interim storm 
restoration charges applicable to all rate classes, effective with the first billing cycle of January 
2024 and continuing through March 2024, subject to a final true-up.  

The Commission has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to Sections 366.04, 366.05, 366.06, 
and 366.076, Florida Statutes. 

2Order No. PSC-2019-0221-PCO-EI, issued June 3, 2019, in Docket No. 20190038-EI, In re: Petition for limited 
proceeding for recovery of incremental storm restoration costs related to Hurricane Michael, by Gulf Power 
Company; and Order No. PSC-2022-0406-FOF-EI, issued November 21, 2022, in Docket No. 20200041-EI, In re: 
Petition for limited proceeding for recovery of incremental storm restoration costs related to Hurricane Sally, by 
Gulf Power Company. 
3Order No. PSC-2021-0446-S-EI, issued December 2, 2021, in Docket No. 20210015-EI, In re: Petition for rate 
increase by Florida Power & Light Company. 
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Discussion of Issues 

Issue 1:  Should the Commission authorize FPL to implement an amended interim storm 
restoration recovery charge? 

Recommendation:  Yes. The Commission should authorize FPL to implement an amended 
interim storm restoration recovery charge, subject to refund. Once the total actual storm costs are 
known, FPL should be required to file documentation of the storm costs for Commission review 
and true up of any excess or shortfall. (Norris) 

Staff Analysis:  As stated in the Case Background, FPL filed a supplemental petition to reduce 
the interim storm surcharge based on its internal review and finalization of the invoices and 
storm costs associated with Hurricanes Ian and Nicole. As a result of this internal process, the 
estimated incremental storm restoration cost related to the two storms decreased from the 
original estimate of $1.3 billion to $1.1 billion. Thus, the estimate of total costs reflected in the 
alternative storm charge calculation decreased from $1.5 billion to $1.3 billion. Included in that 
total is FPL’s request to replenish the storm reserve to the pre-storm level of $219.9 million. 

The initial interim petition was filed pursuant to the provisions of the 2021 Settlement approved 
by the Commission in Order No. PSC-2021-0446-S-EI. Storm restoration costs for Ian and 
Nicole were incurred during the term of the 2021 Settlement. Based on the updated estimates for 
the two storms, the current interim storm surcharge would result in an over-recovery of 
approximately $200 million if allowed to remain effective through March 2024.  

The approval of an interim storm restoration recovery charge is preliminary in nature and is 
subject to refund pending further review once the total actual storm restoration costs are known. 
After the actual costs are reviewed for prudence and reasonableness, and are compared to the 
actual amount recovered through the interim storm restoration recovery charge, a determination 
will be made whether any over/under recovery has occurred. The disposition of any over/under 
recovery, and associated interest, will be considered by the Commission at a later date. However, 
staff recommends amending the interim storm surcharge to reflect the known and measurable 
changes identified by the Company in advance of the final disposition.  

Based on a review of the information provided by FPL in its supplemental petition, staff 
recommends that the Commission authorize the Company to implement an amended interim 
storm restoration recovery charge subject to refund. Once the total actual storm costs are known, 
FPL should be required to file documentation of the storm costs for Commission review and 
true-up of any excess or shortfall. 
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Issue 2:  Should the Commission approve FPL’s proposed amended interim storm restoration 
recovery charge tariff as shown in Attachment A to the recommendation? 

Recommendation:  Yes. The Commission should approve FPL’s proposal to revise the 
interim storm restoration recovery surcharges and associated tariff, as shown in Attachment A to 
this recommendation. The tariff should become effective the first billing cycle of January 2024. 
The interim storm restoration surcharges should be subject to final true-up once the final total 
actual storm-related costs are known and filed. (Hampson) 

Staff Analysis:  FPL has proposed to decrease the currently effective interim storm restoration 
recovery surcharges based on the Company’s internal review of storm costs, as discussed in 
Issue 1. In paragraph 10 of the petition, FPL states that the updated surcharges are allocated to 
the rate classes consistent with the rate design approved in FPL’s most recent rate case.4 Staff 
has reviewed the allocation to rate classes and believes that the allocations provided in Appendix 
D to the petition are consistent with those approved in FPL’s most recent rate case. Furthermore, 
staff has reviewed the derivation of the surcharges provided in Appendix D to the petition. Staff 
agrees that the surcharges have been calculated correctly, using projected kilowatt hour (kWh) 
sales for January through March 2024. The proposed interim storm restoration recovery factors 
should remain in effect until a final true-up is approved by the Commission. 

The proposed interim storm restoration surcharges are shown on First Revised Tariff Sheet No. 
8.030.7, provided in Appendix F to the petition. For residential customers the proposed 
surcharge would be 0.665 cents per kWh, which equates to a total surcharge of $6.65 for a 1,000 
kWh monthly bill. The current surcharge is 1.53 cents per kWh, which equates to a total 
surcharge of $15.30 for a 1,000 kWh monthly bill. The storm cost recovery surcharge would be 
included in the non-fuel energy charge on customer bills.  

Staff recommends that the Commission approve FPL’s proposal to revise the interim storm 
restoration recovery surcharges and associated tariff, as shown in Attachment A to this 
recommendation. The tariff should become effective the first billing cycle of January 2024. The 
proposed interim storm restoration recovery factors should remain in effect until a final true-up is 
approved by the Commission. The interim storm restoration surcharges should be subject to final 
true-up once the final total actual storm-related costs are known and filed. 

4Order No. PSC-2021-0446-S-EI. 
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Issue 3:  Should this docket be closed? 

Recommendation:  No. This docket should remain open pending final reconciliation of actual 
recoverable storm costs with the amount collected pursuant to the interim storm restoration 
recovery charge and the calculation of a refund or additional charge if warranted. (Stiller) 

Staff Analysis:  No, this docket should remain open pending final reconciliation of actual 
recoverable storm costs with the amount collected pursuant to the interim storm restoration 
recovery charge and the calculation of a refund or additional charge if warranted. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8 .030 .3) 

First Revised Sheet No. 8. 030. 7 
Cancels Original Sheet No. 8.030. 7 

2022 CONSOLIDATED INTERl\1 STORM RESTORATION RECOVERY 

APPLICATION: 

The Consolidated Interim Storm Restoration Recovery Surcharge is designed to recover incremental storm-related costs 
incurred by the Company related to Hurricanes Michael, Sally, Zeta, Ian, and Nicole. The factor is applicable to the 
Energy Charge under FPL's various rate schedules. 

Rate Schedule 

ALL KWH - RS-1, R1R-1 

GS-1, GST-1 

GSD-1 , GSD-IEV, GSDT-1, 
HLFT-1, SDTR-1 
GSLD-1, GSLD-IEV, GSLDT-1, 
CS-I, CST-I, HLFT-2, SDTR-2 
GSLD-2, GSLDT-2, CS-2, CST-2, 
HLFT-3, SDTR-3 

GSLD-3, GSLDT-3, 
CS-3, CST-3 

OL-1 

OS-2 

SL-I, PL-I, L T-1, OS I/II 

SL-IM 

SL-2 

SL-2M 

SST-l(T), ISST-l(T) 

SST-l(DI), SST-l(D2), SST-l(D3), 
ISST-I(D) 

CILC-I(D) 

CILC-l(G) 

CILC-1(1) 

MET 

GSCU-1 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.03 1) 

Issued by: Tiffany Cohen, El.ecutive Directer, Rate I>e~·el011meRt & Strategy VP Financial Planning and Rate Strategy 
Effective: A11rll 1, l(llJ 
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Docket No. 20230019-El - Petition for recovery of costs associated with named 
tropical systems during the 2019-2022 hurricane seasons and replenishment of 
storm reserve, by Tampa Electric Company. 

AGENDA: 11/9/23 - Regular Agenda - Interested Persons May Participate 

COMMISSIONERS ASSIGNED: All Commissioners 

PREHEARING OFFICER: Graham 

CRITICAL DATES: None 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: None 

Case Background 

On January 23, 2023, Tampa Electric Company's (TECO or Company) filed a petition for a 
limited proceeding seeking authority to implement a storm restoration recovery charge to recover 
$130.9 million for the incremental restoration costs related to Tropical Storms Alberto, Nestor, 
and Eta, and Hurricanes Dorian, Elsa, Ian, and Nicole (Collectively, "the storms"), the 
implementation of the GPS software ARCOS, as well as the replenishment of its storm reserve. 
Included in the $130.9 million is interest charged for Hurricanes Ian and Nicole. TECO fi led its 
petition pursuant to the provisions of the 2021 Stipulation and Settlement Agreement (2021 
Settlement).1 

1 See Order No. PSC-2021-0423-S-El, issued on November 10, 2021, in Docket Nos. 20210034-El, In re: Petition 
for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company, and 20200264-EI, In re: Petition for approval of 2020 depreciation 
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By order issued March 27, 2023, the Commission approved TECO’s tariff revisions and an 
interim storm restoration recovery charge, effective with the first billing cycle of April 2023 
through March 2024, subject to a final true-up.2 

On August 16, 2023 the Company filed a supplemental petition requesting an amended interim 
storm surcharge to reflect an increase of $3.6 million in incremental storm costs, for a total of 
$134.5 million, based on updated actual and accrued costs. TECO also requested to modify the 
12-month recovery period approved by the Commission, to extend cost recovery through the last
billing cycle of December 2024. The current recovery period approved in Order No. PSC-2023-
0116-PCO-EI was for the period April 2023 through the last billing cycle of March 2024.

On September 29, 2023, TECO filed a petition for approval of final/actual storm restoration costs 
and the associated true-up process related to the Storms. A formal evidentiary hearing has been 
scheduled for May 1-2, 2024. 

The Commission has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to Sections 366.04, 366.05, 366.06, 
and 366.076, Florida Statutes. 

and dismantlement study and capital recovery schedules, by Tampa Electric Company. Pursuant to the Future 
Process Improvements in the Storm Cost Settlement Agreement, TECO was required to establish a policy under 
which vendor crews would be tracked “to the maximum extent possible” using GPS software such as ARCOS. 
Tampa Electric began implementation of the ARCOS application in 2019. 
2 Order No. PSC-2023-0116-PCO-EI issued on March 27, 2023, in Docket No. 20230019-EI. 
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Discussion of Issues 

Issue 1:  Should the Commission authorize TECO to implement an amended interim storm 
restoration recovery charge and modified recovery period? 

Recommendation:  Yes. The Commission should authorize TECO to implement an amended 
interim storm restoration recovery charge, subject to refund, and modified recovery period. After 
the actual costs are reviewed for prudence and reasonableness, and are compared to the actual 
amount recovered through the interim storm restoration recovery charge, a determination will be 
made whether any over/under recovery has occurred. The disposition of any over or under 
recovery, and associated interest, will be considered by the Commission at a later date. (Mason) 

Staff Analysis:  As stated in the Case Background, TECO filed a supplemental petition 
requesting an amended interim storm surcharge to reflect an increase of $3.6 million in 
incremental storm costs, for a total of $134.5 million, based on updated actual and accrued costs. 
TECO also requested to modify the 12-month recovery period approved by the Commission, to 
extend cost recovery through the last billing cycle of December 2024.  

The initial interim petition was filed pursuant to the provisions of the 2021 Settlement. Pursuant 
to Section II.B of the Process Improvements portion of the 2019 Storm Cost Settlement 
Agreement, the Company commissioned an external audit to review the incremental storm 
restoration costs for Hurricane Ian. In its amended petition, TECO asserted that the total, actual 
incremental storm restoration costs for Hurricane Ian were $120,851,632, an increase of 
$1,635,341, as affirmed by the PricewaterhouseCoopers audit.  

The Company also received additional invoices through July 31, 2023, for a total of 
$122,727,694 million in costs associated with Hurricane Ian. TECO additionally updated its final 
costs for Hurricane Nicole, which results in an increase of $78,753. All other costs remained the 
same. The Company’s updated costs result in a total increase of $3.6 million in incremental 
storm costs, for a total of $134.5 million. TECO requested a modified recovery period to spread 
cost recovery for the remaining unrecovered incremental storms costs over an additional nine 
months to reduce the impact of the increase on monthly customer bills.  

Pursuant to Paragraph 8b of the 2021 Settlement, the Company may petition the Commission to 
increase the initial 12-month recovery at rates greater than $4.00 per 1,000 kWh if the total costs 
are in excess of $100 million in a given calendar year, inclusive of the amount needed to 
replenish the storm reserve. Based on the total recovery requested in its initial petition, $130.9 
million or $10.22 per 1,000 kWh, TECO met the threshold for requesting a recovery period 
longer than the 12 months it initially petitioned. The amended interim storm surcharge falls 
below $4.00 per 1,000 kWh, but that is a function of spreading the remaining total costs, which 
increased from the initial petition, over an additional 9 months. 

The approval of an interim storm restoration recovery charge is preliminary in nature and is 
subject to refund pending further review of the Company’s total actual storm restoration costs 
reflected in its petition filed on September 29, 2023. After the actual costs are reviewed for 
prudence and reasonableness, and are compared to the actual amount recovered through the 
interim storm restoration recovery charge, a determination will be made whether any over/under 
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recovery has occurred. The disposition of any over or under recovery, and associated interest, 
will be considered by the Commission at a later date.  

Based on a review of the information provided by TECO in its supplemental petition, the 
Commission should authorize TECO to implement an amended interim storm restoration 
recovery charge, subject to refund, and modified recovery period. This would enable the interim 
storm surcharge originally approved by Order No. PSC-2023-0116-PCO-EI to reflect the known 
and measurable changes identified by the Company and modify the recovery period to spread the 
cost recovery over a longer period. After the actual costs are reviewed for prudence and 
reasonableness, and are compared to the actual amount recovered through the interim storm 
restoration recovery charge, a determination should be made whether any over/under recovery 
has occurred. The disposition of any over or under recovery, and associated interest, should be 
considered by the Commission at a later date. 
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Issue 2:  What is the appropriate security to guarantee the amount collected subject to refund 
through the amended interim storm restoration recovery charge? 

Recommendation:  The appropriate security to guarantee the funds collected subject to refund 
is a corporate undertaking. (McGowan) 

Staff Analysis:  Staff recommends that all funds collected subject to refund be secured by a 
corporate undertaking. The criteria for a corporate undertaking include sufficient liquidity, 
ownership equity, profitability, and interest coverage to guarantee any potential refund. TECO 
requested a modified 12-month collection period from January 2024 through December 2024 for 
Interim Storm Cost Recovery Charges of $134,471,119 related to the Storms, including the 
ARCOS cost. Staff reviewed TECO’s three most recent annual reports filed with the 
Commission (2022, 2021, and 2020) to determine if the Company can support a corporate 
undertaking to guarantee the funds collected for recovery of incremental storm restoration costs 
related to all the weather events. TECO’s financial information demonstrates the Company has 
deficient levels of liquidity; that is, current assets are less than current liabilities. However, the 
Company has sufficient levels of ownership equity, profitability, and interest coverage to support 
a potential refund of $134.5 million. TECO’s average net income for the three years 2022, 2021, 
and 2020 is almost three times the requested corporate undertaking amount ($399.6 million vs. 
$134.5 million). Moreover, it is improbable TECO will be required to refund the entire requested 
amount. 

Staff believes TECO has adequate resources to support a corporate undertaking in the amount 
requested. Based on this analysis, staff recommends that a corporate undertaking of $134.5 
million is acceptable. This brief financial analysis is only appropriate for deciding if the 
Company can support a corporate undertaking in the amount proposed and should not be 
considered a finding regarding staff's position on other issues in this proceeding. 
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Issue 3:  Should the Commission approve TECO's proposed amended interim storm restoration 
recovery charge tariff as shown in Attachment A to the recommendation? 

Recommendation:  Yes. The Commission should approve TECO’s proposal to revise the 
storm surcharge factors and associated tariff, as shown in Attachment A to this recommendation. 
The tariff should become effective the first billing cycle of January 2024 and conclude with the 
last billing cycle of December 2024. The proposed storm surcharge factors should be subject to 
final true-up once the final total actual storm-related costs are known and filed. (Hampson) 

Staff Analysis:  TECO has proposed to decrease the currently effective storm surcharge 
factors, as discussed in Issue 1. In paragraph 15 of the petition, TECO stated that the updated 
surcharges were developed using the cost-of-service allocation methodology approved in the 
Company’s most recent rate case.  Staff has reviewed the allocation to rate classes and believes 
that the allocations provided on Exh 2, page 4 of 5, of the petition are consistent with those 
approved in TECO’s most recent rate case. Furthermore, staff has reviewed the derivation of the 
surcharges provided on Exh 2, page 5 of 5, of the petition. Staff believes that the surcharges have 
been calculated correctly, using projected kilowatt hour (kWh) sales for January through 
December 2024. 

The proposed storm surcharge factors are shown on First Revised Tariff Sheet No. 6.024.  For 
residential customers the proposed surcharge would be 0.219 cents per kWh, which equates to a 
total surcharge of $2.19 for a 1,000 kWh monthly bill. The current surcharge is 1.022 cents per 
kWh, which equates to a total surcharge of $10.22 for a 1,000 kWh monthly bill. The proposed 
storm surcharge factors would be included in the non-fuel energy charge on customer bills.  

Staff recommends that the Commission should approve TECO’s proposal to revise the storm 
surcharge factors and associated tariff, as shown in Attachment A to this recommendation. The 
tariff should become effective the first billing cycle of January 2024 and conclude with the last 
billing cycle of December 2024. The interim storm restoration surcharge factors should be 
subject to final true-up once the final total actual storm-related costs are known and filed. 
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Issue 4:  Should this docket be closed? 

Recommendation:  No, this docket should remain open pending final reconciliation of actual 
recoverable storm costs with the amount collected pursuant to the interim storm restoration 
recovery charge and the calculation of a refund or additional charge if warranted. (M. 
Thompson) 

Staff Analysis:  No, this docket should remain open pending final reconciliation of actual 
recoverable storm costs with the amount collected pursuant to the interim storm restoration 
recovery charge and the calculation of a refund or additional charge if warranted. 
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~TECO. 
~ TAMPA ELECTRIC 

AN EMERA COMPANY 

FIRST REVISED SHEET NO. 6.024 
CANCELS ORIGINAL SHEET NO. 6.024 

STORM SURCHARGE 

Storm Surcharge: The following charges shall be applied to each kilowatt-hour delivered and 
billed on monthly bills from April 202~January 2024 through MafGR-December 2024. The 
following factors by rate schedule were calculated using the approved formula and allocation 
method approved by the Florida Public SeNice Commission 

Rate Schedules Energy Rate ¢/kWh 

RS (all tiers), RSVP-1 (all pricing periods) ~ .219 

GS, GST (all pricing periods) , CS 4,Qe.W.225 

GSD, GSDO, SBD, GSDT and SBDT (all pricing periods) ~ .052 

GSLDPR, GSLDTPR, SBLDPR and SBLDTPR (all pricing periods) 0.~27 

GSLDSU, GSLDTSU, SBLDSU and SBLDTSU (all pricing periods) 0.rooo06 

LS-1, LS-2 0.~ 74 

ISSUED BY: AD. Collins, President DATE EFFECTIVE: 
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Docket No. 20230033-SU - Application for transfer of wastewater Certificate No. 
562-S of TKCB, Inc. to CSWR-Florida Utility Operating Company, LLC, in 
Brevard County. 

AGENDA: 11/09/23 - Regular Agenda - Proposed Agency Action for Issue 2 - Interested 
Persons May Participate 

COMMISSIONERS ASSIGNED: All Commissioners 

PREHEARING OFFICER: La Rosa 

CRITICAL DATES: None 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: None 

Case Background 

TKCB, Inc. (TKCB or Utility) is a Class C utility currently providing wastewater service to 295 
mobile home lots in the Sun Lake Village Estates manufactured home community (formerly Sun 
Lake Estates) in Cocoa, Florida. The Utility is located in the St. Johns River Water Management 
District. Water service is provided by the City of Cocoa. In its 2022 Annual Report, TKCB 
reported a net operating loss of $17,868. The Utility's last rate case was in 2021. 1 

1 Order No. PSC-202 1-0435-PAA-SU, issued November 22, 2021, in Docket No. 20210120-SU, In re: Application 
for a limited alternative rate increase proceeding, by TKCB, Inc. 
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In 2011, the Florida Public Service Commission (Commission) granted TKCB an original 
wastewater certificate in Brevard County.2 The certificated service territory has not been 
amended since that time. 

On March 13, 2023, CSWR-Florida Utility Operating Company, LLC (CSWR-TKCB or Buyer) 
filed an application with the Commission for the transfer of Certificate No. 562-S from TKCB to 
CSWR-TKCB in Brevard County. The sale will close after the Commission votes to approve the 
transfer. The Office of Public Counsel’s intervention was acknowledged by Order No. PSC-
2023-0139-PCO-SU, issued April 21, 2023.  

This recommendation addresses the transfer of the wastewater system and Certificate No. 562-S, 
and the appropriate net book value (NBV) of the wastewater system for transfer purposes. The 
Commission has jurisdiction pursuant to Sections 367.071 and 367.081, Florida Statutes (F.S.). 

2 Order No. PSC-2011-0522-FOF-SU, issued November 7, 2011, in Docket No. 20100442-SU, In re: Application 
for certificate to provide wastewater service in Brevard County by TKCB. 
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Discussion of Issues 

Issue 1:  Should the transfer of Certificate No. 562-S in Brevard County from TKCB, Inc. to 
CSWR-Florida Utility Operating Company, LLC be approved? 

Recommendation:  Yes. The transfer of the wastewater system and Certificate No. 562-S is in 
the public interest and should be approved effective the date that the sale becomes final. The 
resultant Order should serve as the Buyer’s certificate and should be retained by the Buyer. The 
Buyer should submit the executed and recorded deed for continued access to the land upon 
which its facilities are located, and a copy of its signed and executed contract for sale to the 
Commission within 60 days of the Order approving the transfer, which is final agency action. If 
the sale is not finalized within 60 days of the transfer Order, the Buyer should file a status update 
in the docket file. The Utility’s existing rates, as shown on Schedule No. 4, should remain in 
effect until a change is authorized by this Commission in a subsequent proceeding. The tariff 
pages reflecting the transfer should be effective on or after the stamped approval date on the 
tariff sheets, pursuant to Rule 25-30.475(1), Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.). The Seller is 
current with respect to annual reports and regulatory assessment fees (RAFs) through December 
31, 2022. The Buyer should be responsible for filing annual reports and paying RAFs for all 
future years. (M. Watts, Thurmond, Bruce) 

Staff Analysis:  On March 13, 2023, CSWR-TKCB filed an application for the transfer of 
Certificate No. 562-S from TKCB to CSWR-TKCB in Brevard County. The application is in 
compliance with Section 367.071, F.S., and Commission rules concerning applications for 
transfer of certificates. The sale to CSWR-TKCB will become final after Commission approval 
of the transfer, pursuant to Section 367.071(1), F.S. 

Noticing, Territory, and Land Ownership 
CSWR-TKCB provided notice of the application pursuant to Section 367.071, F.S., and Rule 25-
30.030, F.A.C. No objections to the transfer were filed, and the time for doing so has expired. 
The application contains a description of the service territory, which is appended to this 
recommendation as Attachment A. In its application, CSWR-TKCB provided a copy of an 
unrecorded warranty deed as evidence that the Buyer will have rights to long-term use of the 
land upon which the treatment facilities are located pursuant to Rule 25-30.037(2)(s), F.A.C. 
CSWR-TKCB committed to providing the executed and recorded deed to the Commission within 
60 days after the closing of the sale. 

Purchase Agreement and Financing 
Pursuant to Rule 25-30.037(2)(i) and (j), F.A.C., the application contains a statement regarding 
financing and a copy of the purchase agreement, which includes the purchase price, terms of 
payment, and a list of the assets purchased. There are no guaranteed revenue contracts or 
customer advances of TKCB that must be disposed of with regard to the transfer. CSWR-TKCB 
will review all leases and developer agreements and will assume or renegotiate those agreements 
on a case-by-case basis prior to closing. Any customer deposits will be refunded to customers by 
the Seller prior to the closing. According to the purchase and sale agreement, the total purchase 
price for the assets is $425,000. According to the Buyer, the closing has not yet taken place and 
is dependent on Commission approval of the transfer, pursuant to Section 367.071(1), F.S. 
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Facility Description and Compliance 
The TKCB wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) is a 0.099 million gallon per day annual average 
daily flow (AADF) permitted capacity extended aeration domestic wastewater treatment plant 
consisting of flow equalization, influent screening, aeration, secondary clarification, filtration, 
chlorination, and aerobic digestion of bio solids. Chlorinated effluent is discharged to one of four 
percolation ponds. The collection system consists of gravity mains served by two lift stations. 

Staff reviewed the most recent Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) 
compliance evaluation inspection (CEI) for the WWTP. The DEP’s October 31, 2019 CEI noted 
the following deficiencies. First, the Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMR) for the review period 
(September 1, 2018 to September 30, 2019) revealed one exceedance of the permitted allowable 
AADF in October 2018. Second, the CEI noted three deficiencies with respect to the Utility’s 
wastewater permit compliance schedule. The Utility failed to remove grit from the surge tank, 
repair tank leaks, and register for and begin using the DEP’s electronic system for filing its 
DMRs. On April 10, 2020, the DEP notified TKCB that it had corrected all of the deficiencies 
noted in the October 31, 2019 CEI. 

Technical and Financial Ability 
Pursuant to Rule 25-30.037(2)(l) and (m), F.A.C., the application contains statements describing 
the technical and financial ability of the Buyer to provide service to the proposed service area. 
As referenced in the transfer application, the Buyer will fulfill the commitments, obligations, and 
representations of the Seller with regards to utility matters. CSWR-TKCB’s application states 
that it owns and operates water and wastewater systems in Florida, Missouri, Arkansas, 
Kentucky, Louisiana, Texas, Mississippi, Arizona, North Carolina, South Carolina, and 
Tennessee that currently serve more than 136,000 water and 210,600 wastewater customers. 
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The Commission has also approved CSWR-Florida Utility Operating Company, LLC’s purchase 
of nine Florida certificated utilities in prior dockets.3 

The Buyer plans to use qualified and licensed contractors to provide routine operation and 
maintenance of the systems, as well as to handle billing and customer service. Staff reviewed the 
financial statements of CSWR-TKCB and believes the Buyer has documented adequate 
resources to support the Utility’s wastewater operations. Based on the above, the Buyer has 
demonstrated the technical and financial ability to provide service to the existing service 
territory. 

Rates and Charges 
TKCB’s wastewater rates were last approved in a 2021 limited alternative rate increase 
proceeding.  Subsequently, the rates were amended by a price index in June 2022. The Utility 
also had a rate decrease to remove expired rate case expense amortization in 2023. Rule 25-
9.044(1), F.A.C., provides that, in the case of a change of ownership or control of a Utility, the 
rates, classifications, and regulations of the former owner must continue unless authorized to 
change by this Commission. Therefore, staff recommends that the Utility's existing rates shown 
on Schedule No. 4, remain in effect, until a change is authorized by this Commission in a 
subsequent proceeding. The tariff pages reflecting the transfer should be effective on or after the 
stamped approval date on the tariff sheets, pursuant to Rule 25-30.475(1), F.A.C. 

3 See Order No. PSC-2022-0115-PAA-WS, issued March 15, 2022, in Docket No. 20210093-WS, In re: Application 
for transfer of water and wastewater systems of Aquarina Utilities, Inc., water Certificate No. 517-W, and 
wastewater Certificate No. 450-S to CSWR-Florida Utility Operating Company, LLC, in Brevard County; Order No. 
PSC-2022-0120-PAA-WU, issued March 18, 2022, in Docket No. 20210095-WU, In re: Application for transfer of 
water facilities of Sunshine Utilities of Central Florida, Inc. and water Certificate No. 363-W to CSWR-Florida 
Utility Operating Company, LLC, in Marion County; Order No. PSC-2022-0116-PAA-SU, issued March 17, 2022, 
in Docket No. 20210133-SU, In re: Application for transfer of facilities of North Peninsula Utilities Corporation 
and wastewater Certificate No. 249-S to CSWR-Florida Utility Operating Company, LLC, in Volusia County; Order 
No. PSC-2022-0364-PAA-WU, issued October 25, 2022, in Docket No. 20220019-WU, In re: Application for 
transfer of water facilities of Neighborhood Utilities, Inc. and water Certificate No. 430-W to CSWR-Florida Utility 
Operating Company, LLC, in Duval County; Order No. PSC-2023-0216-PAA-SU, issued July 27, 2023, in Docket 
No. 20220149-SU, In re: Application for transfer of wastewater Certificate No. 365-S of Sebring Ridge Utilities, 
Inc. to CSWR-Florida Utility Operating Company, LLC, in Highlands County; Order No. PSC-2023-0245-PAA-
WS, issued August 17, 2023, in Docket No. 20220063-WS, In re: Application for transfer of water and wastewater 
facilities of Tradewinds Utilities, Inc., water Certificate No. 405-W, and wastewater Certificate No. 342-S to CSWR-
Florida Utility Operating Company, LLC, in Marion County; Order No. PSC-2023-0257-PAA-SU, issued August 
21, 2023, in Docket No. 20220061-SU, In re: Application for transfer of wastewater Certificate No. 318-S from 
BFF Corp to CSWR-Florida utility Operating Company, LLC, in Marion County; Order No. PSC-2023-0266-PAA-
WS, issued August 22, 2023, in Docket No. 20220062-WS, In re: Application for transfer of water and wastewater 
facilities of C.F.A.T. H2O, Inc., water Certificate No. 552-W, and wastewater Certificate No. 481-S to CSWR-
Florida Utility Operating Company, LLC, in Marion County; Order No. PSC-2023-0305-PAA-WS, issued October 
13, 2023, in Docket No. 20220064-WS, In re: Application for transfer of water and wastewater facilities of Tymber 
Creek Utilities, Inc., water Certificate No. 303-W, and wastewater Certificate No. 252-S to CSWR-Florida Utility 
Operating Company, LLC, in Volusia County. 
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Regulatory Assessment Fees and Annual Report 
Staff has verified that the Utility is current on the filing of annual reports and RAFs through 
December 31, 2022. The Buyer will be responsible for filing the Utility’s annual reports and 
paying RAFs for all future years. 

Conclusion 
Based on the foregoing, staff recommends that the transfer of the wastewater system and 
Certificate No. 562-S is in the public interest and should be approved effective the date that the 
sale becomes final. The resultant Order should serve as the Buyer’s certificate and should be 
retained by the Buyer. The Buyer should submit the executed and recorded deed for continued 
access to the land upon which its facilities are located, and a copy of its signed and executed 
contract for sale to the Commission within 60 days of the Order approving the transfer, which is 
final agency action. If the sale is not finalized within 60 days of the transfer Order, the Buyer 
should file a status update in the docket file. The Utility’s existing rates, as shown on Schedule 
No. 4, should remain in effect until a change is authorized by this Commission in a subsequent 
proceeding. The tariff pages reflecting the transfer should be effective on or after the stamped 
approval date on the tariff sheets, pursuant to Rule 25-30.475(1), F.A.C. The Seller is current 
with respect to annual reports and RAFs through December 31, 2022. The Buyer should be 
responsible for filing annual reports and paying RAFs for all future years. 
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Issue 2:  What is the appropriate net book value for CSWR-Florida Utility Operating Company 
LLC’s wastewater system for transfer purposes? 

Recommendation:  For transfer purposes, the NBV of the wastewater system is $127,878 as 
of March 31, 2023. An acquisition adjustment should not be included in rate base. Within 90 
days of the date of the Consummating Order, CSWR-TKCB should be required to notify the 
Commission in writing that it has adjusted its books in accordance with the Commission’s 
decision. The adjustments should be reflected in the Utility’s 2023 Annual Report when filed. 
(Thurmond) 

Staff Analysis:  Rate base was last established as of September 30, 2018, by Order No. PSC-
2019-0362-PAA-SU.4 The purpose of establishing NBV for transfers is to determine whether an 
acquisition adjustment should be approved. The NBV does not include normal ratemaking 
adjustments for used and useful plant or working capital. The Utility’s NBV has been updated to 
reflect balances as of March 31, 2023.5 Staff’s recommended NBV, as described below, is shown 
on Schedule No. 1. 

Utility Plant in Service (UPIS) 
According to the Utility’s general ledger, the total UPIS balance was $96,163 as of March 31, 
2023. Staff traced additions and retirements since the Utility’s last order and found no 
adjustments were necessary. Accordingly, staff recommends a total UPIS balance of $96,163 as 
of March 31, 2023. 

Land 
The Utility’s general ledger reflected a land balance of $36,203 as of March 31, 2023. There 
have been no additions to land since the Utility’s last order. Accordingly, staff recommends a 
total land balance of $36,203 as of March 31, 2023. 

Accumulated Depreciation 
According to the Utility’s general ledger, the total accumulated depreciation balance was $5,143 
as of March 31, 2023. Staff auditors recalculated depreciation accruals using the depreciation 
rates established by Rule 25-30.140, F.A.C. As a result, staff recommends that the accumulated 
depreciation balance be decreased by $655 as of March 31, 2023. Accordingly, staff 
recommends a total accumulated depreciation balance of $4,488 as of March 31, 2023. 

Contributions-in-Aid-of-Construction (CIAC) and Accumulated Amortization of 
CIAC 
According to the Utility’s general ledger, the CIAC and accumulated amortization of CIAC both 
had balances of $0 as of March 31, 2023. Staff reconciled both balances from the date of the 
Utility’s last order to March 31, 2023, and found no adjustments necessary. Accordingly, staff 

4 Order No. PSC-2019-0362-PAA-SU, issued August 26, 2019, in Docket No. 20180218-SU, In re: Application for 
a staff-assisted rate case in Brevard County by TKCB, Inc. 
5 Net book value is calculated through the date of the closing. According to the Utility’s application, the closing will 
not occur until after the transaction receives Commission approval. Therefore, staff is relying on the most current 
information provided to staff auditors at the time of the filing. 
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recommends total CIAC and Accumulated Amortization of CIAC balances of $0 and $0, 
respectively, as of March 31, 2023.  

Net Book Value 
The Utility’s general ledger reflected an NBV of $127,223 as of March 31, 2023. Based on the 
adjustments described above, staff recommends an NBV of $128,878 as of March 31, 2023. 
Staff’s recommended NBV and the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners, 
Uniform System of Accounts balances for UPIS and accumulated depreciation are shown on 
Schedule No. 1 as of March 31, 2023.  

Acquisition Adjustment 
An acquisition adjustment results when the purchase price differs from the NBV of the assets at 
the time of the acquisition. The Utility and its assets were purchased for $425,000. As stated 
above, staff has determined the appropriate NBV total to be $127,878. Pursuant to Rule 25-
30.0371, F.A.C., a positive acquisition adjustment may be appropriate when the purchase price is 
greater than the NBV, and a negative acquisition adjustment may be appropriate when the 
purchase price is less than NBV. Under the original application, the Utility requested a positive 
acquisition adjustment be granted for the difference between the purchase price and the NBV. 
However, on September 1, 2023, the Utility withdrew its request for a positive acquisition 
adjustment. As such, staff recommends no acquisition adjustment is warranted.  

Conclusion 
Based on the above, staff recommends an NBV of $127,878 as of March 31, 2023, for transfer 
purposes. An acquisition adjustment should not be included in rate base. Within 90 days of the 
date of the Consummating Order, the Buyer should be required to notify the Commission in 
writing that it has adjusted its books in accordance with the Commission’s decision. The 
adjustments should be reflected in the Utility’s 2023 Annual Report when filed. 
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Issue 3: Should this docket be closed? 

Recommendation: Yes. If no protest to the proposed agency action is filed by a substantially 
affected person within 21 days of the date of the issuance of the Order, a Consummating Order 
should be issued and the docket should be closed administratively upon Commission staff’s 
verification that the revised tariff sheets have been filed. The Buyer has notified the Commission 
in writing that it has adjusted its books in accordance with the Commission’s decision, that the 
Buyer has submitted the executed and recorded warranty deed, that the Buyer has submitted a 
copy of its application for permit transfer to the DEP, and that the Buyer has submitted a signed 
and executed copy of its contract for sale within 60 days of the Commission’s Order approving 
the transfer. (Watrous) 

Staff Analysis: If no protest to the proposed agency action is filed by a substantially affected 
person within 21 days of the date of the issuance of the Order, a Consummating Order should be 
issued and the docket should be closed administratively upon Commission staff’s verification 
that the revised tariff sheets have been filed. The Buyer has notified the Commission in writing 
that it has adjusted its books in accordance with the Commission’s decision, that the Buyer has 
submitted the executed and recorded warranty deed, that the Buyer has submitted a copy of its 
application for permit transfer to the DEP, and that the Buyer has submitted a signed and 
executed copy of its contract for sale within 60 days of the Commission’s Order approving the 
transfer. 
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CSWR-Florida Utility Operating Company, LLC 
Brevard County 

Sun Lake Village Estates Wastewater Service Area 

A parcel of land lying in the East ½ of Section 1, Township 24 South, Range 35 East, 
being a portion of Canaveral Groves Subdivision, Phases 1 and 2, being more particularly 
described as follows: 

Commence at the North ¼ corner of said Section 1 and run South 01° 01′ 56″ W along 
the West line of the Northeast ¼, a distance of 50 feet to a point on the North right-of-way line of 
Canaveral Groves Boulevard, the Point of Beginning; Thence continue South 01° 01′ 56″ West 
along said West line, a distance of 1,362.29 feet; thence South 88° 45′ 34″ East, a distance of 320 
feet more or less; thence South 1,650 feet more or less to a point 150 feet South of Emerald 
Lakes Drive; thence East 1,000 feet more or less to the West right-of-way line of Sharpes Lake 
Avenue; thence Northwesterly along said right-of-way line, a distance of 1,700 feet more or less 
to a point; thence North a distance of 450 feet more or less to a point on the South right-of-way 
line of Lake Erie Place; thence South 88° 45′ 34″ East a distance of 560 feet more or less to a 
point on the East right-of-way line of Lake Superior Drive; thence North 01° 14′ 26″ East a 
distance of 50 feet; thence South 88° 45′ 34″ East a distance of 70.25 feet; thence North 01° 14′ 
48″ East a distance of 108.18 feet; thence South 88° 29′ 58″ East a distance of 25 feet; thence 
North 01° 14′ 48″ East a distance of 1,225.69 feet to the Southerly right-of-way line of Canaveral 
Groves Boulevard; thence North 88° 28′ 48″ West a distance of 1,338.84 feet to the Point of 
Beginning. 
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FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
Authorizes 

CSWR-Florida Utility Operating Company, LLC 
pursuant to  

Certificate Number 562-S 

to provide wastewater service in Brevard County in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 
367, Florida Statutes, and the Rules, Regulations, and Orders of this Commission in the territory 
described by the Orders of this Commission.  This authorization shall remain in force and effect 
until superseded, suspended, cancelled or revoked by Order of this Commission.  

Order Number  Date Issued Docket Number Filing Type 

PSC-11-0522-FOF-SU 11/7/ 2011 20100442-SU Original Certificate 
* * 20230033-SU Transfer 

*Order Number and date to be provided at time of issuance.



Docket No. 20230033-SU Schedule No. 1 
Date: October 27, 2023  Page 1 of 1 

- 12 -

CSWR-Florida Utility Operating Company, LLC 
TKCB, Inc. 

Schedule of Net Book Value as of March 31, 2023 

Description 
Balance 

Per Utility Adjustments Staff 

 Utility Plant in Service  $96,163 $- $96,163 
 Land & Land Rights  36,203 - 36,203
 Accumulated Depreciation (5,143) 655 A (4,488) 
 CIAC   - - - 
 Amortization of CIAC  - - - 

Total $127,223 $655 $127,878 
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CSWR-Florida Utility Operating Company, LLC 
TKCB, Inc. 

Explanation of Adjustments to Net Book Value as of March 31, 2023 

Explanation Amount 

A. Accumulated Depreciation
To reflect the appropriate balance. $655 

Total Adjustments to Net Book Value as of March 31, 2023 $655 
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CSWR-Florida Utility Operating Company, LLC 
TKCB, Inc. 

Schedule of Staff’s Recommended Account Balances as of March 31, 2023 

Account 
No. Description UPIS 

 Accumulated                 
Depreciation 

354 Structures & Improvements   $6,203 ($795) 
361 Collection Sewers - Gravity 2,000 (244) 
370 Receiving Wells  42,158 1,292 
380 Treatment and Disposal Equipment   45,802 (4,742) 

Total $96,163 ($4,488) 
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CSWR – Florida Utility Operating Company, LLC. 
TKCB, Inc. 

Monthly Wastewater Rates 

Residential Service 
Base Facility Charge by Meter Size 
All Meter Sizes $20.25 

Charge Per 1,000 gallons – Residential Service 
6,000 gallon cap $7.14 

General Service 
Base Facility Charge by Meter Size 
5/8” x 3/4" $20.25 
3/4" $30.38 
1" $50.63 
1 1/2" $101.25 
2" $162.00 
3" $324.00 
4" $506.25 
6" $1,012.50 

Charge Per 1,000 gallons $8.55 
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October 27, 2023 

Docket No. 20230068-EI 

Adam J. Teitzman, Commission Clerk, Office of Commission Clerk Ar 
Rescheduled Commission Conference Item 

Commission staffs memorandum assigned DN 05321-2023 was filed on September 21, 2023, 
for the October 3, 2023 Commission Conference. As the vote sheet reflects, this item was 
deferred. This item has been placed on the November 9, 2023 Commission Conference Agenda. 
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State of Florida 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Public Service Commission 
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER• 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850 

-M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U-M-

September 21, 2023 

Office of Commission Clerk (Teitzman) 

Division of Economics (Ward, Hampson) EJ"D 
Office of the General Counsel (Brownless) J"SC 

Docket No. 20230068-EI - Petition for approval of smart outdoor lighting services 
pilot program by Duke Energy Florida, LLC. 

AGENDA: 10/03/23 - Regular Agenda - Tariff Filing - Interested Persons May Participate 

COMMISSIONERS ASSIGNED: All Commissioners 

PREHEARING OFFICER: Administrative 

CRITICAL DATES: 01/15/24 (8-Month Effective Date) 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: None 

Case Background 

On May 15 , 2023, Duke Energy Florida, LLC (Duke or utility) filed a petition for approval of the 
smart outdoor lighting services pilot program (pilot program). Specifically, Duke is proposing to 
make modifications to Tariff Sheet Nos. 6.280 and 6.281 to allow certain customers who take 
service under the existing LS-1 lighting tariff to set their own personal lighting schedule and to 
dim the lights. Currently, all lights offered under the tariff operate from dusk to dawn. 

In Order No. PSC-2023-0182-PCO-EI, the Commission suspended Duke's proposed 
modifications to Tariff Sheet Nos. 6.280 and 6.281 to allow staff time to gather additional data. 1 

On June 26, 2023, staff issued its first data request, to which Duke responded on July 17, 2023. 
Staff issued a second data request on July 28, 2023, to which Duke responded on August 11, 
2023. Staff noticed a scrivener' s error in the tariff sheets filed with the petition, and Duke 

1 Order No. PSC-2023-01 82-PCO-El, issued June 26, 2023, in Docket No. 20230068-El, In re: Petition for 
approval of smart outdoor lighting services pilot program by Duke Energy Florida, LLC. 
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included updated legislative and clean versions of the tariff sheets in response to staff’s first data 
request. The proposed legislative tariffs are included in this recommendation as Attachment A. 
This recommendation addresses the proposed smart outdoor lighting services pilot program. The 
Commission has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to Sections 366.03, 366.04, 366.05, and 
366.06, Florida Statutes (F.S.). 



Docket No. 20230068-EI Issue 1 
Date: September 21, 2023 

- 3 -

Discussion of Issues 

Issue 1:  Should the Commission approve Duke's smart outdoor lighting services pilot 
program? 

Recommendation:  Yes, the Commission should approve Duke’s smart outdoor lighting 
services pilot program and the associated revised Tariff Sheet Nos. 6.280 and 6.281 effective on 
the date of the final Commission order approving the pilot. The pilot program would allow Duke 
to gather data on energy usage changes from participating customers so that it may develop a 
future program that is appropriately priced. Participating customers would be able to customize 
the operating and dimming schedule of their lights. (Ward) 

Staff Analysis: 

Rate Schedule LS-1 
Rate schedule LS-1, Lighting Service, is available to any customer for the sole purpose of 
lighting roadways or other land use areas. Currently, the energy rates for the LS-1 tariff are set 
for all customers based on the same lighting schedule (dusk to dawn), with no option to dim the 
lights. Customers taking service under the LS-1 tariff pay a fixed monthly customer charge, a 
non-fuel energy charge based on per kWh usage, cost recovery factors, as well as per unit fixture 
and maintenance charges. Service is available to both metered and unmetered customers. 

Proposed Pilot Program 
Under the proposed pilot program, Duke would offer certain customers taking service under rate 
schedule LS-1 the option to set their own lighting schedules and dim the lights. The rates offered 
under the current tariff would remain the same. Customers would be able to schedule lighting 
service during the time period from 30 minutes prior to dusk until 30 minutes after dawn. The 
terms and conditions of the pilot program state that customers would be able to request 
brightness between 50 and 100 percent of the standard output of the fixture. Additionally, the 
terms and conditions state that participating customers would be able to request changes to their 
lighting schedules during the pilot program. The processing time for normal schedule changes 
would be five business days and the processing time for “emergent special events” would be 
three business days. Examples of these special events given by Duke in response to staff’s first 
data request include turning off desired lights for a fireworks show, community concerts, or 
outdoor movie events.  

If approved, the pilot would run for a period of 18 months beginning on the date of the final 
Commission order approving the petition. In response to staff’s first data request, the utility 
stated that customers would be enrolled in the pilot program for a period of 12 consecutive 
months, with enrollment ending after the sixth month of the pilot program. In its petition, the 
utility stated that it would file an amendment to its LS-1 tariff to remove references to the pilot 
program no less than sixty days before its expiration. 

Pilot Program Participation and Availability 
In its petition, Duke stated that customers would be able to participate if they take service for at 
least five light-emitting diode (LED) lights with company installed smart nodes. In response to 
staff’s first data request, Duke stated that it has begun installing the smart nodes on all 
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compatible LEDs through its typical installation and maintenance work. In response to staff’s 
second data request, Duke stated that there are no incremental costs associated with the 
installation of a smart node. Additionally, the utility asserted that, as of July 2023, 250 customers 
have LED light fixtures with smart nodes installed. The utility estimates that approximately 25 to 
50 customers would participate in the pilot program. Duke proposes to limit participation in the 
pilot program to 10,000 lights, while also reserving the right to allow additional participation.  

The pilot program would be available to both metered and unmetered customers. In response to 
staff’s first data request, Duke stated that pilot program participants on LS-1 with metered 
accounts would be charged based on their actual kWh usage, so their actual energy consumption 
would be charged based on their energy usage (which may be higher or lower).  In response to 
staff’s second data request, the utility stated that it would measure the impact of the program on 
unmetered customers by utilizing vendor provided software that tracks street light usage based 
on being on/off or dimmed and compare that to data from a normal streetlight that turns the light 
on from dusk to dawn. 

In its petition, Duke stated that the purpose of the pilot program is to gather data on energy usage 
changes from participating customers so that it can develop a future permanent program that is 
appropriately priced. Examples of customers who might participate in the pilot include a sporting 
arena that may only need lights on until the late evening or a parking lot that may need to light 
the lot for slightly longer than dusk to dawn.  

Pilot Program Costs 
In response to staff’s second data request, the utility stated that the marketing cost of the pilot 
program is estimated to be between $3,320 and $5,320. These costs include the one time cost for 
the development of a customer website and the one time cost for 500 color printouts of a pilot 
program factsheet. Duke stated that these costs are not included in rate base and would be 
included in future rate cases if applicable.  

Conclusion 
Having reviewed the petition and staff data request responses, staff recommends that the 
Commission approve Duke’s proposed smart outdoor lighting services pilot program and 
associated revised Tariff Sheet Nos. 6.280 and 6.281 effective the date of the final Commission 
order approving the pilot. The proposed pilot program would allow Duke to gather data on 
energy usage changes from participating customers so that it may develop a permanent future 
program that is appropriately priced. Participating customers would be able to customize the 
operating and dimming schedules of their lights. 
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Issue 2:  Should this docket be closed? 

Recommendation:  If Issue 1 is approved and a protest is filed within 21 days of the issuance 
of the order, the tariff should not go into effect pending resolution of the protest. If no timely 
protest is filed, this docket should be closed upon the issuance of a consummating order. 
(Brownless) 

Staff Analysis:  If Issue 1 is approved and a protest is filed within 21 days of the issuance of 
the order, the tariff should not go into effect pending resolution of the protest. If no timely 
protest is filed, this docket should be closed upon the issuance of a consummating order. 
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SECTION NO. VI 
FORTIETM FORTY-FIRST REVISED SHEET NO. 6.280 
CANCELS THIRTY NINTMFORTIETH REVISED SHEET NO. 

Availability: 

RATE SCHEDULE LS-1 
LIGHTING SERVICE 

Available throughout the entire territory served by the Company . 

Applicable: 

Page 1 of 8 

To any customer for the sote purpose of lighting roadways or other outdoor land use areas; served from either Company or customer owned 
fixtures of the type available under this rate schedUle. Service hereunder is provided for the sole and exdusive benefit of the customer. and 
nothing herein or in the oontract executed hereunder is intended 1c> benefit any third party or to impose any obligation on the Company to 
any such third party. 

Character of Service: 

Continuous dusk to dawn automatically controlled lighting service (i .e. photoelectric cell): alternating current. 60 cycle. single phase. at the 
Company's standard voltage available· provided. however that Customers electing to participate in the Smart Outdoor Lighting Service Pilot 
Program may Choose a different period of time. 

Sman Outdoo r Lighting Services Pilot Program: 

Any customer, who is in good financial standing and takes service under LS-1 for certain LED fixtures with Company-installed smart 
nodes may apply to participate in the Smart Outdoor Lighting Se<Vices Pilot Program ("Smart Pilot"\. During the 18-month Smart Pilot 
period customerSe can schedule lighting service during the time period from 30 minutes prior to dusk until 30 minutes after dawn. 
Participants in the Smart Pilot will agree to the Smart Pilof s Terms and Conditions and will continue to be billed through the LS-1 rates. 
Participation In the Smart Pilot is limited to 10,000 lights, but the Company reserves the right to allow additional participation. 

Limitat ion of Service: 

Availability of certain fixture or pole types at a location may be restricted due to accessibility. 

Standby or resale service not permitted hereunder. Service under this rate is subject to the Company's currently effective and filed "General 
Rules and Regulations Governing Electric Service." 

Rate Per Month: 

Customer Charge: 

Unmetered: 
Metered: 

Energy and Demand Charge: 

Non-Fuel Energy Charge: 

Plus the Cost Recovery Factors listed in 
Rate Schedule BA-1. Billing Adjustments, 
except the Fuel Cost Recovery Factor and 
Asset Securitization Charge Factor. 

Per Unit Charges: 

I. Fixtures: 

$ 1.65 per line of billing 
$ 4.71 per line of billing 

2.852¢ per kWh 

See Sheet No. 6.105 and 6.106 

ISSUED BY: Thomas G. Foster, Vice President, Rates & Regulatory Strategy- FL 

EFFECTIVE: January 1, 2023 

(Continued on Page No. 2) 
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SECTION NO. VI 
FORTIETM FORTY-FIRST REVISED SHEET NO. 6.280 
CANCELS THIRTY NINTMFORTIETH REVISED SHEET NO. 

LAMP SIZE' 
INITIAL 

BILLING LUMENS LAMP 
TYPE DESCRIPTION OUTPUT WATTAGE kWh FIXTURE 

Incandescent: 1 

110 Roadway 1,000 105 32 $1 .02 
115 Roadway 2.500 205 66 1.60 
170 Post Top 2,500 205 72 20.0 1 

Mercury Vapor: ' 
205 Open Bottom 4,000 100 44 $2.38 
210 Roadway 4.000 100 44 3.06 
215 Post Top 4,000 100 44 3.60 
220 Roadway 8,000 175 71 3.10 
225 Open Bottom 8.000 175 71 2.45 
~ ~ ~ 400 4-5$ ~ 
~ ~ ~ 4,000 3llll ~ 
~ ~ ~ 400 #8 ~ 
:100 ~ ~ 4,000 ~ f,;t:l. 

ISSUED BY: Thomas G. Foster, Vice President, Rates & Regulatory Strategy- FL 

EFFECTIVE: January 1, 2023 

Pa e 1 of 8 

CHARGES PER UNIT 

NON-FUEL 
MAINTENANCE ENERGY 3 

$4.70 S0.91 
4.32 1.88 
4.32 2.05 

$1.80 $1 .25 
1.80 1.25 
1.80 1.25 
1.77 2.02 
1.77 202 
4-,+g ~ 
~ ~ 
4-,+g ~ 
~ ~ 

(Continuod on Page No. 2) 
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SECTION NO. VI 
THIRTY~IXTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.281 
CANCELS THIRTY FOURTM FIFTH REVISED SHEET NO. 

Page 2 of 8 
RATE SCHEDULE LS-1 

LIGHTING SERVICE 
(Continued from Page No. 1) 

I. Fixtures: (Continued) 
LAMP SIZE• CHARGES PER UNIT 

INITIAL 
BILLING LUMENS LAMP NON-FUEL 

TYPE DESCRIPTION OUTPUT WATTAGE kWh FIXTURE MAINTENANCE ENERGY 3 

235 
Mercu!l'.: Va eor. ' Continued 

Roadway 21 000 400 158 3.75 1.79 4.51 
240 Roadway 62000 1,QQQ 386 ~ LQZ lli!.1 
245 Flood 21000 400 158 4.92 1.79 4.5 1 
250 Flood 62000 1,QQQ 386 5.77 207 11.01 

Sodium Vapor: 1 

300 HPS Deco Rdwy \Nhite 50,000 400 168 $10.50 $1.87 $4.79 
301 Sandpiper HPS Deco Roadway 27.500 250 104 13.61 1.85 2.97 
302 Sandpiper HPS Deco Rdwy Blk 9,500 100 42 13.16 1.84 1.20 
305 Open Botiom 4,000 50 21 2.49 1.86 0.60 
306 1 OOW HS Deco Rdwy Blk 9.500 100 42 10.19 1.84 1.20 
310 Roadway 4,000 50 21 3.06 1.86 0.60 
313 Open Bottom 6,500 70 29 4.11 1.84 0.83 
314 Hometown II 9.500 100 42 3.83 1.84 1.20 
315 Post Top - Colonial/Contemp 4,000 50 21 4.95 1.86 0.60 
316 Colonial Post Top 4,000 50 34 3.97 1.86 0.97 
318 Post Top 9.500 100 42 2.45 1.84 1.20 
320 Roadway-Overhead Only 9,500 100 42 4.04 1.84 1.20 
321 Deco Post Top - Monticello 9,500 100 49 12.59 1.84 1.40 
322 Deco Post Top - Flagler 9.500 100 49 15.53 1.84 1.40 
323 Roadway-Turtle OH Only 9,500 100 42 4.84 1.84 1.20 
325 Roadway-Overhead Only 16,000 150 65 4.57 1.85 1.85 
326 Deco Post Top - Sanibel 9,500 100 49 18.69 1.84 1.40 
330 Roadway-Overhead Only 22,000 200 87 3.40 1.85 2.48 
335 Roadway-Overhead Only 27,500 250 104 5.68 1.85 2.97 
336 Roadway-Bridge 27,500 250 104 6.28 1.85 2.97 
337 Roadway-DOT 27,500 250 104 5.47 1.85 2.97 
338 Deco Roadway-MaiUand 27,500 250 104 9.65 1.85 2.97 
340 Roadway-Overhead Only 50,000 400 169 5.79 1.87 4.82 
341 HPS Flood-City of Sebring only 16,000 150 65 3.78 1.85 3.08 
342 Roadway-Tum pike 50,000 400 168 8.33 1.87 4.79 
343 Roadway-Turnpike 27,500 250 108 8.50 1.85 3.08 
345 Flood-overhead Only 27.500 250 103 5.18 1.85 2.94 
347 Clermont 9.500 100 49 20.49 1.84 1.40 
348 Clermont 27,500 250 104 21 .51 1.85 2.97 
350 Flood-OVerhead Only 50,000 400 170 5.36 1.87 4.85 
351 Underground Roadway 9,500 100 42 5.68 1.84 1.20 
352 Underground Roadway 16,000 150 65 6.2 1 1.85 1.85 
353 Underground Roadway 22,000 200 87 6.21 1.85 2.48 
354 Underground Roadway 27.500 250 108 7.33 1.85 3.08 
356 Underground Roadway 50,000 400 168 7.44 1.87 4.79 
357 Underground Flood 27,500 250 108 8.83 1.85 3.05 
358 Underground Flood 50.000 400 168 9.0 1 1.87 4.79 
359 Underground Turtle Roadway 9,500 100 42 6.59 1.84 1.20 
360 Deco Roadway Rectangular 9,500 100 47 11 .93 1.84 1.34 
365 Deco Roadway Rectangular 27,500 250 108 11 .39 1.85 3.08 
366 Deco Roadway Rectangular 50,000 400 168 11.39 1.87 4.79 
370 Deco Roadway Round 27.500 250 108 16.48 1.85 3.08 
375 Deco Roadway Round 50,000 400 168 16.48 1.87 4.79 
380 Deco Post Top - Ocala 9,500 100 49 10.42 1.84 1.40 
381 Deco Post Top 9,500 100 49 3.77 1.84 1.40 
383 Deco Post Top-Biscayne 9,500 100 49 13.21 1.84 1.40 
385 Deco Post Top - Sebring 9,500 100 49 6.67 1.84 1.40 
393 Deco Post Top 4,000 50 2 1 8.13 1.86 0.60 
394 Deco Post Top 9,500 100 49 16.92 1.84 1.40 

(Continued on Page No. 3) 

ISSUED BY: Thomas G. Foster, V ice President , Rates & Regulatory Strategy- FL 

EFFECTIVE: .lanuaiy ~. 2023 
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October 27, 2023 

Office of Commission Clerk (Teitzman) 

Division of Economics (Barrett) ~ 
Division Of Engineering (Ellis) 7l3 
Office of the General Counsel (Stiller) <;J3C 
Docket No. 20230072-EI - Petition for approval of shared solar tariff change, by 
Tampa Electric Company. 

AGENDA: 11 /09/23 - Regular Agenda - Tariff Filing - Interested Persons May Participate 

COMMISSIONERS ASSIGNED: All Commissioners 

PREHEARING OFFICER: Administrative 

CRITICAL DATES: 1/31/2024 (8-month Effective Date) 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: None 

Case Background 

On May 31, 2023, Tampa Electric Company (TECO or utility) filed a petition for approval of 
changes to its Shared Solar Rider Tariff(SSR-1 Tariff or Tariff). The SSR-1 Tariff pertains to an 
optional program that is marketed by TECO as its "Sun Select" program. The utility's current 
SSR-1 Tariff was approved by the Commission in Order No. PSC-2019-0215-TRF-EI (Tariff 
Approval Order) and offers residential and commercial customers the option to purchase all or a 
portion of their monthly energy consumption from an allocation of 17.5 megawatts (MWs) of 
dedicated capacity from the utility's Lake Hancock solar facility. 1 In its petition, the utility seeks 

'Order No. PSC-2019-02 15-TRF-EI, Order Approving Tampa Electric Company's Shared Solar Tariff, issued June 
3, 20 19, in Docket No.20 180204-EI, In re: Petition for approval of shared solar tariff by Tampa Electric Company. 
In 2021 , the Commission reaffirmed its approval of the SSR-1 Tariff when it approved a stipulation and settlement 
agreement that resolved TECO's last general rate case. See Order No. PSC-2021-0423-S-EI, issued November 10, 
2021 , in Docket No. 20210034-EI, In re: Petition for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company (2021 Settlement). 
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approval of several modifications designed to attract more participants to subscribe to the optional 
Tariff. TECO also states that it hopes to learn more about customer adoption of community solar 
programs and engage with its customers to help them reach decarbonization goals. 

In Order No. PSC-2023-0214-PCO-EI, the Commission suspended the proposed modified tariff in 
order to allow staff sufficient time to review the proposed modifications and gather pertinent 
information.2 Subsequently, staff issued two data requests to the utility, and conducted two 
informal meetings with utility representatives on August 17, 2023, and September 7, 2023.  

On September 15, 2023, TECO filed revisions to the proposed SSR-1 Tariff based on feedback 
provided by staff. TECO’s proposed SSR-1 Tariff, as amended, is shown in Attachment A. 

The Commission has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to Sections 366.03, 366.04, 366.05, and 
366.06, Florida Statutes (F.S.). 

2Order No. PSC-2023-0214-PCO-EI, issued July 26, 2023, in Docket No. 20230072-EI, In re: Petition for approval 
of shared solar tariff change, by Tampa Electric Company. 
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Discussion of Issues 

Issue 1:  Should the Commission approve the proposed changes to TECO’s Shared Solar Rider 
Tariff? 

Recommendation:  Yes, the Commission should approve the proposed changes to TECO’s 
Shared Solar Rider Tariff, as shown in Attachment A, contingent upon TECO’s compliance with 
certain program implementation provisions and reporting requirements described below.  

First, incremental revenues from this program that exceed the Sun Select revenue credits approved 
in the 2021 Settlement should be recorded as a credit to the Fuel and Purchased Power Cost 
Recovery Clause (Fuel Clause) to offset expenditures for fuel.  

Second, TECO should manage its SSR-1 Tariff program subscriptions to ensure that the proportion 
of energy sales of residential and commercial customers in the RS and GS classes to total energy 
sales (all classes) is, in the aggregate, no lower than thirty percent.  

Third, in its marketing of the revised program, TECO should not claim or imply that program 
revenues are earmarked for or contribute to the construction of new solar resources.  

Finally, TECO should submit annual reports in March of 2024, 2025, 2026, and 2027 with data 
for the prior calendar year, detailing the following: 1) the number of revised SSR-1 Tariff program 
participants, amount of energy sales, waiting list levels, and revenues collected, by subscription 
level and by rate class; 2) the incremental revenue, above the Sun Select revenue currently included 
in base rates, credited to the Fuel Clause; 3) a summary of TECO’s key findings regarding 
customer adoption of community solar programs and its customers’ desire to reach 
decarbonization goals; and 4) a detailed description of whether and how the results of the program 
have impacted TECO’s generation planning. (Barrett, Ellis)  

Staff Analysis:  As set forth in the Tariff Approval Order, the utility’s current SSR-1 Tariff 
offers customers an opportunity to support the construction of a 17.5 MW portion of the Lake 
Hancock solar project, a 49.5 MW solar facility constructed by TECO that came fully on-line in 
2019. The remaining 32 MWs of the Lake Hancock solar project were included in base rate charges 
through a solar generation base rate adjustment (SoBRA) mechanism.3  

Customers taking service under the current SSR-1 Tariff pay a levelized energy rate of 6.3 
cents/kWh, which recovers the anticipated revenue requirement of the capital and operating and 
maintenance (O&M) costs of 17.5 MWs of this solar facility over the 30-year projected life, plus 
program administrative costs. Under the SSR-1 Tariff, residential customers can opt to purchase 
solar energy on the basis of 25, 50, or 100 percent of their monthly energy usage, and 
commercial/industrial customers are eligible to purchase in 1,000 kWh blocks. In exchange, such 
customers are exempted from having to pay fuel costs via the Fuel Clause for the portion of their 
bills under SSR-1 Tariff subscription. While this exemption decreased revenues in the Fuel Clause, 

3Order No. PSC-2018-0571-FOF-EI, issued December 7, 2018, in Docket No. 20180133-EI, In re: Petition for limited 
proceeding to approve second Solar Base Rate Adjustment (SoBRA), effective January 1, 2019, by Tampa Electric 
Company. 
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the general body of ratepayers received the benefit of an additional 17.5 MW of solar capacity that 
was not funded by the general body of ratepayers at the time the original proposal was approved.  

The Tariff Approval Order provided that the 17.5 MW portion of the Lake Hancock unit would be 
included in TECO’s revenue requirement as an addition to base rates in a future rate case 
proceeding. Accordingly, in the 2021 Settlement, TECO included the cost associated with the 17.5 
MW portion of Lake Hancock in its base rates.4 The projected SSR-1 Tariff revenues will continue 
to be included as a credit to the revenue requirement when calculating base rates. Staff confirmed 
that TECO included the SSR-1 Tariff revenues as an offset when calculating base rates in Docket 
No. 20210034-EI, thereby putting downward pressure on base rates and avoiding double recovery. 

Proposed Changes to SSR-1 Tariff and Sun Select Program 
As shown in Attachment A, TECO proposes the following notable changes to its SSR-1 Tariff: 

1. The Tariff rate decreases from 6.3 cents/kWh to 4.9 cents/kWh.
2. The program capacity increases from 17.5 MW of incremental capacity to 30 MW of

existing capacity.
3. New customer enrollments and re-enrollments will not be allowed to exceed 10 million

kWh per year for GSD, GSLDPR, and GSLDSU customers.
4. Re-enrollments are prohibited for 12 months after an account’s cancellation from the

program.
5. The SSR-1 Tariff’s “Monthly Rate” is renamed “Rate.”

The utility explained that it seeks approval of changes to the Sun Select program for the purpose 
of elevating participation levels. Participation in the program has been modest, with only 35 
percent of the available capacity currently subscribed and a churn rate of 44 percent.5 Additionally, 
the utility states it hopes to learn more about customer adoption of community solar programs and 
engage with its customers to help them reach decarbonization goals. 

In order to achieve these objectives, TECO proposes two primary changes to the program. First, 
the utility proposes to reduce the monthly rate under the SSR-1 Tariff from 6.3 cents/kWh to 4.9 
cents/kWh based on a revised pricing model. The reduction of 1.4 cents/kWh is intended for 
current and future program participants. Second, TECO proposes to expand the available capacity 
of the Sun Select program from 17.5 MWs to 30.0 MWs.  

TECO’s proposal to reduce the monthly SSR-1 Tariff rate is based on a complete change in its 
pricing model. Exhibit B to the petition, the “Waterfall Chart,” proposes that increased incremental 
costs under the proposed program are offset by decreased incremental costs, resulting in the 
proposed SSR-1 Tariff rate of 4.9 cents/kWh.6 TECO states it used a marginal cost of service 
analysis to arrive at its calculation of levelized costs, including energy and generation capacity. 

4Order No. PSC-2021-0423-S-EI, issued November 10, 2021, Docket No. 20210034-EI, In re: Petition for rate 
increase by Tampa Electric Company. 
5Exhibit A to the petition (“Sun Select De-enrollment Reasons”) summarizes de-enrollment data reflecting that about 
51 percent of customers that enrolled and later dropped out of the program cited high participation costs as their reason 
for exiting. 
6Exhibit B to Petition, FPSC Document No. 03449-2023. 
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TECO then used various cost/credit assumptions that, when summed, equal the proposed SSR-1 
rate. These cost considerations are more fully described below.  

While TECO has historically based  Sun Select program costs on the actual capital and O&M costs 
of the eligible 17.5 MW of the Lake Hancock facility, the proposed changes are based upon the 
capital and O&M expenses of TECO’s entire solar fleet, plus added credits and expenses 
associated with the facility’s energy and capacity. TECO proposes a program price in part based 
on the average installed costs of TECO’s entire solar generation portfolio, which is lower than the 
installed cost of the Lake Hancock solar facility under which the Sun Select program price was 
originally established. In addition, the utility’s pricing model adjusted the depreciable life of solar 
assets by five years (from 30 years to 35 years).7 Unlike the original program, no new incremental 
capacity will be constructed as a result of this increase in amount of eligible solar capacity in the 
Sun Select participation from 17.5 MW to 30.0 MW,8 or approximately 0.3 percent of TECO’s net 
energy for load in 2023.9 TECO states that the portfolio approach enables it to make available to 
customers the entire capacity limit of the program, rather than having a small portion reserved as 
a buffer.10 

Regarding the proposed capacity credit, TECO specifies that it includes the capacity credit as an 
offset to ensure customers are not paying for capacity twice, using the next avoidable unit instead 
of the system’s costs. TECO includes a 1.5 cents/kWh credit for capacity based on the installed 
cost information for the 2023 Standard Offer Contract avoided unit, a 2030 natural gas-fired 
internal combustion engine. However, no new generation will be constructed, and the existing 
capacity is solar, which TECO considers non-firm for its winter system peak and only partially 
firm for its summer system peak. As a result, the resulting 4.9 cents/kWh rate is not cost based. 
While the program is voluntary, the Commission should consider whether it has an undue impact 
on the general body of ratepayers.   

In addition to the proposed rate change, a proposed wording change in the tariff renames the term 
“Monthly Rate” to “Rate” in reference to the SSR-1 rate, designed to avoid the appearance of a 
flat fee.  

In response to staff concerns, TECO updated its original tariff filing to include two other proposed 
changes to its SSR-1 Tariff. First, the proposed tariff would limit new customer enrollments and 
re-enrollments to 10 million kWh per year for the customers in the GSD, GSLDPR, and GSLDSU 
rate classes, to address staff concerns that a small number of customers could prohibit more 
widespread adoption of the program. Second, TECO proposed tariff changes that would prohibit 
re-enrollments for 12 months after an account’s cancellation from the program. TECO offered this 
change in response to staff’s concern that some customers may seek to enter and exit the program 

7The price support for the current (6.3 cents per kWh) rate used a depreciable life of 30 years for the Lake Hancock 
facility. In the 2021 Agreement, the utility agreed to extend the life of solar assets to 35 years for depreciation purposes. 
TECO proposes to use this Commission-approved 35-year life in calculating the SSR-1 rate. This change puts 
additional downward pressure on the rate. 
8 TECO’s response to Staff Data Request 2, No. 16.a. 
9Based on 30 MW operating at a 25.8% capacity factor, which produces approximately 67.8 gigawatt-hours (GWh) 
annually, versus TECO’s net energy for load of 20,977 GWh. 
10In its current form, the Sun Select program features a 5 percent buffer, which results in the program having a 
maximum expected annual energy output of 95 percent. 
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frequently, based on what they perceive is or will be a favorable relationship between TECO’s fuel 
factor and the SSR-1 Tariff rate. 

SSR-1 Tariff Customer Impacts 
TECO claims that the proposed program provides Sun Select participants a pricing option to 
facilitate their efforts to decarbonize their operations or homes by using renewable power. TECO 
also indicated that it provides participants with an opportunity to mitigate bill changes due to fuel 
price fluctuations (hedge).11 Staff considered several customer impacts, as discussed below. 

Pricing Impact 
When a subscriber enrolls in this optional program, they continue to receive electric service from 
TECO’s mix of fossil and renewable generating resources. The fixed Sun Select tariff rate 
effectively replaces a portion or all of the Fuel Clause charges that customer would ordinarily be 
assessed. Staff notes this is somewhat similar to a customer installing rooftop solar panels, in that 
such a customer voluntarily pays a premium (for their rooftop solar panels), with the expectation 
of having lower Fuel Clause charges as the result of paying the premium. Fuel Clause charges are 
ordinarily reset on an annual basis, or perhaps more often depending on actions the utility takes in 
responding to external (market) conditions or as required by the Commission. TECO’s marketing 
materials for this program state:  

Sun Select participants lock in a solar rate. While this rate is slightly higher, your 
fuel charge is waived for that portion of your electricity use.12  

Staff compared the proposed SSR-1 Tariff and TECO’s Projected System Average Fuel Costs (for 
2024 through 2030). As shown in Table 1-1, the proposed Tariff rate (4.9 cents per kWh) is higher 
than TECO’s Projected System Average Fuel Costs (for 2024 through 2030). 

Table 1-1 
Proposed Tariff Rate and Projected Fuel Cost Comparison (cents/kWh) 

Year 

(A) 

Proposed SSR-1 
Tariff Rate 

(B) 

Projected System 
Average Fuel Cost 

(C)* 

Difference between Proposed SSR-1 Tariff 
Rate and Projected Average System Fuel Costs 

(B – C) 
2024 4.9 3.8 1.4 
2025 4.9 3.3 1.6 
2026 4.9 3.2 1.7 
2027 4.9 3.2 1.7 
2028 4.9 3.2 1.7 
2029 4.9 3.2 1.7 
2030 4.9 3.2 1.7 

Source: *TECO’s Response to Staff’s 1st Data Request, No. 3.b and FPSC Document No. 04517-2023, and FPSC 
Document No. 05265-2023. 

11TECO’s Response to Staff’s First Data Request, Nos. 5 and 6, FPSC Document No. 04517-2023.  
12The utility provided staff the website link promoting their optional Sun Select program. See 
https://www.tampaelectric.com/company/solar-energy/sun-select/ 

https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fwww.tampaelectric.com%2fcompany%2fsolar-energy%2fsun-select%2f&c=E,1,dhZoKmcI9Xie8KZ4jZZQ2LASiPeFs3jYhC8c9W9zeJ7qv_v9VDLh5xpe-w-axHCwJTQVC6hRS1UYbQzOut4HGaL9cRYomidh-IFZnIqjz9TmHSISMA,,&typo=1
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Based on 2024 through 2030 rate comparisons, Sun Select participants appear to continue the 
history of paying more for electric service than they otherwise would, assuming the nominal fuel 
price projections provided by TECO.13 Staff further notes that fuel prices are inherently volatile, 
and believes it is plausible that in some future periods Sun Select participants may pay less than 
the fuel factor for the volume of energy they purchase under the program. 

Additionally, as is the case under the existing tariff, the proposed SSR-Tariff rate serves as a hedge 
of fuel prices. By paying a flat rate for Sun Select rather than the variable fuel factor, participants 
may perceive a benefit of the program in more stable bills. 

Access and Marketing 
Staff has identified two areas of concern regarding customer impacts that can be addressed by 
staff’s recommendation, as discussed below. First, TECO’s petition does not address the potential 
for one or more rate classes to be excluded for participation at the levels they have been able to in 
the past.  If TECO’s proposal to reduce the rate for this optional program is approved, and fuel 
prices rise, staff believes that the residential and general service rate classes should be in a position 
to participate in proportions somewhat similar to their level of participation to date.14 In Table 1-
2, staff presents the level of sales participation in numbers and percent for the applicable rate 
classes as of June 2023. The Residential Class has accounted for 43 percent of total sales (all 
classes), and the General Services Class has participated at a much lower rate, about 1 percent of 
total sales, for a total participation rate between the two classes of 44 percent. Staff believes TECO 
should manage its SSR-1 Tariff program subscriptions to ensure that the proportion of energy sales 
of the Residential class (RS) and General Services class (GS), in the aggregate, to total sales are 
no lower than thirty percent. This reservation threshold will ensure the RS and GS classes have 
the opportunity to subscribe to a minimum of 30 percent of sales.  Staff notes that the current tariff 
language supports subscription management by the utility. 

Table 1-2 
SSR-1 Tariff Participation by Rate Class (June 2023) 

Usage Residential Small 
Commercial 

Commercial and 
Industrial Total 

MW 4.96 0.11 6.73 11.8 
kWh 11,524,305 308,985 14,855,328 26,688,618 

Percent (%) 43.18 0.93 55.66 100 
Source: TECO’s Response to Staff’s 1st Data Request, FPSC Document No. 04715-2023. 

Second, if the proposed SSR-1 Tariff is approved, staff believes TECO should carefully review all 
marketing efforts and materials to ensure that they contain no claim or implication that Sun Select 
program revenues are earmarked for constructing new solar resources. In corresponding with staff, 
the utility emphasized that no new solar construction is planned. 

13TECO provided staff a projection of nominal System Average Fuel Costs to 2030, FPSC Document No. 05265-
2023. 
14TECO’s Response to Staff’s First Data Request, No. 4.a., FPSC Document No. 04517-2023. 
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SSR-1 Tariff Impacts, Non-Participant Customers 
TECO reports that increasing program participation in the SSR-1 program to 30 MW will have no 
effect on base rates, fuel, or other charges to non-participants in 2024.  

Staff’s primary concern related to non-participant impacts is the potential for Fuel Clause factor 
increases. If the utility’s proposal is approved, staff believes participation and revenues derived 
from this program, based on the attractive lower rate and higher program capacity, will likely both 
increase. Concurrently, fuel clause collections would decrease as more customers avoid the fuel 
clause factor on their bills.  Such decreases in fuel revenue could impose an added burden on the 
other customers that continue to pay fuel clause charges at a potentially higher rate. While 
previously the Sun Select program offered additional solar generation that offset fuel and capacity 
prices, the proposed program expansion to 30 MWs uses existing solar capacity, which offers no 
additional avoided system savings. 

However, staff believes the Commission could address this concern by requiring TECO to record 
incremental revenue collected from this program (i.e., revenue exceeding the authorized Shared 
Solar Tariff revenue credits approved in the 2021 Agreement) as an offset to expenditures for fuel 
in the fuel cost recovery clause docket. Projected Shared Solar Tariff revenue amounts in 2021 
Settlement Agreement were credited to base rates.15 Staff believes excess revenues generated 
under the proposed revisions to TECO’s Shared Solar Tariff can and should be used to reduce the 
potential of unfavorable impacts on TECO’s fuel factor which would otherwise be borne by non-
participants. The Commission approved a similar approach in Order No. PSC-2023-0191-TRF-EI, 
which addressed Duke Energy Florida, LLC’s (Duke) optional Clean Energy Impact program and 
associated tariff.16 The Commission required Duke to include program revenues, net of expenses, 
in Duke’s Fuel Clause filings to ensure that program benefits for the general body of ratepayers 
are reflected in rates on a more timely basis.     

Reporting Requirements 
The utility stated that it seeks to learn about customer adoption of community solar programs and 
its customers’ desire to reach decarbonization goals. However, because the utility has not clearly 
expressed how additional generation now or in the future may or may not materialize as a result 
of this program, staff is uncertain as to what degree the proposed pricing option facilitates 
decarbonization. A utility representative indicated that TECO will be reviewing the ongoing results 
of the program to evaluate its options for accelerating decarbonization efforts in the future, but no 
specific plans are in place at this time. As such, staff believes a reporting requirement would give 
TECO the opportunity to share its key findings with the Commission. 

15See Order No. PSC-2021-0423-S-EI, issued November 10, 2021, in Docket No. 20210034-EI, In re: Petition for 
rate increase by Tampa Electric Company. At Page 5 of that Order, the revenue requirement of the 17.5 MW portion 
of Lake Hancock Generating Station was required to be included in the revenue requirements of future rate 
proceedings, as an addition to base rates, and the revenues under the tariff were to be credited to the revenue 
requirement as an offset. This was implemented in the 2021 Settlement Agreement in revised MFR Schedule E-13c 
in Docket No. 20210034-EI (Document No. 03510-2021, Pages 2, 3, and 5. This credit to revenue amounted to 
$723,807 for the RS rate class, $6,691 for the GS class, and $15,120 for the GSD and GSDT. 
16Oder No. PSC-2023-0191-TRF-EI, issued June 29, 2023, in Docket No. 20220202-EI, In re: Petition for approval 
of new clean energy impact program, a new renewable certificates (REC) buying program, by Duke Energy Florida, 
LLC. An appeal of this Order is currently pending before the Florida Supreme Court, Case No. SC21-303.  



Docket No. 20230072-EI Issue 1 
Date: October 27, 2023 

- 9 -

If the petition is approved, the utility should be required to submit an annual report on the progress 
of this program for the years 2024-2027. Specifically, staff believes the utility should submit an 
annual report in March of 2024, 2025, 2026, and 2027, for the prior year, detailing the following: 
1) the number of revised SSR-1 Tariff program participants, amount of energy sales, waiting list
levels, and revenues collected, by subscription level and by rate class; 2) the incremental revenue,
above the Sun Select revenue currently included in base rates, credited to the fuel clause; 3) a
summary of TECO’s key findings regarding customer adoption of community solar programs and
its customers’ desire to reach decarbonization goals; and 4) a detailed description of whether and
how the results of the program has impacted TECO’s generation planning.

Conclusion 
Staff agrees with TECO that a lower price, if approved, should assist the utility in increasing 
subscriptions to this program. Additionally, staff notes that higher participation up to the proposed 
limit of 30 MWs would give TECO the opportunity to learn more about customer adoption of 
community solar program and their customer’s desire to reach climate change oriented goals. 
Further, staff notes that the Commission has a history of generally being supportive of optional 
renewable energy programs by the investor-owned electric utilities operating in Florida when the 
pricing of such services are not expected to result in harm to the general body of ratepayers.  

Staff believes the Commission should approve the proposed changes to TECO’s Shared Solar 
Rider Tariff, as shown in Attachment A, contingent upon TECO’s compliance with certain 
program implementation provisions and reporting requirements described below.  

First, incremental revenues from this program that exceed the Sun Select revenue credits approved 
in the 2021 Settlement should be recorded as a credit to the Fuel and Purchased Power Cost 
Recovery Clause (Fuel Clause) to offset expenditures for fuel. While TECO’s proposed Shared 
Solar Rider Tariff charge of 4.9 cents/kWh is not cost based, this voluntary program is not expected 
to have an undue impact on the general body of ratepayers, assuming such incremental revenues 
are credited to the Fuel Clause. 

Second, TECO should manage its SSR-1 Tariff program subscriptions to ensure that the proportion 
of energy sales of residential and commercial customers in the RS and GS classes to total energy 
sales (all classes) are, in the aggregate, no lower than thirty percent.  

Third, in its marketing of the revised program, TECO should not claim or imply that program 
revenues are earmarked for or contribute to the construction of new solar resources.  

Finally, TECO should submit annual reports in March of 2024, 2025, 2026, and 2027 with data 
for the prior calendar year, detailing the following: 1) the number of revised SSR-1 Tariff program 
participants, amount of energy sales, waiting list levels, and revenues collected, by subscription 
level and by rate class; 2) the incremental revenue, above the Sun Select revenue currently included 
in base rates, credited to the Fuel Clause; 3) a summary of TECO’s key findings regarding 
customer adoption of community solar programs and its customers’ desire to reach 
decarbonization goals; and 4) a detailed description of whether and how the results of the program 
has impacted TECO’s generation planning.  
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Issue 2:  Should this docket be closed? 

Recommendation:  If Issue 1 is approved and a protest is filed within 21 days of the issuance 
of the order, the tariff, in effect at that time, should remain in effect, with any revenue held subject 
to refund, pending resolution of the protest. If no timely protest is filed, this docket should be 
closed upon the issuance of the consummating order. (Stiller)  

Staff Analysis:  If Issue 1 is approved and a protest is filed within 21 days of the issuance of the 
order, the tariff, in effect at that time, should remain in effect, with any revenue held subject to 
refund, pending resolution of the protest. If no timely protest is filed, this docket should be closed 
upon the issuance of the consummating order.
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Item 11 



State of Florida 
Public Service Commission 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER ● 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850 

-M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U-M- 
 

DATE: October 27, 2023 

TO: Office of Commission Clerk (Teitzman) 

FROM: Division of Economics (Guffey, Lang) 
Division of Accounting and Finance (Mason, Norris) 
Office of the General Counsel (Dose) 

RE: Docket No. 20230090-EI – Petition to implement 2024 generation base rate 
adjustment provisions in paragraph 4 of the 2021 stipulation and settlement 
agreement, by Tampa Electric Company. 

AGENDA: 11/09/23 – Regular Agenda – Tariff Filing – Interested Persons May Participate 

COMMISSIONERS ASSIGNED: All Commissioners 

PREHEARING OFFICER: Administrative 

CRITICAL DATES: 4/16/23 (8-Month Effective Date) 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: None 

 Case Background 

On August 16, 2023, Tampa Electric Company (TECO or Company) filed a petition to 
implement the 2024 Generation Base Rate Adjustment (GBRA) provisions pursuant to its 2021 
rate case Stipulation and Settlement Agreement (settlement agreement). The Commission 
previously approved the settlement agreement in Order No. PSC-2021-0423-S-EI (settlement 
order).1 In Order No. PSC-2022-0434-TRF-EI, the Commission approved TECO’s 2023 GBRA 
provision of the 2021 settlement agreement.2 

1 Order No. PSC-2021-0423-S-EI, issued November 10, 2021, in Docket No. 20210034-EI, In re: Petition for rate 
increase by Tampa Electric Company. 
2 Order No. PSC-2022-0434-TRF-EI, issued December 21, 2022, in Docket No. 20220148-EI, In re: Petition to 
implement 2023 generation base rate adjustment provisions in 2021 agreement, by Tampa Electric Company.  
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The GBRA provisions of the settlement order and agreement provide for an increase in base 
rates to reflect the 2024 GBRA amount of $21,376,909, effective with the first billing cycle of 
January 2024.3 In this petition, TECO proposed to increase the GBRA amount to $21,689,323 to 
reflect the updated 10.20 percent mid-point return on equity (ROE) allowed by a trigger 
provision of the 2021 settlement agreement and approved by the Commission on August 16, 
2022, in Docket No. 20220122-EI.4 The Company also noted that it was evaluating the tax 
provisions of the Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) to address impacts of the IRA on the 2024 
GBRA, consistent with paragraphs 4(c) and 11 of the settlement agreement. The IRA, which 
became effective August 16, 2022, does not contain a federal income tax rate change applicable 
to TECO, but it does allow for the substitution of the existing investment tax credit for solar 
generating facilities with a new production tax credit. 

During the review process, staff issued a data request to TECO on September 7, 2023, for which 
the responses were received on September 14, 2023. On October 2, 2023, staff held an informal 
telephonic meeting with the parties to the 2021 settlement agreement to discuss TECO’s filing in 
this docket. The legislative version of the proposed tariffs is Attachment A to this 
recommendation. This is staff’s recommendation on the proposed tariffs. The Commission has 
jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to Sections 366.04, 366.05, and 366.06, Florida Statutes 
(F.S.) 

3 See page 20 in Order No. PSC-2021-0423-S-EI, issued November 10, 2021, in Docket No. 20210034-EI, In re: 
Petition for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company. 
4 Order No. PSC-2022-0322-FOF-EI, issued September 12, 2022, in Docket No. 20220122-EI, In re: Petition for 
limited proceeding rate increase to implement return on equity provisions in 2021 agreement, by Tampa Electric 
Company. 
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Discussion of Issues 

Issue 1:  Should the Commission approve the updated 2024 GBRA amount of $21,689,323? 

Recommendation:  Staff recommends approving TECO’s updated 2024 GBRA amount of 
$21,689,323 with the requirement that the Company file updated 2023 and 2024 GBRAs, 
adjusted to reflect IRA impacts, by April 1, 2024. (Mason, Norris) 

Staff Analysis:  As discussed in the Case Background, subparagraphs 4(a) and (b) of the 2021 
settlement agreement provide that TECO’s base rates will increase by $21,376,909 effective with 
the first billing cycle in January 2024. The calculation of this GBRA amount was based on the 
authorized return on equity (ROE) mid-point of 9.95 percent as specified in subparagraph 2(a). 
However, subparagraph 4(d) states that if the Company’s authorized ROE mid-point changes by 
operation of subparagraph 2(b) prior to the effective date of the rate adjustment specified in 
subparagraph 4(b), the calculation of the 2024 GBRA amount shall be updated to reflect the new 
authorized ROE. 

As memorialized in Order No. PSC-2022-0322-FOF-EI, the Commission approved TECO’s 
petition to implement the ROE trigger provisions of subparagraph 2(b) of the 2021 settlement 
agreement. As a result, the Company’s authorized ROE midpoint was increased by 25 basis 
points from 9.95 percent to 10.20 percent, effective as of July 1, 2022, for all regulatory 
purposes. In its petition to implement the 2024 GBRA, TECO provided a calculation updating 
the GBRA amount to $21,689,323 to reflect the Company’s 10.20 percent authorized ROE mid-
point. The updated amount is correct based on staff’s review of the Company’s calculations. 

When the Commission approved TECO’s 2023 GBRA last year, the Company said it was in 
discussions with the Office of Public Counsel (OPC) regarding the process for updating the 2023 
GBRA to reflect the impact of the IRA. As reflected in Order No. PSC-2022-0434-TRF-EI, 
TECO agreed to collect the rate increase reflected in the 2023 GBRA subject to refund, so that 
the 2023 GBRA could go into effect with the first billing cycle of January 2023. The Company 
would refund the difference between the 2023 GBRA, as approved by the Commission, and the 
2023 GBRA as adjusted for the IRA, once the 2023 GBRA adjusted for the IRA has been 
approved by the Commission.  

Staff requested an update on this process, as there has not been a revised filing for the 2023 
GBRA, and the impacts of the IRA would also adjust the 2024 GBRA. The Company indicated 
that it is still in the process of discussing the impacts of the IRA on the 2023 and 2024 GBRAs 
with OPC. As such, TECO is requesting the Commission consider staff’s recommendation now 
so the 2024 GBRA can go into effect with the first billing cycle of January 2024. As was the case 
with the 2023 GBRA, the Company agrees to collect the rate increase reflected in the 2024 
GBRA subject to refund. The Company will refund the difference between the 2024 GBRA as 
approved by the Commission, and the 2024 GBRA as adjusted for the IRA once the 2024 GBRA 
adjusted for the IRA has been approved by the Commission. 

In light of the extended timeframe for addressing the impacts of the IRA, staff recommends 
approving TECO’s updated 2024 GBRA amount of $21,689,323 with the requirement that the 
Company file updated 2023 and 2024 GBRAs, adjusted to reflect IRA impacts, by April 1, 2024. 
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Issue 2:  Should the Commission approve TECO's revised tariffs to implement the GBRA 
increase effective January 2024? 

Recommendation:  Yes, the Commission should approve TECO’s revised tariffs to 
implement the GBRA increase effective with the first billing cycle of January 2024 as approved 
in the settlement order. (Guffey, Lang) 

Staff Analysis:  TECO’s petition includes the proposed tariff sheets, the allocation of the 
revenue increase to the various rate classes and calculations showing the revenue from the sale of 
electricity by rate schedule under current and proposed rates. A residential customer who uses 
1,000 kilowatt-hours (kWh) per month will see an increase of $1.58 on the base rate portion of 
their monthly bill as a result of the GBRA increase.  

Subparagraph 4(e) of the settlement agreement, which addresses the GBRA increase and was 
approved by Order No. PSC-2021-0423-S-EI, states: 

… the GBRAs shall be reflected on customer bills by allocating each GBRA 
revenue requirement to rate classes as shown in Exhibit K and demand and energy 
base rate charges shall be increased on an equal percentage basis (to the extent 
practicable) within each class to recover the allocated revenue requirement 
increase for each class, and shall be calculated based upon the billing 
determinants used in the company’s then-most-current-ECCR filing with the 
Commission for the twelve months following the effective date of any respective 
GBRA. For GSD, GSLDPR, and GSLDSU rate classes, the increase will be 
recovered exclusively based on demand charges. 

TECO’s most current Energy Conservation Cost Recovery Clause (ECCR) filing in Docket No. 
20230002-EG was filed on August 4, 2023.5 Staff has confirmed that the billing determinants 
used in calculating the proposed GBRA base rate charges are consistent with the billing 
determinants in TECO’s most recent ECCR filing and are in compliance with the language of the 
settlement agreement. 

Staff has also reviewed TECO’s proposed 2024 GBRA tariff sheets and supporting 
documentation. The calculations are accurate and reflect the language of the approved settlement 
agreement. The Commission should approve TECO’s tariff rate changes to implement the 
updated GBRA increase of $21,689,323 due to the ROE trigger provision in the settlement 
agreement. Pursuant to the settlement order, the rate changes should become effective with the 
first billing cycle of January 2024. TECO should notify its customers of the approved new rates 
by way of bill notification in the December 2023 billing cycle. 

5 Document No. 04531-2023, filed August 4, 2023, in Docket No. 20230002-EG, In re: Energy Conservation Cost 
Recovery Clause. 
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Issue 3:  Should this docket be closed? 

Recommendation:  No. If Issues 1 and 2 are approved and a protest is filed within 21 days of 
the issuance of the order, the tariffs should remain in effect, with any revenues held subject to 
refund, pending resolution of the protest. This docket should remain open in order for TECO to 
file updated 2023 and 2024 GBRAs, adjusted to reflect IRA impacts, by April 1, 2024. (Dose) 

Staff Analysis:  If Issues 1 and 2 are approved and a protest is filed within 21 days of the 
issuance of the order, the tariffs should remain in effect, with any revenues held subject to 
refund, pending resolution of the protest. This docket should remain open in order for TECO to 
file updated 2023 and 2024 GBRAs, adjusted to reflect IRA impacts, by April 1, 2024.
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~TECO. q TAMPA ELECTRIC 

AN EMERA COMPANY 

SCHEDULE: RS 

THIRTY i;:1RST SECOND REVISED SHEET NO. 6.030 
CANCELS THIRTIETH THIRTY-FIRST REVISED SHEET NO. 

6.030 

RESIDENTIAL SERVICE 

AVAILABLE: Entire service area. 

APPLICABLE: To residential consumers in individually metered private residences, apartment 
units, and duplex units. All energy must be for domestic purposes and should not be shared 
with or sold to others. In addition, energy used in commonly-owned facilities in condominium 
and cooperative apartment buildings will qualify for this rate schedule, subject to the following 
criteria: 
1. 100% of the energy is used exclusively for the co-owners' benefit. 
2. None of the energy is used in any endeavor which sells or rents a commodity or 

provides service for a fee. 
3. Each point of delivery will be separately metered and billed. 
4. A responsible legal entity is established as the customer to whom the Company can 

render its bills for said service. 
Resale not permitted. 

Billing charges shall be prorated for billing periods that are less than 25 days or greater than 
35 days. If the billing period exceeds 35 days and the billing extension causes energy 
consumption, based on average daily usage, to exceed 1,000 k\Ml, the excess consumption 
will be charged at the lower monthly Energy and Demand Charge. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: This schedule includes service to single phase motors rated up to 
7.5 HP. Three phase service may be provided where available for motors rated 7.5 HP and 
over. 

RATES: 

Basic Service Charge: 
$ 0.71 per day. 

Energy and Demand Charge: 
First 1,000 k\Ml 
All additional k\Ml 

6.~50 ¢ per kV'vh 
7 .-e-4+-802 ¢ per k\Ml 

MINIMUM CHARGE: The Basic Service Charge. 

FUEL CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.022. 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.031 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President DATE EFFECTIVE: .Jan6lary 1, 2G2~ 

84 
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~TECO. 
~ T AMPA ELECTR I C 

AN EMERA COMPANY 

THIRTY SECOND THIRD REVISED SHEET NO. 6.050 
CANCELS THIRTY FIRST SECOND REVISED SHEET NO. 

6.050 

GENERAL SERVICE - NON DEMAND 

SCHEDULE: GS 

AVAILABLE: Entire service area. 

APPLICABLE: For lighting and power in establishments not classified as residential whose 
energy consumption has not exceeded 9,000 kWh in any one of the prior twelve (12) 
consecutive billing periods ending with the current billing period. For any billing period that 
exceeds 35 days, the energy consumption shall be prorated to that of a 30-day amount for 
purposes of administering this requirement. Resale not permitted. 

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: Single or 3 phase, 60 cycles and approximately 120 volts or 
higher, at Company's option. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: All service under this rate shall be furnished through one meter. 
Standby service permitted on Schedule GST only. 

RATES: 

Basic Service Charge: 
Metered accounts 
Un-metered accounts 

Energy and Demand Charge: 
7.642 86J862 ¢ per kWh 

$0. 75 per day 
$0.63 per day 

MINIMUM CHARGE: The Basic Service Charge. 

EMERGENCY RELAY POWER SUPPLY CHARGE: The monthly charge for emergency relay 
power supply service shall be 0.171 ¢ per kWh of billing energy. This charge is in addition 
to the compensation the customer must make to the Company as a contribution-in-aid of 
construction. 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.051 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President DATE EFFECTIVE: .Jan6lary 1, 2G2J 
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~TECO. q TAMPA E L E C TRIC 

A N EMERA C O MPANY 

THIRTY FIRST SECOND REVISED SHEET NO. 6.080 
CANCELS THIRTIETH THIRTY-FIRST REVISED SHEET NO. 

6.080 

GENERAL SERVICE -DEMAND 

SCHEDULE: GSD 

AVAILABLE: Entire service area. 

APPLICABLE: To any customer whose energy consumption has exceeded 9,000 kWh in any 
one of the prior twelve ( 12) consecutive billing periods ending with the current billing period. 
Also available to customers with energy consumption at any level below 9,000 k\/'vh per billing 
period who agree to remain on this rate for at least twelve (12) months. For any billing period 
that exceeds 35 days, the energy consumption shall be prorated to that of a 30-day amount for 
purposes of administering this requirement. Resale not permitted. 

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: A-C; 60 cycles; 3 phase; at any standard Company voltage. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: Standby service is permitted only for customers who generate 
less than 20% of their on-site load requirements or whose generating equipment is used for 
emergency purposes. 

RATES: 

STANDARD OPTIONAL 

Basic Service Charge: 

Secondary Metering Voltage $ 1.08 per day 
Primary Metering Voltage $ 5.98 per day 
Subtrans. Metering Voltage $17.48 per day 

Demand Charge: 
$14.4&-20 per kW of billing demand 

Energy Charge: 
0. 736 ¢ per kWh 

Basic Service Charge: 

Secondary Metering Voltage $ 1.08 per day 
Primary Metering Voltage $ 5.98 per day 
Subtrans. Metering Voltage $17.48 per day 

Demand Charge: 
$0.00 per kW of billing demand 

Energy Charge: 
7.115 ¢ per kWh 

The customer may select either standard or optional. Once an option is selected, the 
customer must remain on that option for twelve ( 12) consecutive months. 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.081 

ISSUED BY: A D. Collins, President DATE EFFECTIVE: .Janbiary 1, 2G2~ 
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~TECO. 
,.. TAMPA E LECTRIC 

AN E M ERA COMPANY 

TI'\lebr;:TI-I THIRTEENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.140 
CANCELS EbEVENTM TWELFTH REVISED SHEET NO. 

6.140 

GENERAL SERVICE -LARGE DEMAND 
PRIMARY 

SCHEDULE: GSLDPR 

AVAILABLE: Entire Service Area. 

APPLICABLE: To all primary voltage served customers with a registered demand of 1000 
kW or above once in the last 12 months. Customer must take service at the primary voltage 
level. Once a customer has gone ( 12) consecutive months of less than 1000 kW registered 
demand the customer will then be billed under the rate schedule GSD. For any billing period 
that exceeds 35 days, the energy consumption shall be prorated to that of a 30-day amount for 
the purposes of administering this requirement. Resale not permitted. 

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: A-C; 60 cycles; 3 phase, at primary voltage. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: Standby service is permitted only for customers who 
generate less than 20% of their on-site load requirements or whose generating equipment is 
used for emergency purposes. 

RATES: 

Daily Basic Service Charge: 

Demand Charge: 

Energy Charge: 

$ 19.52 per day 

$ 11 .~8 per kW of billing demand 

1.042¢ per kWh 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.145 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President DATE EFFECTIVE: dam:1ary 1, 202~ 
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~TECO. q TAMPA ELEC TRIC 

AN EMERA COMPANY 

SeCONC THIRD REVISED SHEET NO. 6.160 
CANCELS R-RS+SECOND REVISED SHEET NO. 6.160 

GENERAL SERVICE - LARGE DEMAND 
SUBTRANSMISSION 

SCHEDULE: GSLDSU 

AVAILABLE: Entire Service Area. 

APPLICABLE: To all subtransmission voltage served customers with a registered demand of 
1000 kW or above once in the last 12 months. Customer must take service at the 
subtransm ission voltage level. Once a customer has gone ( 12) consecutive months of less 
than 1000 kW registered demand the customer will then be billed under the rate schedule 
GSD. For any billing period that exceeds 35 days, the energy consumption shall be prorated to 
that of a 30-day amount for the purposes of administering this requirement. Resale not 
permitted 

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: A-C; 60 cycles; 3 phase, at subtransmission voltage. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: Standby service is permitted only for customers who 
generate less than 20% of their on-site load requirements or whose generating equipment is 
used for emergency purposes. 

RATES: 

Daily Basic Service Charge: 

Demand Charge: 

Energy Charge: 

$ 83.90 a day 

$ 9.~ ~ er kW of billing demand 

1.151¢ perkWl 

Continued to Sheet No. 6. 165 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President 
88 

DATE EFFECTIVE: January 1, 202~ 
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~TECO. 
,. TAMPA ELECTRIC 

AN E MERA COMPANY 

THIRTY EIGHTH NINTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.290 
CANCELS THIRTY SEVENTH EIGHTH REVISED SHEET 

NO. 6.290 

CONSTRUCTION SERVICE 

SCHEDULE: CS 

AVAILABLE: Entire service area. 

APPLICABLE: Single phase temporary service used primarily for construction purposes. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: Service is limited to construction poles and services installed 
under the TUG program. Construction poles are limited to a maximum of 70 amperes at 240 
volts for construction poles. Larger (non-TUG) services and three phase service entrances 
must be served under the appropriate rate schedule, plus the cost of installing and removing 
the temporary facilities is required. 

RATES: 
Basic Service Charge: $0.75 per day 

Energy and Demand Charge: 7.642 863 862¢ per k\1\/h 

MINIMUM CHARGE: The Basic Service Charge. 

FUEL CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.022. 

ENERGY CONSERVATION RECOVERY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.021 and 6.022. 

CAPACITY RECOVERY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.022. 

CLEAN ENERGY TRANSITION MECHANISM: See Sheet Nos. 6.023 and 6.025 

ENVIRONMENTAL RECOVERY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.022. 

FLORIDA GROSS RECEIPTS TAX: See Sheet No. 6.023. 

FRANCHISE FEE CHARGE: See Sheet No. 6.023. 

PAYMENT OF BILLS: See Sheet No. 6.023. 

STORM SURCHARGE: See Sheet No. 6.024. 

STORM PROTECTION PLAN RECOVERY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.021 and 6.023. 

ISSUED BY: AD. Collins, President 
89 

DATE EFFECTIVE: A[Jril 1, 2023 
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~TECO. q TAMPA ELECTRIC 

AN EMERA COMPANY 

THIRTY l=IR.ST SECOND REVISED SHEET NO. 6.320 
CANCELS THIRTIETH THIRTY-FIRST REVISED SHEET NO. 

6.320 

TIME-OF-DAY 
GENERAL SERVICE - NON DEMAND 

(OPTIONAL) 

SCHEDULE: GST 

AVAILABLE: Entire service area. 

APPLICABLE: For lighting and power in establishments not classified as residential whose 
energy consumption has not exceeded 9,000 kWh in any one of the prior twelve (12) 
consecutive billing periods ending with the current billing period. All of the electric load 
requirements on the customer's premises must be metered at one (1) point of delivery. For 
any billing period that exceeds 35 days, the energy consumption shall be prorated to that of a 
30-day amount for purposes of administering this requirement. Resale not permitted. 

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: Single or 3 phase, 60 cycles and approximately 120 volts or 
higher, at Company's option. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: All service under this rate shall be furnished through one 
meter. Standby service permitted. 

RATES: 

Basic Service Charge: 
$0.75 per day 

Energy and Demand Charge: 
11.Q7212.8Hl12.317¢ per k\/\111 during peak hours 
6.154882331 ¢ per kWh during off-peak hours 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.321 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President DATE EFFECTIVE: .Janbiary 1, 2023 
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~TECO. q TAMPA ELE C TRIC 
AN EMERA COMPANY 

THIRTY SECOND THIRD REVISED SHEET NO. 6.330 
CANCELS THIRTY FIRST SECOND REVISED SHEET 

NO.6.330 

TIME-OF-DAY 
GENERAL SERVICE -DEMAND 

(OPTIONAL) 

SCHEDULE: GSDT 

AVAILABLE: Entire service area. 

APPLICABLE: To any customer whose energy consumption has exceeded 9,000 kWh in any 
one of the prior twelve ( 12) consecutive billing periods ending with the current billing period. 
Also available to customers with energy consumption at any level below 9,000 k\/'vh per billing 
period who agree to remain on this rate for at least twelve ( 12) months. For any billing period 
that exceeds 35 days, the consumption shall be prorated to that of a 30-day amount for 
purposes of administering this requirement. Resale not permitted. 

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: A-C; 60 cycles; 3 phase; at any standard Company voltage. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: Standby service is permitted only for customers who generate 
less than 20% of their on-site load requirements or whose generating equipment is used for 
emergency purposes. 

RATES: 

Basic Service Charge: 
Secondary Metering Voltage 
Primary Metering Voltage 
Subtransmission Metering Voltage 

Demand Charge: 

$ 1.08 per day 
$ 5.98 per day 
$17.48 per day 

~ 4.55 per kW of billing demand, plus 
$9.~28 per kW of peak billing demand 

Energy Charge: 
1.193¢ per k\/'vh during peak hours 
0.571¢ per k\/'vh during off-peak hours 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.331 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President DATE EFFECTIVE: .Jan6lary 1, 2G2'.§ 
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~TECO. 
,.. TAMPA E LECTRIC 

AN E M ERA COMPANY 

TI'\lebr;:TI-I THIRTEENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.370 
CANCELS EbEVENTM TWELFTH REVISED SHEET NO. 

6.370 

TIME-OF-DAY 
GENERAL SERVICE LARGE -DEMAND 

PRIMARY 
(OPTIONAL) 

SCHEDULE: GSLDTPR 

AVAILABLE: Entire service area. 

APPLICABLE: To all primary voltage served customers with a registered demand of 1000 
kW or above once in the last 12 months. Customer must take service at the primary voltage 
level. Once a customer has gone ( 12) consecutive months of less than 1000 kW registered 
demand the customer will then be billed under the rate schedule GSDT. For any billing period 
that exceeds 35 days, the consumption shall be prorated to that of a 30-day amount for 
purposes of administering this requirement. Resale not permitted. 

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: A-C; 60 cycles; 3 phase; at primary voltage. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: Standby service is permitted only for customers who generate 
less than 20% of their on-site load requirements or whose generating equipment is used for 
emergency purposes. 

RATES: 

Daily Basic Service Charge: $19.52 a day 

Demand Charge: 
$3.+e-lZ.Per kW of billing demand, plus 
$8.G4-Q§_per kW of peak billing demand 

Energy Charge: 
1.584¢ per k\/'vtl during peak hours 
0.847¢ per k\/'vtl during off-peak hours 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.375 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President DATE EFFECTIVE: dam:1ary 1, 2026 
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~TECO. 
,.. TAMPA E LECTRIC 

AN E M ERA COMPANY 

EIGI-ITI-I NINTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.400 
CANCELS SEVENTH EIGHTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.400 

TIME-OF-DAY 
GENERAL SERVICE LARGE -DEMAND 

SU BTRANS Ml 551 ON 
(OPTIONAL) 

SCHEDULE: GSLDTSU 

AVAILABLE: Entire service area. 

APPLICABLE: To all subtransmission voltage served customers with a registered demand of 
1000 kW or above once in the last 12 months. Customer must take service at the 
subtransmission voltage level. Once a customer has gone ( 12) consecutive months of less 
than 1000 kW registered demand the customer will then be billed under the rate schedule 
GSDT. For any billing period that exceeds 35 days, the consumption shall be prorated to that 
of a 30-day amount for purposes of administering this requirement. Resale not permitted. 

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: A-C; 60 cycles; 3 phase; at subtransmission voltage. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: Standby service is permitted only for customers who generate 
less than 20% of their on-site load requirements or whose generating equipment is used for 
emergency purposes. 

RATES: 

Daily Basic Service Charge: $83.90 a day 

Demand Charge: 
$2.94-~ er kW of billing demand, plus 
$6.~ fil..per kW of peak billing demand 

Energy Charge: 
1.386¢ per kWh during peak hours 
1 .078¢ per kWh during off-peak hours 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.405 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President 
93 

DATE EFFECTIVE: Jam,1ary 1, 2023 
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~TECO. q T AMPA E L E C TRIC 

AN EMERA COMPANY 

elGl=ITelii]iJTl=I NINETEENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.565 
CANCELS SeVeNTeeNTl=I EIGHTEENTH REVISED 

SHEET NO. 6.565 

Continued from Sheet No. 6.560 

RATES: 
Basic Service Charge: $0.71 per day 

Energy and Demand Charges: ~7.012¢ per kWh (for all pricing periods) 

MINIMUM CHARGE: The Basic Service Charge. 

FUEL CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.022. 

ENERGY CONSERVATION RECOVERY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.021 and 6.022. 

CAPACITY RECOVERY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.022. 

CLEAN ENERGY TRANSITION MECHANISM: See Sheet Nos. 6.023 and 6.025. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RECOVERY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.022. 

FLORIDA GROSS RECEIPTS TAX: See Sheet No. 6.023. 

FRANCHISE FEE CHARGE: See Sheet No. 6.023. 

PAYMENT OF BILLS: See Sheet No. 6.023. 

STORM SURCHARGE: See Sheet No. 6.024. 

STORM PROTECTION PLAN RECOVERY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.021 and 6.023. 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.570 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President 

94 
DATE EFFECTIVE: /\filFil 1, 292:3 
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~TECO. q TAMPA ELEC TRIC 

AN EMERA COMPANY 

NINTeeNTl=I TWENTY REVISED SHEET NO. 6.600 
CANCELS elGl=ITeeNTl=I NINETEENTH REVISED SHEET 

NO. 6.600 

SCHEDULE: SBD 

STANDBY AND SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE 
DEMAND 

AVAILABLE: Entire service area. 

APPLICABLE: To all secondary voltage served customers. Also to primary and 
subtransmission served customers with a registered demand of 999 kW or below in all of the 
last 12 months. Required for all applicable self-generating Customers whose generating 
capacity in kilowatts (exclusive of emergency generation equipment) exceeds 20% of their site 
load in kilowatts. Also available to applicable self-generating Customers whose generating 
capacity in kilowatts does not exceed 20% of their site load in kilowatts, but who agree to all 
the terms and conditions of this rate schedule. Resale not permitted. 

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: A-C; 60 cycles; 3 phase; at any standard company voltage. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: A customer taking service under this tariff must sign a Tariff 
Agreement for the Purchase of Standby and Supplemental Service. (See Sheet No. 7.600) 

RATES: 

Daily Basic Service Charge: 

Secondary Metering Voltage 
Primary Metering Voltage 
Subtransmission Metering Voltage 

$ 1.91 
$ 6.80 
$18.31 

Demand Charge: 
$ 1.+475 

plus the greater of: 
$ 1.@70 

$ 0.~68 

Energy Charge: 
0.857 ¢ 

CHARGES FOR STANDBY SERVICE: 

per kW/Month of Standby Demand 
(Local Facilities Reservation Charge) 

per kW/Month of Standby Demand 
(Power Supply Reservation Charge) or 
per kW/Day of Actual Standby Billing Demand 
(Power Supply Demand Charge) 

per Standby kWh 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.601 

ISSUED BY: A D. Collins, President DATE EFFECTIVE: .Janblary 1, 2G2~ 
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~TECO. 
~ T AMPA E L E CTR I C 

AN EMERA COMPANY 

TWENTY SeCONC THIRD REVISED SHEET NO. 6.601 
CANCELS TWENTY i;:1R.ST SECOND REVISED SHEET 

NO. 6.601 

Demand Charge: 
$ 14.~20 

Energy Charge: 
0.736¢ 

Continued from Sheet No. 6.600 

CHARGES FOR SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE: 

per kW-Month of Supplemental Billing Demand (Supplemental 
Billing Demand Charge) 

per Supplemental kWh 

DEFINITIONS OF THE USE PERIODS: All time periods stated in clock time. (Meters are 
programmed to automatically adjust for changes from standard to daylight saving time and 
vice-versa.) 

Peak Hours: 
(Monday-Friday) 

April 1 - October 31 
12:00 Noon - 9:00 PM 

November 1 - March 31 
6:00 AM -10:00 AM 

and 
6:00 PM - 10:00 PM 

Off-Peak Hours: All other weekday hours, and all hours on Saturdays, Sundays, New 
Year's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day and Christmas 
Day shall be off-peak. 

BILLING UNITS: 
Demand Units: Metered Demand - The highest measured 30-minute interval kW demand 

served by the company during the month. 

Site Load - The highest kW total of Customer generation plus deliveries by 
the company less deliveries to the Company, occurring in the same 30-
minute interval, during the month. 

Normal Generation - The generation level equaled or exceeded by the 
Customer's generation 10% of the metered intervals during the previous 
twelve months. 

Supplemental Billing Demand - The amount, if any, by which the highest 
Site Load during any 30-minute interval in the month exceeds Normal 
Generation, but no greater than Metered Demand. 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.602 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President DATE EFFECTIVE: danblary 1, 2Q2~ 
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~TECO. 
,. TAMPA ELECTRIC 

AN E MERA COMPANY 

SIXTEENTH SEVENTEENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.605 
CANCELS f;IHEENTH SIXTEENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 

6.605 

TIME-OF-DAY 
STANDBY AND SUPPLEMENTAL DEMAND SERVICE 

(OPTIONAL) 

SCHEDULE: SBDT 

AVAILABLE: Entire service area. 

APPLICABLE: To all secondary voltage served customers. Also to primary and 
subtransmission served customers with a registered demand of 999 kW or below in all of the 
last 12 months. Required for all applicable self-generating Customers whose generating 
capacity in kilowatts (exclusive of emergency generation equipment) exceeds 20% of their site 
load in kilowatts and who take firm service from the utility. Also available to applicable self
generating Customers whose generating capacity in kilowatts does not exceed 20% of their 
site load in kilowatts, but who agree to all the terms and conditions of this rate schedule. 
Resale not permitted. 

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: A-C; 60 cycles; 3 phase; at any standard company voltage. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: A Customer taking service under this tariff must sign a Tariff 
Agreement for the Purchase of Standby and Supplemental Service. (See Sheet No. 7.600) 

RATES: 

Daily Basic Service Charge: 

Secondary Metering Voltage 
Primary Metering Voltage 
Subtransmission Metering Voltage 

$ 1.91 
$ 6.80 
$ 18.31 

CHARGES FOR STANDBY SERVICE: 
Demand Charge: 

$1.+475 per kW/Month of Standby Demand 
(Local Facilities Reservation Charge) 

plus the greater of: 
$1 .a9-70 per kW/Month of Standby Demand 

(Power Supply Reservation Charge) or 
$0.6+68 per kW/Day of Actual Standby Billing Demand 

(Power Supply Demand Charge) 

Energy Charge: 
0.857¢ per Standby kWh 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.606 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President DATE EFFECTIVE: .Janbiary 1, 2023 

97 



Docket No. 20230090-EI Attachment A 
Date: October 27, 2023                                                              Page 15 of 32 

 - 20 - 

~TECO. q TAMPA ELEC TRIC 

AN EMERA COMPANY 

NINTeeNTl=I TWENTIETH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.606 
CANCELS elGl=ITeeNTl=I NINETEENTH REVISED SHEET 

NO. 6.606 

Continued from Sheet No. 6.605 

CHARGES FOR SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE 

Demand Charge: 
$4.~5 

$9.~28 

Energy Charge: 
1.193¢ 
0.571¢ 

per kW-Month of Supplemental Demand (Supplemental Billing Demand 
Charge), plus 
per kW-Month of Supplemental Peak Demand (Supplemental Peak Billing 
Demand Charge) 

per Supplemental kWh during peak hours 
per Supplemental kWh during off-peak hours 

DEFINITIONS OF THE USE PERIODS: All time periods stated in clock time. (Meters are 
programmed to automatically adjust for changes from standard to daylight saving time and 
vice-versa.) 

Peak Hours: 
(Monday-Friday) 

April 1 - October 31 
12:00 Noon - 9:00 PM 

November 1 - March 31 
6:00 AM -10:00 AM 

and 
6:00 PM - 10:00 PM 

Off-Peak Hours: All other weekday hours, and all hours on Saturdays, Sundays, New 
Year's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day and Christmas 
Day shall be off-peak. 

BILLING UNITS: 
Demand Units: Metered Demand - The highest measured 30-minute interval kW demand 

served by the Company during the month. 

Metered Peak Demand - The highest measured 30-minute interval kW 
demand served by the Company during the peak hours. 

Site Load - The highest kW total of Customer generation plus deliveries by 
the company less deliveries to the company, occurring in the same 30-
minute interval, during the month. 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.607 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President DATE EFFECTIVE: .Janbiary 1, 2023 
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~TECO. 
,.. TAMPA E LECTRIC 

AN E M ERA COMPANY 

TENTI-I ELEVENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.610 
CANCELS NINTI-I TENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.610 

STANDBY-LARGE-DEMAND 
PRIMARY 

SCHEDULE: SBLDPR 

AVAILABLE: Entire service area. 

APPLICABLE: To all primary voltage served customers with a registered demand of 1000 kW 
or above once in the last 12 months. Customer must take service at the primary voltage level. 
Required for all applicable self-generating Customers whose generating capacity in kilowatts 
(exclusive of emergency generation equipment) exceeds 20% of their site load in kilowatts. 
Also available to all applicable self-generating Customers whose generating capacity in 
kilowatts does not exceed 20% of their site load in kilowatts, but who agree to all the terms and 
conditions of this rate schedule. Resale not permitted. 

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: A-C; 60 cycles; 3 phase; at primary voltage. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: A customer taking service under this tariff must sign a Tariff 
Agreement for the Purchase of Standby and Supplemental Service. (See Sheet No. 7.600) 

RATES: 

Basic Service Charge: $20.35 a day 
CHARGES FOR STANDBY SERVICE: 

Demand Charge: 
$1.33 per kW/Month of Standby Demand 

(Local Facilities Reservation Charge) 

plus the greater of: 
$1.~43per kW/Month of Standby Demand 

(Power Supply Reservation Charge) or 

$0.56 per kW/Day of Actual Standby Billing Demand 
(Power Supply Demand Charge) 

Energy Charge: 

0.857¢ per Standby kWh 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.615 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President DATE EFFECTIVE: dam:1ary 1, 2026 
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~TECO. q T AMPA E L E C TRIC 

AN EMERA COMPANY 

SeCONC THIRD REVISED SHEET NO. 6.615 
CANCELS R-RS+-SECOND REVISED SHEET NO. 6.615 

Demand Charge: 
$ 11.~88 

Energy Charge: 
1.042¢ 

Continued from Sheet No. 6.61 O 

CHARGES FOR SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE: 

per kW-Month of Supplemental Billing Demand (Supplemental Billing 
Demand Charge) 

per Supplemental kWh 

DEFINITIONS OF THE USE PERIODS: All time periods stated in clock time. (Meters are 
programmed to automatically adjust for changes from standard to daylight saving time and 
vice-versa.) 

Peak Hours: 
(Monday-Friday) 

April 1 - October 31 
12:00 Noon - 9:00 PM 

November 1 - March 31 
6:00 AM -10:00 AM 

and 
6:00 PM - 10:00 PM 

Off-Peak Hours: All other weekday hours, and all hours on Saturdays, Sundays, New 
Year's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day and Christmas 
Day shall be off-peak. 

BILLING UNITS: 
Demand Units: Metered Demand - The highest measured 30-minute interval kW demand 

served by the company during the month. 

Site Load - The highest kW total of Customer generation plus deliveries by 
the company less deliveries to the Company, occurring in the same 30-
minute interval, during the month. 

Normal Generation - The generation level equaled or exceeded by the 
Customer's generation 10% of the metered intervals during the previous 
twelve months. 

Supplemental Billing Demand - The amount, if any, by which the highest 
Site Load during a 30-minute interval in the month exceeds Normal 
Generation, but no greater than Metered Demand. 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.620 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President 

100 
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~TECO. q T AMPA E L E C TRIC 
AN EMERA COMPANY 

SeCONC THIRD REVISED SHEET NO. 6.630 
CANCELS R-RS+-SECOND REVISED SHEET NO. 6.630 

STANDBY-LARGE DEMAND 
SUBTRANSMISSION 

SCHEDULE: SBLDSU 

AVAILABLE: Entire service area. 

APPLICABLE: To all subtransmission voltage served customers with a registered demand of 
1000 kW or above once in the last 12 months. Customer must take service at the 
subtransmission voltage level. Required for all applicable self-generating Customers whose 
generating capacity in kilowatts (exclusive of emergency generation equipment) exceeds 20% 
of their site load in kilowatts. Also available to all applicable self-generating Customers whose 
generating capacity in kilowatts does not exceed 20% of their site load in kilowatts, but who 
agree to all the terms and conditions of this rate schedule. Resale not permitted. 

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: A-C; 60 cycles; 3 phase; at subtransmission voltage. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: A customer taking service under this tariff must sign a Tariff 
Agreement for the Purchase of Firm Standby and Supplemental Service. (See Sheet No. 
7.600) 

RATES: 

Daily Basic Service Charge: $84.73 a day 

CHARGES FOR STANDBY SERVICE: 
Demand Charge: 

$0.86 per kW/Month of Standby Demand 
(Local Facilities Reservation Charge) 

plus the greater of: 
$1.4-4-fl per kW/Month of Standby Demand 

(Power Supply Reservation Charge) or 
$0.44 per kW/Day of Actual Standby Billing Demand 

(Power Supply Demand Charge) 
Energy Charge: 

0.857¢ per Standby k\l'vh 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.635 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President 
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~TECO. q TAMPA ELE C TRIC 
AN EMERA COMPANY 

SeCONC THIRD REVISED SHEET NO. 6.635 
CANCELS R-RS+-SECOND REVISED SHEET NO. 6.635 

Demand Charge: 
$9.~29 

Energy Charge: 
1.151¢ 

Continued from Sheet No. 6.630 

CHARGES FOR SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE: 

per kW-Month of Supplemental Billing Demand (Supplemental Billing 
Demand Charge) 

per Supplemental kWh 

DEFINITIONS OF THE USE PERIODS: All time periods stated in clock time. (Meters are 
programmed to automatically adjust for changes from standard to daylight saving time and 
vice-versa.) 

Peak Hours: 
(Monday-Friday) 

April 1 - October 31 
12:00 Noon - 9:00 PM 

November 1 - March 31 
6:00 AM -10:00 AM 

and 
6:00 PM - 10:00 PM 

Off-Peak Hours: All other weekday hours, and all hours on Saturdays, Sundays, New 
Year's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day and Christmas 
Day shall be off-peak. 

BILLING UNITS: 
Demand Units: Metered Demand - The highest measured 30-minute interval kW demand 

served by the company during the month. 

Site Load - The highest kW total of Customer generation plus deliveries by 
the company less deliveries to the Company, occurring in the same 30-
minute interval, during the month. 

Normal Generation - The generation level equaled or exceeded by the 
Customer's generation 10% of the metered intervals during the previous 
twelve months. 

Supplemental Billing Demand - The amount, if any, by which the highest 
Site Load during any 30-minute interval in the month exceeds Normal 
Generation, but no greater than Metered Demand. 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.640 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President 
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~TECO. q TAMPA ELE C TRIC 
AN EMERA COMPANY 

SeCONC THIRD REVISED SHEET NO. 6.650 
CANCELS R-RS+-SECOND REVISED SHEET NO. 6.650 

TIME-OF-DAY 
STANDBY AND SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE 

LARGE-DEMAND 
PRIMARY 

(OPTIONAL) 

SCHEDULE: SBLDTPR 

AVAILABLE: Entire service area. 

APPLICABLE: To all primary voltage served customers with a registered demand of 1000 kW 
or above once in the last 12 months. Customer must take service at the primary voltage level. 
Required for all applicable self-generating Customers whose generating capacity in kilowatts 
(exclusive of emergency generation equipment) exceeds 20% of their site load in kilowatts. 
Also available to all applicable self-generating Customers whose generating capacity in 
kilowatts does not exceed 20% of their site load in kilowatts, but who agree to all the terms and 
conditions of this rate schedule. Resale not permitted. 

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: A-C; 60 cycles; 3 phase; at primary voltage. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: A Customer taking service under this tariff must sign a Tariff 
Agreement for the Purchase of Standby and Supplemental Service. (See Sheet No. 7.600) 

RATES: 

Daily Basic Service Charge: $20.35 a day 

CHARGES FOR STANDBY SERVICE: 

Demand Charge: 
$1.33 per kW/Month of Standby Demand 

(Local Facilities Reservation Charge) 
plus the greater of: 
$1.4J43 per kW/Month of Standby Demand 

(Power Supply Reservation Charge) or 
$0.56 per kW/Day of Actual Standby Billing Demand 

(Power Supply Demand Charge) 

Energy Charge: 
0.857¢ per Standby kWh 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.655 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President 
103 

DATE EFFECTIVE: January 1, 202~ 



Docket No. 20230090-EI Attachment A 
Date: October 27, 2023                                                              Page 21 of 32 

 - 26 - 

~TECO. q TAMPA ELEC TRIC 

AN EMERA COMPANY 

SeCONC THIRD REVISED SHEET NO. 6.655 
CANCELS R-RS+-SECOND REVISED SHEET NO. 6.655 

Continued from Sheet No. 6.650 

CHARGES FOR SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE 

Demand Charge: 
$3,*77 

$ 8.G408 

Energy Charge: 
1.584¢ 
0.847¢ 

per kW-Month of Supplemental Demand (Supplemental Billing Demand 
Charge), plus 
per kW-Month of Supplemental Peak Demand (Supplemental Peak Billing 
Demand Charge) 

per Supplemental kWh during peak hours 
per Supplemental kWh during off-peak hours 

DEFINITIONS OF THE USE PERIODS: All time periods stated in clock time. (Meters are 
programmed to automatically adjust for changes from standard to daylight saving time and 
vice-versa.) 

Peak Hours: 
(Monday-Friday) 

April 1 - October 31 
12:00 Noon - 9:00 PM 

November 1 - March 31 
6:00 AM -10:00 AM 

and 
6:00 PM - 10:00 PM 

Off-Peak Hours: All other weekday hours, and all hours on Saturdays, Sundays, New 
Year's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day and Christmas 
Day shall be off-peak. 

BILLING UNITS: 
Demand Units: Metered Demand - The highest measured 30-minute interval kW demand 

served by the Company during the month. 

Metered Peak Demand - The highest 30-minute interval kW demand 
served by the Company during the peak hours. 

Site Load - The highest kW total of Customer generation plus deliveries by 
the company less deliveries to the company, occurring in the same 30-
minute interval, during the month. 

Peak Site Load - The highest 30-minute customer generation plus 
deliveries by the Company less deliveries to the Company during the peak 
hours. 

Normal Generation - The generation level equaled or exceeded by the customer's generation 
10% of the metered intervals during the previous twelve months. 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.660 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President DATE EFFECTIVE: January 1, 2023 
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~TECO. q T AMPA E L E C TRIC 
AN EMERA COMPANY 

SeCONC THIRD REVISED SHEET NO. 6.670 
CANCELS R-RS+-SECOND REVISED SHEET NO. 6.670 

TIME-OF-DAY 
STANDBY AND SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE 

LARGE-DEMAND 
SUBTRANSMISSION 

(OPTIONAL) 

SCHEDULE: SBLDTSU 

AVAILABLE: Entire service area. 

APPLICABLE: To all subtransmission voltage served customers with a registered demand of 
1000 kW or above once in the last 12 months. Customer must take service at the 
subtransmission voltage level. Required for all applicable self-generating Customers whose 
generating capacity in kilowatts (exclusive of emergency generation equipment) exceeds 20% 
of their site load in kilowatts and who take service from the utility. Also available to all 
applicable self-generating Customers whose generating capacity in kilowatts does not exceed 
20% of their site load in kilowatts, but who agree to all the terms and conditions of this rate 
schedule. Resale not permitted. 

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: A-C; 60 cycles; 3 phase; at subtransmission voltage. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: A Customer taking service under this tariff must sign a Tariff 
Agreement for the Purchase of Standby and Supplemental Service. (See Sheet No. 7.600) 

RATES: 

Daily Basic Service Charge: $ 84.73 per day 

CHARGES FOR STANDBY SERVICE: 

Demand Charge: 
$ 0.86 per kW/Month of Standby Demand 

(Local Facilities Reservation Charge) 
plus the greater of: 
$ 1.44fl. per kW/Month of Standby Demand 

(Power Supply Reservation Charge) or 
$ 0.44 per kW/Day of Actual Standby Billing Demand 

Energy Charge: 
0.857¢ 

(Power Supply Demand Charge) 

per Standby kWh 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.675 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President 
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~TECO. q T AMPA E L E C TRIC 

AN EMERA COMPANY 

SeCONC THIRD REVISED SHEET NO. 6.675 
CANCELS R-RS+-SECOND REVISED SHEET NO. 6.675 

Continued from Sheet No. 6.670 

CHARGES FOR SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE 

Demand Charge: 
$2.9495 

$6.~31 

Energy Charge: 
1.386¢ 
1.078¢ 

per kW/Month of Supplemental Demand (Supplemental Billing Demand 
Charge), plus 
per kW/Month of Supplemental Peak Demand (Supplemental Peak Billing 
Demand Charge) 

per Supplemental kWh during peak hours 
per Supplemental kWh during off-peak hours 

DEFINITIONS OF THE USE PERIODS: All time periods stated in clock time. (Meters are 
programmed to automatically adjust for changes from standard to daylight saving time and 
vice-versa.) 

Peak Hours: 
(Monday-Friday) 

April 1 - October 31 
12:00 Noon - 9:00 PM 

November 1 - March 31 
6:00 AM -10:00 AM 

and 
6:00 PM - 10:00 PM 

Off-Peak Hours: All other weekday hours, and all hours on Saturdays, Sundays, New 
Year's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day and Christmas 
Day shall be off-peak. 

BILLING UNITS: 
Demand Units: Metered Demand - The highest measured 30-minute interval kW demand 

served by the Company during the month. 

Metered Peak Demand - The highest measured 30-minute interval kW 
demand served by the Company during the peak hours. 

Site Load - The highest kW total of Customer generation plus deliveries by 
the company less deliveries to the company, occurring in the same 30-
minute interval, during the month. 

Peak Site Load - The highest 30-minute customer generation plus 
deliveries by the Company less deliveries to the Company during the peak 
hours. 

Normal Generation - The generation level equaled or exceeded by the 
customer's generation 10% of the metered intervals during the previous 
twelve months. 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.680 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President 
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~TECO. 
~ TAMPA ELECTRIC 

AN EMERA COM PANY 

FIHlslsNTM SIXTEENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.805 
CANCELS FOURTEENTH FIFTEENTH REVISED SHEET 

NO. 6.805 

Continued from Sheet No. 6.800 

MONTHLY RATE: 

High Pressure Sodium Fixture, Maintenance, and Base Energy Charges: 

Lamp Size Charges per Unit($) 

Rate Code kWh Base EnerqyI4 I 

Dusk Dusk Dusk 
to Timed Initial Lamp to Timed to Timed 

Dawn Svc. Desc ri ptio n LumensI2I WattaqeI3I Dawn Svc. Fixture Maint Dawn Svc. 

800 860 CobraI1I 4,000 50 20 10 2.48 0.65G 0.33Q 
4.5444a ,e4 ~ 

802 862 Cobra/NemaI1 I 6,300 70 29 14 2.11 0.95G 0.46') 
til~ ,W 4a 

803 863 Cobra/NemaI1 I 9,500 100 44 22 2.33 1.4¾ 0.7W 
5.22~ ,44 ,+Q 

804 864 CobraI1I 16,000 150 66 33 2.02 2.15:. 1.0~ 
Ml~ 44 ,Ga 

805 865 CobraI1I 28,500 250 105 52 2.60 
3.42~ 1.704-

LQ1€H>+ ~ ,ee 

806 866 CobraI1I 50,000 400 163 81 2.99 5.31a 2.6~ 
7.327,.:i..g ~ ,aQ 

468 454 Floodi1I 28,500 250 105 52 2.60 3.42~ 1.704-
7.727-,f;l. ~ ,ee 

478 484 Floodi1I 50,000 400 163 81 3.00 5.31a 2.6~ 
8.22~ ~ ,aQ 

809 869 Mongoosel1I 50,000 400 163 81 3.02 5.31a 2.6~ 
9.35~ ~ ,aQ 

509 508 Post Top (PT)l1I 4,000 50 20 10 2.48 
0.65G 0.33Q 

4.4~ ,e4 ~ 

570 530 Classic PTl 1I 9,500 100 44 22 17.05~ 1.89 1.4¾ 0.720 
~ ,44 ,+Q 

810 870 Coach PTl1I 6,300 70 29 14 2.11 0.95G 0.46') 
6.7~ ,W 4a 

572 532 Colonial PTl1I 9,500 100 44 22 1308~ 1.89 1.4¾ 0.720 
g;. ,44 ,+Q 

573 533 Salem PTl1I 9,500 100 44 22 12.99~ 1.89 
1.4¾ 0.720 

+4 ,44 ,+Q 

550 534 ShoeboxI1I 9,500 100 44 22 11.53.:14,, 1.89 
1.4¾ 0.720 

~ ,44 ,+Q 

566 536 ShoeboxI1I 28,500 250 105 52 12.50~ 3.18 3.42~ 1.704-
~ ,$ ~ 

552 538 ShoeboxI1I 50,000 400 163 81 10.604-Q, 2.44 5.31a 2.6~ 
Jg ~ ,aQ 

111 Closed to new business 
121 Lumen output may vary by lamp configuration and age. 
131 Wattage ratings do not include ballast losses. 
141 The Base Energy charges are calculated by multiplying the kWh times the lighting base energy rate of 3.~260¢ per kWh 
for each fixture. 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.806 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President DATE EFFECTIVE: January 1, 2023 
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~TECO. 
,. TA M P A E L ECTR I C 

AN EM£.~A COM PANY 

TMIRTEENTM FOURTEENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 
6.806 

CANCELS TWELFTH THIRTEENTH REVISED SHEET 
NO. 6.806 

Continued from Sheet No. 6.805 

MONTHLY RATE: 

Metal Halide Fixture, Maintenance, and Base Energy Charges: 

Lamp Size Charges per Unit ($) 

R~le Cutle kW1 B~:;e Eneruv<•> 

Dusk Dusk Dusk 
to Timed Initial Lamp to Timed to Timed 

Dawn Svc. Description Lumens<2> WattaQe<3> Dawn Svc. Fixture Maint. Dawn Svc. 

10.8340-, 4.504- 2.25 
704 724 Cobra<'> 29,700 350 138 69 ~ 4.99 4+ ~ 

5.18{i,,. 2.5~ 
520 522 Cobra<•> 32,000 400 159 79 8.67~ 4.01 oi ~ 

12.30~ 4.504- 2.252,. 
705 725 Floodlll 29,700 350 138 69 ~ 5.04 M ~ 

12 0444, 5.18~ 2.5~ 
556 541 Floodt1> 32,000 400 159 79 go 4.02 Qi ~ 

15.1144. 12.49 6.23e. 
558 578 FloodP> 107,800 1,000 383 191 ll4 8.17 12.24 ~ 

15.2544. 2.18~ 1.1 14. 
701 721 General PT(ll 12,000 150 67 34 ~ 3.92 44 ~ 

15.684e, 2.41~ .1214. 
574 548 General PT<1> 14,400 175 74 37 ~ 3.73 ~ 43 

13.424J. 2.18&. 1.114. 
700 720 Salem PT(I) 12,000 150 67 34 48 3.92 44 w 

13.494J. 2.41&. 1.214. 
575 568 Salem PT(I) 14,400 175 74 37 ~ 3.74 ~ 7i 

10.384-Gc 2.18&. 1.114. 
702 722 Shoebox<1> 12,000 150 67 34 ~ 3.92 44 w 

11.4444, 2.41&. 121+-
564 549 Shoebox<ll 12,800 175 74 37 ~ 3.70 ~ 43 

~4+. 4.504,, 2.252,. 
703 723 Shoebox<•> 29,700 350 138 69 47 4.93 4+ ~ 

14.4144. 5.18~ 2.513&. 
554 540 Shoebox<'l 32,000 400 159 79 4J 3.97 Qg ~ 

~~ ~ ~ 
576 577 Shoebox<'1 107,800 1,000 383 191 ~ 8.17 ~ 40 

<1> Closed to new business 
m Lumen output may vary by lamp configuration and age. 
<3i wattage ratings do not indude ballast losses. 
<4> The Base Energy charges are calculated by multiplying the k\/\kl times the lighting base energy rate of 3.~200¢ per k\/\kl 
for each fixture. 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.808 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President DATE EFFECTIVE: claA1;1ary 1, 2023 
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~TECO. 
,. TA M P A E L ECTR I C 

AN EM£.~A COM PANY 

FOURTEENTH FIFTEENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.808 
CANCELS TMIRTEENTM FOURTEENTH REVISED 

SHEET NO. 6.808 

Continued from Sheet No. 6.806 

MONTHLY RATE: 

LED F ixture, Maintenance, and Base Energy Charges: 
<1> Closed to new business 

s ,ze Charges per Unit ($) 

Rate Code kWil 1) Base Enerqy(4> 

Dusk Dusk Dusk 
to Timed Initial Lamp to Timed to Timed 

Dawn SVC. Descriotion Lumensm Wattaae<J> Dawn Svc. Fixture Maintenance Dawn Svc. 

828 848 Roadway(1> 5 ,155 56 20 10 11.0~ 1.74 0.65Q., 0.330 
~ e4 ~ 

820 840 Roadway <•> 7,577 103 36 18 16.59-i 1.19 1.174. 0.590 
~ ~ ~ 

821 841 Roadway(1> 8,300 106 37 19 16.59-i 1.20 1.214, 0.620 
~ 4$ ~ 

829 849 Roadway('> 15,285 157 55 27 16.5~ 2.26 1.794, 0 .880 
~ -79 ~ 

822 842 Roadway<1> 15,300 196 69 34 20.97J 1.26 2.25;1,, 1.114 
~ JO ~ 

823 843 Roadway('> 14,831 206 72 36 24.1 7J 1.38 2.35:l. 1.174 
~ ~ .44) 

835 855 Post Top<1> 5,176 60 21 11 ;u.zzJ 2.28 0.68Q., 0 .360 
~ f;I. ~ 

824 844 Post Top<1> 3,974 67 24 12 28.02J 1.54 0.78Q., 0.390 
+c-4-7 ++ ~ 

825 845 PostTop<1> 6 ,030 99 35 17 29.StJ 1.56 1.144. 0.550 
~ 4J 44 

836 856 Post Top(1l 7,360 100 35 18 24.02J 2.28 1.144. 0.590 
~ 4J ~ 

830 850 Area-Lighter<'> 14,100 152 53 27 21.37J 2.51 1.734, 0.880 
~ e9 ~ 

826 846 Area-Lighter<1i 13,620 202 71 35 ~ 1.41 2.31J, 1.144 
~ ;g. ~ 

827 847 Area-Lighter< 1l 21,197 309 108 54 29.SSJ 1.55 3.52:l. 1.764 
9m ~ ~ 

831 851 Floodt1> 22,122 238 83 42 22.882 3.45 2.712-, 1.374 
2...43 65 .,34 

832 802 Flood!'> 32,087 309 126 63 27.562 4. 10 4.114, 2.05~ 
7-,00 w ~ 

833 853 Mongoose<•> 24,140 245 86 43 ~ 3.04 2.80:2-, 1.404 
~ +e ...+ 

834 854 Mongoose<•> 32,093 328 115 57 23.47J 3.60 3.75~ 1.864 
~ f;I. ~ 

(2) Average 
(J) Average wattage. Actual wattage may vary by up to+/- 5 watts. 
<'lToe Base Energy charges are calculated by multiplying the kWh times the lighting base energy rate of 3.~260¢ per kWh for each fixture. 

Cont inued to Sheet No. 6.809 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President DATE EFFECTIVE: Jan1:1ary 1, 2Cl23 
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~TECO. 
~ TAMPA ELECTR I C 

AN EMERA COMPANY 

NINTM TENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.809 
CANCELS ~IGMTM NINTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.809 

Continued from Sheet No. 6.808 

MONTHLY RATE: 

LED F ixture, Maintenance, and Base Energy Charges: 

Size Charges per Unit ($) 

Rate Code kW,(1)) Base Enerqy(3l 
Dusk Dusk Dusk 

to Timed Initial Lamp to Timed to Timed 
Dawn Svc. Descliotion Lumens(l l wattaqe<7l Dawn SVC. Fixture Maint. Dawn Svc. 

9 12 981 Roadway 2,600 27 9 5 7.72+,e 1.74 0.29Q 0.l GG,. 
+ ~ 4e 

914 901 Roadway 5,392 47 16 8 7.64+4 1.74 0.520 0.26G,. 
~ 44 :l6 

921 902 Roadway/Area 8,500 88 3 1 15 11.824 1.74 l .0W 0.490., 
+.S9 ~ 4$ 

926 982 Roadway 12,414 105 37 18 10.854 1.19 1 .214 0.590-, 
~ 4il a3 

932 903 Roadway/Area 15,742 133 47 23 20.412 1.38 1.534 0.75Q.,. 
~ ,W ~ 

935 904 Area-Lighter 16,113 143 50 25 15.214 1.41 1 .634 0.820. 
~ ~ go 

937 905 Roadway 16 ,251 145 51 26 llil.4 2.26 1 .664 0.850., 
~ ~ ~ 

941 983 Roadway 22,233 182 64 32 14.744 2.51 2.0~ 1.044, 
44a .,().4 ~ 

945 906 Area-Lighter 29,533 247 86 43 21.202 2.51 
2 .800 1.404. 

~ ~ ~ 

947 984 Area-Lighter 33,600 330 116 58 26.602 1.55 
3 .782 1.894-c 

~ .,74 ia 

951 985 Flood 23,067 199 70 35 16.514 3.45 2.282 1 .144, 
s,..tQ .,24 42 

953 986 Flood 33,113 255 89 45 ~2 4.10 
2.900 1.474-,. 

~ M 44 

956 987 Mongoose 23,563 225 79 39 17.774 3.04 2.582 1.274' 
~ 42 ~ 

958 907 Mongoose 34,937 333 117 58 22.222 3.60 3.813 1.894-,. 
4-,:ZQ .,.u as 

965 991 Granville Post Top 3,024 26 9 4 8.47~ 2 .28 
0.29Q 0.13G,. 

(PT) 0 ~ ~ 

967 988 Granville PT 4,990 39 14 7 18.504 2 .28 
0.46Q 0.23Q.,. 

344 ~ ~ 

968 989 Granvil! e PT Enh(4l 4,476 39 14 7 22.102 2.28 
0 .46Q 0.230. 

4-,e-7 -Mi ~ 

971 992 Salem PT 5,240 55 19 9 15.074 1.54 0 .620 0.290. 
~ ~ ~ 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President DATE EFFECTIVE: JaAuary 1, 2023 
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~TECO. 
~ TAMPA ELECTR I C 

AN EMERA COMPANY 

NINTM TENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.809 
CANCELS ~IGMTM NINTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.809 

972 993 Granville PT 7,076 60 21 10 20.244 2.28 0.680 0.330,. 
M4 $+ ~ 

973 994 Granvill e PT Enh!4l 6,347 60 21 10 23.76~ 2.28 0 .680 ~ 
~ ~ 33 

975 990 Salem PT 7,188 76 27 13 19.574 1.54 0 .880 
949 ~ 0.~2 

11) Average 
Pl Average wattage . Actu al wattage may vary by up to +/-10 %. 
P>The Base Energy charges are calculated by multiplying the kWh times the lighting base energy rate of 3.4-%260¢ per kWh for each fixture. 
<•> Enhanced Post Top. Customizable decorative options 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.810 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President DATE EFFECTIVE: JaAuary 1, 2023 
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~TECO. 
,.. TAMPA E LECTRI C 

AN E M ERA COMPANY 

SE\lENTI-I EIGHTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.810 
CANCELS SIXTI-I SEVENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.810 

Continued from Sheet No. 6.809 

PoleNVire and PoleNVire Maintenance Charges: 

Charae Per Unit ($) 

Rate 
Style Description 

\Mre 
Pole/Wire Mai nte na nee Code Feed 

425 Wood ( Inaccessible )C1 l 30 ft OH 7.83~ 0.17 

626 Wood 30 ft OH l.fil~ 0.17 

627 Wood 35 ft OH 4.58~ 0.17 

597 Wood 40/45 ft OH ~~ 0.31 

637 Standard 35 ft, Concrete OH ill.E.~ 0.17 

594 Standard 4 0/4 5 ft, Concrete OH 15.684447 0.31 

599 Standard 16 ft, DB Concrete UG 22.60~ 0.14 

595 Standard 25/30 ft, DB Concrete UG 31.03~ 0.14 

588 Standard 35 ft, DB Concrete UG 32.53~ 0 34 

607 Standard (70 - 100 W or up to 1 00 ft span)C'l 35 ft, DB Concrete UG 16.63W,.J4 0.34 

612 Standard (150 W or 100 -150 ft span)C1l 35 ft, DB Concrete UG 22.29~ 0.34 

614 Standard (2 50 -400W or above 1 50 ft span f1 l 35 ft, DB Concrete UG 33.64~ 0.34 

596 Standard 4 0/4 5 ft, DB Concrete UG 37.90~ 0.14 

523 Round 23 ft, DB Concrete UG 3045~ 0.14 

591 Tall Waterford 35 ft, DB Concrete UG 41 9444-,4.;l 0.14 

592 Victorian PT, DB Concrete UG 36.01~ 0.14 

593 \Mnston PT, DB Aluminum UG 20.26~ 1.10 

583 Waterford PT, DB Concrete UG 3044~ 0.14 

422 AluminumC1J 10 ft, DB Aluminum UG 1246~ 130 

616 Aluminum 27 ft, DB Aluminum UG 41.39~ 0.34 

615 Aluminum 28 ft, DB Aluminum UG 17.78~ 0.34 

622 Aluminum 37 ft, DB Aluminum UG 56.67~ 0 34 

623 Waterside 38 ft, DB Aluminum UG 48.78~ 3.85 

584 AluminumC1J PT, DB Aluminum UG 23.38~ 1.10 

581 Capito!C'l PT, DB Aluminum UG 35.69~ 1.10 

586 Charleston PT, DB Aluminum UG 27.22~ 1.10 

585 Charleston Banner PT, DB Aluminum UG 35.63~ 1.10 

590 Charleston HD PT, DB Aluminum UG 30.80~ 1.10 

580 HeritageC1J PT, DB Aluminum UG 25.79~ 1.10 

587 RivieraC1J PT, DB Aluminum UG 27.23~ 1.10 

589 SteeiC1 l 30 ft, AB Steel UG 51.02~ 1.68 

624 Fiber1 l PT, DB Fiber UG 10.84~ 130 

582 \Mnston c1J PT, DB Fiber UG 19.72~ 1.10 

525 Franklin Composite PT, DB Composite UG 3249~ 1.10 

641 Existing Pole UG 6.94~ 0.34 

(1) Closed to new business 

Continued from Sheet No. 6.815 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President DATE EFFECTIVE: .JanblaF)' 1, 202'.3 
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~ TECO. 
~ TAMPA ELECTR I C 

AN EMERA COMPANY 

FIFT~~NTI-I SIXTEENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.815 
CANCELS FOUR.T~~NTI-I FIFTEENTH REVISED SHEET 

NO. 6.815 

Continued from Sheet No. 6.810 
Miscellaneous Facilities Charaes 

Monthly Monthly 
Rate Facility Maintenance 
Code Description Charqe Charqe 

563 Timer $8.~39 $1.43 

569 PT Bracket (accommodates two post top fixtures) $U @75 $0.06 

NON-STANDARD FACILITIES AND SERVICES: 
The customer shall pay all costs associated with additional company facilities and services that are not 
considered standard for providing lighting service, including but not limited to, the following 

1.relays; 
2.distribution transformers installed solely for lighting service; 
3.protective shields, bird deterrent devices, light trespass shields; 
4.light rotations; 
5.light pole relocations; 
6. devices required by local regulations to control the levels or duration of illumination including 

associated planning and engineering costs; 
?.removal and replacement of pavement required to install underground lighting equipment; 
8.directional boring; 
9.ground penetrating radar (GPR); 

1 a.specialized permitting that is incremental to a standard construction permit; 
11.specialized design and engineering scope required by either the customer or by local code or 

ordinance that is unique to the requested work; 
12.custom maintenance of traffic permits; 
13.removal of non-standard pole bases; and 
14.blocked parking spaces resulting from construction or removal. 

MINIMUM CHARGE: The monthly charge. 

FUEL CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6 020 and 6.022. 

ENERGY CONSERVATION RECOVERY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6 021 and 6 022 

CAPACITY RECOVERY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6 020 and 6 022 

CLEAN ENERGY TRANSITION MECHANISM See Sheet Nos. 6 023 and 6 025 

ENVIRONMENTAL RECOVERY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6 020 and 6 022 

FLORIDA GROSS RECEIPTS TAX: See Sheet No. 6 023 

FRANCHISE FEE: See Sheet No. 6 023 

PAYMENT OF BILLS: See Sheet No. 6 023 

STORM SURCHARGE: See Sheet No. 6 024. 

STORM PROTECTION PLAN RECOVERY PLAN See Sheet Nos. 6 021 and 6.023 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 
On customer-owned public street and highway lighting systems not subject to other rate schedules, the 
monthly rate for energy served at primary or secondary voltage, at the company's option, shall be 
3.4-Qe260¢ per kWh of metered usage, plus a Basic Service Charge of $ 0. 71 per day and the applicable 
additional charges as specified on Sheet Nos. 6 020 6.021, 6 022 and 6 023. 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.820 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President 
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~TECO. 
~ TAMPA ELECTRIC 

AN EMERA COMPANY 

SEVENTM EIGHTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.830 
CANCELS SIXTM SEVENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.830 

CUSTOMER SPECIFIED LIGHTING SERVICE 

SCHEDULE: LS-2 

AVAILABLE: Entire service area 

APPLICABLE: 
Customer Specified Lighting Service is applicable to any customer for the sole purpose of 
lighting roadways or other outdoor areas. Service hereunder is provided for the sole and 
exclusive benefit of the customer, and nothing herein or in the contract executed hereunder 
is intended to benefit any third party or to impose any obligation on the Company to any 
such third party. At the Company's option, a deposit amount of up to a two (2) month's 
average bill may be required at anytime. 

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: 
Service is provided during the hours of darkness normally on a dusk-to-dawn basis. At the 
Company's option and at the customer's request, the company may permit a timer to control 
a lighting system provided under this rate schedule that is not used for dedicated street or 
highway lighting. The Company shall install and maintain the timer at the customer's 
expense. The Company shall program the timer to the customer's specifications as long as 
such service does not exceed 2,100 hours each year. Access to the timer is restricted to 
company personnel. 

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: 
Installation shall be made only when, in the judgment of the Company, location of the 
proposed lights are, and will continue to be, feasible and accessible to Company personnel 
and equipment for both construction and maintenance and such installation is not 
appropriate as a public offering under LS-1 . 

TERM OF SERVICE: 
Service under this rate schedule shall, at the option of the company, be for an initial term of 
twenty (20) years beginning on the date one or more of the lighting equipment is installed, 
energized, and ready for use and shall continue after the initial term for successive one-year 
terms until terminated by either party upon providing ninety (90) days prior written notice. 
Any customer transferring service to the LS-2 rate schedule from the LS-1 rate schedule 
shall continue the remaining primary initial term from LS-1 agreement. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 
On lighting systems not subject to other rate schedules, the monthly rate for energy served 
at primary or secondary voltage, at the company's option, shall be 3.4.Q5260¢ per kWh of 
metered usage, plus a Basic Service Charge of$ 0.71 per day and the applicable additional 
charges as specified on Sheet Nos. 6.020, 6.021, 6.022 and 6.023 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.835 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President 
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DATE EFFECTIVE: January 1, 2023 



Docket No. 20230090-EI Attachment A 
Date: October 27, 2023 Page 32 of 32 

- 37 -

~TECO. 
~ T A MPA ELE C T R I C 

AN EMERA COMPANY 

EIGI-ITI-I NINTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.835 
CANCELS SEVENTH EIGHTH REVISED SHEET NO. 

6.835 

Continued from Sheet No. 6.830 

MONTHLY RA TE: The monthly charge shall be calculated by applying the monthly rate of 0.93% to the 
In-Place Value of the customer specific lighting facilities identified in the Outdoor Lighting Agreement 
entered into between the customer and the Company for service under this schedule. 

The In-Place Value may change over time as new lights are added to the service provided under this 
Rate Schedule to a customer taking service, the monthly rate shall be applied to the In-Place Value in 
effect that billing month. The In-Place Value of any transferred LS-1 service shall be defined by 
the value of the lighting Equipment or its LED equivalent based on the average cost of a current 
installation. The in-Place Value of any new LS-2 service shall be defined by the value of the 
lighting equipment when it was first put in service. 

NON-STANDARD FACILITIES AND SERVICES: 
The customer shall pay all costs associated with additional company facilities and services that are not 
considered standard for providing lighting service, including but not limited to, the following 

1. relays; 
2. distribution transformers installed solely for lighting service; 
3. protective shields, bird deterrent devices, light trespass shields; 
4. light rotations; 
5. light pole relocations; 
6. devices required by local regulations to control the levels or duration of illumination including 

associated planning and engineering costs; 
7. removal and replacement of pavement required to install underground lighting equipment; 
8. directional boring; 
9. ground penetrating radar (GPR); 

10. specialized permitting that is incremental to a standard construction permit; 
11. specialized design and engineering scope required by either the customer or by local code or 

ordinance that is unique to the requested work; 
12. custom maintenance of traffic permits; 
13. removal of non-standard pole bases; and 
14. blocked parking spaces resulting from construction or removal. 

Payment may be made in a lump sum at the time the agreement is entered into, or at the customer's 
option these non-standard costs may be included in the In-Place Value to which the monthly rate will be 
applied. 

MINIMUM CHARGE: The monthly charge. 

ENERGY CHARGE: For monthly energy served under this rate schedule, 3.~ 260¢ per kWh. 

FUEL CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.022. 

ENERGY CONSERVATION RECOVERY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.021 and 6.022. 

CAPACITY RECOVERY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.022. 

CLEAN ENERGY TRANSITION MECHANISM See Sheet Nos. 6.023 and 6.025. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RECOVERY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.022. 

Continued to Sheet No. 6.840 

ISSUED BY: A. D. Collins, President 115 DATE EFFECTIVE: April 1, 2023 
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DOCUMENT NO. 05854-2023 
FPSC - COMMISSION CLERK 

State of Florida 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Public Service Commission 
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER• 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850 

-M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U-M-

October 27, 2023 

Office of Commission Clerk (Teitzman) 

Division of Economics (Ward, Hampson, P. Kelley) EJ"D 
Office of the General Counsel (Brownless) :fSC 

Docket No. 20230094-GU - Petition by Peoples Gas System, Inc. for approval of 
special contract with Tampa Port Authority. 

AGENDA: 11/09/23 - Regular Agenda - Proposed Agency Action - Interested Persons May 
Participate 

COMMISSIONERS ASSIGNED: All Commissioners 

PREHEARING OFFICER: Graham 

CRITICAL DATES: None 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: None 

Case Background 

On August 25, 2023, Peoples Gas System, Inc. (Peoples or the utility) filed a petition for 
approval of a special contract with the Tampa Port Authority (the Port). The Port is the 
governing body and port authority of the Hillsborough County Port District, an independent 
special district of the State of Florida, created by Chapter 95-488, Laws of Florida (the Port's 
Enabling Act). 

The Port is seeking gas service from Peoples in order to run a standby gas-fired electric generator 
that would add resiliency during a loss of electric power. The proposed special contract modifies 
Peoples' standard gas service agreement to correspond with the terms of the Port' s Enabling Act. 
Specifically, the term of the grant of easement and the indemnification language are being 
modified. Peoples and the Port have executed an easement agreement which is separate from the 

12
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special contract. The easement agreement itself does not require Commission approval and was 
signed by representatives of the Port on June 13, 2023. 

The purpose of the special contract is to allow Peoples to construct a service line and provide 
natural gas service to the Port. The natural gas would power a gas-fired electric generator that 
would provide resiliency to the Port during times of electrical power outages. Under the special 
contract the Port would take service for 500 therms per year at a capacity of 3,000 cubic feet per 
hour. In response to staff’s first data request, Peoples stated that the service line constructed in 
the easement will be 1¼” in diameter and approximately 258 linear feet. The utility also stated 
that it has constructed an approximate 450-feet long extension of the main pipeline within the 
right of way to provide service to the Port. The extension is not part of the special contract. 

On October 6, 2023, staff issued a data request, to which responses were received on October 12, 
2023. The proposed special contract is included in this recommendation as Attachment A. The 
Commission has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to Sections 366.03, 366.04, 366.05, and 
366.06, Florida Statutes (F.S.). 
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Discussion of Issues 

Issue 1:  Should the Commission approve the special contract between Peoples and Tampa Port 
Authority? 

Recommendation:  Yes, the Commission should approve the special contract between 
Peoples and Tampa Port Authority. The changes addressed in the special contract are necessary 
to correspond with the terms of Tampa Port Authority’s Enabling Act and allow it to receive gas 
service. Peoples should file a conformed copy of the signed special contract with the 
Commission before the special contract becomes effective. (Ward) 

Staff Analysis:  Pursuant to Rule 25-9.034, Florida Administrative Code, Commission 
approval is required if a utility enters into a contract where its filed regulations and standard 
approved rate schedules are not specifically covered under the contract. The proposed special 
contract makes changes to Peoples’ standard gas service agreement and requires Commission 
approval under this rule. 

Peoples Gas Service Agreement 
Peoples’ standard gas service agreement contained in Tariff Sheet Nos. 8.102 and 8.102-1 is 
completed by a customer in order to initiate natural gas service. The gas service agreement 
includes a wide range of customer information as well as terms and conditions. Included within 
the terms and conditions is a grant of “perpetual right of ingress and egress” to allow the utility 
to operate and maintain the gas pipe and gas meter installed on the customer’s property. 
Additionally, the utility’s standard indemnity provision specifies that the customer: “shall be 
responsible for marking and/or locating any underground facilities that may be on Customer’s 
property that do not belong to local utilities (Power, Telephone, Water, Cable TV companies, 
etc.) and agrees to indemnify and hold [c]ompany harmless for any damages arising out of 
Customer’s failure to do so.”  

Port Enabling Act 
The Port’s Enabling Act establishes the powers necessary for the Port to carry out the provisions 
of its Enabling Act and has “the specific responsibility of planning and of carrying out plans for 
the long-range development of the facilities of and traffic through the port in the port district.”1 
Additionally, the Enabling Act provides for certain conditions related to easements and rights of 
way. Specifically, the Enabling Act provides that: 

 “[e]asements for rights of way for railroads, pipelines, gas pipes, and electric 
transmission, telephone, and telegraph lines may be granted by the port authority 
for a period not to exceed 40 years with an option of 40 years without the 
approval, of the electors, but no such easement shall be exclusive, and every 
easement shall be subject to the right of the port authority or its successors and 
assigns to use and occupy the lands over or under the pipe or other line for any 
legitimate purpose.”  

1 Chapter 95-488, Section 7, Laws of Florida. 
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Proposed Special Contract 
The proposed special contract modifies the term of the grant of easement and the indemnification 
language of the standard gas service agreement form to correspond with the terms of the Port’s 
Enabling Act. Specifically, the right of ingress and egress is limited to a period of 40 years with 
automatic one-year extensions at the expiration of the 40 year period. Additionally, the special 
contract modifies the standard gas service agreement to specify that the customer’s 
indemnification of the utility is “to the extent permitted by law.” The extent permitted by law is a 
$200,000 limit on damages. Section 768.28(5), F.S. 

Staff has reviewed the proposed special contract and the provided easement agreement between 
Peoples and the Port and believes that the special contract would not negatively impact the 
general body of ratepayers. In response to staff’s data request, Peoples explained that no other 
customer would connect to the service line constructed for the Port, because the facilities within 
the easement are fully located on the property owned and maintained by the Port.2 Furthermore, 
Peoples explained that it would not connect potential future customers to the Port’s service line, 
because this would be inconsistent with the utility’s best practices. Instead, any future customers 
would be required to connect to the existing main pipeline located in the right of way outside of 
the Port’s property.3 

Conclusion 
Staff believes that the special contract between Peoples and Tampa Port Authority is reasonable 
and that the changes made to Peoples standard form gas service agreement are necessary to 
correspond with the terms of the Port’s Enabling Act. Staff recommends approval of the special 
contract. Peoples should file a conformed copy of the signed special contract with the 
Commission before the special contract becomes effective. 

2 DN 05652-2023, response No. 7. 
3 DN 05652-2023, response No. 9. 
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Issue 2:  Should this docket be closed? 

Recommendation:  Yes. If no protest is filed by a person whose substantial interests are 
affected within 21 days of the issuance of the Order, this docket should be closed upon the 
issuance of a Consummating Order. (Brownless) 

Staff Analysis:  If no protest is filed by a person whose substantial interests are affected within 
21 days of the issuance of the Order, this docket should be closed upon the issuance of a 
Consummating Order. 
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~TECO. 
,.. PEOPLES G A S 

., AN EMERA COMPANY 

Gas Service Agreement No. Q6UJ9A03E2N9 

Business Partner Name (Customer) 

TAMPA PORT AUTHORITY 
Service Address 

6807 Lakeview Center Drive 
Doing Business As (DBA) 

Port Tampa Ba 
Mailing Address 

1101 Channelside Drive. 
Contact Name 

Norberto Sanchez 
Federal ID Tax Exempt (Yes or No} 

59-6001256 
Field Contact Name 

Eric Nash 

Phone Cell Phone E-mait 

813 241-1701 813) 955-5007 nsanchez@tampaport.com 

Ci1y Stat.c Zip 

Tam a FL 33619 
Ci ty Limits (Enter Yes or No) County Name 

Hillsborou h 
City State Zip 

Tampa FL 33602 
Phone E-mail 

813 241-1701 nsanchez ort.com 
Date Service Line Requested 

04/01/2023 
Phone 

(850 417-0845 

04/01/2023 
E-mail 

enash@blackwatercsllc.com 

Commercial service to generator 
Main (Enter On or Off) On 

GE 3000 2 lb 

TOTAL 3000 500 

Meter Size Regulator Size BPil 

System Pressure Delivery Pressure Premise# 

Conver:sio:, Propane Company Meter# 

RF.MARKS 

Gas Deposit $125.92 
Turn-on Charge $100.00 

Aid to Construction 
$0.00 (Non-Refundable) 

Constructi on DeJX)Sit 

Prepayment 

Balance Due $225.92 

Reactivate (RA) 

Rcsidntl (R). Commrl (C) 
Industrial (!) 

Rate Class CS-SG 

Map# 

\.VH Billing Prog 

Conversion Bill 

Manifold ( 

C 

01her 600000001142 

Other 

Other 

01her 

DE \LER INFOR~J.\TIO'I (1fapplicahle) 
Dealer Name 

Dealer Phone Alt Phone 

Services to be provided by Dealer 

CAIi 

Install# 

Project# 

I have read all of the ttrms artd conditions on tht second pagt and agrt t to them. 

20426 
Sales Rep lD 11, 

Bu.sincM Partnertl'ustomer Signature Sales Rep S.gnaturc 

Frank Hernandez 
8 U$1nc:i.s PanncrK:'uJtomcr J>un1cd Name "'" Sales Rep Pnnted Name "'" 

PGS CUSTOMER SERVICE CONTACT DURING INSTALLATION Of GAS SERVICE PHONE#: 1-877-832-6747 
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Oas Senice A3reem«it No, Q6(J.f9A03th2N9 Page 2 

NATURAL GAS SERVICE TERMS AND CONDITIONS: 

'l11c-. ~>plica11 named ou Lhc fin:11 pag:t: htn-of ('CuFAomtr'") makes 14>plicaliot1 10 Peoplt$ Gus Systnn. lnc. f·Corn1>t11y") for nooiral gas $1.•tvioe under 
d1e mk cla$si.CK:.fic.1 indicated ou lbt', fin;t page-. hereof a;oord.iug; lo du: following rtnn$ uud couditiOu$ in t:Onsidtnsliou oflhe Compaoy1s ~rttmtul to 
deliv"' natural gas 10 Cu!itOlntr pumaaut lo the .q>1>l.icable provisio115 of Com1>ar:1y's 1,riff approved by lite F1oJida Public S..-rvi~ Comt11i.stio11. 
Gas iii 10 be delivc-rt'd to Cu::4owtt at dac-. oulld sidt- ofdtt. Company's gas rnett:r st1Ving d1t- p ·l'lt1i:1es it1di1.~.«ro on thet~1 page bcnof. :sud, mcttr.-·1d 
i;ervice line there- to be iru:mlled and 01>er::ted by the Compmy, and, ifloctied <Xl O,u;tooi«'f. pm1>ffl}', die i;ite therefor to be fomiffled fre-e of ch(l'8e 
by CU~om<r. 

'lhe Com1n·11y flld iliJ n'1:,rt $tnLQliv{iJ are hereby aulhorizc:d 1.0 t.'f1le:r upon nnd inf.dtdl on Customc:r·a J>f"OllC1fy tll}' rc()1i11:d S,1;1$ nu:.1cr or mckra nnd gl:l8 
pipe for .fomighillg gw to $aid addl'Cis_ nnd to ditch, lay, orothawisc in'$t•II pipe ag ii required out$iclc the building(t} "Jbe 88:ll pipt from the CompM)''$ 
g:as l>}'Sll'111 to 1:11.td iucludiug said nu•tl,- or mc:tC'til stud.I be owr.1<:d, op1.·rattd, ~11d mai:i11aiiu•d by tht Cou:ipany, with a ~ right of D1ga·m Ii.lid 
csrt $3 thcrdo for A period of 40 \'£!If'& ht'reby SfMlcd to lht Com3>1111y for such ptupo$C& At 1hc cx:pirMion oflht 40·\'C'ar nc;riod 1>uch int;rtM and 
g;:rt~ rig.hi gn1111ed 10 lite Comp;lny ~rail a.itoi:na-ii(:ally exrt11d in Ottt' yr&" inttrynl§;, con<u1rt11r widt 1he 12 moudt ~flhv'<tl ltnl\ of dtis. .tmttntni. lf 
C11momtr tc,minntt9 thiR egretmfflt the in12re~ And 'lli!:m:lR li2hu1 ermterl to Compmv Phall 1e,n11innte however Compruw f.hall have ine:reR=t 111d 
f1!f!'1.~ tight'! for a re~nable o;rriod of rime for the p1.11pose ofCanpMy camir1g and abw1do11ing iht pipt• thl4 i~ 1ht ~ubjl'rt ofthi;; agn;t1nn11. 
lni!13Jlation of Company's facilities may tt(Jlire lh:S Company ht piltd oo easement, All gaspipt. from the oullN ride of sa.id meter or mtttn:. shall 
be owned. opt-r.dt!d. aud maiutaioed by Customer~ d:s :sole cost .-id ri~. 

Custon1cr shall rcc:ti\•c und pfty foruU .-;as dtlivc:rcd 10 Cu~omc·r Qccordis1g 10 the lil)plicablc provisions ofCompQrly·a ·fwi.ff and 1he apptic$blc mll'8 
a ·1d rcgu)atious of the Florida Public Strvic-c Comtn i.t:s:iotL A.uy ga:s dtlivtn:d lo Customtr ti aiy olht-r delivery point is also :mbjtcl to the tenns aud 
rondiriocl! btrco( No ond slatt'mtul ~utll d1angtt 1be tenn of tl1i~ oblig.=.iiou. A ruS1a11er n-ceiving gas strvic.'.t: undtr d:ie rts idctdial or caumtrcial 
stancl>y genemormriffratc 9'.:i.Ll be obligtied 10 rem3i:n on th31 schedule for 12 months. This 12-month rtquirtmtnt &1311 be rentwed r, tht tnd of 
c-acb IZ.mouth J)C'fiod w1ltss Cu!ll01ntrtt1wiuattsgas Strvice al Ille c-nd of a.'I}' 12 ... uoutb pt,iod. 

lf CUsicmtr foils or rtfusu to 1{i.:e ~ service m>m the Comp:my~ Cusiomer shall pay to the Comp:11y the ac-ruaJ cos incun'td by the Compooy in 
coostrut:liug the focililiu to J,ave bet11 used iu providing strviet: lo lbe Cu~omc-r. Any dc-po~its cun-t111ly l,dd by lht ComJ><lly $hall be fu1feited by 
Cui.tomer in payment or P,.'ll1ial payment ofthe$e' COSf.$. 

UNDERGROUND FACIUTIES: 

Prioc 10 co1:u.1ruc1iou of gas pipeline-) ii ii t.:dremt'ly itop(l1at:111ha the Con1poo.y bt. m~e & \l'cl"e of exi.Yiug w1dnyouud d)gacle~ ~riuklt1' ~)'filt'III~ 
stplic ll:tuk.::s. $1:wtr lint$. or :llludurc!S. d e .. loc;;ied on Cu,tomtf''s propt1t)' wbid1 may be da:naged as a ittJl.t of itl_s;tull~iaa of the gas piptliot. 
Cu111om..-r 1>hall be rffil)otL!iible for milkiu,g aud'or locaiit1,g any ut1dt"::l!f0und fac ililtt't lhal may be a1 Customt'f't prop..-,ty 1ha1 00 not btlous lo lo('.al 
utilities (Pov.'«. Ttltphone, W:str. Cri>le 1V compooies, etC',1· Io rbr <1Htol permintd bv lmv C'mnqmf:N;tltf.l agreH 10 indemnify ood hold Compooy 
banuless forany cbuugtsarisingout ofCu:stomc,-'s foi!uretodo :so. 

GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS APPLICABLE TO NATUiRALGAS SERVICE: 

This ~ement is not as~able orb'::rusfera>lt b)• C\1~01nenvi1hou.1 pri«'wriUtn eonstru by the Company. 

lN NO €VENT SJ-lAU, THE COMJ>A.NY OR rr.; AFHUATEO COMPANIE:ls OFl'lCERS, OlR.f.CTORS, £MJ>LOVE£',, AC,1:NJ"S OR 
REPRESENTATIVES BE LIABLE RlR ANY INCIDENTAL, INDIRECT, SPECIAL, CONSEQUEN'llAL, EXEMPLARY OR PUNITTVE 
DAMAGES, INCLUDING, BUT NOl' l.,!MflllO 1·0, LOSS OF USE OF ANY PROPERTY OR EQUU'MENT, LOSS OF J>Ro•n·s OR INCOME, 
LOSS OF PRODUCTION. RENTAL EXPENSES FOR REPLACEMENT PROPERTY OR EQUIPMENT. DIMINUTION IN VALUE OF REAL 
PROPERTY, EXPENSES ro RESTORE OPERATIONS, OR LOSS OF GOODS OR PRODUCTIONS, EVEN !fl nm COMPANY HAS BEEN 
ADVISED OFTI!EPOSSIDll,ITY OF SUCH DAMAGES. 

Cus1omn ui1de1'tla 1ck aud '1¢knowledge1 tba, llu.t dealt'l· (if any) identified on 1.he fo-61 page of dais dorumtni r'Dealt~') iii uOI .ill'iliated iu any w·.sy 
wiih the Company and has 001 been to.gaged by the Company as a,cootractor or subeoncrnaor. The Company :i.ssumts no responsibility wbNSotver 
for a 1y act"$ « OJ11i~ ia1i of;. or .u:iy ~rvic..-c:s or goods provided by, ~d1 ~ .al.tr. 

This ~-etmenl may uot be an1tudtd onuodifitd tx.<.:q>I by au in:s:IJoou·nt tl1 ,miiug signed b)' the Compuny a id Cufdc111er. 

·n,ia llgr('tmnll tihall ht. govm1ed by lbt. hi:.......,,. oflbc.·. Srn11t: of florida wit.boul regard 10 prir1cipltS of confli«~ of JQ,w. 

' lliis a~emenl contain$ the entire undcr.-tmding bd\vcen 1he patie1; ha-No Md ~.1pc:rg;e(lc$ any \\ll'ltten « on:tl, prior or coolemporaneous ag.rttment 
or under$1:.mclins berween the pa-tit$. 

NOTE: I acknowledge installation of the rcq uirc.d g;,s line will not be scheduled until the required 
easement Is signed by the landowner· and received by Peoples Gas System, Inc, _____ (customer 
Initials) 

Cmitomer - Authorized Signahi,rc 

Name 

Title 
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Docket No. 20230098-GU - Petition for approval of 2022 true-up, projected 2023 
true-up, and 2024 revenue requirements and surcharges associated with cast 
iron/bare steel pipe replacement rider, by Peoples Gas System. 

AGENDA: 11/09/23 - Regular Agenda - Tariff Filing - Interested Persons May Participate 

COMMISSIONERS ASSIGNED: All Commissioners 

PREHEARING OFFICER: Administrative 

CRITICAL DATES: 05/01/24 (8-Month Effective Date) 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: None 

Case Background 

On September 1, 2023, Peoples Gas System, Inc. (Peoples or utility) filed a petition for approval 
of its final 2022 true-up, projected 2023 true-up, and 2024 revenue requirement and surcharges 
associated with the cast iron/bare steel replacement rider (CI/BSR Rider or rider). The rider was 
originally approved in Order No. PSC-12-0476-TRF-GU (2012 Order) to recover the cost of 
accelerating the replacement of cast iron and bare steel pipes through a surcharge on customers' 
bills. 1 In the 2012 Order, the Commission found that, "replacement of these types of pipelines is 
in the public interest to improve the safety of Florida's natural gas infrastructure, and reduce the 

1 Order No. PSC-12-0476-TRF-GU, issued September 18, 2012, in Docket No. 20110320-GU, In re: Petition for 
approval of Cast Iron/Bare Steel Pipe Replacement Rider (Rider CI/BSR), by Peoples Gas System. 
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possibility of loss of life and destruction of property should an incident occur.” Peoples' current 
surcharges were approved in Order No. PSC-2022-0405-TRF-GU (2022 Order).2 

In Order No. PSC-17-0066-AS-GU, the Commission approved a comprehensive settlement 
agreement between PGS and the Office of Public Counsel (OPC).3 The settlement agreement, in 
part, added problematic plastic pipe (PPP) installed in the company's distribution system to 
eligible replacements under the rider beginning in 2017 and continuing through 2028. PPP was 
manufactured before 1983 and has significant safety concerns. In certain areas, the PPP is 
interspersed with, or connected to, the cast iron/bare steel pipe that is being replaced under the 
rider. As provided for in the settlement agreement, PPP replacements are included in the 
calculation of the 2024 rider surcharges. 

On April 4, 2023, Peoples filed its petition for a rate increase in Docket No. 20230023-GU (rate 
case), which is pending a final decision by the Commission in December. As required in the 
original 2012 Order, Peoples has proposed to move CI/BSR investments into rate base that were 
made during January 1, 2021 through December 31, 2023. Accordingly, the CI/BSR tariff 
provided in the petition, and shown in Attachment B, has been calculated using the assumption 
that the Commission will approve Peoples’ request to move CI/BSR investments into rate base. 
If the Commission has not made a decision in the rate case prior to the January 1, 2024 effective 
date of the proposed CI/BSR factors, then any CI/BSR revenue requirement not collected in 
2024 would be trued-up in the next CI/BSR filing. 

In Order No. PSC-2023-0301-PCO-GU, issued October 10, 2023, the Commission suspended 
Peoples’ proposed modifications to Tariff Sheet No. 7.806 to allow staff time to gather additional 
data. On September 12, 2023, staff issued its first data request, to which Peoples responded on 
September 22, 2023. Staff issued a second data request on September 26, 2023, to which Peoples 
responded on October 5, 2023. Peoples filed a revised response to staff’s first data request on 
October 23, 2023. 

Attachment A to this recommendation contains tables which display the replacement progress 
and forecasts for CI/BSR Rider (Table 2) and for PPP (Table 3). Additionally, Peoples provided 
Table 1 which consolidates actual and projected CI/BSR and PPP miles replaced investment and 
revenue requirements for each year of the replacement program. Attachment B contains the 
proposed tariff. The Commission has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to Sections 366.03, 
366.04, 366.05, and 366.06, Florida Statutes (F.S.).  

2 Order No. PSC-2022-0405-TRF-GU, issued November 21, 2021, in Docket No. 20220152-GU, In re: Petition for 
approval of 2021 true-up, projected 2022 true-up, and 2023 revenue requirements and surcharges associated with 
cast iron/bare steel replacement rider, by Peoples Gas System. 
3 Order No. PSC-17-0066-AS-GU, issued February 28, 2017, in Docket No. 20160159-GU, In re: Petition for 
approval of settlement agreement pertaining to Peoples Gas System’s 2016 depreciation study, environmental 
reserve account, problematic plastic pipe replacement, and authorized ROE. 
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Discussion of Issues 

Issue 1:  Should the Commission approve Peoples' proposed CI/BSR Rider surcharges for the 
period January through December 2024? 

Recommendation:  Yes, the Commission should approve Peoples’ proposed CI/BSR Rider 
surcharges to be effective for the first billing cycle of January through the last billing cycle of 
December 2024. Staff has reviewed Peoples’ filings and supporting documentation and believes 
that the calculations are consistent with the methodology approved in the 2012 Order and are 
reasonable and accurate. (Ward) 

Staff Analysis:  The CI/BSR Rider charges have been in effect since January 2013 and were 
projected to be in effect for 10 years with replacement projects completed by the end of 2022. In 
response to staff’s first data request, Peoples stated that it experienced delays in cast iron/bare 
steel replacement that prevented it from completing the cast iron/bare steel projects within the 
projected 10-year time period.4 Peoples stated that it expects to have approximately 7.5 miles of 
cast iron/bare steel replacement remaining entering 2024. 

In 2023, Peoples’ cast iron/bare steel and PPP replacement activity focused in the areas of 
Miami, Tampa, St. Petersburg, Orlando, Eustis, Jacksonville, Lakeland, Daytona, Avon Park, 
Jupiter, and Ocala. In 2024, Peoples states it will focus on replacement projects in Miami, 
Orlando, Jacksonville, Eustis, Lakeland, Daytona, St. Petersburg, Avon Park, and any further 
identified cast iron/bare steel in the system. A detailed description of the projects, including their 
address, has been provided in response to staff’s first data request.5 

True-ups by Year 
Peoples’ calculation for the 2024 revenue requirement and surcharges includes a final true-up for 
2022, an actual/estimated true-up for 2023, and projected costs for 2024. Pursuant to the 2012 
Order, the capital expenditures for 2023 and 2024 exclude the first $1 million of facility 
replacements each year because that amount is included in rate base. Peoples has included 
depreciation expense savings as discussed in the 2012 Order; however, the utility has not 
identified any operations and maintenance savings.  

Final True-up for 2022 
Exhibit A of the petition shows that the revenues collected for 2022 were $5,052,616 compared 
to a revenue requirement of $5,020,126, resulting in an over-recovery of $32,490. The final 2021 
under-recovery of $563,794, 2022 over-recovery of $32,490, state tax rate change recovery 
adjustment of $253,079, and interest associated with any over- and under-recoveries, results in a 
final 2022 under-recovery of $787,888. In response to staff’s data request, Peoples explained that 
the state tax rate change adjustment of $253,079 was previously approved by the Commission.6 
Furthermore, the description provided in Exhibit A to the petition, page 2, line 9a was incorrect 

4 DN 05355-2023, response No. 3. 
5 DN 05355-2023, response No. 3. 
6 Order No. PSC-2022-0134-PAA-GU, issued April 11, 2022, in Docket No. 20220018-GU, In re: Petition for 
limited proceeding to address the impact of changes to Florida state income tax rates by Peoples Gas System. 
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and should instead read, “2021 & 2022 State Corporate Income Tax Rate Changes Adjustment 
(PSC-2022-0134-PAA-GU).”7 

Actual/Estimated 2023 True-up 
In Exhibit B of the petition, Peoples provided actual revenues for January through July and 
forecast revenues for August through December of 2023, totaling $8,361,539, compared to an 
actual/estimated revenue requirement of $7,586,789, resulting in an over-recovery of $774,750. 
The final 2022 under-recovery of $787,888, 2023 over-recovery of $774,750, and interest 
associated with any over- and under-recoveries, results in a total 2023 under-recovery of 
$10,683. 

Projected 2024 Costs 
Exhibit C of the petition shows Peoples projects investment or capital expenditures of 
$18,802,302 for the replacement of cast iron/bare steel infrastructure and PPP in 2024, excluding 
the $1 million adjustment to rate base. The return on investment, depreciation expense (less 
savings), and property tax expense associated with that investment are $905,720. After adding 
the total 2023 under-recovery of $10,683, the total 2024 revenue requirement is $916,404. Table 
1-1 displays the 2024 revenue requirement calculation. In response to staff’s first data request
Peoples provided updated investment and revenue requirement projections for the CI/BSR and
PPP which is contained in Table 1 of Attachment A. On a phone call with staff Peoples
explained that the 2024 revenue requirement in the petition and the 2024 revenue requirement in
Table 1 of Attachment A are different because they were forecast at different times.

Table 1-1 
2024 Revenue Requirement 

2024 Projected Expenditures $18,802,302 
Return on Investment $786,310 
Depreciation Expense (less savings) $118,789 
Property Tax Expense $622 
2024 Revenue Requirement $905,721 
Plus 2023 Under-recovery  $10,683 
Total 2024 Revenue Requirement $916,404 
Source: Page 1 of 2 in Exhibit C in petition (Docket No. 20230098-GU). 

Proposed Surcharges 
As established in the 2012 Order, the total 2024 revenue requirement is allocated to rate classes 
using the same methodology that was used for the allocation of mains and services in the cost of 
service study used in Peoples' most recent approved rate case. After calculating the percentage of 
total plant costs attributed to each rate class, the respective percentages were multiplied by the 
2024 revenue requirement resulting in the revenue requirement by rate class. Dividing each rate 
class's revenue requirement by projected therm sales provides the rider surcharge for each rate 
class. 

7 DN 05484-2023, response No. 1. 
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If the Commission approves this recommendation, the proposed 2024 rider surcharge for 
residential customers would be $0.00322 per therm (compared to the current surcharge of 
$0.03111). The 2024 monthly bill impact would be $0.06 for a residential customer who uses 20 
therms. The proposed tariff sheet is provided in this recommendation as Attachment B. 

Conclusion 
Staff has reviewed Peoples’ filings and supporting documentation and believes that the 
calculations are consistent with the methodology approved in the 2012 Order and are reasonable 
and accurate. Therefore, Staff recommends that the Commission should approve Peoples’ 
proposed CI/BSR Rider surcharges to be effective for the first billing cycle of January through 
the last billing cycle of December 2024.  



Docket No. 20230098-GU Issue 2 
Date: October 27, 2023 

- 6 -

Issue 2:  Should this docket be closed? 

Recommendation:  Yes. If Issue 1 is approved and a protest is filed within 21 days of the 
issuance of the order, the tariff should remain in effect, with any revenues held subject to refund, 
pending resolution of the protest. If no timely protest is filed, this docket should be closed upon 
the issuance of a consummating order.  (Sandy) 

Staff Analysis:  Yes. If Issue 1 is approved and a protest is filed within 21 days of the issuance 
of the order, the tariff should remain in effect, with any revenues held subject to refund, pending 
resolution of the protest. If no timely protest is filed, this docket should be closed upon the 
issuance of a consummating order.
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Table 1 
Peoples' CI/BSR Rcplac,cmcnt Program Pr·ogrcss 

CI/BS PPP Cl/BS PPP 
Mi les Miles 8CI/BS appp 8Revenue 8Revenue 

Year Replaced Replaced Investment' Investment" Requirement Requirement 
2017 51 - $17,588,366 $2,915,802 $6,868,302 $74,021 
2018 62 56 $27,035,678 $15,890,424 $8,510,823 $848,201 
2019 52 42 $35,821,371 $17,425,589 $11,075,229 $2,706,161 
2020 55 43 $32,317,184 $11,115,571 $14,817,804 $4,358,010 
2021 14 38 $23,726,642 $19,812,603 $1,347,321& $(160,452)$ 
2022 10.4 29 $13,079,280 $15,486,397 $3,120,580 $1,899,547 
2023* 8 26 $5,198,305 $21,141,445 $3,933,425 $3,650,897 
2024* 7.5 60 -i $19,844,519 -h $874,072" 
2025* - 60 - $19,188,075 - $2,827,369 
2026* - 60 - $17,696,366 - $4,845,241 
2027* 0.5° 55 e $18,010,216 - $6,756,946 
2028* - 34 - $18,734,2111 - $8,697,320 

*Projected 

•Projected investment and revenue requirement dollars are updated periodically based on 
current estimates. 

bCI/BS Investment excludes initial $1 M investment for each year. 

cppp Investment excludes initial $1 M investment for each year beginning in 2024. 

d5-year construction moratoriums in effect in the City of Miami preventing completion before 
2027. 

ecosts for remaining Cl/BS miles in 2027 expected to be less than $1 M and thus excluded from 
the investment amount. 
12028 PPP investment includes rollover costs to occur in 2029. 

9Accounts for roll-in to rate base subsequent to the 2020 rate case. 

hAssumes roll-in to rate base subsequent to the 20~!3 rate case. 
ijnvestment dollars have not yet been estimated for CIBS replacement that is expected to occur 
in 2024. The company expects to shift investme,,t dollars from PPP to CIBS to stay within 
budgeted amounts for 2024. 
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Table 3 
Peoples' PPP Replacement Program Progress 

Total Remaining 
Replaced PPP PPP Mains 

Year (Miles) (Miles) 
2016 - 551 
2017 - 509 
2018 56 461 
2019 42 418 
2020 43 370 
2021 38 337 
2022 29 306 
2023* 56 269 
2024* 60 209 
2025* 60 149 
2026* 60 89 
2027* 55 34 
2028* 34 -

*Projected 
tThis will be determined during the replacement year. 
!Additional service lines reclassified during the year. 

Replaced 
Number of PPP 
Service Lines 

-
1,396 
3,941 
2,349 
1,702 
882 
837 
500 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 

Total Number of 
Remaining PPP 
Service Lines 

28,237 
26,841 
24,741 
20,420 
18,718 
17,683 
17,229! 

t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
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Peoples Gas System, Inc. 
Original Volume No. 3 

Fourteenth Tl:lirteeRth Revised Sheet No. 7.806 
Cancels Thirteenth~ Revised Sheet No. 7.806 

CAST IRON/BARE STEEL REPLACEMENT RIDER 
RIDER CI/BSR 

The monthly bill for Gas Service in any Billing Period shall be increased by the CI/BSR Surcharge determined in 
accordance with this Rider. CI/BSR Surcharges approved by the Commission for bills rendered for meter readings 
taken on or after January 1, ~2024, are as follows with respect to Customers receiving Gas Service under the 
following rate schedules: 

Rate Schedule 
Residential/Residential Standby Generator/ 
Residential Gas Heat Pump Service 
Small General Service 
General Service - 1/ Commercial Standby 
Generator Service / 
c ommercial Gas Heat Pump Service 
General Service - 2 
General Service - 3 
General Service - 4 
General Service - 5 
Commercial Street Lighting 
Wholesale 
Small Interruptible Service 
Interruptible Service 
Interruptible Service - Large Volume 

CI/BSR Surcharge 

$ ~ .00322 per therm 
$ ~ .00174 per therm 

$ ~ .00114 per therm 
$ ~ .00118 per therm 
$ ~ .00119 per therm 
$ ~.00129 per therm 
$ ~ .00050 per therm 
$ ~ .00104 per therm 
$ ~ .00084 per therm 
$ ~ .00059 per therm 
$ ~ .00013 per therm 
$ 0.00000 per therm 

The CI/BSR Surcharges set forth above sha.11 remain in effect until changed pursuant to an order of the Commission. 

CI/BSR Surcharges shall be determined in accordance with the provisions of this Rider set forth below. 

Definitions 

For purposes of th is Rider: 

"Eligible Replacements" means the following Company plant investments that (i) do not increase revenues by 
directly connecting new customers to the plant asset. (ii) are in service and used and useful in providing utility 
service and (iii) were not included in the Company's rate base for purposes of determining the Company's base 
rates in its most recent general base rate proceeding: 

Mains and service lines, as replacements for existing materials recognized/identified by the Pipeline Safety 
and Hazardous Materials Administration as being obsolete and that present a potential safety threat to 
operations and the general public, including cast iron, wrought iron, bare steel, and specific 
polyethylene/plastic facilities, and regulators and other pipeline system components the installation of 
which is required as a consequence of the re1Placement of the aforesaid facilities. 

"CI/BSR Revenues" means the revenues produced through CI/BSR Surcharges, exclusive of revenues from all 
other rates and charges. 

Issued By: Helen J. Wesley, President & CEO 
2003 
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Effective Date: .lan1o1aF)' Q, 
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Public Service Commission 
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER• 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850 
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October 27, 2023 

Office of Commission Clerk (Teitzman) 

Division of Economics (P. Kelley, Hampson) EJO 
Division of Accounting and Finance (Buys, Gatlin) At,# 

Office of the General Counsel (Thompson) JJ'C 

Docket No. 20230097-GU - Petition for approval of safety, access, and facility 
enhancement program true-up and 2024 cost recovery factors, by Florida City Gas. 

AGENDA: 11/09/23 - Regular Agenda - Tariff Filing - Interested Persons May Participate 

COMMISSIONERS ASSIGNED: All Commissioners 

PREHEARING OFFICER: Administrative 

CRITICAL DATES: 04/30/24 (8-Month Effective Date) 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: None 

Case Background 

On August 31 , 2023, Florida City Gas (FCG or utility) filed a petition for approval of its safety, 
access, and facility enhancement program (SAFE) true-up and 2024 cost recovery factors. The 
SAFE program was originally approved by the Commission in Order No. PSC-15-0390-TRF-GU 
(2015 Order) to recover the cost of relocating on an expedited basis certain existing gas mains 
and associated facilities from rear lot easements to the street front. 1 In the 2015 Order, the 
Commission found that the relocation of mains and services to the street front provides for more 
direct access to the facilities and will enhance the level of service provided to all customers 
through improved safety and reliability. The SAFE factor is a surcharge on customers' bills. 

1 Order No. PSC-15-0390-TRF-GU, issued September 15, 20 15, in Docket No. 20150116-GU, In re: Petition for 
approval of safety, access, and facility enhancement program and associated cost recovery methodology, by Florida City 
Gas. 
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In the 2015 Order, the Commission required the utility to file an annual petition, beginning in 
2016, for review and resetting of the SAFE factors to true-up any prior over-or under-recovery 
and to set the surcharge for the coming year. The SAFE program was originally approved as a 
10-year program and was planned to finish in 2025.

During the utility’s 2022 rate case, the Commission approved a stipulation for the expansion of 
the SAFE program in Order No. PSC-2023-0177-FOF-GU (Rate Case Order).2 The parties 
agreed and the Commission found that the continuation of the SAFE program beyond its original 
2025 expiration date and the relocation of an additional approximately 150 miles of mains and 
13,874 services was reasonable.3 

In the Rate Case Order, the Commission further approved a stipulation for the replacement of 
approximately 160 miles and 8,059 associated services of “orange pipe,” through the SAFE 
program.4 All parties to the rate case agreed that orange pipe is a specific plastic material that 
was used in the 1970s and 1980s that has been studied by the United States Department of 
Transportation Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration and shown through 
industry research to exhibit premature failure in the form of cracking. 

In addition, as part of its rate case, FCG moved the SAFE investment and related expenses as of 
December 31, 2022, from clause recovery to base rates, in compliance with the 2015 Order.5 
Specifically, the 2015 Order stated that “…if FCG files a base rate case prior to 2025, the then-
current SAFE surcharge program would be folded into any newly approved rate base, and the 
surcharge would begin anew.”6 The Commission approved FCG’s proposal to move the SAFE 
surcharge into base rates in the Rate Case Order.7 The rate case decision was effective May 1, 
2023. 

The current 2023 SAFE factors were approved by Order No. PSC-2022-0403-TRF-GU (2022 
Order).8 The SAFE factors effective January 2023 were calculated based on the assumption that 
the Commission would approve the request to roll SAFE investments into rate base in the rate 
case docket and therefore decreased compared to the 2022 SAFE factors. Since the rate case 
decision became effective May 1, 2023 (as opposed to January 2023), FCG did not collect the 
full SAFE revenue requirement in 2023, resulting in a 2023 under-recovery. The 2022 Order 
provided that if the Commission has not made a decision in the 2022 rate case prior to the 
January 1, 2023 effective date, then any SAFE revenue requirement not collected in 2023 would 

2 Order No. PSC-2023-0177-FOF-GU, issued June 9, 2023, in Docket No. 20220069-GU, In re: Petition for rate 
increase by Florida City Gas. 
3 See page 72, Section X, B. of Order No. PSC-2023-0177-FOF-GU. 
4 See page 72, Section X, C. of Order No. PSC-2023-0177-FOF-GU. 
5 Docket No. 20220069-EI, In re: Petition for approval of rate increase and request for approval of depreciation 
rates, filed May 31, 2022. 
6 See page 4 of Order No. PSC-15-0390-TRF-GU. 
7 See page 18 of Order No. PSC-2023-0177-FOF-GU. 
8 Order No. PSC-2022-0403-TRF-GU, issued November 21, 2022, in Docket No. 20220153-GU, In re: Petition 
for approval of safety, access, and facility enhancement program true-up and 2023 cost recovery factors, by Florida 
City Gas. 
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be trued-up in the next SAFE filing. Accordingly, FCG has included the 2023 under-recovery 
with the proposed 2024 SAFE factors. 

Finally, in the Rate Case Order, the Commission required FCG to propose a new 
investment/construction schedule and term for the SAFE program in its next applicable annual 
SAFE filing. Subsequently, FCG now proposes in this petition to extend the SAFE program for 
an additional 10-year period through 2035 for the replacement of orange pipe and relocation of 
rear lot mains and services to the street front. The utility proposes to begin the replacement of 
orange pipe in 2024 and continue through 2033. FCG also proposes to begin the relocation of 
mains and services in 2026 and continue through 2035. 

In Order No. PSC-2023-0302-PCO-GU, the Commission suspended the proposed tariffs to allow 
staff sufficient time to analyze the utility’s filing, pursuant to Section 366.06(3), Florida Statue 
(F.S.). Commission staff issued their first data request to FCG on September 13, 2023, for which 
FCG provided a response on September 19, 2023. Staff issued a second data request on 
September 22, 2023 for responses were received September 28, 2023.  

FCG’s annual progress in the SAFE program is shown in Attachment A to the recommendation. 
The proposed 2024 SAFE factors are shown in Attachment B to the recommendation on Tariff 
Sheet No. 79. The Commission has jurisdiction over the matter pursuant to Sections 366.04, 
366.041, 366.05, and 366.06, F.S. 
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Discussion of Issues 

Issue 1:  Should the Commission approve FCG's proposed SAFE tariffs for the period January 
through December 2024? 

Recommendation:  Yes. The Commission should approve FCG’s proposed SAFE tariff for 
the period January through December 2024. After reviewing FCG’s filings and supporting 
documentation, the calculations of the 2024 SAFE factors appear consistent with the 
methodology approved in the 2015 Order and are reasonable and accurate. Furthermore, staff 
recommends that the Commission approve FCG’s proposed 10-year SAFE investment and 
construction schedule. The proposed tariffs, provided in Attachment B to this recommendation, 
should be effective for the first billing cycle in January 2024 through the last billing cycle of 
December 2024. (P. Kelley, Hampson) 

Staff Analysis:  Under the SAFE program originally approved in 2015, FCG was ordered to 
relocate or replace 254.3 miles of mains and 11,443 associated service lines from rear property 
easements to the street over a 10- year period, ending in 2025. The utility began its mains and 
services replacements at the end of 2015. The surcharges have been in effect since January 2016. 
During 2023, the utility has replaced 26 miles of mains and 1,399 services, as shown in 
Attachment B to the recommendation.9  

Proposed SAFE Timeline 
FCG proposes a 10-year investment and construction schedule for the continuation and 
expansion of the SAFE program projects, as approved in the Rate Case Order.  FCG stated in 
response to staff’s data request that the 10-year schedule aligns similarly with the original 
approval for the 2015 SAFE program, which had a 10-year period.10 FCG also explained that 
delaying projects would prevent customers and communities from safe access to natural gas in 
the form of declining pipe integrity. FCG further stated that accelerating the respective 10-year 
timeline would have a negative impact on customers’ billing and could potentially require FCG 
to engage additional outside resources.11 Staff believes that the proposed 10-year investment and 
construction schedule for the SAFE program projects is reasonable, based on FCG’s provided 
arguments and the Commission’s previous approval of similar timelines for investments made 
through a surcharge.12 Staff recommends that FCG should be required to file a final true-up of 
the actual SAFE program costs at the end of the 10-year period, once all program costs are 
known. 

9 DN 05438-2023, data response No. 1. 
10 DN 05277-2023, data response No. 5. 
11 DN 05438-2023, data response No. 4. 
12 Order No. PSC-2023-0235-PAA-GU, issued August 15, 2023, in Docket No. 20230029-GU, In re: Petition for 
approval of gas utility access and replacement directive, by Florida Public Utilities Company. Order No. PSC-12-
0490-TRF-GU, issued September 24, 2012, in Docket No. 120036-GU, In re: Joint petition for approval of Gas 
Reliability Infrastructure Program (GRIP) by Florida Public Utilities Company and the Florida Division of 
Chesapeake Utilities Corporation. Order No. PSC-12-0476-TRF-GU, issued September 18, 2012, in Docket No. 
110320-GU, In re: Petition for approval of Cast Iron/Bare Steel Pipe Replacement Rider (Rider CI/BSR), by 
Peoples Gas System. 



Docket No. 20230097-GU Issue 1 
Date: October 27, 2023 

- 5 -

Prioritization of SAFE Relocation and Replacement Projects 
The utility stated that prioritization of the SAFE relocation and replacement projects was 
determined by FCG’s risk assessment model, the Distribution, Integrity, and Management 
Program (DIMP). Based on FCG’s DIMP, the utility has prioritized future SAFE projects based 
on the location of the pipelines, material of the pipelines, leak incident rates, maintenance access 
complications, and customer encroachments. 

True-ups by Year 
As required by the 2015 Order, the utility’s calculations for the 2024 revenue requirement and 
SAFE factors include a final true-up for 2022, and an estimated/actual true-up for 2023, and 
projected costs for 2024. 

Final True-up for 2022 
FCG stated that the revenues collected for 2022 were $4,562,635, compared to a revenue 
requirement of $4,305,208 resulting in an over-recovery of $257,427. Adding the 2021 final 
under-recovery of $326,212 and the $257,427 over-recovery of 2022, including interest, results 
in a final 2022 under-recovery of $35,929.13 

Actual/Estimated 2023 True-up 
FCG provided actual revenues for January through June and forecasted revenues for July through 
December 2023, totaling $674,737 as compared to a projected revenue requirement of 
$2,506,526, resulting in an under-recovery of $1,831,789. Adding the 2022 under-recovery of 
$35,929 to the 2023 under-recovery of $1,831,789, the resulting total 2023 true-up, including 
interest, is an under-recovery of $1,935,339.14 

Projected 2024 Costs 
The utility’s projected investment for 2024 is $29,851,712 for its projects located in Miami-Dade 
and Brevard County. The revenue requirement, which includes a return on investment, 
depreciation, and taxes is $2,682,570. The return on investment calculation includes federal
income taxes, regulatory assessment fees, and bad debt. After adding the 2023 under-recovery of 
$1,935,339, the total 2024 revenue requirement is $4,647,910. Table 1-1 displays the projected 
2024 revenue requirement calculation. 

13 The calculation also includes a December 2021 true-up of $7,799 booked in January 2022. The petition shows 
$37,226 as the final 2022 true-up as a result of a cell error, the correct number is $35,929. The error does not impact 
the final rates.   
14 The calculation also includes a December 2022 true-up of $26,525 booked in January 2023. 
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Table 1-1 
2024 Revenue Requirements Calculation 

2024 Projected Investment $29,851,712 
Return on Investment $1,861,231 
Depreciation Expense $441,201 
Property Tax Expense $380,138 
2024 Revenue Requirement $2,682,570 
Plus 2023 Under-recovery $1,965,339 
Total 2024 Revenue Requirement $4,647,910 
Source: Page 6 of Attachment D of the petition and Attachment 2 in response to Staff’s First 
Data Request No. 1 

Proposed 2024 SAFE Factors 
The SAFE factors are fixed monthly charges. FCG’s cost allocation methodology was approved 
in the 2015 Order and was used in the instant filing. The approved methodology allocates the 
current cost of a 2-inch pipe to all customers on a per customer basis and allocates the 
incremental cost of replacing a 4-inch pipe to customers who use over 6,000 therms per year. For 
customers who require 4-inch pipes, the cost takes into account that the minimum pipe is 
insufficient to serve their demand, and therefore, allocates an incremental per foot cost in 
addition to the all-customer cost. The resulting allocation factors are applied to the 2024 total 
revenue requirement to develop the monthly SAFE factors. 

The proposed fixed monthly SAFE factor is $3.17 for customers using less than 6,000 therms per 
year (current factor is $0.44). The proposed fixed monthly SAFE factor for customers using 
more than 6,000 therms per year is $5.44 (current factor is $0.98). Staff notes that the current 
2023 SAFE factors decreased from 2022 since the Commission approved moving SAFE 
investments into rate base in the Rate Case Order, resulting in a lower SAFE factor. 

Conclusion 
The Commission should approve FCG’s proposed SAFE tariff for the period January through 
December 2024. After reviewing FCG’s filings and supporting documentation, the calculations 
of the 2024 SAFE factors appear consistent with the methodology approved in the 2015 Order 
and are reasonable and accurate. Furthermore, staff recommends that the Commission approve 
FCG’s proposed 10-year SAFE investment and construction schedule. The proposed tariffs, 
provided in Attachment B to this recommendation, should be effective for the first billing cycle 
in January 2024 through the last billing cycle of December 2024. 
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Issue 2:  Should this docket be closed? 

Recommendation:  Yes. If Issue 1 is approved and a protest is filed within 21 days of the 
issuance of the order, the tariffs should remain in effect, with any revenues held subject to 
refund, pending resolution of the protest.  If no timely protest is filed, this docket should be 
closed upon the issuance of a consummating order. (Thompson) 

Staff Analysis:  Yes. If Issue 1 is approved and a protest is filed within 21 days of the issuance 
of the order, the tariffs should remain in effect, with any revenues held subject to refund, pending 
resolution of the protest.  If no timely protest is filed, this docket should be closed upon the 
issuance of a consummating order. 
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Florida City G<ts 
Docket No. 20220097-GU 
Staff's Second Set of Data Requests 

RequestNo. 1 

Attachment N o. 1 of 1 

Tab 1 ofl 
ATTACHMENT B 
Florida City Gas 

SAFE Program 

Actual and Forecasted Replacements 

SAFE Replacements Orange Pipe Replacements 

Replaced 
Remaining Total Replaced Remaining Total 

Replaced 
Remaining 

Total Miles 
Replaced 

Year at Year End Miles Services Services at Remaining at Year End Services 
(miles) 

(miles) Remaining (No.) year end Services 
(miles) 

(miles) 
Remaining 

(No.) 

2014 254.3 254.3 11,443 11,443 

2015 254.3 254.3 49 11,394 11,394 

2016 17.1 237.2 237.2 1,433 9,961 9,961 
2017 37.5 199.7 199.7 1,551 8,410 8,410 

2018 27.6 172.1 172.1 1,634 6,776 6,776 

2019 37.8 134.3 134.3 1,183 5,593 5,593 
2020 25.5 108.8 108.8 1,186 4,407 4,407 

2021 26.0 82.8 82.8 1,105 3,302 3,302 

2022 29.0 53.8 53.8 830 2,472 2,472 

2023 26.0 27.8 27.8 1,399 1,073 1,073 160.01•1 160.01•1 

2024 27.8 0.0 0.0 1,073 10.0 150.0 150.0 1,431 

2025 150.o'b' 150.olb' 13,874 13,874 25.0 125.0 125.0 1,105 

2026 14.5 135.5 135.5 1,341 12,533 12,533 15.0 110.0 110 .0 663 
2027 14.5 121.0 121.0 1,341 11,192 11,192 15.0 95.0 95.0 663 

2028 14.0 107.0 107.0 1,295 9,897 9,897 15.0 80.0 80 .0 663 

2029 12.5 94.5 94.5 1,156 8,741 8,741 16.0 64.0 64.0 707 
2030 12.0 82.5 82.5 1,110 7,631 7,631 16.0 48.0 48.0 707 

2031 11.5 71.0 71.0 1,064 6,567 6,567 16.0 32.0 32.0 707 

2032 10.0 61.0 61.0 925 5,642 5,642 16.5 15.5 15.5 729 

2033 10.5 50.5 50.5 971 4,671 4,671 15.5 685 
2034 25.5 25.0 25.0 2,359 2,312 2,312 

2035 25.0 2,312 

Notes: 

(~) The expansion of the SAFE program to include the capital investments necessary for the expedited replacement of approximately 160 

miles of orange pipe installe d before 1990 was approved by Commission Order No. PSC-2023-0177-FOF-GU. 

(bl The continuation of the SAFE program beyond its 2025 expiration date and inclusion of an additional approximately 150 miles of 

mains and services was approved by Commission Order No. PSC-2023-0177-FOF-GU. 

(cl The future-dated items herein are provided for estimation purposes only and do not constitute the actual all ocation for the 

respective year. The actual figures shall be adjusted accordingly in accordance with applicable regulations and standards wi th each 

annual filing. 

Remaining 
Services at 

year end 

8,059 

6,628 

5,523 

4,861 
4,198 

3,535 

2,828 
2,121 

1,414 

685 
(0) 

Total 
Remaining 

Services 

8,059 

6,628 

5,523 

4,861 
4, 198 

3,535 

2,828 
2,121 

1,414 

685 
(0) 
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Florida City Gas 
FPSC Natural Gas Tariff 
Volume No. 1 O 

RIDER "D" 

TPird-Fou1th_Revised Sheet No. 78 
Cancels JhirdS000nd Revised Sheet No. 78 

SAFETY, ACCESS AND FACILITY ENHANCEMENT (SAFE) PROGRAM 

Applicable to all Customers served under the Rate Schedules shown in the table below except for 
those Customers 1r;<Jer _r:;s,:; , __ CSG,_NG\'.,_ l<DS _and ,,pftciai co,1tract rates .. ,eceivfr1-1cJa4isc0w:i-t-Lmdeflhe 
Af:D-Rider-. 

Through its SAFE Program, the Company has identified the potential replacement projects focusing initially 
on area of limited access/pipe overbuilds, eariv_vintaqy polyrne, .. pjpel:r.e and risk assessment for Rear Lot Mains 
and Services considering: 

i. The pipe material; 
ii. Leak incident rates; 
iii. Age of pipeline; 
iv. Pressure under which the pipeline is operating . 

The Eligible Infrastructure Replacement includes the following: 

Company investment in mains and service lines, as replacements for existing Rear Lot Facilities, .si;l.[lY: 
vintac§Q.O!t.cT1er cipelines.and regulatory station and other distribution system components, the installation of which 
is required as a consequence of the replacement of the aforesaid facilities that: 

i. do not increase revenues by directly connecting new Customers to the plant asset; 

ii. are in service and used and useful in providing utility service; and 

iii. that were not included in the Company"s rate base for purposes of determining the Company's 
base rates in its most recent general base rate proceeding. 

The Company is recovering its revenue requirement on the actual investment amounts. 
The revenue requirements are inclusive of: 

1. Return on investment as calculated using the following: 

a.) Equity balance from the most recent year-end surveillance report and the ROE 
and equity ratio cap from the most recent rate case: 

b.) Debt and customer deposit components from the Company's most recent year-end 
surveillance report; and 

c.) Accumulated deferred income tax balance from the Company's most recent year-end 
surveillance report as adjusted, if applicable, consistent with the normalization rules of 
the Internal Revenue Code. 

2. Depreciation expense (calculated using the currently approved depreciation rates); 

3. Customer and general public notification expenses associated with the SAFE Program 
incurred for: 

Issued by: Kurt Howard Effective: Ja",HBt'}l--1-,-202-': 
General Manager, Florida City Gas 
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Florida City Gas 
FPSC Natural Gas Tariff 
Volume No. 10 

~:im~-Sixth Revised Sheet No. 79 
Cancels Fiftr,fo8rth. Revised Sheet No. 79 

RIDER "D" 

SAFETY. ACCESS AND FACILITY ENHANCEMENT (SAFE) PROGRAM 
(Continued) 

all Customers regarding the implementation of the SAFE Prog ram and the 
approved surcharge factors; 

ii. the immediately affected Customers where the eligible infrastructure is being 
replaced; and 

iii. the general public through publications (newspapers) covering the 
geographic areas of the eligible infrastructure replacement activities; 

4. Ad valorem taxes; and 

5. Federal and state income taxes. 

The Company is utilizing a surcharge mechanism in order to recover the costs associated with the 
SAFE Program. The Company has developed the revenue requirement for the SAFE Program using the 
same methodology approved in its most recent rate case. The SAFE revenue requirement will be allocated 
to each Customer class (Rate Schedule) using a location factors established by the Florida Public Service 
Commission for the SAFE Program. The per Customer SAFE surcharge is calculated by dividing the revenue 
requirement allocated to each Customer class by the number of Customers in the class. 

The cost recovery factors including tax multiplier for the twelve-month period from January 1, 
202~2.Q?t, through December 31, 2~23_2.Q2:1.are 

Rate Class 

Rate Schedule RS-1 
Rate Schedule RS-100 

Rate Schedule RS-600 
Rate Schedule GS-1 

Rate Schedule GS-6K 

Rate Schedule GS-25K 
Rate Schedule GS-120K 

Rate Schedule GS-1,250K 

Rate Schedule GS-11M 

Rate Schedule GS-25M 
Rate Schedule GL 

Issued by: Kurt Howard 
General Manager, Florida City Gas 

Rates Per Customer 

$0A4:l:.LZ 
$DA4}j] 
$G-443.i 7 
$0.44)._Jl 
$0,98$.44 
$0,9@5.1_4 
$G,9S§_,44 
$0,98_~~~1 
$0c98~41 
$0.9@~tH 
$QA4.'.U.Z 

Effective: Jan,,-ar-y- 1-,-202<, 
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Florida C ity Gas 
FPSC Natural Gas Tariff 
Volume No. 10 

r,;~urtl'l-fitt!l_Revised Sheet No. 81 
Cancels Fourthlhifd Revised Sheet No. 81 

RIDER"D" 

SAFETY, ACCESS AND FACILITY ENHANCEMENT (SAFE)PROGRAM 
(Continued) 

Calculation of the SAFE Revenue Requi rements and SAFE Surcharges 

In determining the SAFE Revenue Requrements, the Commission shall consider only (a) 
the net original cost of Eligible Replacements (i.e ., the original cost); (b) the applicable depreciation 
rates as determined and approved by the Commission based on the Company's most recent 
depreciation study; (c) the accumulated depreciation associated with the Eligible Replacements; 
(d) the current state and federal income and ad valorem taxes; and (e) the Company's weighted 
average cost of capital as calculated on Tariff Sheet No. 78. 

The SAFE Revenue Requiremenls shal l be calculaled as [allows: 

Line Description Value Source 
1 Revenue Expansion Factor +;?~4~G As calculated in most recent base rate 

'1.35270 oroceedina. usina current tax rates ---·· ·--···-·-----
2 Ad Valorem Tax Rate % Effective Property Tax Rate for most recent 

12 Months ended December 31 
3 Mains $ Eligible Replacement Mains 
4 Services $ Eligible Replacement Services 
5 Regulators 

..... $ ·-
Eligible Reolacement Reaulators 

6 Other $ Eligible Replacement Other 
7 Gross Plant $ L3+L4+L5+L6 
8 Accumulated Depreciation $ Previous Period Balance+L 13 
9 Construction Work In Progress $ Non-interest Bearing 
10 Net Book Value $ L7-L8+L9 
11 Averaqe Net Book Value - $ (L 10 + Balance From Previous Period)/2 
12 Return on Average Net Book $ L 11 X Company's calculated weighted 

Value -~ver~$e cost of capital ----
13 Depreciation Expense $ Lines 3,4,5 & 6 X applicable approved 

Depreciation Rates 
14 Property Tax $ (L7-L8) XL 2 
15 Customer and general public $ O&M expense incurred as a result of eligible 

notification and other applicable plant replacement 
expense 

16 SAFE Revenue Requirement $ (L 12+L 13+L 14+L 15) XL 1 

Issued by: Kurt Howard Effective: JaA\,lar-y-~ 
General Manager, Florida City Gas 
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Docket No. 20230110-GU - Petition for approval of tariff modifications to 
implement transportation balancing charge rider, by Florida City Gas. 

AGENDA: 11/09/23 - Regular Agenda - Tariff Suspension - Participation 1s at the 
Commission's discretion 

COMMISSIONERS ASSIGNED: All Commissioners 

PREHEARING OFFICER: Administrative 

CRITICAL DATES: 11/25/23 (60-Day Suspension Date) 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: None 

Case Background 

On September 26, 2023, Florida City Gas (FCG or utility) filed a petition for approval of tariff 
modifications to implement a Transportation Balancing Charge (TBC) rider. FCG is an investor
owned natural gas utility that provides service to two different types of gas supply customers: 
sales customers and transportation customers. Sales customers purchase gas from the utility and 
are charged the Purchased Gas Adjustment (PGA) for the cost of natural gas, in addition to base 
rates. FCG explained that transportation customers are commercial and industrial customers that 
elect to purchase their natural gas supply from a gas marketer authorized as a third party supplier 
by FCG. Transportation customers negotiate directly with third party suppliers for the purchase 
of the natural gas commodity and are not charged the PGA by the utility. 

FCG stated that the purpose of the proposed TBC rider is to recover the cost of transportation 
and storage fees incurred on behalf of transportation customers. In its petition, FCG explained 
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that these costs of transportation and storage fees are a result of mitigating imbalances between 
the amount of gas nominated by the third party supplier on behalf of its transportation customers 
and the quantity actually consumed, also known as “swing gas service.” Nominations specify the 
monthly quantity of natural gas a transportation customers desires to receive; the third party 
supplier is responsible for making arrangements for transporting and delivering the gas. Since the 
actual gas quantity consumed by the transportation customer may vary from the gas delivered, 
FCG is responsible for balancing the system.  

FCG explained that sales customers are currently subsidizing transportation customers because a 
portion of the capacity and storage costs paid for by sales customers through the PGA are being 
used to balance the system on behalf of transportation customers. The proposed TBC rider would 
be a cents per therm charge applicable to transportation customers. The utility has also proposed 
that all revenues from the TBC rider be booked and reflected as a credit to the PGA. 

This is staff’s recommendation to suspend the proposed tariffs. The Commission has jurisdiction 
over this matter pursuant to Sections 366.03, 366.04, 366.05, and 366.06, Florida Statutes (F.S.). 
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Discussion of Issues 

Issue 1:  Should the Commission suspend FCG’s proposed Transportation Balancing Charge 
rider and associated tariffs?  

Recommendation:  Yes. Staff recommends that FCG’s proposed Transportation Balancing 
Charge rider and associated tariffs be suspended to allow staff sufficient time to review the 
petition and gather all pertinent information in order to present the Commission with an informed 
recommendation on the tariff proposal. (McClelland) 

Staff Analysis:  Staff recommends that FCG’s proposed Transportation Balancing Charge 
Rider rate and associated tariffs be suspended to allow staff sufficient time to review the petition 
and gather all pertinent information in order to present the Commission with an informed 
recommendation on the tariff proposal.  

Pursuant to Section 366.06(3), F.S., the Commission may withhold consent to the operation of 
all or any portion of a new rate schedule, delivering to the utility requesting such a change, a 
reason, or written statement of good cause for doing so within 60 days. Staff believes that the 
reason stated above is a good cause consistent with the requirement of Section 366.06(3), F.S. 
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Issue 2:  Should this docket be closed? 

Recommendation:  No. This docket should remain open pending the Commission decision on 
the proposed revised tariffs. (Watrous) 

Staff Analysis:  This docket should remain open pending the Commission decision on the 
proposed revised tariffs.  
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RE: Docket No. 20230096-GU - Petition for approval of swing service rider rates for 
January through December 2024, by Florida Public Utilities Company. 

AGENDA: 11/09/23 - Regular Agenda - Tariff Filing - Interested Persons May Participate 

COMMISSIONERS ASSIGNED: All Commissioners 

PREHEARING OFFICER: Administrative 

CRITICAL DATES: 04/29/24 (8-Month Effective Date) 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: None 

Case Background 

On August 29, 2023, Florida Public Utilities Company (FPUC or utility) filed a petition for 
approval of revised swing service rider rates and associated tariffs for the period January through 
December 2024. The swing service rider is a cents per therm charge that is included in the 
monthly gas bill of transportation customers, who purchase gas from third party marketers, and 
therefore do not pay the Purchased Gas Adjustment (PGA) charge. 1 FPUC is a local natural gas 
distribution company (LDC) subject to the regulatory jurisdiction of the Commission pursuant to 
Chapter 366, Florida Statutes (F.S.). 

The Commission first approved FPUC' s swing service rider tariff in Order No. PSC-16-0422-
TRF-GU (swing service order) and the initial swing service rider rates were in effect for the 

1 The PGA charge is set by the Commission in the annual PGA cost recovery clause proceeding. 
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period March through December 2017.2 As required in the swing service order, FPUC submitted 
the instant petition with revised 2024 swing service rider rates for Commission approval by 
September 1, 2023. The January through December 2023 swing service rider rates were 
approved in Order No. PSC-2022-0378-TRF-GU, conditional on Commission approval of 
FPUC’s pending rate increase.3 Following the rate increase, which was approved in Order No. 
PSC-2023-0103-FOF-GU, the swing service rider tariffs were updated to reflect a change in the 
rate classes approved in the rate case. 4  

At the October 3, 2023 Agenda, the Commission suspended the proposed swing service rider 
tariffs for further review by staff. During its evaluation of the petition, staff issued a data request 
to the utility for which responses were received on September 21, 2023. Staff met with the utility 
via telephone on October 23, 2023, after which the utility filed a revised response to staff’s first 
data request. The proposed swing service rider rates and associated tariff revisions are provided 
in Attachment A to the recommendation. The Commission has jurisdiction over this matter 
pursuant to Sections 366.03, 366.04, 366.05, and 366.06, Florida Statutes (F.S.). 

2 Order No. PSC-16-0422-TRF-GU, issued October 3, 2016, in Docket No. 160085-GU, In re: Joint petition for 
approval of swing service rider, by Florida Public Utilities Company, Florida Public Utilities Company-Indiantown 
Division, Florida Public Utilities Company-Fort Meade, and Florida Division of Chesapeake Utilities Corporation.  
3 Order No. PSC-2022-0378-TRF-GU, issued November 7, 2022, Docket No. 20220154-GU, In re: Joint petition 
for approval of swing service rider rates for January through December 2023, by Florida Public Utilities Company, 
Florida Public Utilities Company-Indiantown Division, Florida Public Utilities Company-Fort Meade, and Florida 
Division of Chesapeake Utilities Corporation. 
4 Order No. PSC-2023-0103-FOF-GU, issued March 15, 2023, Docket No. 20220067-GU, In re: Petition for rate 
increase by Florida Public Utilities Company, Florida Division of Chesapeake Utilities Corporation, Florida Public 
Utilities Company - Fort Meade, and Florida Public Utilities Company - Indiantown Division.  
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Discussion of Issues 

Issue 1:  Should the Commission approve the utility's proposed swing service rider rates and 
tariffs for the period January through December 2024?  

Recommendation:  Yes. The Commission should approve the utility’s proposed swing 
service rider rates for the period January through December 2024. The costs included are 
appropriate and the methodology for calculating the swing service rider rates is consistent with 
the initial Order approving the tariff. (McClelland, Hampson) 

Staff Analysis:  The utility incurs intrastate capacity costs when they transport natural gas on 
intrastate pipelines (i.e., pipelines operating within Florida only). The utility has two types of 
natural gas customers: sales and transportation. Sales customers are primarily residential and 
small commercial customers that purchase natural gas from an LDC and receive allocations of 
intrastate capacity costs through the Purchased Gas Adjustment (PGA) charge. Transportation 
customers receive natural gas from third party marketers, known as shippers5 and, therefore, do 
not pay the PGA charge to the LDC. The swing service rider allows FPUC to recover allocations 
of intrastate capacity costs from transportation customers.  

Updated 2024 Swing Service Rider Rates 
The updated 2024 swing service rider rates were calculated based on the same methodology 
approved in the 2016 swing service order. As stated in paragraph 7 of the FPUC’s instant 
petition, the total intrastate capacity costs for the period July 2022 through June 2023 are 
$31,941,095. The total intrastate capacity costs reflect payments by FPUC to intrastate pipelines 
for the transportation of natural gas, pursuant to Commission-approved transportation 
agreements.   

The proposed intrastate capacity costs include the purchase of renewable natural gas (RNG) at 
market price, generated by the New River Solid Waste Association (New River or landfill). New 
River is a waste management company that owns a landfill that produces methane near Starke, 
Florida. FPUC purchased the RNG during the period April 2022 through February 2023. New 
River contracted for the construction of a direct connection pipeline with Florida Gas 
Transmission facilities; however, the RNG production facilities were completed before the 
pipeline could deliver RNG to market. Therefore, the landfill’s RNG was undeliverable to 
market and would have resulted in loss of revenue and Renewable Energy Credits for the 
landfill. FPUC offered to purchase the gas without the Renewable Energy Credits, and in 
exchange, the landfill arranged to cover the cost of delivery of the gas via truck to FPUC’s 
distribution system. New River mitigated potential losses and, as the landfill assumed the costs 
of delivery, FPUC received a savings of $149,538 on 365,159 dekatherms of gas, which is 
equivalent to a savings of about $0.05 per dekatherm compared to gas traditionally acquired at 
market.  

In addition, the intrastate capacity costs include payments associated with a software tool to 
manage customer usage and assist in determining the gas supply and capacity needs for FPUC, 
legal and consulting fees, and subscription fees to obtain market data and gas daily pricing.  

5 The Commission does not regulate the shippers or their charges for the gas commodity. 
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Of these costs, $7,367,169 will be billed directly to certain large special contract customers. The 
remaining costs of $24,573,927 will be recovered during the period January 1, 2024 through 
December 31, 2024.  

The utility used actual therm usage data for the period July 2022 through June 2023 to allocate 
the intrastate capacity costs. Based on the usage data, staff agrees that the appropriate split for 
allocating the cost is 73.49 percent or $18,060,416 to transportation customers and 26.51 percent 
or $6,513,511 to sales customers. The transportation customers’ share of $18,060,416 is further 
allocated to the various transportation rate schedules in proportion with each rate schedule’s 
share of the utility’s total throughput. The sales customers’ share of the cost of $6,513,511 is 
embedded in the PGA.  

To calculate the swing service rider rates, the transportation customers’ share of the cost is 
allocated to each transportation customer class and then divided by the customer class’ number 
of therms. The swing service revenues the utility is projected to receive in 2024 totals to 
$18,060,416.  

Credit to the PGA 
The total intrastate capacity costs are embedded in the PGA with the projected 2024 swing 
service rider revenues incorporated as a credit in the calculation of the 2024 PGA. The amount 
credited to the 2024 PGA is $18,060,416 plus $7,367,169 received from special contract 
customers, for a total of $25,427,585.6  

Conclusion 
After reviewing the information provided in the petition and in response to staff’s data request, 
staff recommends that FPUC’s proposed swing service rider reflects the updated cost of swing 
service for transportation customers. Staff reviewed the total projected intrastate capacity costs 
and verified that the costs included are appropriate. The Commission should approve the 
proposed swing service rider rates for the period January through December 2024. The costs 
included are appropriate and the methodology for calculating the swing service rider rates is 
consistent with the swing service order.  

6 See direct testimony of witness Robert Waruszewski on behalf of FPUC, filed on August 4, 2023, Document No. 
04540-2023, in Docket No. 20230003-GU, Exhibit RCW-2, Schedule E-1, line 8 on page 1, and the direct testimony 
of Robert Waruszewski, page 4, lines 8-9, included in the instant petition.  
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Issue 2:  Should this docket be closed? 

Recommendation:  Yes. If Issue 1 is approved and a protest is filed within 21 days of the 
issuance of the order, the tariff should remain in effect, with any revenues held subject to refund, 
pending resolution of the protest. If no timely protest is filed, this docket should be closed upon 
the issuance of a consummating order. (Watrous) 

Staff Analysis:  If Issue 1 is approved and a protest is filed within 21 days of the issuance of 
the order, the tariff should remain in effect, with any revenues held subject to refund, pending 
resolution of the protest. If no timely protest is filed, this docket should be closed upon the 
issuance of a consummating order. 
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Florida Public Utilities Company 
FPSC Tariff First Revised Sheet No. 7.407 
Original Volume No. 2 Cancels Original Sheet No. 7.407 

SWING SERVICE RIDER 

Applicability: 
The bill for Transportation Service supplied lo a Customer in any Billing Period shall be adjusted 
as follows: 

The Swing Service factors for the period from the first billing cycle for each Company Operating 
Unit for the period ofMareh 2023January 2024 through the last billing cycle for December 
202.f,-are as follows: 

Rate Schedule 
REST-1 
REST-2 
REST-3 
GTS-1 
GTS-2 
GTS-3 
GTS-4 
GTS-5 
GTS-6 
GTS-7 
GTS-8A 
GTS-8B 
GTS-8C 
GTS-8D 
COM-fNTT 
COM-NGVT 

Definitions 

Rates per Therm 
$0.2041-l-9-0+ 
$0.2185-l-m 
$0.232.8.~ 
$0.1371-89+ 
$0 .1804-1-64§ 
$0.1796-H-U 
$0.1801-1-602 
$0.1749MG+ 
$0 .1714+§.2..l. 
$0.1695-1-4&8 
$0.1693.J.-¾& 
$0.1714.J..48.'.i. 
$0.1648+4&4 
$0.1656-146Q 
$0.1662 
$0.1646 

This surcharge allocates a fair portion of Upstream Capacity Costs and expenses associated with 
the provision of Swing Service to transportation Customers in accordance with FPSC approval. 

Issued by: Jeffrey Sylvester, Chief Operating Officer Effective: Mareh 1, 2023January 1. 2024 
Florida Public Uti lities Company 
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Office of Commission Clerk (Teitzman) 
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RE: Docket No. 20230101-GU - Petition for approval of gas utility access and 
replacement directive cost recovery factors for January 2024 through December 
2024, by Florida Public Utilities Company. 

AGENDA: 11/09/23 - Regular Agenda - Tariff Filing - Interested Persons May Participate 

COMMISSIONERS ASSIGNED: All Commissioners 

PREHEARING OFFICER: Administrative 

CRITICAL DATES: 05/01 /24 (8-Month Effective Date) 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: None 

Case Background 

On September 1, 2023, Florida Public Utilities Company (FPUC or Company) filed a petition for 
approval of its Gas Utility Access and Replacement Directive (GUARD program) cost recovery 
factors for January through December 2024. The petition includes the direct testimony and 
Exhibits RCW-1 and RCW-2 of Robert Waruszewski providing the calculations of the proposed 
factors. 

In Order No. PSC-2023-0235-P AA-GU (GUARD Order), the Commission approved FPUC's 10-
year GUARD program consisting of two components: (1) replacement of problematic pipes and 
facilities and (2) relocation of mains and service lines located in rear easement and other difficult 
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to access areas to the front lot easements.1 As established in the GUARD Order, FPUC would be 
able to recover the revenue requirements of expedited programs to replace problematic pipes and 
facilities and to relocate certain facilities in rear easements and other difficult to access areas in 
order to enhance the safety of portions of FPUC’s natural gas distribution system through a 
monthly surcharge on customers’ bills. The GUARD Order further established the methodology 
for annually setting the GUARD surcharge to recover the costs of the program.  

In 2012, the Commission approved FPUC’s 10-year Gas Reliability and Infrastructure Program 
(GRIP).2 The purpose of GRIP was to recover the cost of accelerated replacement of cast iron 
and bare steel distribution mains and services that are subject to corrosion through a separate 
surcharge on customers’ bills. In the recently concluded FPUC rate case in Docket No. 
20220067-GU, the Company moved $19.8 million of GRIP revenue requirement to rate base.3 
Any remaining GRIP amounts that were not moved into base rates are included in the instant 
petition in the beginning balance for the GUARD program. The GRIP program was completed in 
July 2023. The GRIP program was originally scheduled to conclude at the end of December 
2022; however, due to some permit delays, approximately 0.5 miles of pipeline were replaced in 
2023. 

The methodology to calculate the GUARD program surcharges is the same that was approved for 
the GRIP. The GUARD cost recovery procedure requires an annual filing with three 
components, similar as those approved in the 2012 GRIP Order: 

1. A final true-up showing the actual replacement costs, actual surcharge revenues, and
over- or under-recovery amount for the 12-month historical period from January 1
through December 31 of the year prior to FPUC’s annual GUARD petition.

2. An actual/estimated true-up showing seven months of actual and five months of projected
replacement costs, surcharge revenues, and over- or under-recovery amount.

3. A revenue requirement projection showing 12 months of projected GUARD revenue
requirement for the period beginning January 1 following FPUC’s annual GUARD
petition filing.

In the GUARD Order, the Commission directed FPUC to file its annual GUARD program 
petition to revise the surcharge on or before September 1 of each year, to implement the revised 
surcharge effective January 1 through December 31 of the following year, and to file its first 
GUARD cost recovery petition on September 1, 2023. FPUC, in its petition, included revised 
tariff sheets 7.000 through 7.002 (Index), 7.403, 7.404, and 7.405.  

1 Order No. PSC-2023-0235-PAA-GU, issued August 15, 2023, amended by Order No. PSC-2023-0235A-PAA-GU, 
issued August 18, 2023, in Docket No. 20230029-GU, In re: Petition for approval of gas utility access and 
replacement directive, by Florida Public Utilities Company. 
2 Order No. PSC-2012-0490-TRF-GU, issued September 24, 2012, in Docket No. 20120036-GU, In re: Joint 
petition for approval of Gas Reliability Infrastructure Program (GRIP) by Florida Public Utilities Company and the 
Florida Division of Chesapeake Utilities Corporation. 
3 Order No. PSC-2023-0103-FOF-GU, issued March 15, 2023, in Docket No. 20220067-GU, In re: Petition for rate 
increase by Florida Public Utilities Company, Florida Division of Chesapeake Utilities Corporation, Florida Public 
Utilities Company - Fort Meade, and Florida Public Utilities Company - Indiantown Division. 
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The Commission further ordered FPUC to (1) include all calculations to show a final true-up, 
actual-estimated true-up, projected year investments and associated revenue requirements, and 
the calculations of the GUARD factors by rate class, (2) provide a report including the location, 
date, description, and associated costs of all replacement projects completed and all projects 
scheduled for the following year, and (3) include any remaining GRIP over- or under-recovery in 
the 2024 GUARD cost recovery.  

FPUC has complied with the GUARD Order directives stated above. Since the GUARD Order 
established that any remaining GRIP investments that were not included for recovery in base 
rates in the rate case Docket No. 20220067-GU shall be rolled into the GUARD program for cost 
recovery, there will be no GRIP surcharge on customers’ bills starting January 1, 2024. 
Accordingly, the proposed GUARD surcharge would replace the GRIP surcharge. The current 
2023 GRIP factors have been approved in Order No. PSC-2022-0401-TRF-GU.4 Finally, the 
GUARD Order provided for FPUC to start GUARD program expenditures in April 2023 and 
request recovery of any 2023 expenditures starting on January 1, 2024. 

During the review process, staff issued a data request to FPUC on September 11, 2023, for which 
the responses were received on September 18, 2023. In Order No. PSC-2023-0304-PCO-GU, the 
Commission suspended the proposed tariffs. The Commission has jurisdiction over this matter 
pursuant to Sections 366.04, 366.05, and 366.06, Florida Statutes (F.S.). 

4 Order No. PSC-2023-0304-PCO-GU, issued November 17, 2022 in Docket No. 20220155-GU, In re: Joint 
petition for approval of GRIP cost recovery factors, by Florida Public Utilities Company, Florida Public Utilities 
Company-Fort Meade, and Florida Division of Chesapeake Utilities Corporation. 



Docket No. 20230101-GU Issue 1 
Date: October 27, 2023 

- 4 -

Discussion of Issues 

Issue 1:  Should the Commission approve FPUC's 2024 Gas Utility Access and Replacement 
Directive (GUARD) cost recovery factors and associated revised tariff sheets (Nos. 7.000 
through 7.002, 7.403, 7.404, and 7.405) for the period January to December 2024? 

Recommendation:  Yes. The Commission should approve FPUC's 2024 GUARD cost 
recovery factors and associated revised tariff sheets (Nos. 7.000 through 7.002, 7.403, 7.404, and 
7.405), included in Attachment B, to be effective for the first billing cycle of January through the 
last billing cycle of December 2024. The GUARD surcharge would allow FPUC to replace 
problematic pipes and facilities and relocate certain facilities located in rear easements, and 
recover the project costs on an expedited basis. (Guffey) 

Staff Analysis:  The GRIP surcharges have been in place since 2013 and the GRIP program is 
complete. As discussed in the GUARD Order, the Company identified additional safety risks and 
reliability concerns. Specifically, the GUARD program is driven by risks identified under 
FPUC’s Distribution Integrity Management Program (DIMP)5 and risk assessments performed 
by an independent contractor. The prioritized projects for 2023 and 2024 are included in 
Attachment A to this recommendation. Attachment A indicates that FPUC will replace 
obsolete/Aldyl-A and certain span pipes, and relocate pipes from rear lot to the street front in 
Martin, Palm Beach and Seminole counties in 15 projects for an estimated investment of $33 
million during 2023 and 2024. As indicated in FPUC’s response to staff’s data request, the 
selected project areas include existing distribution mains and services that are considered high 
risk due to, but not limited to, Aldyl-A and vintage plastic pipes, damage due to excavation in 
rear lots, corrosion, leaks, and inaccessible rear lot facilities.6  

Remaining GRIP Revenue Requirement 
As authorized by the GUARD Order, FPUC included the remaining GRIP investment and the 
remaining GRIP over- or under-recoveries in the 2024 GUARD cost recovery. Exhibit RCW-1, 
page 5 of 9, of the petition reflects the GRIP investments from the rate case being removed from 
the calculations at the end of February 2023 and only reflect the GRIP investments above the 
amount approved in the rate case ($4,197,096). The GRIP investment approved to be moved into 
rate base represents the total investment projected at the time of the rate case filing in May 2022. 
FPUC explained that the actual final GRIP investment was higher than projected, resulting in a 
remaining GRIP investment of $4,197,096.  

The Company has been collecting Commission-approved GRIP factors from its customers in 
2022 and 2023. FPUC’s calculations for the 2022 and January – July 2023 GRIP revenue 
requirement and surcharges include a final GRIP true-up amount for the period ending July 31, 
2023 of $332,795 (over-recovery). That over-recovery amount is being applied to the GUARD 
program in July 2023 (termination date for the GRIP program).  

2023 GUARD Revenue Requirement 

5Pursuant to Chapter 49, Section 192.1005 Code of Federal Regulations (2023), a gas distribution operator must 
develop and implement an integrity management program that includes a written integrity management plan.  
6 Response No. 6 in Staff’s First Data Request, Document No. 05239-2023. 



Docket No. 20230101-GU Issue 1 
Date: October 27, 2023 

- 5 -

The Company initiated work on the GUARD program in April 2023. Specifically, the Company 
explained that in April and May of 2023 activities were related to project material procurement, 
engineering design, and permitting necessary to start construction activities in June of 2023.  

The April through December 2023 GUARD investment and associated revenue requirement 
amounts are shown on Exhibit RCW-1, page 6 of 9. The forecasted GRIP revenues for the 
remainder of 2023 exceed the GUARD 2023 revenue requirement, resulting in an over-recovery 
of $227,566, inclusive of interest of $9,613, for the period April through December 2023. 
Therefore, the total GUARD true-up, which includes the final over-recovery for GRIP, is 
$560,361 ($332,795+$227,566), inclusive of interest. As shown in Table 1-1 below, that amount 
is being applied to the 2024 GUARD revenue requirement, resulting in a lower revenue 
requirement to be recovered from customers in 2024. 

Exhibit RCW-1, page 6 of 9, shows the 2023 year end net book value investment of 
$16,965,008. This amount represents the final GRIP investment moved into the GUARD 
program as of July 2023 ($4,347,919) and the 2023 GUARD investment ($12,617,089). That 
amount is reflected as the beginning balance for the 2024 GUARD calculations discussed below. 

Projected 2024 GUARD Revenue Requirement 
For 2024, FPUC projects to invest $20,371,485 ($12,415,872 for mains and $7,955,613 for 
services), resulting in a total projected 2024 investment of $36,783,862 (including the year-end 
2023 investment). Similar to the GRIP, the GUARD program revenue requirement includes a 
return on investment, depreciation expense, customer notification expense, and property taxes; 
all expenses are dependent upon the level of investment costs. Pursuant to witness 
Waruszewski’s testimony, the Company also included $49,416 for the 2024 projection period as 
operating and maintenance costs which are for extending customer-owned downstream fuel lines 
to connect to meters that are required to be relocated due to safety concerns.7 After subtracting 
the $560,361 over-recovery true-up amount, the 2024 GUARD revenue requirement to be 
recovered through the proposed surcharges is $2,296,223. 

Table 1-1 
2024 GUARD Revenue Requirement Calculation 

2024 Projected Investment     $36,783,862 
Return on Investment $1,903,237 
Depreciation Expense $552,631 
Operations & Maintenance Expense $49,416 
Property Tax Expense $339,300 
Customer Notification Expense $12,000 
2024 GUARD Revenue Requirement $2,856,584 
Less 2023 Over-Recovery -$560,361 
2024 Total Revenue Requirement $2,296,223 
Source: Witness Waruszewski Testimony Exhibit RCW-1  

7 Exhibit RCW-1, Schedule C-1, page 6 of 9 and Schedule C-2, page 7 of 9. 
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Proposed GUARD Surcharges 
As approved in the GUARD Order, the total 2024 revenue requirement is allocated to the rate 
classes using the same methodology used for the allocation of mains and services in the cost of 
service study used in the Company’s most recent rate case. The respective percentages were 
multiplied by the 2024 revenue requirements and divided by each rate class’s projected therm 
sales to provide the GUARD surcharge for each rate class. This methodology was originally 
established by the 2012 Order approving the GRIP program. 

The proposed 2024 GUARD surcharge for FPUC’s residential customers who use 20 therms a 
month (240 therms annually) on the Residential Service tariff (RES-2) would pay $0.03263 per 
therm compared to the 2023 GRIP surcharge of $0.02166 per therm. The monthly bill impact is 
$0.65 for a residential customer using 20 therms per month or $7.83 per year. The proposed 
GUARD surcharges are shown in Attachment B, in Tariff Sheet No. 7.403. 

Conclusion 
Staff believes the calculation of FPUC’s GUARD revenue requirement and surcharges for each 
rate class are reasonable and accurate.  Staff therefore recommends approval of FPUC’s 
proposed GUARD surcharges, effective for January 1, 2024. The proposed GUARD surcharge 
factors should be applied to each rate class during the billing period January 1 through December 
31, 2024. 
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Issue 2:  Should this docket be closed? 

Recommendation:  Yes.  If a protest is filed within 21 days of the issuance of the order, the 
tariffs should remain in effect, with any revenues held subject to refund, pending resolution of 
the protest.  If no timely protest is filed, this docket should be closed upon the issuance of a 
consummating order. (Dose) 

Staff Analysis:  If a protest is filed within 21 days of the issuance of the order, the tariffs 
should remain in effect, with any revenues held subject to refund, pending resolution of the 
protest.  If no timely protest is filed, this docket should be closed upon the issuance of a 
consummating order. 
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Construction Construction 2023-2024
Project Location Location Program Program Estimate Estimate Estimated
Name City/Town County Category Sub-Category Start Date Completed Date Investment Footages Miles
Indiantown - North Ph.1 Indiantown Martin Problematic Obsolete/Aldyl-A Jul-23 Dec-23 3,169,036$        27,856       5.28         
Indiantown - North Ph.2 Indiantown Martin Problematic Obsolete/Aldyl-A Jan-24 May-24 1,560,912$        16,531       3.13         
Indiantown - South Ph.1 Indiantown Martin Problematic Obsolete/Aldyl-A Jun-24 Dec-24 2,800,000$        28,685       5.43         

Martin Total 13.84      

Lake Park - North Lake Park Palm Beach Accessiblity Rear-to-Front Jun-23 Dec-23 4,109,604$        44,345       8.40         
Turnpike and Jog West Palm Beach Palm Beach Problematic Span Jul-23 Oct-23 550,000$           1,150          0.22         
Turnpike and Belvedere West Palm Beach Palm Beach Problematic Span Sep-23 Nov-23 850,000$           2,457          0.47         
Lake Park - South Lake Park Palm Beach Accessiblity Rear-to-Front Oct-23 Jan-24 2,121,186$        18,750       3.55         
Mercer Ave West Palm Beach Palm Beach Problematic Span Oct-23 Dec-23 341,538$           678             0.13         
Forest Hill Villages West Palm Beach Palm Beach Accessiblity Rear-to-Front Jan-24 Jul-24 4,702,694$        35,985       6.82         
Park Manor Riviera Beach Palm Beach Accessiblity Rear-to-Front Jun-24 Nov-24 3,410,244$        36,941       7.00         
Grammercy Park Riviera Beach Palm Beach Accessiblity Rear-to-Front Jul-24 Dec-24 2,720,854$        26,461       5.01         
Le Chalet Boynton Beach Palm Beach Problematic Obsolete/Aldyl-A Oct-24 Dec-24 1,245,568$        11,800       2.23         

Palm Beach Total 33.82      

Winter Springs Ph.1 Winter Springs Seminole Accessiblity Rear-to-Front Jun-23 Dec-23 1,894,849$        19,890       3.77         
Sanford Ph.1 Sanford Seminole Accessiblity Rear-to-Front Jan-24 Apr-24 935,343$           9,360          1.77         
Winter Springs Ph.2 Winter Springs Seminole Accessiblity Rear-to-Front Jun-24 Dec-24 2,684,684$        22,360       4.23         

Seminole  Total 9.77         

Grand Total 57.43      
33,096,512$     303,249     
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