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DOCKET 'NO. 891345-EI - 1-'ETITION OF GUL~· MWE::Q COMPAt. ' 

FOR AN INCREASE IN ITS RATE AND CHARGeS. 
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• 

BEFORE THE FLOR IDA PUbLIC SERVICE CO~MIS~ION 

In re: Petition of Gulf Power Company) DOCKFT N0. 891 34') - Ef 

for an increase in .ts rates an~ ) 
charges. ) 

--------------------------- ----------> 

STAFF'' S PREHF.ARJ NQ__STAH;MENT 

Purt.uant to Order No. 227~0. issued on March 2'1. 1990, 

Staff files the following prehear1ng statement: 

a. !i_ITNESSES 

1. Scott Seery 

2. Rober t A. Freeman 

3. Kathryn D. Brown 

4. Roberta s. Bass 

b . EXHIBITS 

Exhibit Witness 

Seery 

Seery 

Cost of cap:tdl; caotLal 
structure 

FPSC audit reports 

Customer scrv1ce 

Gu I ( man.~ g .... :tcnt, 
criminal plea 

Schcdul,• No. The 
consumer p r 1 Ct· 1 ndex 

avcroge ''1nua 1 
petcent~gc c t angcs 
and Lhc f1vc year 
moving avcragt• 

Schedule No. ] 

Yield on scasu r11~cl -;..-

utility bond~ 

annual 
pt rcent age 
and the 

Jvc·r age 
c hanyes 

five year 
moving average 

oocu~EIIi !i ·.'P::r~ Dt. r .-
04185 ~-~~Yl4 (-$0 

,. 5C-RECOROS/REPORTING l:J5j 
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Exhib i t Wi tness 

Seery 

Seery 

Seery 

Seery 

See r y 

Seery 

See r )' 

Seery 

Seery 

Schedule No . 1 
Interest and 
1nf lat10n rates 

Sch c du I e rio. 4 
Aa/AA rated elect ric 
utilities Investment 
ri s k characteristics 

Schedule No. 5 A/A 
rated e1~ctr1c 

util ity rati O summary 

Sr.:hedu I e No . 6 - Gu I ' 
Power Company 
qual tl y measurcrrents 

Schcdu l n No. 7 
model cqutllon 

Schedule No . 8 

D<"F 

Two -s tay<:. annual!/ 
c:>mpou t.ch•d d 1 ~CJCL t nL·d 
cash fl oJw -node! 

Schedule No . 'J 
Two -staqc, annud l ly 
compoundeJ d 1 !> Ll)UIIlt!d 

cash flo" analys i s 
for tho• As/AA r ated 
electric uulity 1ndc'( 

Schedule No 10 
R1sk p rt•mJum equa t iOn 

SchC>rJu I •' No. 11 
Estimated ~onthly 
r 1 sk prem1 ums As/AA 
elect ti C u1 t1 11ty 
Index 

1 ol ) : 
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Exhibit Witness 

Secrv 

Seery 

Seery 

Seery 

Freeman 

Freerr.an 

freeman 

Brown 

Brown 

Brown 

Oeser 1_pr 1on 

N() . Schedule 
Bond 
differcnllul 

I~ 

y.~l d 

Schedu lc N<>. 13 
Standard ana Poor·~; 

financ1al benchmd ck 5 

Schedull' Nll. 14 

Compa r 1 son CJ Vf' t I l 
cosl o f cap1Lal 

Schedu I c No. I '.l 
Summary o f cos· of 
equ1ly analys:s 

(RAf-1) Rate ca~c 

audit rcpocr ftl~J •n 
Docket No . 871167 - El 

(RAF-2) 
3ud•t o r 
Company 1 n 
891315-~ l 

Rate c ,c 
G•al f PO...t t•r 
Do~ket N•>. 

(RAf -3 ) Pr o fe~ sa., n ~ l 

ex per ll~ ncc 

Attachrucnl 
Power L'ompany 
comp I a 1 nr •, 

c;u 1 t 
l r,q ~ •:cl 

Attac hrnl:n t. ll T ypt• 
and JUSll t 1c:ar 1011 fna 
Gu 1 f Powp r c·om1• 1 <1 1 n 1. ~ 

reCCIV!'d <lrtd C l osed 
dur1no l1/l'1 

A• l ac.:nrr••fit ! l E' A a • 
enact or compla i nts 

1 .~ ) . l 
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Brown 

Brown 

Brown 

!Hown 

BclSS 

Bass 

Haskins 

H<:.skins 

!J~ C I I p 1. : :l n 

Atta c hment Ill 
• ..asltf 1,..at 1on 
• .11 f Po..tcr 
Compldlnts 

Attachment 
E 1 cc t r 1 ,. 

cc.lenddl 

IVA 
Industry 

ycrtl 
compariso n ro t 
;ompla1nt dC t tVI ly 

At t adHrcnt 
E lcct 1 1 c 
calcncl.,l 
comp.t 1 1 ,.un 
comp1iltnt 
conl1m~<d 

At t dc;hmcnl 
Janu<~1y 

dlVISIO•l 
affa11~> 

act1v1ty 
tndu~> try 

(RSli-1) 
as soc 1 ,, , cd 
ag1 C<'"' n t 

IVB 
. ndu:;t : y 

/C .I I 

' )I 

acr l v ll y 

v 
M ,, I c h, I ') ·J 0 

01 censurer 
comp laint 
l! Icc l I l c 

. .., l t h 
C Ulll 

p 1··' 
I 

(RSB l) Amouu~s 

assr. ,,,,,.1 wllh PI•' ·' 
aqre.·rtt•tlt - C\Jutl t l 

OcpCJStti)O Exh!l)l , 
No. •1 •nd • 
t.ult 05- 1/0!:.-11 
Add1•1 o na l 
Revenue 

rac lltlt•?s 

Ocpo:.tt 10ro Exhtbrt 
No. 6 RCVl!.ii On <l t 
J. H1 ~ k1ns Sc hcuulc ~ 

1.,- . 
,) ;) '"J 
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Exhibit 

' 

Has kin..> 

Haskins 

Haskins 

Haskins 

Has kins 

Haskins 

O'Sheasy 

O' She•sy 

• 

Depos 1t1on Exh1b1t 
No . lL - Data f or new 
ded1cated sutsta · ions 

DepOSlLlOn 
No. 15 
standby 
revenue 
nonmtqratlng 
customer 

£xh1bil 
Additional 

serv1ce 
f C' t 

PXT 

Depos1t1 o n Exh1bit 
No . I 6 Rf' 'l 1 st?d M~ R 
Srht!dult.:> E- !od 

Dcpo:;1l t o n 
No . 17 
increase 
CUSf OIOt,~ I !'i 

to t;sn 

Exh1b1t 
Pt:tcentaqe 

f o t movtnq 
t rom OS - r r r 

Dep .. st LI <J r. Exhtblt 
flo. 18 Revenur 
irpo ,,ct f o r allow 1nq 
GS!> custo11.e r s to opt 
fo 1 ,;s 

llep'IS It I •HI 
No. i 'l 
<;aved by 
Rccr e,1r 1 11t.; I 
c•Jst ona.:: ~ 

F.xh1b1t 
Rt~Vt.:('ilJ .. ~ 

m 1 q r.; t 1 r H.J 

L1 q l1ltnq 

Depostl.t •) l1 F.xhih1t 
No. I ilec.llculal t on 
o f untt rost for a 
change tn rate u t 
rctutn 

DcpoSJt10n r:xhib t 
No . 10 Compo nent 
costs by f •;nctJ o n LH 
standby serv1ce 
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Exhibit Witness 

Kilgore 

Kilgore 

r 1 I gore 

K1lgore 

Ki lg'>re 

Kilgore 

Howell 

• 

Desc r 1111 1 0n 

Dcpos1t1on 
No. b 
metered KW 
customers 

Exhibit 
Max1mum 
for SE 

DepositiOn Exh1 b1t 10 
St1ndby se r v ice 

revenues for 
nonmigrattng PXT 
customer 

Oepos1l1 o n 
No . I: 

eXhibit 
St11ndby 

fC'/CilUt S to-s~rvlCt" 

othc1 
custurr.<' l ::. 

l hI t!e 55 

Ocpostltull 
No. 11 
Exc 1 udt•l 
Developu.c11• 

1-.xh, bt t 
Sl.l' K~IH 

in 
o r L l ' KW 

Dcpostlt o n Fxhtbit 
No . 11 R~tios o f 
on - peak b1lltng KW t o 
1 2 ('p KW 

OepOS itlO!l 
No . 17 
respon:.•: 
lnrlusttial 
!nterYL'IIOI ::; 
Request 

!- xh 1 tJt t 
Rc•v 1 Sl'd 

t < 

Proc,luct t o n 
Documents No. :t> 

f:rs 
for 

0 1 

Stau·s 1st 
Int. tin. t! 
1 IC 1 'l'!O 
charge 1 illL'S 

Set 0 I 
Southern 

mo nth ly 

1 '; "j ) 
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Exhibit W1lness 

Kilgore 

Kilgore 

Kilgore 

Haskins 

Kilgo re 

Hask1ns 

Hask1ns 

• 

Q_e:;c r 1 pt , ) n 

StaU's 1st 
In t . No . \ ~ 
Load F.tctors 
CUSlOOlQI ·' 

Set or 
r~o n' ~1 1 y 
ror PXT 

Staff's Is l Set o t 
In l . Nu 18 MWt: s 
and 12 CP KW tor 
wholcs ... ll' class 

'>taff·::. 1 s l Set of 
Int. I~ IJ. 24 
Load r.•c-• 1s 

Annu a 1 
f 0 I 2 

ne• PXI!X: c•slorrcrs 

Staff's 1 S L _,cr or 
1 nt. No. ~ l - !j I 1 I I nq 
Detcrmt n<Jttt : tor 
Recrcatt<>ttol 

Staff· s ] t rl 

.' lnt . Nu 
Ncu trdl 
RS-VSP I .J l ·· :. 

Staff ' :. lrd 
I nl. No. 

L tqh ll nq 

Set o f 
RC'/('011~' 

Pr opo:> t:d 

vl 

A 1 l oc at : r) n r> f 
Uncollt•<. ' ltlll! fxpr·n sc 

Statf' s 
Int. 

l r l 
IJO. 

SL"I '.) I 

Hypothcl oCdl S~ RoJtC 
Schcdul~ 

Staff· ..; 3 r d o f 
Int. 
MfR 

No. '1 4 - P ~ ' s ~.! d 
Scht·,1u l c tor 

separ.••·· s~· class 
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Exh1b1t W1tncss 

Howell 

Kilgore 

Hasktns 

Kilgo re 

Has!~ a ns 

K1lgorc 

Hask1ns 

• 

Staff · s 3rd Set o ( 
Int. No. 69 Southern 
System Polacy 
Regardanq Trc.Hmcnt 
o f Inter r u 1JL 1 ble Load 
under IIC 

Staff's 1 rd Set u ! 
Int. No 76 Number 
o( Day ~ I 01 whi l; h no 
p o rt ion !)[ L h-.! 
oo-pec1k hours was 
dest')n,tt<.'d as c1n 51:. 
'>e r 1 od 

Staff's Jrd Set of 
Int. N(). ·n Mtntmurr 
Btll Pr o1t:,1on KW 

Staff ' ::. 8th 
In t. Nu. 

Set 
ll '> 

of 

Contra<• 
Requ I I t• I 
11a 1 n l o 1 II• 

CapM"l ' .. y 
to be 

''I Cu :; r Oint• r 

Stat 1 ·:.. 

I nl. H 

B I I l I'"' 
fact H 

r.u s Lon.t•r 

Il l 11 Set ) t 

1 z. 
KW dnd l.o ,HI 

t ·• r I X l 

S ~ a r t · o; I! t. r. s ,• • o : 
Int. No. 1;1 ,;nnudl 

Load ~actors Lc r 
LP/LPT t'liSliJI'>Cr s w I 1: 
KW 0 f I •, 0 0 0 r mo 1 c 

S t atf's 
Int. 

8tn 
N<J. 

O t 

Cost-ct t .•cr !'tCncss <) I 
LP/LPT Custom~rs' 

Opttnq tor f X/PXT 

_j 
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Exhibit 

' 

Haslu ns 

Kilgore 

Oowet:J 

Kilgore 

K1lgo rc 

K1lgorc 

Kl lgoc c 

• 

D~~Crlpltnn 

Staff 8th St'l 
No. 1 /7 

o r i n• 
Dec11 c d t ._. l 

Fac 1 11 t 1 cr. 
Custompr r, 

( o r S ~: 

S l d f f ' ~ 8 l h Sc . Q I 

lnt. No. 1L8 L9 b J 

and 1990 SEP KWH 

Sl ol f f ' :; 
lnt. 

!lt h 
No . 

St~l 

110 
Expen~P ! o r Fou 1 
Cor.scr vat 1 111 Proqram:. 
Removed fr om l he FCL"J.! 
Clause 

Staff's 8t11 St•t •l l 

Int . NC1 . I J .; - Nurnl" 1 

of s~: Pc I 1n rl f'our :. 
Dcslgncttt•d uy Year 

St a f 1 · ~ 81 h Set o r 
Int. Nt 13"1 I:> o· 
and Nt. l.r ",J Fac• l ~, 

( 0 I Sr. dlld non- s~ 

Cust o illt'r s ( b PXT 
cust OI1 ~<:r s) 

St.:. ff · :; 8th Set o r 
Int. tlo. 1'18 11 C'l' 

and NPL" LOdd Fact ,..,,·') 
fot s~ <Jild nor1 -S~. 

CUSl"lr"·t'IS ( 5 px · 
C: U Sl<h'-'1:,) 

St . .> f f ':; tl t ll Set 
I n• .. No. 13 9 
Me• t.:t t.td ilnd 81 1 1 i nq 
KW; R.lt 1 o ·. •)t 1 2 c- p 

t o M~tr 'r cd 3 '· J 
61 Ill nq KW ( 6 PX1 
custorn~rs) 
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Exhibit 

Ki !go re 

Haskins 

O'Sheasy 

O'Sheasy 

Ha s k1ns 

ll.i lgote 

O'Sheasy 

O' Sheasy 

Desc r_12.1_1 Q n 

SLatf' s 8th So.:t of 
Int. No. 1 4 0 Mel e red 
and Btl l1ng Kw; 
RAtios of 12 CP to 
Metered and Bll lir.-J 
KW (5 PXT customers} 

Staff' s 8th Set of 
144 Int . No. 

Applicati on o f 
PXT m .. n1 rnum 
provisio n 

PX and 
blll 

Staf f 's 13th Set o f 
Int. No . 209 - 12 CP 
Cost of Se rvi ce Study 
with Staff 's 
Requested Rcvt stons 

Staff's 13th Set of 
In t . No . 2 I 0 

M~R -i:. Schedu les f c, r 
StaU's 

ProposP.d Cost of 
Serv1 ce Study .. n<.J 
Sepa 1a tc SE class 

Staff ' s 13lh Se t ol 
Int. No. 2 1 1 
Equival ent Pcaker 
Cost of Ser J 1Ce S t udy 
with St<>ff's 
Requested Prov1s1~n 

l 3t h SP t 0 f 
No. 21L 

Staff ' s 
Int. 
Ref1ned 
Pe<:: kcr 
Serv1ce 
Staft's 
Revisions 

Equ 1 v. lent 
Cost ot 

Study Wlth 
Re quested 
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Exhibit i'h tness 

O ' Sheas~ 

O ' Sheasy 

Ki lqore 

O'Sheasy 

• 

QCS£~ lfll I On 

Stau·s l3tn 
tnt. No. 
Standby 
Cust_om~r Data 

Staff's 13th 
Int. No. 215 
of Standby 
Customers 

Set o r 
2 1 .. 
St?r : 1 ce 

5.? t 0 ( 

- Number 
Scrv1ce 

T l ~.: nq 
Suppl ~rr~nta•y Ser• IC~ 
or. PXT 

Staff's lJth 
Int. No. 217 
for 7 l H: q ht: s t 

Peak Hours 

Staff's 13th 
Int. No. 

Set of 
Data 

Ststcm 

Set 
2 18 

o f 

Revision of 
Rev 1 sed .2 
SerVICe 

Company's 
cr Cost of 

Slurly 
co rrec:teLI for lht:> 
err o r .n •:.t~ 

Ca leu I a• 1on 1: 

Standby Scrv•c~ KW 

lndusr r: II 
l ntl' r ven J r s Jnd ,,. , 
o f :nt. No. 12 
RCVIScd M~R Sc hcdul " :; 
Cor n r>rHTllljfdl 1 nq 
scenario 

fcde r" 1 £xf'ru 1 1 , .. 

Agencies Is · S..-o <H 
Int. No . Jl 
Asst.•ssment o f c )'St 0 1 

penalty t o r exceo•d:nq 
contract demand 

Srand~·d Form of 
Contract f o r Elect nc 
Power (First Rev1sed 
'5ht•et 7. 2) 
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Exhibit Wit.tess 

Po I lock 

Pollock 

Po I lock 

O'Sheasy 

O'Shcasy 

O'Sheasy 

Kilgore 

• 

Descr1p'1 t n 

Staff's lst of 
Int. to Indu stria l 
Intervcn , r:, Nn. I 
Rev 1 sed Ne 11 Pcil~ 

Cost of Sr <v lcc Stu~y 

Staff's 1st Set of 
Int. t o Indu st rial 

No. intervenors 
~eviscu 
Re( i ned 
Peaker 
Service 

Corr..!cted 
Equivalent 

Cost ,> f 
Study 

Statf's 
Request 
Pr oduction 
Documents 

1st Set 
f o r 
of 
to 

lndus tridl 
I n tervenors· Standby 
Service Ncar ~eak KW 

Respono;c to 
Int. No. 
Staff's lltll 

Staff · s 
l I 0 ·- I 
Set n f 

lnterroyatories 

Respo nse to S taU" !> 
Int . No. I I 1 '1 i 
Stait · s 6th Set of 
lnlerroqat'H 1es 

Respon!>e t.o Staff·:> 
Int. No. 113 of 
Staff's 8th Set o t 
Inter rogat. o r te:> 

Response to Staff·s 
I n I . No . I I 4 0 t 

S lafl"s lith Set of 
Inter roqatories 

l
,,,.d 
,•U-
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c. STAFF'S BASIC POSITI QN 

Ho well 

Kilgor e 

Has k i n s 

Hask1 ns 

O ' Sh c cl sy 

• 

Response to s t d r f · s 
l n t. No. l I O t 
S l ilt i' S l sl Set o t 
In te r rogatories 

Response to 
In t . No. 
S ta f f's 8 th 

St at • ·s 
,o j[ 

Set ut 
l n t c 1 1 oq d t rl r 1 e s 

Lilte-f!l e d Dc pnst t t u n 
Ex hI b I l No. 2 0 

L<'t <-' · ltlt•d :Jcp>S.tl 11\ 
E x h 1 h • t IJr,. 2 I 

Lalc - ttlud (.eposJ!I u n 
Exh IIH I No . 7 

Staff i s unabl e t o state a basi<" poslllolrl ..t t th.:-; ~~~ ,. 

due to outsta nding d1scovc ry . 

d. STAI:'f"S POSITION 0 11 TH!:._ I SSUES 

1. 

2. 

ISSUE: Gulf Power has proposed a ra t e basr o t 
($946,840,000 Sys tem) fo r the test yeat. 
ar ~ropriate leve l o f rate uase fo z 199 0 ? 

STAFF: No position at t hi s ti me. 

$ ') ~ 3 , ', f, .' , II Q 0 
Yl h.> ' : s •. he 

ISSUE: The compa ny h as 
~07,579,000 Sys tem) ot plant 
Is this appropriate? 

i nclud ed 
1 n set v 1 cc 

$ 1,27~ . !>2~ . 000 

1 n rate base . 

~: No pos i t i o n a t t h1 s time . 
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3. ISSUE: Gulf capitalized $1.964,3<;4 ($6,937,1)1 System) 1n 

excess of the orig1nal cost capltclll7ed by Gcorq1a Power 

Company for its 25\ share of Plant Scherer. Ur11t No.3. Is 

this app ropriate? 

4. 

STArF: No position at th i s time. 

ISSI-E: As a r esult of 
common facilities at 
acquisition adjustment 
Is this appropriate? 

its purchase of a po P 1on •> t the 
Plant Schere r, Gu If reco r tkd an 

of $2,458,067 ($8,680.507 Sy·;t~m) 

STAFF: No position a t this time. 

5 . ISSUE: Is the $ 3 1.645,000 total cost for the n•w corporcllt' 
headquarters land, building, and furnishings CLason,tbll'? 

STAFF: No posi tion at this t1me. 

6. ISSUE: Is the Careyville "sod far.n" operat1on be1ng 

properly accounted Co1 by Gulf Power Company! 

STAFF: No position at th1s tunc. 

7. ISSUE: Should the inve:;tmcnt and exp~us .. .-:. dsS•Jt:l ri•.cu 

w1th the "Navy Hou se" be allowed? 

8. 

9. 

STAFF: No position at thi s time. 

ISSUE: Has Gulf 
appropriate ca~tial 

appliance divi'Jior.? 

properly 
investment 

STAFF: No position at this time. 

allocated dll 
and expcn!,•·~ 

of 
to 

. ht: 

ItS 

ISSUE: Should Gult's investment 1 n tht TallahclS;.Ct! 
office be included in rate base? 

§!6f!: No position at this t ime. 
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10. ISSUE: Should the tot~! cost or rtw and 

Graceville offices be allowed 1n rate oa:.o·~ 

STAFF: No position at this t1me. 

ll. ISSUE: Gulf Power has proposed i~' ~.9b<,OOO 

($466,642,000 System) as the proper level o f accumuiHed 
depreciation to be used in th1~ cas..: . Is th1s 
appropriate? 

STAFF: No posit1on o;~t this time. 

12. ISSUE: Should the plant Investment made by L.ulf ro servl' 
~eisure Lakes subdivision be Included 111 rate base? 

~: No position at this t1me . 

13. ISSUE: The company has included $14,949.000 ($J':> , 308,0C0 

System) of consttuction work in progress 111 r., Lc bds,·. 
Is t h is appropriate? 

14. 

STAFF: No position at th1s lime. 

~: Is the company's method of 
bearing CWIP consistent wi lh the 
accounting? 

STAFF: No posit1on at this time. 

handl1nq nr) n ll! l crt~~ ~

p res c r II.H'd s y ~ t.., '" o t 

15. ISSUE: Gulf has included 1n 1ts )Urlsdi c tl 0 11 ,d tdt.e 'ln:, ,! 

$3,925,000 ($4,025,000 System) o f plant he! I I J r rur •11" 
use. Is this appropriate? 

STAfF: No position at this lime. 

16. ISSUE: Ha.o Gulf allocated the appropriat e a rnoun• o i 
working capital to Un1t Pow~r Sales (UPS)? 

§!6f!: No position at this t 1me. 

1 .... . '• ( 
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1 .. . . 

18. 

ISSUE: The company has tncludcd $HI . 71 1 .0000 

($84,174,000 System) of working capttal tn ratf' b":> '' · 

What is the appcoprta•e level of wocktnq cap:tal? 

STAFF: No position at thiS ttme. 

ISSUE: Gulf has included $-,---
System) prepaid pension expense in .ts 
working cap1tal. Is this uPProprtate? 

STAFF: No position at this time. 

($1.48'>.221 
cal ... ulat.>n of 

19. ISSUE: Should unamortized r ate case expense be Included 

in working capital? 

20. 

STAFF: No position at this t1me. 

ISSUE: Should the 
Cci"iiS"e rva ti on expenses 
working capttal? 

ne t ovc rrecovcries 
be •ncluded in the 

STAFF: No position at this ti.nP. 

of f u •' I an t• 

caiC'ula• ton of 

21. ISSUE: Gulf has tncl uderl $ J ' t ~r;,po ' d r y 

IS thiS Jppr Jj.l! lJif'"? 

22. 

cash investments in working r·,pt tal. 

STAFF: No position ill thiS ttme. 

ISSUE: Gulf 
oil inventory. 

has included S 
Is thu appropriate?---~-

lui heavy 

STAFf: The value of all heavy oi l at the Ctts• Plun t 

should be removed from working captlal. Worktnq .q ttal 

should be reduced by $1,042,000 system ($~7~.6!J 

jurisdictional). 
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23. ISSUE: Gulf ha~ Included $ 

inventory. Is this appropr1atE0 

STAFF: If Plant Scuerer rer-a1ns in rate bas•·. Lhc totc:tl 

value of 112 1 iqhter 011 and combust ton turbl nc 01 l shov ld 

be reduced by $243,943 system ($216,696 JUr\:;dlC:' 10 r1ol) . 

lf Plant Scherer is removed from rate b .. se, the tol.ll 

value of 112 lighter oil and combustion turb1nc 0 11 s'1ould 

be reduced by $224,047 system ($199,022 )Urls~ t cuon.ll). 

24. LSSUE: Gulf has included S 
inventory. Is this appropriate? ________ _ 

'lt C:Od l 

STAFF: No position at this time 

25. ISSUE: Should 515 HW o( Plant Daniel be Included 1n .;ut t 

Power's rate base? 

STAFF: 'ies . Plant Dan iel is requ1recl Lo 'lliltntatn 

adequate reserves on Gulf's system. 

26. ISSUE: Should 63 MW of Plant Scherer 3 bt~ 1r11 lt~rlrr! 1n 

Gulf ?ower's rate base? 

27. 

26. 

STAFF: No. None of Planr SchctCI 3 should 

Gulf's rate base since GulC plans to sell 

plant as a unit power sale 1n 1~95. 

be l t 1 ,~~ _. : 1 n 

..II! •I I I I• I :o 

ISSUE: If Plant Sche1~r 
what are the appropriate 

exclude 1t? 

1 s no l 1 nc ILH.Icd 1 n ' a 1 e b.,~· •' . 

rate base and NO! ldJusl~,nrs • 

~: No position at this Ltme. 

ISSUE: What adjust~ent 1s proper 

cancelled Southern Company ServiCes' 

base? 

to r l'!m\J v ·~ 
bui ldtnq 

the 
I I 11n 

1 'l3·1 
r ..!l <' 

STAFF: No adjustment is nec~cd s1ncc the dvllars 

associated with the cancel led bu1ld1ng have "'' ·~ld"f bc<'n 

removed by Gulf and arc not 1ncludcd 1n Gulf's MrRs. 

1 ... '--'''·· 

-------
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29. I SSUE: Wh<~t adJustment to rate base : '> nc<"L'!>Sary ·. o 

reflect the pro per treatment for ret>u 1 ltb .• nd r o.:nov,,t: o ns 

which were expensed by the Company? 

STAFF: No position at this time. 

30. ISSUE: What adjustment to rate ba se 1 s nccc:;sa r) to 

remove the network pro tectors t rom expense t o 1 cHC' ba!>(•? 

STAFf: No position at th1s time. 

31. ISSUE: Should the remaining balance 1n Ot her lnvestrt,cnl 

be i ncl~ded in working capt1al? 

~: No position at thi s time. 

3 .... ISSUE: Should the wo rki ng capital Item t:lll~d · ot her 

accounts receivable" be removed? 

STAFF: No position at this time. 

33. ISSUE: Has the company ovc r stiltcd lhe rn.1Lctlal~.!. supply 

leve l .f 

34. 

STAFF: No position at this time. 

ISSUE: Should the aonounts shown 
assets • and · ~ther miscellaneous · 

removed from working caoita l ? 

STAFF : No position at th1s t1me. 

as "other curr~:nt 

defcrrc~ rlub1t~ be 

35. ISSUE: Should the Ca ryv i 1 I c Subsu r (ace Study t>c removcJ 

from rate base? 

STAFF: No position at this t1me. 

1:... I') 
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36 . ISSUE: What additional working ad)u .• tmcnt~ 3te nC•'•k! ' 

r eflect OPC's expens~ excluSions? 

STAFF: No position at this time. 

Cost o f Cap t tal I ssues 

3 7. ISSUE: What is the ,pprop r iate ~oost of common eq11 11} 

capital for Gulf Power ? 

38. 

39. 

STAFf' : The appr opriate co:sl of common cqutty c.qll'al ' " 

Gulf Po wer is 12.1\. 

ISSUE: Should the newly 
equity be reduced if it is 
mismanaged? 

authorized rctutn on corru >rt 
determined that Gulf hds l>cen 

STAFF: Yes. 

ISSUE: Should the preferred 
the capital structure be net 
ibsuance expenses? 

stock balaucc 
o( dtscount:;, 

ap1 .H 1 ng 1n 
pI l'm l Uffi!> olrH! 

STAFF: Yes. 
o f discounts, 

The pre f etrc:d stock balance should 

premiums , and issuance ~xpcu:.es. 
tl• • ~ 

40. ISSUE: Should Gu!f Power's non-ullllty 1nvc:. tmcn• r,p 

removed d iL ect 1 y from equity when recono:.: 1 It ng t h~ Cis! 1 • ., • 

structure to rate hasc? 

STAFF: Yes. Gulf Power's non-utility Investment sho11ld 

be removed dir~ctly from equ1ty. 

41. ISSUE: Should Gult' Power's tempor .J ty ca s h tnvcslme.>~- t.c 

removed direct ly from equtt y when reconclllllQ ~he cJp: • J! 

structure to rate base? 

STAFF: Yes, to the ext~nt that tempotary cash 

investments are 
utility service, 
s hould be r emoved 

not necessary for tl.e pr ~.>V ISI O'l o r 
Gulf Pow~r·s temporary C<Js h 1nvcst:nent~ 

directly from tqutty. 
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42. lSSUE: What is the appropr 1 ate btl l a ne e o f acrqr>ou r ,lled 

deferred invesLmer.t tax credits? 

~: No position at th1s ttme. 

43. ISSUE: What is the appropriate ba! ance o t .Jccumu l <~teo 

deferred income taxes? 

STAfF: No position dt this Lime. 

44. ~: What is the appropriate ~o·etghted overage c o st o t 
capital including the pl'oper components. Clmounts and cost 

rates as~ociated with the Ci!Pltal structure f o r the 

projected test year end1ng December Jl. 1990? 

~: No position at this t1me. 

45. ISSUE. Should an adjustment be made to n<HJ oHP lh•· •• r (o•ct 

of the Company's ccrporate goal to 1ncrctt s o• tt s ~:qu•Ly 

ratio? 

~: No position at this Lime. 

N~t Oper~ting Jnccm~ 

46. ~: The company h.-.s proposed a net o pt• r .. t r ng rn<·orr.c 

47. 

of $60,910,000 \$62,802,000 System) for 19'10. Wll .. r rs 

the appr~priaLe net operating income f o r 1990 ! 

STAFF: No posit1on at th1~ t1me. 

ISSUE: Should revenue~ be Imputed t o 
benefit derived by the appliance dtvl s i o n 
Gulf's logo and name? 

STAFF: No pos1tion at t tu s time. 

(;u 1 f f o r tho! 
: 1 ''"' t he u s e o t 

1 ., ~ 
.I I 

1 
I 
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48. ISSUE: Should rev~nues be 1mputed 3t appllc,ttll • s r andby 

rates for 1990 for the PXT cus -.orne r who eltpc' 1encccl an 

outage of his generatlon capac1ty and r ook bdC k up p o wc1 

from Gulf but was not billed on the standby po w•.•r 1 at<:! 

STAFF: Yes. The customer ex per I encl.•d ,\ I " ' C<'rl '> UL<>Ol.' •) I 

his generator and t ook standby servrcc Cor back •Jp P"wer 

of 7959 KW. Revenues should be 1mputed f o r 199 C' on the 

basis of the custome r having a :-tandby :.c rvl cc capac.ty 

o f 7959. 

49 . ISSUE: The company h as pro)cl"ted rrHal •)IJt?r .illnq 

revenues for 1990 o f S 2S5, !> 80 . 000 (S2 6?,011.uOO Sy stcrr.) 

I s this approp riate? 

~: No position at thi s time. 

50. ISSUE: Has Gulf budgeted a reasonable level 1 Jl ::."1.1: 11·~. 

and employee benefi ts? 

STAFF: No pos1tion at thi s t 1me. 

51. ISSUE: Is Gulf Power 's projectLd $~10 ,5 2 ~ ($~10.~~2 

Sys tem) b ad debt expense f o r 199 0 appropr 1.11 ... ? 

~: No position at this time. 

52. i SSUE: Should fuel revenue :; and reldU:d expc'·~··~. 

53. 

recoverable through the fuel adjustment cl,n.sc . b e 

r emoved from NOI and if so. what amount? 

STAFF: No position at th1:. t1me. 

~: 
expenses, 
r ecovery 
amount? 

Should conser vat i On rev~nucs ~nd rL 'd 'Cd 

recoverable through the con:.erv.l' 10n ~.:nst 

clause. be removed f, o~ NOI and ~~ so . wh~l 

~: No pos1t10n at th1s t1 me. 

J .. 
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54. ISSUE: Should the 1990 pr u ) e ctcd t cs · yea : be a d)u!i t ec 

fo r any out-of-period non-recu rrtnq , non-ut 1 ll 'y 1 t e m.; 0 1 

er rors found in 19897 

STAFF: No positiora at t his lime. 

55. ISSUE: Are Gulf's budgeted 1ndustry assoc1atJon dues 1n 

the amount of $199, 3 43 du ring 1990 ceason~ole and p ru d<>nt ? 

STAFF: I n addi llon to t he $.12. 1') 0 o f 1 ndu s t ry 

association dues r emoved by th~ company ( MFR Sch~dul~ 

C-3) at least $20,021 should be di s allowed as f o llows: 

One-third of EE l adm in istrative dues ( Co.areass i o n O rdc : 

13537, Docke t No. 850465-EI. FPL Ra t e Ca: c) ti9.J 7 8 

Indus try association dues that 
listed as ·organizations to be 

ident ified by the company 

are inc l uded in NO ! 

jo1ncd tn 1990" but 
t _ uo 

TOTAL 

anti 
" '\ t 

56. ISSUE : What is the appropriate .:•mount o r rate c .. ::.., 

expense to be allowed i d operating expenses? 

STAFF: No position at this time. 

~ 7. ISSUE: Should Gulf be allowed t u reco v e t a n y cu~ t s 

associated with Docket No. 881167 -E '. t h ~ 11hl a awn t •• to..' 

case? 

STAFF: No position at thi, time. 

58. ISSUE : Should Bank Fees an:1 Line o f C1eda l c h a1g~:; be 

included in operating expense~ ? 

~: No position at th1 s t1me. 
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59. ISSUE: Gulf budgeted $8,963.407 
Outside Services expenses Cor 
reasonable? 

STAFF: No positton at thts ume. 

($Q,459,943 Sys•em) for 
1990. Is tht~ dmount 

60. l~3UE: Gulf has projected $7,775,000 ($7,780,000 System) 

61. 

in Customer Accounts expenses for 1990 l~ tl11s amour!' 
reasonable? 

STAt"f: No position at th1:. Ltmc. 

~: Should the 
Customer Activities 
in base rates? 

expenses related to t he 
and Cogeneration Pr ogram 

STAFF: No position at tht s t1me. 

I nd·tsl r 1 -11 
be alluwcd 

62. ISSUE· Gulf has budgeted $85,800 f or the Good Cents 
Incentive program. Is t:1is expense approprt.t•l'? 

63. 

STAFF: No. 
particip .. ting 
base rates. 

Th1s program provtdes benefit!. o nly to the 
conttactors and s hould noL I ll· <~li·JW(·d in 

ISSUE: Gulf has budgeted $457,390 Cor tht: Good 

Improved and $1,023,995 Cor the Good Cent~ New 
pro9rams. Are these expenses appropriate?? 

Cents 
Hr)OH' 

STAFF: No pos1t10n at th1s ttme. Awdtltnq turtncr 
discovery. 

64. ISSUE: Gulf has budgeted $145,·,52 for the Essential 
Customer Service Program. Is th1s expense appropt 1ate? 

STAFF: No position at this t1me. Aw a 1 l 1 oq f u r ! Ia~ r 
discovery. 
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65 . ISSUE: Gu 1 f has 
Education Program. 

budgeted $42':>,474 101 It s 
Is thiS expense aprrop rJatc? 

Enctqy 

STAFF: No position at this time. 
discovery. 

Awaiting furlhrr 

66. ISSUE: Gulf has budgeted 
Program . 

$55,429 fo r Its 

Presentation/Seminars 
appropriate? 

Is thi~ expense 

STAFF: No . This program IS only a promotion for lvcal 

COT.tracto r s and should not be included i n base .ales. 

67. ISSUE: Gulf has budgeted $767,609 for It~ Sh1nc Aqa1n:;L 
Crime Program. Is this expense appropriate? 

STAFF: No. This program prom'ltes t he use oi elccu 1C1ty 
and increases Kwh consumption wh ich is contrary to the 
provisions of the Florida Energy Efflctcncy and 

Conservati on Act (FEECA). 

68. ISSUF.: Gulf has projected $6d7,000 ($687 , 000 Syst em) for 
economic developmen t expense in the sales funct •~n fot 
1990. Is this amount rea sonable? 

~: No position at this time. 

69 . ISSUE : Gulf has prOJCCted $5,358 ,179 ($5,b'>5,000 Syst~m) 

rnProduction-Relatcd A&G expenses for 19'10. Is lht~ 

70. 

amount reasonable? 

STAFF: No posit.on at this t1me. 

ISSUE: Gulf has projected 
System) in Other A&G expenses 
reasonablP.? 

$31,070,801 
for 1990. Is 

STAFF: No position at th1s time. 

($32,792.000 
lh1s amount 

1.: ( 'J 
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71. ISSUE: Has Gult included any lobbyroq and Jt hl'> rPli>'f'd 
expenses in the 1990 test year whrch should be rl':T'(Vt.•cl 

from operating expcn~~s? 

STAFF: No position nt this t1me. 

72. lSSUE: What is the appropriate C.P.I. faclur lJ l'!il' 1n 
determining test year expenses? 

73. 

STAFF: No positron at th1s time. 

ISSUE: For each functr o nal category uf 
the appropriate level of expenses for 
by the Southe:n Company? 

~: No position at th1 s trme. 

CXP•'n'• L'S, wh,;t. 1 !i 

ser'"t ccs p.'lvl<l•,d 

74. ~: Has t he company properly removed fcom 1')'.10 

expenses all costs re-..ated to I.R.S .. gr.,•l Jury .,rod 
other similar invcst1gat 1ons? 

STAFF: No position at t hi s t1mc. 

75. ISSUE: What is the appropr 1 ate amount o f Pco~ 1 <Jn cxpo,r, ,, 

for 19907 

STAFF: No position at thrs trmc. 

76. ISSUE: Are the prOJected 0&11 expenses for R&:J pco)ccts 
reasonable? 

77. 

STAFF: No posttion at th1s time. 

ISSUE: Gulf has budgeted 
research and developmental 
reasonable? 

$710,000 
projects. 

STAFF: No position at this time. 
disCOVf:Cy. 

1 n O&M expt!nSc!, for 
Are Lhl!so expenses 

AWollllllQ furtho..•r 
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78. ISSUE: Has there been any "double countlnq" ot expo_•no;ps 
~serv1ces rendered by Southern Company Seiviccs ~ r 
EPRI? 

STAFF: No position at t h1s time. Awai ting further 
discovery. 

79. ISSUE: Gulf has budgeted $332,000 for ash hau,t: . J at 
Plan t Daniel. Is this expen~r. reasonable? 

80. 

81. 

82. 

STAFF : Yes. 

ISSUE : Gulf has budgeted $3,017,000 for Transm 1~s1nn 

Re'rit'S fo r Plants Danie l and Scherer . Are these expenses 
appropriate? 

STAFF: Yes as long as Plant Scherer is allowed 1n r.1te 
base. If Plant Scherer is not allowed, this cxp~nsc 

category should be reduced by $1 , 822.000. 

ISSUE: GulC has 
Safety Inspection 
expense reasonable? 

budgeted $1,047,000 for tls Put.l1c 
and Maintenance progrdm. Is lh1s 

STAFF: No position at this ttme. Awa 1 t i nq f u 1 l he 1 

discovery. 

ISSUE : Gulf has budqeted $47,701,000 

System) for Depreciation and Amortization 
this amount appropriate? 

STAfF: No po3ition at this Lime. 

($48,8<~-:.ooo 

expense. Is 

83. ISSUE: Gulf has budgeted $13,185,000 ($13,549,000 

System} for Taxes Other. Is th1s amount appropriate? 

STAFF: No position at this time. 
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84. ISSUE: What is t he approp nate amounr o r 
exp~nse for the tes t y~ar ? 

STAFF: No position at this t1me. 

1 nc HT.! • 1 X 

85. ISSUE: What is the proper 
adjustment in this case? 

inU.:r ~:;t s ynd.t o nr.t a • ro n 

STAFf: No position at this time. 

86. ISSUE: What adjustment should be mad" t o t h t• t e st year 

reference level for the Employee Relatrons P la n nr nq tJnll ? 

STAFF: No position at this time . 

87. ISSUE: Has the Company maJe the pro per adJustnrt~r.r to 

remove t he labor complement? 

STAFF: No positlon at tt. is Ume. 

88 . ISSliE: The Company has included $ 5 ,340,000 1n Tu rtll ne 

and Boiler inspecl ions, is further ad j us tmcnl nec c ssd 1 y ? 

STAFF: No position at th1s t • ~e. 

89 . ISSUE: What adjustm~nt s sho uld be ma d e lo t hr lcv r•l • . .r 

expenses Cor Plant Daniel? 

STAFF: No position at thi s un.e. 

90. ISSUE: Woule3 i t be proper to amo rt izc t he 1 989 c retlH ' •> 
uncollectibles, wh1 c h arose due to a n account i ng ch.rnqc, 

above the line? 

STAFF: No pos1t1on at this t1me. 

1 '
. ' . . t J 



• 

PREHEARING STATEMENT 
DOCK~! NO. 891345-EI 
PAGE 28 

9!. ISSUE: 
arr-of 
plan? 

Should an adjustment 
the costs associated 

• 

be made to remove 
w1th tt-e employee 

STAFF: No position at th1s time. 

par l or 
savtnq:. 

92. ISSUE : Should the Commission remove all or pan of the 

costs of the Productivity Tmp rov ement Plan (PTP) ': 

~: No position at this time. 

93. ISSUE : What amount of t h e Performance Pc'!y Plan s hould bt> 

approved for retai 1 recovery? 

STAFF: No position at thi s time. 

9<L ISSUE: What amount of t he $ 326 ,808 f or Ef>Hl nuc!t).J r 

research shou l d be included for setttng r etail rates? 

STAFF· No position at this time. 

95. ISSUE: Should an adjustment be made to the PI ant Sm1lh 

ash h au ling expenses? 

STAFF: No position at th1s time. 

96. ISSUE: What adjustment should be made to the Comp.:~ny·:. 

Employee Relations budgel associated wtth the rf'loc.Jtt un 

and development programs? 

~: No position at thts time. 

97. ISSUE: Should an adjustment be made to reduce the level 

of obsolete mater1al to be written off tn the te:.t year? 

~: No position at this time. 

1 '·' "I J.J 
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98. ISSUE: How much of the o fftcc r and maroHJ<'~ent "?et>'.s" 

for tax services and fitnes s programs should be bnrrll' by 

the ratepayers? 

STAFF: No position at this time. 

99. ISSUE: The Company has pr J )ected $1.109.000 Cor duct and 

Iarirepairs for the test year. Should ~n <Jdju !> Lment uc 

made to this level? 

STAFF: No positior. at this t1me. 

100. ISSUE: Should an adjustment be made t o thn Cus!...c-mer 

Services and Information benchmark? 

STAFF: No position at this ttme. 

101. ISSUE: The Company has included expenses f , r 
in the test year. Should an adjustment be made 

this cost? 

STAFF: No position at this ti ne. 

rnol r k c t 1 nq 
lo remove 

102. ISSUE: What adjustments are necessary to reflect a 

proper benchmark test of expense levels? 

~: No position at this t1me. 

103. ISSUE: Gulf has budgeted S -:--;=----
expenses. Is this amount appropriate? 

f<Jl 

STAFF: No positior at thi s tirre. 

Miscellaneous 

104. ISSUE: Was the production a nd promor\on ot the app l tdnc~ 

video known .li S "Top Gun· contrary to the Comm t ss t on·s 

policy re9acding fuel neutr ality? 

STAFF: No position at this tirrc. 
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105. ISSUE: W4s the productio n and d i~t rtbutton of tec-~htrt~ 

with the •Gas Busters· symbo l contrary l0 t he 

Commission's policy regarding full neutralt t y? 

STAFF: No position at this lime. 

106. ISSUE: Was the incentive program known as "Good Ce r·ts 

Incentive• which utilized electropni nts t ha t wcr~ 

redeemable for trips, aware.!>, and merchandise controry t o 

the Commisston's pol i cy regarding fuel neutralt t y? 

STAFF: No p?sition at thi s time . 

107. ISSUE: In 1987, a commerc1al ouildtng r<>cetv<'d ene rgy 

awards from both the U.S. Department of Energy and lhf' 

Governor's Energy OCCice yet did not rece i ve Gooo Ccncs 

certification because of a sm'lll amount ,;( back up gas 

power. Was this practice contrary to thP Cor111n1 ss 10 n · s 

policy regarding fuel neutral1ty? 

STAFF: No position at t hi s t1me. 

108. ISSlJE: Ha s Gulf pa r ticipated 1n mislcacling advcrtr s tn g 

in order to ga1n a competitive edge on gas usa yc? 

STAFF: No position at this Li me. 

Revenue Expansion factor 

109. ISSUE: What is the appropriate revenue expans 1on C acln r 

fo r 1990? 

STAFF: No position at this time. 

1 ., . 
• ) :l . J 
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Revenue Requ1rement2 

110. ISSUE: Gulf has requested an annual opetatinq cevcnuc 

increase of $26,295,000 . Is this appropri ate? 

S1AFF. No position at thi s t1me. 

111. ~S5UE: Should any portion of the $5,751,000 interim 

t ncrease granted by Order No. 22681 issued on 3-13-90 be 

rE:funried? 

ST~: No position at this time. 

112. ISSUE: Should Gulf be r equired to file, within 30 days 

after the date of the final order In this docket, a 

description of all e ntries or adjustments to 1 ts future 

annual reports, rate of ~eturn r eports , publtsh\•d 

financial statemen ts a nd boo ks and records wht ch wtll be 

required as a result of the Conunisston·s findtrHJ S tn Lhl :-. 

rate case? 

STAFf: No position at this time. 

Cost of Service & Rate Design 

113. ISSUE: Are the company·s estimated revenues f or sales o f 

electricity based upon reasonable estimates of cuslom~rs. 

KW anu KWH billing determinants by rate class? 

STAFF: Yes, with the exception that the uttllly should 

have included billing determinants for the t>XT custo• .,, 

who used 7959 KW of standby power in 1989. 

114. ISSUE: The present 
calculated using 
appropriate? 

and proposed r~venues foz 
a correction factor. 

198 'l c) I C 

Is tto.s 

STAFF: Yes. While staff believes pro;>er esllmallnq 

procedure would eliminate the need lor correcti on 

factors, the method used by Gulf rc4utce'l lhclt th<! 

revenue forecast done by revenue c 1 ass 1 n aqg' ega te be 

reconciled with the fo lecas t developed by the rate 

section . 

l>i .:d 
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115. ISSUE: What is 
methodology to be 
Power Company? 

t he appropr 1 ate 
used in destgntfiiJ 

STAFF: No pos ition at this time. 
discovery. 

• 

cost of 
the rates 

SC! ·~ 1 Ct! 

of Gulf 

Awatttng fur ther 

116. l;)SUE: Are Gulf' s separation of amounts fo; whoiPsale 

and retail jurisdictions appropriate? 

STAPF: No position at this time. Awaiting d dcpo::.tllon 

e :.:hibit. 

117. ISSUE: Is the method employed by t he company to develo p 

its estimates b)' class of the 12 monthly coincident peaks 

hour demand3 and the class non c oincioen t peak hours 

demand appropriate? 

§!&E: No. The 12 CP and c l ass (NCP) demands have been 

underestimated for LP/LPT and PX/PXT customers laking 

service on the Supplemental Energy RidP.r because al l KWH 

forecast to be used during Supplemental Ener gy Per tods 

have bPen excluded in the development of the demands. 

The assumpt ions for recreational 1 ight 1 ng c ustome r s hav~ 

underestimated at least their estimated class (NCP) 

demand. 

118. I SSUE: If a revenue increase i s granted. how should tl be 

allocated among cu5tomer classes? 

STAFF: The increase should be spread among th~ rdtc 

classes in a manner that moves class rate of return 

indices closer to parity. To the ext~nt pos;o~ul~ 

i n c r eases should be limited to 1. 5 ttmcs the r<•Latl 

system percentage increase 1n tot a 1 revenues. ll nay be 

appropriate to lo~er a class' rates. 
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119. ISSUE: If an increase 1n revenues is .1ppr oved , unbtllcd 

revenue will Increase. Is the method usrd by the ut:lt~y 

for calculating the incrPasc in unb1lled revenues by rate 

class appropriate? 

STAFF· Yes. The assumption that unb1 !led revenuf's wt II 

bear the same cclutionshlp to the 1ncrease as to current 

revenues is a reasonable tas1s for assigning unbi lied 

revenues. 

120. I SSUE: Should the Jncrc<lsc 1n :..~ nbtllcd rrvrrHJ•"> be 

S'iJ'b't"racted from the increase 1n revenue from sales o r 

electricity used to calculate rates by class? 

STAFF: 'ies. If not, the 1ncrcase tn rate::; wtll !)e 

overstated. 

121. ISSUE: What are the appropriate customer c harges? 

STAFF: No position 
dTS'COvery. 

at this t 1me, pendtng furthc1 

122 . ~: l'lhat are the appropriate r1cmancl charycs? 

STAff: The concept of lower demand charges :ur GS!J/GSIH 

th~ Cor LP/LPT and PX/PXT proposed by the rornp~ny 1:. 

appro priate. The GSO/GSDT class has more d1ver;;1ty dlld 

thus imposes less cost per bill1ng demand on t.hL sy,. · c.r 

peak than higher load factor classes. 

123. ISSUE: The company presently has seasoual ralP::. Cor 1 h..: 

RSand GS rate classes. Should seasonal r..tteo.; b<> 

retained for RS and GS? ll so, should they b•· requ:rt•d 

tor GSD/GSOT, LP/LPT and PX/PXT? 

STAfF: No positi on at this time, pendtntr fur!hL'r 

d)scovery. 

1 'I "-' J . ,1 
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12·1. ISSUE: If seasonal rates are continued, how should tht.')' 

be designed? 

STAFF: No position at this time. pend1nq 

disr.overy. 

125. ISSUE: How should time-of-use rates be des1qned? 

STAFF: Time-of-use rates should be developed dS 

follows: The energy KWH charge should be set at class 

energy unit cost; the maximum bill1nq demand charq~ 

should be set equal to the distribution un1t cost. 7hc 

on-peak demand charge would be an amount suffic1ent to 

recover the remaining revenue requirement, 1nclud1nq 

.::osts relating to the transmission plant and the demanr1 

related production plant. 

ll6. ~: Should Gulf's Experimental Rate Schedule RS-VSP 

(Residential Service - V<~ tiable Spot PCicing) base rrttt• 

charges be raised so tha t the rate is revenue neutral 

with the approved standard RS rate? If so. what should 

the charges be? 

STAFF: Yes. All RS-VSP energy charges shot•ld b·· 

increased by the same amount: that the standard RS Kl-lli 

charge is being increased. The RS-VSP customer should b<' 

set at the new RS customer charge. 

127. ~: The company currently gives transfo1mcr o•,ncrshlp 

discounts of $.25 per KW for customers takinq se•v•cc a< 

primary voltage and $.70 per KW for custorre~s tak1 ng 

service at tra11smission levels. Is the current level or 

discounts appropriate? 

~: No position at this ttme, pend1nq dtscovery. 
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128. ISSUE: All general service demand r a t e schedu les ( GSil, 

GSDT, LP, LPT, PX, aud PXT) except S tandby Servt c:e ( 55 ) 

and Interruptible Standby Serv1ce (ISS) pro vtde f o r 

transformer ownership and metering discoun t~ . Thf' 

r.om~any has proposed providing metering discou n t s o nly 

for standby service rate schedules. Sho u l d t he s s and 

ISS rate schedules have provisions tor bo th t r an s f o rmer 

ownership and metering voltage discounts"> If so. should 

the level of the transformer ownership di scount and 

metering voltage discount for SS and ISS be se t equa I to 

the otherwise applicable rate schedule? 

STAFF: 'les . 

120. ISSUE: Should Gulf's proposed revisior. o f t r.e s t a t eme rl' 

o f the customer charge on the sta~dby ser vice r ate 

schedules (SS and ISS) be approved? 

STAFF: No. Order No. 17159 at 18 requtr e s t hcH , tf a 

company does not have a curtailable rate s:: hedul c . tt 

shall utilize the customer charqe o f the otherw t~c 

applicable general service large demand ra t e schedule 

plus $25 for the customer charge f o r st andby servt cc. 

Thu:s, the LP/LPT customer chargt: plus $25 should be the 

customer charge for all standby se rvi c e cu s tome r s. ext' " i'' 

for tho se taking supplementary s ervi ce o n PX/PXT fo 1 wll ~ 

the charge should be the PX/l'J<T cu s t orre r ci!Hgt> plus $ 2 ' 

130. ISSUE: Should Gulf ' s proposed ch an ge 1n the dc f t nJt l •n 

of the capacity u s ed to determ1ne the appl tcab l e l oc . .J 

faciliti.es and fue: charges on the s t andby servtce r a•e 

schedules (SS and ISS) be approved? 

STAFF: No. The changes in the def 1n1t1 on of t he 

capacity used to determine the local faca l ata es ond 

charges is nut in confo rmance with tht: ter'Tls and 

conditi o ns prescr ibed in Order No . 17159 for st a1 'by 

service. 

l:JSI 
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131. ~: Should the proposed paragraph on thf' 

charges for supplementary service on the SS Jnd 

schedules be approved? 

rr.ontro I y 
ISS rate 

STAFF: No. To be consistent with the position vil the 

customer charge f or standby service. the scccn I sentrnce 

should be eliminated or revised to indiCdte that the 

customer does not have a second cu~tomcr cha rge for 

supplementary service. 

132 . ISSUE : Should the Interrupt ible Standby SetVICL (ISS} 

Rate Schedule's sections on thf' Applicability and 

Determination of Standby Service (KW ) RcncJtored be 

replaced by the language approved for the firm StJndby 

Service (SS) in Docket No. 801304-EI? 

STAFF: Ye:.. In addition. the generation output use1 1n 

the formula to calculate ~he Oai )y Standby Set v ICC KW c>n 

both the SS and ISS rate schedules should be changed from 

"Maxtmum totalized customer generation output occurr 1na 

in any interval between the end of Lhe prior outage and 

the beginning of the current outage· to -amount ot load 

1n KW ordinarily supplied by customer's ~ener~t1on.· 

133. ISSUE: The present standby rates arc based on sy~te~ and 

class unit costs from Docke t No . 840086-r.t. Should the 

standb~ rate schedules (55 and ISS) charges be ad)ustcJ 

to reflect unit costs from the approved cost of ::ervicc 

study (a compliance rerun) in thts docket and t.he 1989 

IIC capacity ~hacge rates? 

STAFF: Yes. 

134. ISSUE: Order ~o. 17568, nocket No. 850l02-El approved 

the experimental Supplemental Energy (51:.) (OptiOnal) 

Rider as a permanent rate schedule on lhe condition thut 

it become .1 separate rate class 1n tt.e company·s next 

rate case. Has Gulf complied with ::>rder No. 175b8? 

§!h!f: No. The Supplemental Energy Rider should :-tave 

been included as a separate raLe clas:5 1n the cost..,, 

service study and should be 1 sepdrate catu schedule. 

1 ..... dJU 
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135. ISSUE: How should rates f or the Supple;-,~r.t~l ~:ncrgy 

Optional Rider be designed? 

STAFF: The Supplemental Energy rat e should h ,.ve a 

maximum demand charge assessed on ma x 1mum n.ed'>lll ed KW Lo 

recover distribution system costs. an o n-p, "' del"'and 

charge to recover produCti o n and transmr5sr u n s y stem 

costs, and customer and energy charges. 

136. ISSUE: The applicability clause I) ( the •nrr" dt:!'" ""d 

classes (GSD, LP and PX) is statec! 1n ter ms or tht all'ount 

of KW demand for which the cust ?mc. contract:>. Is thrs 

an appropriate basi s f or determinrnq appllCoOllrtv? 

STAF'f': No. In the past, contracts have no t bt·cn 

required of all these custome rs, and Gulf ' s rt;sponsc t o 

Staff's Interrogatory No. 115 indicates tnat contract 

demand o ften bears little relati o nship t o aclual mcasu!c~ 

demand. The applicability for both demand an~ the PX / IXT 

75\ load factor shoul d be based on actual measured ucrnancl. 

1 3 7 . I SSUE: The 
schedules h ave 
charge plus the 
serv Lce on the 
rate schedule . 
appropriate? 

current GSIJ/GSDT and t.Sl liiG!-. !.liT r' e 
minimum charges equa l lO th .. CUSLt•rlll ' f 

demand charge for the m1 n 1n.u .... K\·1 I .J I 1JY, t• 

rate sched.rle for c ustOIT l ' r JP' l r, 1 f t) f t h t' 

Is thr:. m1 nr mum ch ,. t .. , ,~ p r o ·1 t :, 1 ' r, 

STAFF': No. It unduly pcnalizt. c u s t or'cr !> -..tHo opt r o r 

the highet rate class because they pay r o t 'ttc mrnt .nwr 

KW, even if the1r usaqe fillls bel o w tt. ·..;n.: .. ~~ ~ lmer ~ 

who are on the rale because their actua I usag e <·qua led 'J t 

exceeded thP minimum are billed on .:ctua I u:> .•<re ;.,ven 11 

their actual usage falls below the m1nt muu'. 

138. ISSUE: What 1s the appropn ale metho d 

the minimum bil l demand charge for the PX 
f 0 r c t1 I cuI a , IIH~ 
rate c .ass ? 

~: The min1mum b ill demand chil cgc f o r PX sho uld be 

the customer charge plus a per KW demand c hcHCJP. 

consistin9 of the KW demand cha~ge for tl.c class pl~:s lhe 

KWH charge times the t<WH neces:.ary l o clCillo~ve d .,') 

percent 1oad factor. 
(KW charge+ 547.5 x KWH charge) • per KW m1n1murr c harge 

1., 
.l) ,J 
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139. ISSUE: What is the appropriate method for c.llculdtlng 

H u. 

the minimum bill dema.ad charge for the PX"!" ldtC cl .. ss? 

STAFF : The mi nimum bi 11 demand chMge shoulcl Ot> 

calculated by the methodology outl1ned 1n the company·s 

response t:o Interrogatory No. 12<4 of Staf: ·s E1·1hth s,_.. 
The PXT demand charge revenue wou I d be d 1 v 1 de.J by t .at: 

total maximum KW and added to the PXT enetgy ~hatqc 

revenue after it has 'leen div i ded by the total KWH and 

ad;usted for a 75\ load factor. 

l~S~E: The proposed change i n the appl1 cat ton o f the 

m1n1mum b ill pCOVlSlOn a I l ows a customer ·..-ho hao; less 

t han a 75 percent load factor in a g1ven rr..:>nth to not be 

billed pursuant to the min 1mum bl 11 prOVIS10:1 as l ong h1s 

annual load f actor Cor the current a""ld most recent II 

months is at least 75 percent. Is thiS appr o pn.lte? 

STAFf: Yes. The arplicabtltty of the tanff ts based <Jn 

an annual load f actor. It 1s appropriate to as~css 

min imum billi ng based ~n an annual load facto t as ~o..ell. 

e.rcn if the monthly t · a<:J factor temporarily fillls bel <Jw 

75 percent. 

141. ISSUE: The company has pr oposed the lmple•~cr.t.,~lCil J l d 

loca l facilities demand c~arge for LP/LPT <.~nl PX/PX~ 

cus t omers , which 1-10uld be appllf'd when the ,-u·t()rT,a·r· s 

actual demand does not reach at least 80 pcrct!n' uf ttw 
Capacity Required to be Maintained (CRt~) spcc1 t ,,:u tn th~ 

con tract f.Jr Electnc Power. I s thi:, toea• : .lctllt:.·~ 

charge appropriatP? Jf so. to •..-hat c ustomPr c:la:;:,,-~ 

should it apply? 

~~: No. It i:s inappropriate to apply tt.c charge • o 

the contra.:t capacity because the contract dem,lnd ;, : ta•n 

bea rs little relationship to measured demand. It 

Implemented, t he local facillties charge should be 

assessed on a customer·s max1mum measu~cd dPmand. 

1 :; ,1'' 
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142. ISSUE: The company's proposed strC'cl an' outdoor 

143. 

lighting ra tes are shown on the r ev 1scd MFR Schedule 

E-16d submitted as 1tem No . 147 o f Staff' s Etqhth S~t o f 

Interrogatories. Should these proposed rates be apprcvcd? 

STAFF: No pOSiti o n at this time, pend 1 ng 

discovery. 

L~SUE: The company proposes to elimi nate the 

pro•ds1 ons pertaining to repl acement vf ltqhll ng 

on the Outdoor Service Rate Schedule (OS). 
appropriate? 

fur ~ter 

gencr<>l 
SYSit!lnS 

I S t his 

STAFF: Yes. The present langu age 1n tht• g enc r ,11 

p r ovision s should be eliminated and replaced by a nc·.., 

provision. The new provis i o n should requ1re a II 

cJs t omers who request, b~fore failure of the f l x t.urt· . 

replacement of their mercury v apor fixtures w1th n, p, 

pressure sodium fixtures to pay to the cornp.llly an amou r~t 

equal to the undeprecJated portion of the ortqtnd l ""•t 
c f the removed f ixture, plus cos~ of removal. less .r., 
L alvage value of the r emoved f1xture. 

144. I SSUE: Should the language on OS - III be c l artfiL·d .. o 

that o nly customers with fixed vo ltage load~. IJCr ,, .·~ 

LOntinuous ly throughout the b illing per1od (such ,s 

l raffie signals, cable TV amplifiers and gas lrdn~.m i ~.·.tc,n 

:;ubstat ions) wo uld be allowed to take scrv1re on OS-IIJ: 

~TAFF: Yes. The cost r e!ipons1bli1ty f o r thts .:las!> . ..,,:; 

developed in the company·s cost o f serv1ce 5L'..tdy o n •he 

basis that 05-Ill customers· l oad was co11stont. 1 .... 

c ustome r usage wa s at the same level for a II 8760 h ,ur s. 

Therefore , the tariff should clearly stat<' lh<~r : .. y 

c ustomer with constant u sage are to be !>•·rvt•d ulldt• c 'llts 

schedule . 

1.' · l .. 
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145. ~.~Uf;: Stnce t he compc~ny's lasL ratt! c ,..,, . ~I'"' · . f 1c!cl. 

ta•unq ser·tico~ o n rate. schedule:; (jS <~nd ;~.ll '-'C:•· 3 ll ow,•c! 

to transfer to the OS-Ilf rate schedul11. rhc L H•p 1ny 11 .1,., 

n"'w proposed a n OS-IV rate for sports f c1 h Is • nc, 

appr op riate, and. tf so, h ow should the· r .il•~ IJ,• !,· ,, cqro.·! ·· 

ST~ff: No pos!Lton at this ti m~. 

di scovery. 
A~: J 1 I . : 

146. ISSUE: The co·~par.y's pro posa l for s•1r·::c" c: · •• : :• .Jit• 

~mmarizcd as collows: 

In ilia 1 Service 
Reconnect a 

Subsequent Subscriber 
Re• onnec t of Existing 

t ustomer after Dis
Connection tor Caus e 

Co 1lec t ion fee 
In .tall ' ng b Rcmov 1nq 

Temporary serv1cc 
Minimum Inves tigative 

rec 

Are these charges appro priaLc? 

Present 

$Hio00 

16.00 

16.00 
6 .00 

48.00 

30.1)0 

;;,)IT p t'\',' 

it~ C,J t ')I,~~ t \ t 1 

5 70 . 00 

ln. OO 

1 ,, 0 00 
,, . 00 

,..,0 . u\) 

< • ·11) ' 

STAfF POS ITION: St a ff pr':>poscs Lhe ro:lf'wottJ f> • ·:·n~o· 

charges based on the unit costs prov1dcd b~o cto r r •• •nr. 

In 1tial Service 
Re : onnect a 

~ubsequent Subscriber 
Re~onnect of Exi st 1ng 

Customer after Dis
Conn~ction for Cause 
Collection Fee 

lnsta llinq & Removing 
Terrporary Service 

Minimum Investigative 
Fee 

Un 1 t . 

Cost 

$19.79 

14 0 52 

I;.,, 2 
') .. IL 

58.o 7 

')5.0} 

Sc o1 t 

!_<e• ,:· • nd·· I 

~~-">0 

<a.7S 

SSoOO 
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147. ISSUE: Should LP customers who have demand• 1n exc.•ss of 

7500 KW but annual load fact o r of los:; than 7S pcrro·r•t be 

allowed to opt for the PXT ratP? 

STAFF: No. In general. l ower load factor customers have 

higher costs to serve than customers meeting the 75 

percent lo.;d factor criterion. The PXT rate as d< .,1g ned 

would under recover t he tota 1 cost of serv 1ce 1 f lower 

load facto r customers were allowed to o pt up, si mpl y to 

reduce an individual customer' s b ill. If svch an o ption 

were approved, the costs associated with the lo~<n.'r :oad 

factor customers s hould be inctudcd in dclerm1n1nq rxT 
rates. 

148. ISSUE: Is Gulf Power's proposed ch.angc to the PX rntn1mum 

monthly bill reasonable, appro priate, and consistent wtth 

the o the r provisions of the rate? 

STAFF: No position a t this time. 

149. l§SUE : Should Gulf's propos a 1 to deer Pase the •x:-

150. 

on-peak energy charge 
charge be approved? 

and increase the o t r-pc1k energy 

STAFF: No position at t hi s time. 

ISSUE : Shou ld scheduled maintenance 
self-generating customer that arc fully 
adva nce wi tn GulC Power be subj~ct 

provision of the ss rate? 

STAFF: No position at this time. 

out aqPs o f a 
coourdtn~t~d 1n 

•.o lh•· rdl('het 

151. ISSUE: Should the assumed 10\ ~orced outa')c ra c t •H t o r 

self-generating customers that 1: butll tnt-> the SS r.ne 

design be continued? 

STAFF : No position at this time. 
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152. ISSUF: :tow should the reservati o n ,,nd n<Hll •.,•l energy 

cha rges of the 55 r ate be ~ct? 

STAFF: No posi tion al thi~ t ime. 

e. PENDING MOTIONS 

Staff has no outstandi ng motions. 

f. REQUIREMENTS 

All a ppl icoble proced1.1 r.l 1 orders and ru I cs have hP•' n 

COMpl l ed W1th. 

RESPECTFULLY submitted this _jj_ _ day o ! M.:t)", 1991). 

(692 3L)MAP: bml 

!'~d-.,..__Q c f ~ J__._ .: 
MIC~A.- PALECK· 
STAFF COUNSEL 

FlORIDA PUIJI. H.: S f. RV I 0 . COHM I SS I <, f, 

101 EAST GA INES STRE~T 
TAJ.L,;HASSEE , rL 32301 

1 , ) I 1.; 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVIC~ CO~:ISS:ON 

In rc: Petition o( Gulf Power Co~pany) 
f o r an increase in its rates and 
c ha rges . 

DOCKET NO. 8<11·1'-U 

HEREBY CERTIFY that Staff. s Prehcartnq Stat,•rn••rH. ha ::. 

be ~n served by First Class U. S. MaiL postage pn•pdtd. on 

Ediso, Holland, Jr .• Esquire (Gulf Power Compa ny ) flcqq :. and 

Lane. Post Office Box 12950. Pensacola. Fl o nda 37 ' 7b, w1 th 

copies to the following patties of record. tt I!' J'! dat 

of -~~~~~r------------· 1990: 

federal Executive Agencies (FEA) 
Gary A. Enders, USAP 
HQ USAF/ULT 
Stop 21 
Tyndall, AFB FL 32403- 6001 

Joseph A. McGlothlin , Esquire 
L~wson, McWhirter, GrandoCC 

E. Reeves 
52 2 East Park Avenue, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

(6923L)MAP:bmi 

Of(lce of the PuiJitc· Cou nsel 
Attn: Jack Shreve, f~qut.e 

111 West Madt son St r <'L'l 
Suite 301 
Tallahassee . FL 3 .·Jt9-i .; oo 

~~ G_'_f/JJ, L 
MICHAEL A. PALECKJ 
Sl.Jf f C0unsel 

FLOP. IDA PUUL 1 C SERV I C!:'. COMM Is~-! ON 
101 East Gatnes Strecr 
Fletch~r Bu1ldtnq- Roorn 22~ 

Tallahassee. Fl orida 12399-0Bhl 
{904) 487-2740 
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