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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMM ISSION 

In Re: Proposed Changes to 
Withlacoochee River Electric 
Cooperative's Rate Schedul es. 

DOCKET NO . 911020- EC 
ORDER NO. L57o9 
ISSUED: 2!21!92 

The following commissioners participate d in the dispos i tion o f 
this matter: 

THOMAS M. BEARD, Chairman 
SUSAN F . CLARK 
J. TERRY DEASON 
LUIS J. LAUREDO 

ORDER APPROVING RATE STRUCTURE 

B f THE COMMISSION: 

CASE BACKGROUND 

I 

In Withlacoochee River Electric Cooperative's (WREC) 1988 
tarif f filing with this Commission in Docket No. 880632-EC, we I 
issued a comment letter regarding concerns about the absence of 
parity in the proposed rates of the Res idential Service (RS) and 
the Large Power Service (LP) classes. In WREC ' s response to that 
concern it agre ed to a goal of adjusting rates for the RS and the 
LP classes s o as to bring both classes within 10% of parity within 
five years. The commission in Order No. 20452, a ccepted WREC's 
five-year schedule for ach i eving that goal with the requ~rement 

that the utility submit to the Commission annual reports of all 
rate s tructure changes until the proposed parity goal was achieved. 
Since that order at least one change in base rate charges has 
become effective (January 1, 1989), but the utility has no t 
submitted any annual reports on its progress toward the parity 
goal. 

1991 TARIFF FILING 

On J une 24 , 1991, WREC filed with this Commission new tariff 
sheets. The changes on the new tariff sheets include e l iminating 
the Irrigation Service rate schedule, combining the Street Lighting 
and Private Area Lighting rate schedules into an Area Light i ng rate 
schedule, and removing the specific c harges for underground service 
from an overhead electric system. According to WREC charges for 
underground service from an overhead sys tem will be based on the 
most recent schedule o f cost differentials as determined and 
supported by engineering studies performed no less than once a I 
year . In the filing WREC s hows that monthly fixture charges for 
street l i ghting customers have bee n increased by up to 19.7 
perce nt. It also shows that lights billed to governmental aJten~ie~ 
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whose revenue recovery is through tax lighting districts will be 
discounted twenty-five cents per light from the charges stated in 
the area lighting rate schedules . 

At the October 22, 1991 agenda conference, the Commission 
voted to send WREC a comment letter raising three issues on the 
proposed changes . 'The first issue is the severe impact of the 
elimination of the I rr igation Service rate schedule o n t h e larger 
irrigation customers who would qualify for the LP rate schedule. 
The second issue raised by the letter was about i ncreasing the 
revenue requirement o f the lighting class when the revenue 
res ponsibility of the RS class was not being increased. The last 
issue was the lack of justification for the $.25 per light discount 
on the ne w Area Lighting (AL) rate schedule for lights billed to 
governmental agencies whose revenue recovery is through tax 
lighting districts. 

On January a, 1992 , a response to the comment letter (Appendix 
1) was received from WREC . That response contained revised data on 
the irrigation customers and WREC ' s explanation of why it is 
appropriate to increase the revenue responsibility of the lighting 
class when the rates of the RS classes are not being raised. A 
revised Area Light ing rate schedule , which terminates t he new $ . 25 
cent per light discount for governmental agencies whose revenue 
recovery t hrough tax lighting districts as of January 1, 199 3 , was 
also submitted. 

According to our Staff WREC has eliminated our concerns on the 
elimination of the IS rate schedule and the Area Lighting rate 
schedule • s $ . 25 cent per light discount for lights billed to 
governmental agencies whose revenue is through tax lighting 
districts . However, our Staff suggests tha t to e nsure the 
Commission ' s continued concern over increasing the AL ' s r e ve nues 
while the RS receives no revenue change is satisfactorily 
addressed, this docket should remain open until the overall retail 
rate changes which WREC indicates in its response will be filed by 
January 1 , 1993 are e va l uated and approved. 

We therefore find it appropriate to approve Withlacoochee 
Ri ver Electric Cooperative ' s tariff filing predicated on the 
assurance that the utility will address the parity goal for the RS 
class rate charges in the context of an overall rate restructing 
later in 1992. 

In consideration of the foregoing , it is 
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ORDERED by the Florida Public Service 
Withlacoochee River Electric Cooperative ' s 
revisions as d i scussed in the body of this Orde r 
1991, are approved. It is further 

Commission that 
proposed tarif f 
f i led on June 24, 

ORDERED that this docket shall remain open for the purpose o f 
receiving further information from Withlacoochee River Electric 
Cooperative concerning the establishment of parity between the 
Residential Serv ice and the General Service classes . 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission , 
_2_1~ day o f __ F_E_B_R_U_A_R_Y_______ 199 2 

1.rector 

th i s 

ords and Re po rt i ng 

( S E A L ) 

MRC: bmi 
911020.bmi 

NOTICE OF FUBTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUQICIAL REVI EW 

The Florida Publ i c Service Commi s s ion is requ i red by Sectio n 
120.59(4), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders tha t 
is available under Sections 1~0 . 57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, a s 
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notic e 
s hould not be construed to mean all reque sts for an administrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relie f 
sought. 

The Commi s s ion's decision on this tariff is interim in nature 
and will become final, unless a pe rson whos e subst~ntial interes ts 
are affected by t h e action proposed files a petition for a formal 
proceeding, as provided by Rule 25-22 . 036(4) , Florida 
Administrative Code, in the form provided by Rule 
25-22.036(7)(a)(d) and (e), Florida Administrative Code. Th i s 
petition must be received by the Direc tor, Division of Recordo and 
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Reporting at his office at 101 East Gaines Street, Tallahassee , 
Florida 32399-0870 , by the close of business on 3/13/92 

In the absence of such a petition, this Order shall become 
final on the day subsequent to the above date. 

Any objection or protest filed in this docket before the 
issuance date of this Order is considered abandoned unless it 
satisfies the foregoing conditions and is renewed within the 
specified protest period. 

If this Order becomes final on the date described above, any 
party adversely affected may request judicial review by the Florida 
Supreme Court in the case of an electric , gas or telephone utility 
or by the First District Court of Appeal i n the case of a water or 
sewer utili ty by filing a notice of appeal with the Director , 
Division of Records and Reporting and filing a copy of the notice 
of appeal and the filing fee with the appropriate court. This 
filing must be completed within thirty (30) days o f the date this 
Order becomes final, pursuant to Rule 9. 110 , Florida Rules of 
Appellate Procedure . The notice of appeal must be in the form 
specified in Rule 9.900(a), Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
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The Honorable Thoma' M. Ikard, Chatrmnn 
F1orida Public Scrvtce Commission 
101 East C aine$ Stree t 
Tallahusee, Ft. 323~ 

RE.: Docket No. 91 1020..EC 
Wlthlacoochcc Rlvcr f:.lcctnc Coopcrauvc, Inc. 

Dear Chairm11n Beard: 

RECEIV E J 
Jl\tl 8 1S~ 1 

J.:anuary 6, 1992 

On December 23, 1991 Marge Mccter •nd Conrue Cummer of your lec:t:ric .1nd 
gas diviSion met with me regarding the above rt'ferenced docket. Based on the results 
of that meeting and further tnvesti~t.ion reguding the three issues raised in your 
commentleuer concerning WithJacoochce River EcctncCoo~tivc's CWR.EO proposed 
changes to its rate schedules, the followmg rC$ponse to your comments is .,ubmltted for 
your consideration. • 

The first issue ratsed in your comm nt letter concerns the potcnti11lly severe 
impact on lilrgcr irrigation customers who would transfer from Schedule IS to Schedule 
LP .u a result of WRECs propo~ ehmmauon of th urigauon service ScheduJc 15. 

After completmg a detatled revaew of the monthly billtng data for current 
irrigation service customers, we found no customers who would qualify for Schedule LP 
That is, none of the trng.1uon scrvtce customers h:tvc established a demand above 49 kW 
during the most recent twelve months In bet, only one customer currently has 
suCficient connected horsepower to establish a d em.1nd exceeding 49 kW and that 
customer has not rl'COrded such a demnnd since July, 1988. The atl3ched ·ntUlng History 
For Tampa Groves, Inc.· indicates that the highest demand l'Stabllsl ed by that customer 
during the pas t three calendar ye.:ars is onJy 28 kW. Based on that usage h.istOf)', this 
customer would be biUed under Schedule GS and, as a result, reccive a subsuntiol 
decrease in the monthly mlnimum charges. A visu.:al lnsp«tion of that customer's 
premises last week indicates that the customer's orangt' grove is no longe:r productive. 
Therefore, monthly billing to thiS customer under Schedule GS should continue for the 
foreseeable luture. However, to avoid the potent:taJ for any nte shock at a Later date, 
WREC wiU notify this customer of the eUnunatlon of Schedule IS, the change In the 
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monlhly rrunsmum Wlder Schedule CS ~nd the pott>ntial btlbng a.mpJct under Schedule 
LP should a demand '" excess of 49 kW be est-ablished. 

The second ISSue raiSed in your couunent letter concerns the revenue increase for 
the outdoor Ughong class whH~ the residcnru~l rate class recclves no revenue increue. 

Based on the dtscus$ion in your comment letter and the points r~ by the 
Commission s taff 4\t the December 23 m ung, there is no disagreement among the _ 
paraes regarding the appropriateness of ulcreasmg the ch&rges to ~ hghong dass from 
a total system perspective. The real conct!m appears to be the fact that revenues for the 
residcnual rate doss arc not bcmg mcrclUCCI. As stated in your comment letter, thi$ 
concern is due to the f3ct t.h.1t the lighting d:lSS M pr~cnt rates products about the same 
TIER and ROR as the rcs1dent:i3l dass in WR£Cs cost of serv1ce s tudy. B.lsed on tlut 
statement, however, the Commission uuay be overlooking an tmportant detail regMdtng 
WREC's prop<Y..cd r.ate ch.tnge. That IS, the merger of the outdoor hghting and ~trcct 
lighting rate schedules propuscd by WR.EC is accompUshed by r.usmg the ch.orges only 
for street Ughtlng scrvtcc. It should be noted that the ROR of the st:rcct lighting class in 
WREC's cost of ~rvice study is less Utan on ·half the ROR produced by the resldenll.ll 
class Thus, the accounts affeetcd by WRECs propo5ed r3lC rcv1.510n arc not producing 
a ROR approximat~>ly equ;ll to the ROR of the res1dential dass at present roltCS 8a5Cd 
on WREC's cosL of servaee sLudy, the ROR for U\e sLJcet lighttng subgroup m U,c lighting 
class stiU produces a ROR less th3n the rcsidenbal dolss ROR und r the proposed rates. 

After reviewing W.REC's cost of $erv1cc study, the Cornm1ss1on st01ff concluded 
that the llghung class W.tS alloe.ttcd too rnuch of the demand·rcl.lh.>d purchased power 
cosL Accepting that concluSIOn for diSCUSSIOn purposes. the revtscd ratP charges 
produce a ROR for the street hghltng subgroup of 5.58~ whtch 1.5 JUSt shghtly above the 
5.10'1.. ROR produc~o'Ci by the rcstdcnl.lal dass Thcreforl', the mere~ an revenue 
resultmg from the revtscd charges (or st~t bghong servtre mov the ROR (or the 
street lighting subgroup from a position well below both the restdcnoal and torol syst m 
ROR to a level much closer to the total system ROR and to W\thin 10" o( the residential 
ROR. In conclusion, when the proposed rate change is viewed In light of the specific 
customers affected by the rate change (t.e. street llghbng customm). the proposed 
increase is not only reasonable relative to the totAl system, but to the rt'Sidcntial da.ss as 
weU. 

Perhaps a few 3dd1tlonal comments regarding WR£Cs October 5, 1988 response 
to the Commission's comment letter in t:)od(et No 880632-EC uc In order. In good 
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fi'lith, WREC agreed to a go 11l of havtng the resadentlal and large po\" r dasse:.' rates of 
return within IO'To of panty waUun five years. Spcofically •• lS noted an your recent 
comment letter, WREC agreed to close the ROR gap bctw~o>en those classes each time 
WREC m.1de a rate structure chllllge dunng the fivc--ye3r pmod. ln the spring or 1988 
when WREC agreed to the five-y~r time frame, It WllS anUdpated that additional tot31 
revenue requirements would necessitate several overall retail rate increases during those 
five years. As we approach the spring or 1992. however, WREC has not implemented 
any overall rate increase$. As a result, there has not been an opportunity to adjust the • 
residential and large power rate structures in the context of an overaU tot:1l system 
revenue increase. Progress made towards panty between tho:.e two rate clnsses under 
revenue neutral condiuons would requare s imultaneously r:1ising the rcsidenuJI r:1tc 
charges whale reducing the large power rate ch:~rge:; By doang s.>, howevl;!r, the large 
power class would be receivang price signals ancon•astent wath long-term costs and 
energy conservation. At the same time. notice of such rate changes to the rcsadenunl 
cus tomers would most certainly produce confusaon 3nd all will directed at both WREC 
and the Commission. WREC's goal of obLuning p.~rity betwei!n the resadential :~nd large 
power classes has always rested upon the ability to ina~ residential r;~te charges 
whale holding large power rllte charges to little o r no inaeru;e Quate simply, th 
opportunity to move the rJtcs of return closer togeUaer under that r.1tc strntcgy hou n.ot 
occurred. 

We nrc currently prepanng ;~n updBted C'06t of scrvace study for WREC b.tsed 
upon an 1991 calend:tr yo?ar test pcnod. That study tS beang conducted 10 support an 
over.1ll retail rate incrrasc effcctave at some poant lM>h ... ~n ju:t~o I, 1992 and j:1nu:ary I, 
1993. ThiS o ver<lll rctaal r<lte lllCfCilSI' wall provade WREC wath liS first re<lson:Jbl{' 
opportunity to dcmonstrJte progress towards re.1chang ROR p.1r11y (or the resadcnu.tl 
.1nd large power classes, and at as my understandsng that WREC wsll certJanJy do so 
In the meantime, however, the proposed ra t<> changes reg;~rdang s treet hghung scrvacc 
do not adversely aUt.>ct the cxlStang dasp.tnty between the resadenhal .1nd large power 
classes. 

The third concern cont;~ined in your recent comment letter addrC'"~~ the propo$Cd 
diScount (or laghts balled to governmental agenoes whose revenue recovery is through 
t<~x lighting districts. 

The $.25 per light discount is intended to lc$$cn the cost Increase cxperienred by 
govenunental agendes as a result of the proposed rate changes. Since those 
govenunental agencies are billcJ for thousands of strl!i!t hghts, they are quite sensitive 
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to mcreascs m the chary.es btUed fo r s treet hghung $CI'VlCC ThC' type of s trret hght most 
commonly balled by WREC IS the 100 w.1tt sodium v.1por dosed face fuctvre The 
present charge for this type of light oUld fixture is 56.90 per mo nth. The r vtSed cha:-ge 
for trult type of light and fLxture is SS.OS, rellecting :m increase of nearly 17'J.. lncludi.ng 
the 5.25 per light discount. however, thllt percentage inaease drops to only 13'Te, a result 
that lowers the impact on governmental agenOC$ to thr~fourths of the ovemU increase. 
As s tated on the area lighting n te Schedule AL tnrasmitted herewith, this $.25 per tight 
discount sh:~ll apply on an interim basas for calendar year 1992. &glnmng janunry 1, • 
1993 the $.25 per lig ht discount wiU be termiil:lled and all outdoor lighting customer; 
\;till P"Y the same monthly charge for compar.~blc lights oand fixrurcs 

The revised lighbng charges, hldudhlg the S 25 per light d iscount, were p resented 
to each of tl1e govemmentlll agencies h1 WRECs krvtco! llrc.l last summer. Those 
governmental i\genocs npproved the reVISed chnrges nnd have mcluded the recovery of 
those charges in their current annual budget.s and tax rates. During calendar year 1992, 
WREC wiU inform each of the affe-cted govemmenml ag ncics of tt.s intent to remove tllc 
dascount begiruUng j3nuary I, 1993. By doang so, the governmental agcnocs wtll h3ve 
a.n opporturuty to reflect tllat higher cost tn tht"tr 1993 annu.1l budget.s .1nd tax rates 

If you or your st.aH havl' .1ny quesuons rcgoardlng th<' for('gOmJ; response to tlle 
three conccrras stated m your comment letter, please ao not hcsttat,. to contact me or 
Dilly Brown at WREC. 

jSS:bp 
1()-()33-()()8 

cc: Btlly llro wn 

Very truly yours. 

~AL!-c4r -
J Stcv<>n Shurbutt 
V1cc f>r •dent 
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