M C MESSER CAPARELLO & SELF, P.A

BECENVED-FPSC
Attorneys At Law
& S winw lawfla.com TTMAR -3 PH 3: 29
COrMISSION
CLERK
March 9, 2011
BY HAND DELIVERY ____claimof f‘i"‘:fn‘te“ﬁ*‘my
Ms. Ann Cole, Commission Clerk —f :-l::uc:s: folfmnﬁdenﬁamy
Office of OC(;Emr?issionlglerk ™ filed by OPC
Room 110, Easley Building .
Florida Public Service Commission For DN D ed[ Stoj l;“Ygu—’m‘:lsl:c&
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. i3 0 ook viow this DN.-CLK
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850

Re:  Docket No. 090539-GU

Dear Ms. Cole:

Enclosed for filing on behalf of Florida City Gas is an original and seven copies of Florida
City Gas’ Amended Request for Confidential Classification in the above referenced docket.

Please acknowledge receipt of these documents by stamping the extra copy of this letter
“filed” and returning the same to me.

COM Thank you for your assistance with this filing.
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Inre: Petition for approval of Special Gas

Transportation Service agreement with Florida ) Docket No. 090539-GU
City Gas by Miami-Dade County through ) Date filed: March 9, 2011
Miami-Dade Water and Sewer Department %

FLORIDA CITY GAS’
AMENDED REQUEST FOR CONFIDENTIAL CLASSIFICATION

Florida City Gas (“FCG” or “Company™), by and through its undersigned counsel, and
pursuant to Section 366.093, Florida Statutes, and Rule 25-22.006, Florida Administrative Code,
hereby amends its request for confidential classification of certain material contained in FCG’s
Response to Miami-Dade County’s First Request for Production of Documents, Item No. 2. In
support of this Request, FCG states as follows:

1. On September 10, 2010, FCG filed its Request for Confidential Classification in
regards to certain material contained in FCG’s Response to Miami-Dade County’s First Request
for Production of Documents, Item No. 2 in this matter.

2. On September 15, 2010, the Commission Staff reviewed FCG’s Request for
Confidential Classification via Memorandum and determined that many of the items as originally
filed were already available in the public record. Upon FCG's further examination of the
documents for which it originally sought confidential classification, FCG agrees that some of
those records are in fact already in the public record. In addition, FCG has now determined that
certain other documents no longer need to be afforded confidential treatment.

3. After receiving and reviewing Commission Staff’s response to FCG’s Request for
Confidential Classification, FCG hereby withdraws its original Request for Confidential

Classification and substitutes this Amended Request for Confidential Classification in place
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thereof to address only those few remaining documents that contain confidential information.
For purposes of this amended request, FCG is also providing an unredacted copy of each
document that is no longer subject to a claim of confidentiality.

4. With respect to those documents that still are considered confidential by FCG,
subsection 366.093(1), Florida Statutes, provides that upon request, records received by the PSC
which are “found by the commission to be proprietary confidential business information shall be
kept confidential and shall be exempt from Section 119.07(1), Florida Statutes.

5. “Proprietary confidential business information” is defined as meaning
“information, regardless of form or characteristics, which is owned or controlled by the . . .
company, is intended to be and is treated by the . . . company as private in that the disclosure of
the information would case harm to the ratepayers or the company’s business operations, and has
not been disclosed unless disclosed pursuant to a statutory provision, an order of a court or
administrative body, or private agreement that provides that the information will not be released
to the public.” Section 366.093(3), Florida Statutes.

6. Proprietary confidential business information includes, but is not limited to,
information concerning;:

(a) Trade secrets,

(b) Internal auditing controls and reports of internal auditors.

(¢) Security measures, systems, or procedures.

(d) Information concerning bids or other contractual data, the disclosure of which would

impair the efforts of the public utility or its affiliates to contract for goods or services on

favorable terms.




(e) Information relating to competitive interests, the disclosure of which would impair

the competitive business of the provider of the information.

(f) Employee personnel information unrelated to compensation, duties, qualifications, or

responsibilities.

7. The confidential portions of the information being provided to the Commission
fall within these statutory definitions, and therefore constitute proprietary confidential business
information entitled to protection under section 366.093, Florida Statutes, and Rule 25-22.006,
Florida Administrative Code.

8. Aftached to this Request is an envelope marked “CONFIDENTIAL” containing
one copy of the highlight confidential information being provided. Two public, redacted
versions of the confidential information is also provided with this Request.

9. Attachment ! to this Request consists of a chart, which specifically sets forth a
line-by-line justification for maintaining specific information in FCG’s Response to Miami-Dade
County’s First Request for Production of Documents, Item No. 2 as confidential. To be clear,
this information has not been released to the public, and is treated by FCG as private,
confidential information, the release of which could have a severe impact on business operations
and private negotiations. The subject information is therefore proprietary confidential business
information and is entitled to protection under Section 366.093, Florida Statutes, and Rule 25-
22.006, Florida Administrative Code.

10. Pursuant to Section 366.093(4), Florida Statutes, and Rule 25-22.006(9), Florida
Administrative Code, FCG requests that the information described above as proprietary

confidential business information be protected from disclosure for a period of at least 18 months




and all information should be returned to FCG as soon as the information is no longer necessary
for the Commission to conduct its business.

11.  Additionally attached to this Request are un-redacted versions of the documents
previously requested for confidential classification under FCG’s Request for Confidential
Classification but which, pursuant to this Amended Request for Confidential Classification, are
no longer requested for confidential classification.

Respectfully submitted this 9™ day of March, 2011.

M\m\
Floyd R. Self, Esq.
Robert J. Telfer 111, Esq.
Messer, Caparello & Self, P.A.
2618 Centennial Place
Tallahassee, Florida 32308
Tel. 850-222-0720
Fax. 850-558-0656

Shannon O. Pierce, Esq.

AGL Resources Inc.

Ten Peachtree Place, 15™ Floor
Atlanta, GA 30309

Tel. 404-584-3394

Counsel for Florida City Gas




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been served on the
following parties by Electronic Mail and/or U.S. Mail this 9" day of March, 2011.

Anna Williams, Esq.

Martha Brown, Esq.

Office of the General Counsel
Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Mr. Melvin Williams
Florida City Gas

933 East 25" Street
Hialeah, FL 33013

Shannon O. Pierce

AGL Resources, Inc,

Ten Peachtree Place, 15™ Floor
Atlanta, GA 30309

Henry N. Gillman, Esq.

David Stephen Hope, Esq.
Miami-Dade County

111 NW First Street, Suite 2800
Miami, FI. 33128-1993

Floyd R. SN“‘




DOCUMENT

PAGE NO(S).

COLUMNS

LINE NO(S).

STATUTORY
JUSTIFICATION

FCG’S Confidential
Response to Miami-Dade
County’s First Request for
Production of Documenits,
[tem No. 2

N/A

16-17

These proprietary numbers contain
customer—specific  information, or
information from which customer-
specific information may be easily
derived. Such customer-specific
information is not released to the
public and if disclosed, harms
ratepayers’ rights to privacy. These
numbers also, if made public, would
negatively impact the competitive
interests of the company (and hence
ratepayers) in  the  company’s
negotiations of other agreements.

FCG’S Confidential
Response to Miami-Dade
County’s First Request for
Production of Documents,
Item No. 2

11

N/A

1iand 12

These proprietary numbers contain
customer-specific  information, or
information from which customer-
specific information may be easily
derived. Such customer-specific
information is not released to the
public and if disclosed, harms
ratepayers’ rights to privacy. These
numbers also, if made public, would
negatively impact the competitive
interests of the company {(and hence
ratepayers) in the company’s
negotiations of other agreements.

FCG’S Confidential
Response to Miami-Dade
County’s First Request for
Production of Documents,
Item No. 2

19

N/A

16 and 17

These proprietary numbers contain
customer—specific  information, or
information from which customer-
specific information may be easily
derived. Such customer-specific
information is not released to the
public and if disclosed, harms
ratepayers’ rights to privacy. These
numbers also, if made public, would
negatively impact the competitive
interests of the company (and hence
ratepayers) in the company’s
negotiations of other agreements,

FCG’S Confidential
Response to Miami-Dade
County’s First Request for
Production of Documents,

28

N/A

20 and 21

These proprietary numbers contain
customer -specific information, or
information from which customer-
specific information may be easily

Item No. 2 derived. Such customer-specific
information is not released to the
public and if disclosed, harms




ratepayers’ rights to privacy. These
numbers also, if made public, would
negatively impact the competitive
interests of the company (and hence
ratepayers) in  the  company’s
negotiations of other agreements.




Responses 1o FPSC Staff Da... Request
Docket No. 080672-GU
December 30, 2008

(1. On Page 5 of the petition, Paragraph 11, you assert that FCG will recover its cost to
2 serve Miami-Dade County at the proposed rates. Please provide calculations showing
3 the cost to provide the service as described in the contract, and the derivation of the
4 proposed rate.
S Response: See the spreadsheet included herewith as Aftachment 1. Upon further
(o review, the Company believes that this assertion was incorrect and should not have
-1 been included in the original petition. lf necessary, the Company will file to amend its
3  original petition at the appropriate time.
9 The 1998 contract was offered at a rate that recovered less than the cost of service
t 0 applicable to the contract due to the prospect of customer bypass. The rate was not
It changed in the current contract, as the customer requested an extension of the same
i9 rate. As explained in greater detaii below, continued service to Miami-Dade at the
[3 contract rate provides incremental load to the Florida City Gas (FCG or the Company)
Iy system therefore allowing certain O&M costs to be allocated to Miami Dade that
!  would otherwise have to be recovered by the general body or ratepayers.
[lp 2. Please explain the derivation of the maximum annual contract quantity (MACQ) for
17 each site and why such a maximum is necessary.
19 Response: The MACQ clause was added to the contract because Miami Dade County
(9 has considered expanding its facilities. As the extension of service was offered as an
20  accommodation to the customer, any new service requiring expanded gas deliveries or
O+ new facilities will not be served under the proposed rate. Any proposed new service
23 will be negotiated at that time and any new contract or amendinent to the present
A3 contract will be submitted to the Commission for approval.
L\ 3. Please explain the derivation of the minimum annual volume and maximum daily
as quantify of gas specified and why such limits are necessary.
A G Response: The stated minimum annual volume and maximum daily quantity of gas
2 7  volumes are each carried over from the original agreement. At the time of the original
A§  agreement, the company required Miami Dade to meet certain volume thresholds in
a9  order to qualify for the discounted contract rate. The derivation of the maximum daily
A0 quantities was based on Miami-Dade's estimated daily consumption and on the
DOCKET NO. 090539-GU Sl "
TL3e FCG'S CONFIDENTIAL RESPONSE TQ MIAMI-DADE 52 R T

COUNTY’S FIRST POD, ITEM NO. 2
PAGE 2 OF 40




Responses to FPSC Staff Da.. Request
Dacket No. 080672-GU
December 30, 2008
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capacity of Miami-Dade’s equipment. The derivation of the minimwn annual volume
was believed by FCG at the time of the original contract to be necessary for Miami
Dade to qualify for the discount and provide support for its allocation of O&M costs.

Please describe how the loss of Miami-Dade County would zmpacz the genem! body of
ratepayers if the contract is not approved.

Response: Under the Contract, if the Commission does not approve the contract as
written, the parties will enter into new negotiations to create a contract that can meet
Commission approval. It is important for the Company to continue serving Miami-

--Dade as it provides significant incremental load to Florida City Gas system and its

service does allow certain O&M costs to be allocated to Miami Dade that would
otherwise have to be recovered by the general body or ratepayers. FCG also has the
potential of securing future growth opportunities associated with Miami Dade, as
Miami Dade County has six EMD engines at the same location burning diesel oil, and
Miami Dade is cumently reviewing bids to convert these engines to natural gas.
Additionally, service to Miami Dade contributes $853,392 to FCG’s annual marﬁms

. What other options does Miami-Dade County have to secure gas, if the contract is not

approved?

Resgo e: The first option for Miami Dade is to re-enter negotiations with FCG to
revise the proposed contract in a manner that will meet the standards for Commission
approval. The second option is for Miami Dade to bypass FCG and connect directly to
the Florida Gas Transmission line which is located outside its Alexander Orr facilities.
The proximity of this transmission line could prompt Miami-Dade to negotiate direct
interconnection for its entire account.

. What is the purpose for the new language on Page 11, Article XIII, Miscellaneous,
paragraph 6, of the new contract? What additional protection does it provide over the

previously included Force Majeure language?

Response:  The previously included Force Majeure language protects both parties
from liability as 2 result of events that are outside the control of the parties. If a Force

DOCKET NO. 020539-GU

FCG'S CONFIDENTIAL RESPONSE TO MIAMI-DADE
COUNTY'S FIRST POD, ITEM NO. 2
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DOCKET NO. §90539-GU

Responses to FPSC Staff Daw. Request  peges CONFIDENTIAL RESPONSE TO MIAMI-DADE
Docket No. 080672-GU COUNTY’S FIRST POD, ITEM NO. 2

December 30, 2008 PAGE 4 OF 40
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Majeure event occurs, then the parties are excused from liability for damages to the
other arising out of that Force Majeure event. Alternatively, the new language in
Article X111, paragraph 6, does not excuse the parties from liability for certain types of
events in the way the Force Majeure clause provides, but rather limits the types of

-damages that the apgrieved party can seek against the other party when such other

party is liable. This new language provides that the aggrieved party can seek
compensation for its direct damages, but unless the cause of action arises out of a
particularly serious offense (e.g., the gross negligence or willful misconduct of the
other party), then the aggrieved party should not be able to sue for these indirect,
special, consequential or punitive damages, which are difficult to predict and quantify
and are typically limited in contracts between commercial parties.
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Kesponses Attachment 1
Miami Dade Water Plant - Rt

_A

Jesign Comparison

B

C

Per 1999 Rate Design

Per Nov'Ub
Surveillance Repor

Miami Dade Water and Sewer Water Plant - Alexander Orr
Cost of Service and Rate Design

Description Total Total
O&M Expenses $3,500 $87.671
Depreciation $11,230 545,503
Taxes Other Than {ncome $10,302 $12.084
State Tax @ 5.5% $2,943 $2,535
Federal Tax @ 34.00% §$15,674 $14,387
Sub-total $43,649 $162,171
Requirad Return on Investment (Rate base x ROR) $30,399 $28,602
Total Incremental Cost of Service $74.048 $180,672
Estimated Average Annual Volume (therms) 4,243,010 3,500,000
Incremental Cost Rate £0.01745 $0.05448
Miaml Dade Water and Sewer Watar Plant - Hialeah Water Plant and S outh District
Cost of Service and Rate Design
Pescription Totai Total
Q&M Expenses $6,500 $B7.671
Depreciation $24 164 $45,503
Taxes Other Than Income $10,649 $12,094
State Tax @ 5.5% 56,331 $2,535
Federal Tax @ 34.00% $33.,726 $14,387
Sub-total $81,370 $162171
Required Return on Investment (Rate base x ROR) 65,409 $61,326
Total Incremental Cost of Service $146,778 $223.497
Esumated Average Annual Volum e (therms) 3,159,440 2,400.000
Incremental Cosl Rale $0.04646 $0.09312
Approved Rate of Return 7.85% T 3FU

DOCKET NO. 090539-GU

FCG'S CONFIDENTIAL RESPONSE TO MIAMI-DADE

COUNTY'S FIRST POD, [TEM NO. 2
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Responses to FPSC Siaff Secund Data Request
Docket No. 080672-GU
January 9, 2009

p—

Privileged and Confidential

Responses to Question 4

2
2 O: What percentage of FCG total load does 1he Miami/Dade load subject 10 this contract represent’
Y A: The percentage of FCG total load Miami Dade contract represents s 8.51%.

S O: What is the potential new load associated with the six EMD-engines?

b Fhie potential Hiow 1oad aSsociatod with the' sis EMD eugines is 128,000 CFH.
7 Q: Whar would it cost Miami/Dade to bypass FCG and connect direcily io FGT?
3 A: FCG does not have this information.

Q Q- What is the dollar amouni thal of fixed costs would be collected from the orher ratepayers if Miami/Dade
iy did bypass FCG?

i A:
poy

\ 3 Q: Wouldn't the loss of Miam/Dade reduce costs 1o the remainder of the ratepayers by the amouni
| % currently collected through the CRA?

| S A: The loss of Miami-Dade “uuld reduce the costs to the remainder of the ralepayersiby.

$744,134 the amount eirrently ccﬂccicd througlh the: overy factor, byt this reduction
| would be ofisct by the amount of $109, 2:)8 that would have to be colieeted Trowithe rest of :hc
5 ‘ratepayers if FCG loses this cusfosier.”

'ﬁ Attachment 1

10 @ How were the numbers in column 2 derived?

2l s numibers is ¢ . ,
a2 columny } werr.' crrvcd b\' applymg the cust mcr t.osr ‘allocation facfor in FPSC O '
23 0128-PAA-GU, Docket Nu. 030569-GU, for the GS-1230K customer class to FCG's annual
a™ expenses. Scc attached ékverpt.

RS @ Does the last column represeni the syslem average cos! or the averdge ¢osi (o serve commercial
Al indusiial customers similar 1o Miami/Dade?

DOCKET NO. 090539-GU
FCG'S CONFIDENTIAL RESPONSE TO MIAMI-DADE .
COUNTY'S FIRST POD, ITEM NO. 2 SgoUME T NPMET R -CATE

PAGE 11 OF 40 )
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. e DOCKET NO. 090539-GU
Responses to FPSC Staff Secund Data Request  pogrs cONFIDENTIAL RESPONSE TO MIAMI-DADE

Docket No. 080672-GU COUNTY’S FIRST POD, [TEM NO. 2
January 9, 2009 PAGE 12 OF 40

'A: The last column represents the average cost to serve commercial/industrial customers
similar {o Miami-Dade, calculated under the formuta approved Jor Miami Dade's rate class in
our last rate case.

(). Why is the cost for the Alexander Orr plant less (on a percentage basis of the ‘surveillance report’
number) than the Hialeah plani?

A: The original investment of $833,239 to serve the [ialeah plant was higher than the
investment of §387,250 to serve the Alexander Orr plant causing a higher requirement for
return on investments,

D " e W —

G O Provide FCG's total customer count and number of commercial/industrial customers.

e} A: The total number of FCG customers is 102,736. Total FCG commerciaVindustria)
b customers is 6,198. Miami-Dade counts as a total of 3 commercial/industrial customers, with
1. two active services at the Alexander Orr Tacility and one service at the Hialcah plant.

130 0 total FCG commercial/industrial customer load, what perceniage does Miami-Dade represent?

(4 A: Based on 2008, January — November information, Miami-Dude MACQ represents 8.28%, of
(Y FCG system load and 10.11% of commercial/indusirial customer load.

| O Provide FCG's estimate of Miami-Dade's cost to bypass FCG services.

17 A: FCG estimaies that Miami-Dade’s cost to by-pass FCG services will be approximately
$2,370,000 for the Alexander Orr plant; 53,595,160 for the Hialeab plant; and 52,880,000 for
the Black Point plant,

|
{

0o

3

TR RS



: i DOCKET NO. 090539-GU
Responses to FPSC Staff Data Request  FCG'S CONFIDENTIAL RESPONSE TO MIAME-DADE
Docket No. 080672-GU COUNTY'S FIRST POD, ITEM NO. 2

PAGE 18 OF 40
December 30, 2008

1. On Page 5 of the petition, Paragraph 11, you assert that FCG wifl recover its cost 1o
serve Miami-Dade County ai the proposed rates. Please provide calculations showing
the cost to provide the service as described in the contract, and the derivation of the
proposed rate.

l
A
2
4
S Response: See the spreadsheet included herewith as Attachment 1. Upon further
o review, the Company believes that this assertion was incorrect and should not have
1 been included in the original petition. lf necessary, the Company will file to amend its
3 original petition at the appropriate time.
9 The 1998 contract was offered at a rate that recovered less than the cost of service
o applicable to the contract due to the prospect of customer bypass. The rate was not
‘ changed in the current contract, as the customer requested an extension of the same
L3 rate. As explained in greater detail below, continued service to Miami-Dade at the
13 contract rate provides incremental load to the Florida City Gas (FCG or the Company)
Iy system therefore allowing certain O&M costs to be allocated to Miami Dade that
Y would otherwise have to be recovered by the general body or ratepayers.

Lo 2 Pplease explain the derivation of the maximum annual contract quantity (MACQ) for
L each site and why such a maximum is necessary.

13 Response: The MACQ clause was added to the contract because Miami Dade County

19 has considered expanding its facilities. As the extension of service was offered as an
A0 accommodation to the customer, any new service requiring expanded gas deliveries or
AN new facilities will not be served under the proposed rate. Any proposed new service
A will be negotiated at that time and any new contract or amendment to the present
A3 contract will be submitted 1o the Commission for approval.

AN 3. Please explain the derivation of the minimum annual volume and maximum daily

AS gquantity of gas specified and why such limits are necessary.

Al Response: The stated minimum annual volume and maximum daily quantity of gas
A7) volumes are each carried over from the original agreement. At the time of the original
23 agreement, the company required Miami Dade to meet certain volume thresholds in
29 order to qualify for the discounted contract rate. The derivation of the maximum daily

30 quantities was based on Miami-Dade's estimated daily consumption and on the

ot
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DOCKET NO. 090539-GU

Responses to FPSC Staff Data Request FCG’S CONFIDENTIAL RESPONSE TO MIAMI-DADE
Docket Na. 080672-GU) COUNTY'S FIRST POD, ITEM NO. 2
PAGE 19 OF 40

December 30, 2008
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capacity of Miami-Dade’s equipment. The derivation of the minimum annual volume
was believed by FCG at the time of the original contract to be necessary for Miami
Dade to qualify for the discount.and provide support for its allocation of O&M costs.

. Please describe how the loss of Miami-Dade County would impact the general body of

ratepayers if the contract is not approved.

Response; -Lnder-the Contract, if the Commission does not approve the contract 2s ¢
written, 1he parties will-enter into new. negotiations 1o create a contract that can meet«
Commission approval. It is’ 1mportant for the" Company to continue. serving Miami-
Dade ‘as it-provides significant incremental load 10" Florida City ‘Gas system and its -
service does allow certain O&M costs to be allocated to Miami Dade that would
otherwise have to be recovered by the general body or ratepayers, FCG also has the
potential of securing future growth opportunities associated with Miami Dade, as
Miami Dade County has six EMD engines at the same location bummg diesel oil,-and ,
Miami Dade is currently T convert these engines to natural gas

i

Additionally,..seryice.tc Dade cont butes $853,392 t0 EEGs annugl:mar

. What other options does Miami-Dade County have to secure gas, if the contract is not
approved?

Response: The first option for Miami Dade is to re-enter negotiations with FCG to
revise the proposed contract in a manner that will meet the standards for Commission
approval. The second option-is for Miami Dade to bypass FCG and connect directly to .
the Florida Gas Transmission line which is located outside its Alexander Orr facilities. +
The proximity ‘of tHis transmission ing-could ;promptsMiami-Dade 10. negotiale, du:ect{
interconnection for'its entire account.

What is the purpose for the new language on Page 11, Article XIII, Miscellaneous,
paragraph 6, of the new contract? What additional protection does it provide over the
previoush included Force Majeure language?

Response:  The previously included Force Majeure language protects both parties
from liability as a result of events that are outside the control of the parties. 1fa Force

P ™ et :



R (aff Data Reaues|  DOCKET NO. 090539-GU
esponses L FPSG S a:‘f Data Req FCG'S CONFIDENTIAL RESPONSE TO MIAMI-DADE
Docket No. 080672-GU COUNTY'S FIRST POD, ITEM NO. 2

December 30, 2008 PAGE 20 OF 40
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Majeure event occurs, then the parties are excused from liability for damages to the
other arising out of that Force Majeure event. Alternatively, the new language in
Article XIJ1, paragraph 6, does not excuse the parties from liability for certain types of
events in the way the Force Majeure clause provides, but rather limits the types of
damages that the aggrieved party can seek against the other party when such other
party is liable. Thig new language provides that the aggrieved party can seek
compensation for its direct damages, but unless the cause of action arises out of a
particularly serious offense (e.g., the gross negligence or willful misconduct of the
other party), then the aggrieved party should not be able to sue for these indirect,
special, consequential or punitive damages, which are difficult to predict and quantify
and are typically limited in contracts between commercial parties.
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Responses Attachment *
Miami Dade Water Plant - Ra. Jesign Comparison

A

B

C.

Per 1999 Rate Design

Per Nov'Ug
Surveillance Report

Miami Dade Water and Sewer Water Plant - Alexandsar Orr
Cost of Service and Rate Design

Description Total Total
O&M Expenses $3,500 $87.671
Depreciation $11,230 $45,503
Taxes QOther Than Income $10,302 $12,094
State Tax @ 5.5% $2.943 $2,535
Federal Tax @ 34.00% 315,674 $14,367
Sub-iotal $43,648 162,171
Required Return on Invesiment (Rate base x ROR) $30,399 $28,502
Total Incremental Cosl of Service $74,048 $190,672
Estimated Average Annual Volum e {therms) 4,243,010 3,500,000
Incremental Cost Rate $0.01745 $0.05448
Miami Dade Water and Sewer Water Plant . Kialeah Water Plant and S outh District
Cost of Service and Rate Design
Description Total Total
Q&M Expenses $6,500 $B7,671
Depreciation $24 164 $45,503
Taxes Other Than Income $10,649 $12,094
State Tax @ 5.5% $6,331 $2,535
Federal Tax @ 34 00% $33.726 $14,367
Sub-1otal 581,370 $182,171
Required Return on Investment {Rate base x ROR) $65,409 $61,326
Total Incremental Cost of Service $1468,779 $223.497
Estimated Average Annual Volum e {therms) 3,158,440 2,400,000
Incremental Cost Raie $0.04646 $0.09312
Aporoved Raie of Returr 7 B5% = 3B%

DOCKET NOC. 090539-GU

FCG'S CONFIDENTIAL RESPONSE TO MIAMI-DADE

COUNTY'S FIRST FOD, ITEM NO. 2
PAGE 21 OF 40
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responses to FPSC Staff Second Data Request
Docket No. 080672-GU

January 9, 2009 DOCKET NO. 090539-GU
FCG'S CONFIDENTIAL RESPONSE TO MIAMI-DADE
COUNTY'S FIRST POD, ITEM NO. 2

Privifeged and Confidential PAGE 28 OF 40

Responses to Question 4

Q. What perceniage of FCG total load does the Miami/Dade load subject to this contract represent?
A: The percentage of FCG total load Miami Dadc contract represents is 8.51%.

Q: What is the potential new load associated with the six EMD engines?
A: The potential new load associated with the six’ EMD'c,ngi_n-;‘; is 128,000 CFH,;

Q: What would it cost Miami/Dade to bypass FCG and connect directly io FGT?
A: FCG docs not have this information.”

Q: What is the dollar amount that of fixed costs would be collecied from the other ratepayers if
Miami/Dade did bypass FCG?

O: Wouldn't the lnss of Miumi/Dade reduce costs to the remainder of the ratepavers by the amount
currently collected zhrough the CRA?

A: The fpss. ofMIaml-l)ade would redutethe costs to the remaindg
§744,134 the amount currently coll«eued hirough thie CRA recovery 1z
reduction woizld be offset by the amount of $189;258 that would have to be. collected from
the rest of the ratepayers if FCG loses this customer.

Attachment |

Q. How were the numbers in column 2 derived?
A: The numbers is column 2 were from the original cost analy
column 3 were derived by applying the customer epst allocati

04- 0‘1 28-PAAGU, Dmkel Na. 03856 , for the GS-1250K customer clasv. to F(.G Y
““anaual expensed;  Seé aftathed exéerptis

O Does the lasi column represent the svstem average ¢ cost or the average cost [0 serve conunercia
indusmrial customers similar 1o Miami/Dade?
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A: The last column represents the average cost to serve commercial/industrial customers
similar to Miami-Dade, calculated under the formula approved for Miami Dade’s rate class
in our last rate case.

Q: Why is the cost for the Alexander Orr plant less (on a percentage busis of the ‘surveillunce report’
number) than the Hialeah planr?

A: The original investment of $833,239 to serve the Hialeah plant was higher than the

investment of $387,250 to serve the Alexander Orr plant causing a higher requirement for
return on fovestments.

Q: Provide FCG's total customer count and number of commercial/indusirial customers.
A: The total number of FCG customers is 102,736, Total FCG commercial/industrial

cusiomers is 6,198. Miami-Dade couants as a total of 3 commercial/industrial customers,
with two active services at the Alexander Orr facility and one service at the Hialcabh plant.

Q. Of rotal FCG commercial/indusirial customer load, what perceniage does Miami-Dade represent?

A: Based on 2008, January — November information, Miami-Dade MACQ represents 8.28%
of FCG system load and 10.11% of commercial/industrial customer load,

O: Provide FCG's estimate of Miami-Dade's cost to bypass FCG services.
A: FCG estimates that Miami-Dade's cost to by-pass FCG services will be approximately

$2,370,000 for the Alexander Ovpr plant; 53,595,160 for the Hialeah plant; and $2,880,000
for the Black Point plant.
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’+ tilaml Dade Water and Sewer Water Plant - Alexander Orr
< vt al $ervice and Rale Daslgn
(o Peceription Tetal Total :
7 ~"11 Expanses £3,500 sarsts | ¢| g'miceana | -l D.004B4Z 387,871 .
3 ' orrecaton £14.230 845503 | ¢ S9357A7R| S DOD4B4Z 445,503
q Tavag {iher Than Income $i032 $12. 094 $2 487,575 **| OODO4BAZ  $12,094
6] -~ Tar @ 55% $2.843 32535 | | $3.490.872 | | UO004842 516903 015 2,535
HE  Fedes Tax@ 34 00% $18674 314387 | © sasensEr2! | poodssaz  sie203 0B5 14,367
Sub.lolad 43,648 3162171 Sub-lotal of ilems sbove
"& Ponqiired Retam on Invesimenl ** {Rate base x ROR) $30,389 528,502 $IRT 250 | GO7 528,502 The capilal invesiment timea approved rale of retum py B4 of PSC-04-0128-PAA-GL
i3] 1A cremantal Cost of Senice £74.048 $150.572 Fomute ackding sub-lolal plus RO
i Li' Frhreded Annual Volume (Iherms) 4243010 3,500,000 Based on pnor 1hiee yaars average consumplion
i 9 Incrementst Cesl Rale S0 81745 £0 05448 Tre incremental Cosl of Senice divided by Estimated Annual voiune
i (o Miaasi Cade yater and Sewer YWaler Piant - Miafgah Water Plan! and Black Point
) *"n=t of Service and Rate Design
{ ﬁ Description Tolal Toka! DOC,KET NO. 090539—6“
q FCG*S CONFIDENTIAL RESPONSE TO MIAMI-DADE
211 Expenzes 56500 sR7671] °| 18106414 | OODDABAZ  $67ETH COUNTY'S FIRST POD, {TEM NO. 2
3‘0 FPeprecinlion F24,164 sanend | 7| 2@397.578 | P OOD4B42 845,503 PAGE 36 OF 40
3.! Tarag Cittr Thase bconme $10,649 $12004 | *| s2437575 | | 0004842 512,084
dl[ sateTar@55% $6.331 $2835| +| s34s0872| | coosEez  SiBe02 815 §2,536
;}__? Toderal Tax ¢ 24 00% £3372¢ $14,387 | *| $3480872| °°| 0.00484Z 316903 085  ¥14,367
Sub-etal SR1.370 5162171 Sub-tolal of tems above
"Ti = pired Relum on Imestment *** (Rale base x ROR) 585408 561,326 $833.239 | ™ Q0736 $61,326 The capial iwestmen kmes epproved rate of returm py B4 of PSC-04-0128.PAA-GU
:J\S- b incremenisl Cod! of Seevics 5146,778 3223 497 Formule adding sub-total plus ROI
Q.g- ¢ rangled Annual Velume (therms) 3,159.440 2 400,000 Based on pror three years §verage consuniplon
___:)_'I inramenial Cost Pale SO Q4648 $0 08342 The ncremeatsl Cost of Senace gwvided by E simated Anawual volume
3:2 "+ 1 mymd Rate of Relym 7.85% 7 ¥%E%

EX
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t e od Cuslomer Cest altcealion tactors from orger PSC-(4-0128-PAA.GU daled 2/8/04 og 85
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State of Florida
- o - - - -
JHablic Serpice Conumission
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER @ 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850

Floyd R. Self
P.O. Box 15579
Tallahassee FL 32317

Re: Acknowledgement of Confidential Filing in Docket No. 090539-GU

This will acknowledge receipt by the Florida Public Service Commission,
Office of Commission Clerk, of a CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed on March 9,
2011, in the above-referenced docket.

Document Number 01559-11 has been assigned to this filing, which will be
maintained in locked storage.

If you have any questions regarding this document, please contact Kim Pefia,

Records Management Assistant, at (850) 413-6393.
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