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I n re : Petitio n of Gulf Power Company) 
f o r an increase i n it s rates and ) 
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Background 

PREHEARING ORDER 

On December 15 , 1989, Gulf Power Company (Gulf) filed its 
petition for permanent and interim increases to its rates and 
charges . In its petition, Gulf h as requested a pe r manent 
increase in i ts rates and charges desi gned to generate an 
additional $26 , 295,000 o f gross annual revenues. This reque:sl 
is based upon a pro jec ed 1990 test year and J 13-mon h 
average jurisdictional r ate base of $ q23,562,000. Gulf has 
requested an overall rate o f return of 8 .34 \, wh1ch assumes an 
allowed rate o f return on common equi y of 13.00\. The most 
significant basis for the requested increase, according to 
Gulf, is the c ommitment of o v er 500 1•1W of additional capaci y 
from i ts Plants Da n iel and Sch r e r to territorial serv1ce from 
Ju l y 1 , 1988 t h rough January 31, 1989, and the O&M exp nses 
a ssoc iated with this capacity. Addi tionally , the ultlity 
c l aims an i ncrease in net operating income resulting from 
substanti a l capital additions in th tra nsmission, 
di s tributio n , and genera l plant ateas as well as increased O&M 
e xpenses . 

Or der No . 22681, issued on March 13, 1990, ~uspend(~cJ 

Gulf ' s permanent r ate schedules and gtan ed Gulf ;n int·crim 
rate incLease of $ 5 , 751, 000 in annucd l ~·,enues . The Fcdr"'ral 
Executive Age ncies (FEA), ard Indu s tr ial Inlecvenocs (f1) hcsv~ 

bee n gran ted intervention status in lhis docket by Order s Nos. 
22363 and 228 78 , respectively . Orde r No . 22953 , issued on 11ay 
18 , 1990, gra n ts i n tervention status to the Flonda Re ail 
Federati o n (FRF). The Office OL he Publ1c Counsel (OPC) i;:, a 
party to this docket pursua n t to Section 350 .0611, Florida 
Statutes . 

The di rect testimony of D . L. McC r ary, A.E. Scarbrough, 
E.B. Parsons , Jr . , M.W. Howell, C .R. Lee, C . E . Jordon. E.C. 
Conner, D.P. Gilbert, M.R. Bell, R.J. McHillan , W. P. Bowers , 
R.A. Morin, J .T. Ki lgore , M. T . O 'Sheas y, and J.L . Hasktn.s wa s 
filed o n be half of Gulf o n December 15, 1990 . The d1rec t 
testimony of Rich a rd A. Rosen; James A. Rothscht ld; Huqh 
Lark in, Jr.; Helmu t h w. Schultz, III ; and Robect S. Wriqh was 
filed on April 27 , 1990 ; t'lay 1, 1990 ; and t'lay 2 , 1990 
res pec tivel y o n behalf of OPC . The direct testimony of ScolL 
Seery, Robert A. Freeman, Kathryn D. Brown and Rober a S . Bass 
was filed o n April 27, 1990 o n behalt ot the SlarC. The 

() 9 



020 

ORDER NO . 23025 
DOCKET NO. 891345-EI 
PAGE 3 

direct testimony of Dr . Charles E . Johnso n '..Jas filed o n April 
27, 1990 on behalf of the Federal Executive Agencies. The 
direct testimony of Jeffrey Pollock wa s fi lPd o n May 2, 1990 
and t he direct testimony of Tom Kisla wa s filed o n Apri l 27 on 
behalf of t he Industrial Interveno rs. 

The rebuttal testimony of J.T. Kilgore, Jr. and G.A. Fell 
was filed o n May 15, 1990 on behalf of Gulf . The rebuttal 
testimony of Robert S. Wright was filed o n May 15, 19 90 o n 
behalf of OPC . The rebuttal estimony of R.D. Bushardt, R.A. 
Mor in, M.T. O ' Sheasy, J.L. Haskins, E.B. Parsons , Jr., M.W. 
Howell, C.R . Lee, C.E. Jordan, E.C.Conner, A.E. Scarbrough, 
D.P. Gilbert, M. R. Bell, R.J. McMill an, R.H. Jackson, W.P. 
Bowers, J . E. Hodges , and D. L . McCrary . wa s filed o n May 21, 
1990 on behalf of Gulf. The rebuttal testimony of R.S. Wright 
wa s filed on May 21, 1990 o n behalf of the OPC . The rebuttal 
testimony of J . Pollock t-1as filed o n f1ay 21, 1990 on behalf of 
Indu s trial Intervenors. the rebu tal testimony o f C.E . 
Johnson was filed o n May 21, 1990 o n behalf of FEA. 

I 

Prehearing statements were filed oy Gulf , OPC, FEA and he I 
Industrial Intervenors o n Ma y 15, 1990 and by Slaff o n May 14 , 
19 90 . 

Use of Prefiled Testimony 

All testimony which has been prefileu in lhis case wi ll be 
inserted into the record as though read aLter the witness has 
taken the stand and affirmed the correclness o t he tcs imony 
and exhi bits, unless there is a sustainable objection. All 
tes timony remains subjec t to appropriate objections . Each 
witness will have t he opportu n ity to orally s ummarize his 
testimony at the time he or s he ta kes the sland. 

Use of Depositions and Interrogatories 

IE any party desires to use any portion of a depositi o n o r 
an interrogatory , at the time the par y seeks to i nt roduce 
t hat deposition or a portion thereof , the request wi 11 be 
subject to prope r objectio n s and the appropriate evidenttary 
rules will govern. The parties will be free to utllize any 
exhibits requested at the time of the deposilions s ubJect to 
the same conditions. I 
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Order of Witnesses 

Witness 

Di rect 

Gulf 
1 . D.L. McCrary 

2 . A.E . Scarbrough 

3 . D.P. Gilbert 

4 . M . R. Be 11 

5 . R.J. McMil lan 

6 . W. P. Bowers 

Subject Mat ter 

In troduction & Policy; 
audit report 

Accounting; Financial 
Matters; audit repor 

Budgeti ng & Pl a nning 
Process; audit report 

Review of financial fotecasr 
forecast & assump ions; 
audit repo r t 

1990 test year financial 
forecast; net opetating 
income ; unit power sales; 
a udit report 

Customer Service & Info rma
tion; Sales; Ma rketing and 
load ma nagement 

Issues 

38, 110 

1, 2 , 3, 4, 6, 
8, 9 14, 13 , 
25 , 26, 29, 30 , 
38, 40, 45 51 , 
54, 55, 56 59 , 
60, 69. 70 90, 
71, 73 , 75 82, 
89, 93 , 98 , 
102, 103, lll, 
112 

54, 71, 72 , 74 
86, 87, 100, 
102, 103 

38, .-;.;, 71, 
102, 103 

l, 2 , 3 , 8 , 11 , 
13, lu, 17 , 19, 
20 , 2L 27, 28 , 
31, 32, 33, 34 , 
36, 38, 39 , 41, 
42, 43, 44, 4 6 , 
49 , 52, 53, 57, 
58, 68 , 82, 83, 
84, 35, 109, 
110, 111 , 119 

47, 61 - 68, 73, 
100 , 101, 102 , 
108 
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Witness 

7 . E. B. Parsons , Jr . 

8 . C.R. Lee 

9 . M.W. Howell 

J.O.C.E. Jordan 

11. E. C Conner 

12 . R.A. Morin* 

13 . J.T. Kilgore 

14. M. T . O' Sheasy 

15. J.L .Haskins 

OPC 

16. H. W. Schultz 

Subject Ma tter 

Producti on, System 
Planning and expenses; 
UPS concep 

Producti on Operalion & 
Ma intenance Budget; Power 
Generation 

Transmission and 
Interchange; audil report 

Dist ri buti on , operation 
and maintenance expenses 

Corporate office; Bo nifay 
and Graceville; aud1t 
report 

CosL of capila1 

Cuslomer, ene t gy & dema nd 
forecast , !Odd research 

Cosl o f service s udy 

Ra e design 

Regul atory accounltng & 
princip l es; JudiL report 

I 
Issues 

15. 22-26, 35. 
73, 77, 78 , 89, 
94, 

15, 22 1 231 731 
76, 79, 88, 89, 
95, 99 

25 , 26 , 73, 80. 
100, 101, 102 

12, 73 , 81, 97 

5, 7, 10. 15, 
29 1 54 

37, 39, 40 

4!J , L3 , 119, 
120 

115- 11 

I 

·1 8 I 1 1 ~ I I 2 1 -
158 

8 , 29 , 30, 36, 
42, 43, ~6. 49, 
50, 5 4, 55 , Sb , 
57 , 58 . c;~ . 60, 
62, 63, 65 , b6 , 
68 , 69 , 70 , 71, 
72, 73, 74, 75, 
80, 83. 86 
103. 110 . 111 

I 
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Wit ness 

17 . H. La rkin 

18 . R. A. Rosen 

19 . J . A. Rothschild 

20 . R. S . Wright 

FEA 

21. C . E. Johnson 

II 

22 . T . Kisla 

23. J. Pollock 

Staff 

24 . R. G. Dawso n 

25 . S . Seery• 

26 . R. A. Freema n 

27 . K. D. Br own 

Subject Ma te r 

Regulato ry accounttng & 
principles ; audil report 

Plant-in-service; sales 

Cost of capital; 
regulatory principles 

Rale design 

Rale design 

Standby ser·1 ir;~ 
SE rider; rat~ 
design 

Cost of servic" 
rate design 

Adverse wi ne~s - UPS 
sales; bulk power sales 

Cosl o f capttal ; capital 
structure 

FPSC audit reports 

Customer se r~tce 

~?3 

Issues 

1 - 4, 7 - 12, 
15 20. 22 , 
24, 26 36, 
391 40, 42 
49 , 82, 84, 
110 1 111 

26 , 491 113 

371 44 

113, 115-118 , 
124-128. 1311 
137-142, 144, 
151. 152 

1.1 , 130, 131 

t5~ ~ 158 1 l35a 

115-118, 121, 
135a, 136, 138 , 
1·11 , 142, 152, 
153 , 158 

16, 38 

37 

2-8 , 15-18 
20-28 , 31-39, 
40-44 , 50-58, 
62-68, 71-74, 
80-89, 92 , 
100-103, 119 

38 

23, 
381 
4 41 
85, 

121. 
135, 
1491 
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Witness 

28. R. S . Bass 

Rebuttal 

OPC 

29 . R. S . Wrigh t 

II 

30 . J . Pol lock 

Gulf 
31. R. A. Mo rin * 

32 . J.T . Kilgo re 

33 . M. T . O' Sheasy 

34. J.L . Haski ns 

35 . E.B . Parsons , Jr . 

36 . M. W. Howell 

37 . C.R . Lee 

Subject Matter 

Gulf managemenl; 
crimi nal plea 

Rate design 

Cost o f service; 
differe nli al cos~ of 
capilal 

Cost of capital 

Customer , energy & 
demand forecasts 

Cost of set v ice study 

Rate design 

Generation expa nsion & 
rese r ves , plant held for 
future use, SCS e xpenses 
EPRI Research, R&D pro)ects 

Generation e xpansion , 
UPS , transmission faci1i y 
c harges ; audit report 

Production O&M, budgel 
power generatio n 

Issues 

38 

113 , 115-118 , 
121, 124-128, 
131, 135, 
137-142, ... 44, 
149 , 151, 152 

I 

115-118, 121, 
135a, 136, 138 , 
141 , 14 2 , 1521 
153, 158 

.,7 , 40 

49 , 113, 1 19, 
120 

115, 128 

ll8, 121, 127 , 
128 , 131, 134 , 
14 3 

15 , 22 , 23, 25 , 
26 , 78, 89, 94 

25 , 26 , 80 
100, 101 

73 , 79 , 88, Rl 
95 
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Witness 

38 . C. E . Jordan 

39. E. C. Conner 

40. A.E. Scarbrough 

41 . D.P. Gilbert 

4 2 . M. R . Bel l 

43. R.J. McMillan 

44. R.H. Jackson 

45. R.D . Bushardt 

46 . W. P . Bowers 

47. J.E. Hodges 

Subject Ma tter 

Distribution O&M 
expenses, Gr eenhcad 
s ubslation 

Corporate office , 
Bonifay & Graceville , 
Navy Hou se , plant held 
for future use ; audil 
report 

Accounting & finance 
governmental affairs 
Tallahassee office; 
audi report 

Budget process and 
budgeted componenl ; audit 
repo rt 

Re v iew ~( ~ inancial 
forecasl and a s~ump
tions ; audil report 

1990 test yea r ; 
financial forecast ; 
audit report 

Employee bencfil 3 ; 
audi report 

Economic evaluatio n 
of market progr ams 

Customer service & 
info rmation; sales ; 
audil repor 

Customer services; 
aud i report 

l? 5 

rss ues 

12 1 97 

5 , 7 , 10, 15 

2 , 3 , 4, (, 8, 
9 , 18, 19 , 29, 
30, 38, 40, 45, 
50 , 5 1, 55, 56 , 
69, 71, 7 3 , 93, 
98 

54, 71, 86, 87, 
100, 102 , 103 

18 . 54, 71, f . 
10 ~ , 103 

2 , 8 , 11 , 17, 
19, 20 , 21, 2 8, 
31, 32 , 31, 34. 
36, 38, 41, 58, 
68 , 82 , 85, 11 9 

-a, -o . 8b , 91. 
92, ')J ,96, 98 

63, 10 1 

61-68, 100 , 101, 
106-108 

100, 101. 
104 -107 
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Witness 

48 . G . A . Fell 

49 . D . L . McCrary 

Subject Ma tler 

Investigative matters; 
audi t report 

Man agement and cus omcr 
service 

Issues 

38 

38 

• The testimony and exhibits of these wi nesses have 
stipulated into the record, and cross examinat1on has 
waived . As a result, these witnesses have been excused 
attendance at the hearings June 11-22, 1990. 

EXHIBITS 

Attac hment No . 2 contains the exhibtls Cor all pa rties 
which have been idenlified in this docket . 

BASI C POSITION 

STAFF: Based on Gulf's i;1FR' s , and staff ' s adjuslments 
thereto, staff would no rmally r ecommend a rate increase of 
$7,401,000. However, given condi tan!> n cotpotale 
misma nagement at Gulf , it would te ·'~PPt -:) lciaLe r o r the 
Company ' s return on equity to be adjusled downwatd, thus 
reducing any increase that m1ght otherwtse have been 
granted . 

GULF: Gulf Power ' s basic positio n is t-hat GulE' s curren 
rates and charges do not provide the Compan y a reasonable 
opportunity to earn a fair and reasonable rate of return 
for 1990 and beyond. The most teaso nable peri od upon 
which to base permanent cates for GuLf to charge in he 
future is calendar year 1990. 

The Company ' s adjus ed jurisdictt o nal rate base for 
the 1990 test year is projected to be $ 923,5u2,000 ; and 
t he jurisdi ctional net operating income is projected to be 
$60 , 910 , 000 using t he rates currently in effect . The 
resulting adjusted jurisdictional rate o f retutn 0n 
average rate base is projected to be 6 . 60%, while the 
return on commo n equity is projected to be 7 . 52\ for the 

I 

been 
been 
from 

I 

1990 test year . The Company is requesting in this docket I 
that it be allowed an o verall rate o f return of 8.34% 
which equals its total cost of capilal, assuming a 13.00 '6 
rate of return on common equity. The resulting revenue 
de f i c i e n c y i s $ 2 6 , 2 9 5 , 0 0 0 w h i c h i s the amount o f 
addi tio na 1 annual gross revennes requested by he Company 
in this proceed ing. 
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As a provider of re tail electric se:v:ce to the 
people of Northwest Flo rida, Gu lf h as he statutor y 
obligatio n to provide service to its cJs~omers 1n a 
" reasonable, sufficient, adequate, and effic1 ent manner . " 
Additionally, Gulf ha s the obligati o n to prov1de its 
shareholders with a " rea sonable' and ad equate·· return o n 
their investment . Wi thout adequa te rate r elief , Gulf 
cannot meet either of these obligations i n t h e long r u n , 
and both t he customers and shareholders will s u ffer . The 
cus tomers will suffer from les s reliable service and , 
eventually, h igher c os t s of electricity; t he s hareholders 
will suffer from an inadequate and confiscato ry return o n 
their investment and consequently will be forced to seek 
o ther inves tment oppor tunit ies . For the reasons stated 
above, Gulf is respec tfully requesting an increase in 
rates i n the t otal sum o f $ 26 , 295 , 000. 

OPC: Gulf ' s current permanent r ates genetate excess1ve 
revenues o f $11,7 91 ,000. The r tes should be reduced by 
that excess . Additionally , Gulf should be penali7ed 200 
basis points o n its equit y ceturn, wh ich should be 
reflected as a further reduction in rates. 

II : The utility should be all owed to tccovtn from 
customers only those expenses snown o be pruden ly 
incurred, reasonable in amount, and nt>Ct~ss.sty o •!.~ 
provision of service, and should be allowed the 
opportuni t y to earn a fair retu r n o n ito:. iuv s :1 nt 1n 
plant used and useful in p r ov iding service ·o the public . 
The revenue requirements allocated to a p.JrtlCUldr cla5s 
of cus tomers s ho uld be based u pon the co s s which that 
class imposes on t he utility s y stem, as MC 1SU ted by nn 
appropriate cost o f service study. 

FEA: Gulf Power ' s class cost of service study overstates 
t he cost o f serving t he LP/LPT class. the Cornmtssion 
sho uld increase rates for t he LP/LPT and PXT classes by 
the s ame percentage . 

FRF: None submitted. 
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ISSUES AND POSITIONS 

If t he initials of a party do no t appear bLl ow , t hal par t y 
has taken a "no position " o n that issue . 

Rate Bas e · 

1. ISSUE : Gulf Power ha s pro posed a rate base o f 
$923 , 562 ,000 ($1,192 , 516 ,000 System) for the test yea r . 
Wha t is the a ppropriate level o f rate base fo r 1990? 

STAFF: The a ppropriate 
$869 ,164,000. 

GULF: The appropriate level 
$ 923 , 562 , 000 ($1,19 2 , 516 ,000 
Mc Millan) 

) uri s di c iona l 

o C r ate base 
System). 

amount is 

fo t 19 90 is 
( Scarbrough, 

OPC : The proper leve l o f rate base is $842 . 351 , 000. 
($863 , 512 ,000 System) (Larkin) 

FEA: The FEA ta kes the same positio n as t he Off ice of t he 
Publi -:: Couns el . 

2 . I SSUE : The compa ny has 
($1 ,307 , 579,000 System) o f pl a n 
I s th i s appropriate? 

i ncluded $ 1 , 275,621 . 000 
n servic~ in rate bas~ . 

STAFF: The 
$ 1, 22 2,409,00 . 

appro p ri ate j uri s di clion a l amount l s 

GULF : Yes . (McMillan) 

OPC: No. Basel! o n a n actual vs. pro )ected a na lys 1s for 
Augus t, 1989 through March , 1990, the to l a l compa ny p l a n 
i s overstated by $11,4 58 ,000 . ($11,178,000 juris .} Pl ant 
Sc herer should be removed from plan t- in-serv i c e as not 
currently needed f or retail gene ralion. Ne 
plant-in-service is $ 1,209, 50 6 {$1, 239 , 805 s ystem} . 
(Lar ki n) 

3. ISSUE: Gulf capitalized $ 1 , 9 64 , 394 ($6,937 ,1 31 System) i n 
excess o f t he orig i nal cos t c a p ita l i zed by Georgta Power 

I 

I 

I 
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4 . 

Compan y for tts 25\ share of Plan 
Is t h is appropriate? 

Schc c e • , Un 1 t No . 3 . 

STAFF : No . Plant-tn-service should b reduced by 
accumulated 

d a 1 so be 
$1, 964 , 394 ( $ 6,937 , 131 system) and the related 
d e preciation and depreciation ·expense shou 
adjusted . 

GULF : I n 1989 , s ubsequent to preparation or the test year 
budget, Georgia ag reed to refund to Gulf a portion of the 
pu rchase price related to he tax adder Cot AFUDC equity 
and certain deferred taxes related o Untt 3. As a result 
of t he renegotiated price, the followtnq ad)ustmen s to 
our fo r ecast are requ1red: 
( McMillan} 

Plant i n service 
Accumulated Deprecia ion 
Depreciation Expense 
Deferred Income Taxes 

§.ys tern 
'£ 

(5,279,291) 
( 598,433) 
( 169.11~) 
1,333,211 

Jurisdic ional 
$ 

(1,520,118) 
( 172 , 313 ) 
( 48,702} 

383,885 

OPC : No. In t he event h" Commissi0n d~ctJc;i lo 1llow 
Planl SchcreL in rate base, n( 1c ttnr,i ion adju~.tm ... n 
should be included in rate base. (L~tktn) 

ISSUE: As a result of 
common facilities at 
acquisition adjustment 
Is this appropriate? 

i t s p u r chase o i a po r t i o n o f the 
Plant Scherer, Gulf recorded an 
o f $2 , 458,067 ($8,680,507 Sy stem). 

STAFF : No . If the Commission allo~1s Plant Scherer in 
r ate base , the acqu isition adjustment should be removed 
from rate base. If the Cornrntssion allows the acqutst ton 
adjustment, then t he amount should be reduced $643,58 1 
s y stem to reflect reimbursements tn the purchase prtce 
from Oglethorpe a nd Dalton . 

GUL F : Yes . The a c q u 1 s 1 L i o n d d j us l men t 1 e ( 1 e c t s he 
actual cost i ncurred in conneclton with the purchase of 
these facilities, and is properly accounted for in 
acco r dance with the Un iform System ot Accoun ts 
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5 . 

p romulgated by FERC and ado pted by he Comm.s ... 1on. These 
fac il ities we r e pu rc hased from Olge harpe and t ne Ctty O l 

Dalton at thei r o r i ginal c ost, plus a car • fl l1g charge in 
acco rdance wit h our Scherer Purchase Agreerne nt , and Lhe 
t r ans action resulted in no proftl Lo the se lllng 
ut i li t i es . These costs are ptoperly 1nclud0d i n rate 
base . (Sca r broug h) 

Subseque n t to the completion o f the financial forecast 
used for t his fili ng, Gulf recet ved a re tund from 
Ogelt horpe Power Corpora t o n rel a t ~d to Gulf ' s purchase o f 
its s hare of Scherer Cornma n Faci lllles. Th ts ad)uslmenl 
resu lted from an SCS audit find h3 Ogel tho rpe Power 
Corpo r ation had t nadverlenlly 1ncl uded some Scherer Un1l 2 
i nvestme n t i n t he pu rc ha se price pa1d by Gul f. Thi s 
refund was reco rded to Gulf's boo k.; i n 1989, and the 
following reductions to our t1l1ng would be a pp topriaLe : 

Plant- i n Service 
Plant Acquisition 

Adjustment 
Accumu lated Depreci a t i on 
Depreci ation Expense 

SYSTF'{1 
$000 

628 , 521 

15,060 
73 ,<1 28 
1 q , •I <1 0 

JUR£SD£CTIONAL 
$000 -

180, 976 

4 , 337 
21, 14 3 

5 , 59 l 

OPC : No . In the evenl thl' ConuntsSL)n ectJes lo allow 
Pl an t Scherer i n r ate base , no acquisitton ad ) us menl 
should be i ncluded i n rale bdse. (Larkln) 

ISSUE : Is the $31,64 5 , 000 
corpo r ate headquarters l a nd, 
reasona b le? 

to a 1 c 
bu1ld1ng, 

5 t tor t he new 
and furn 1shings 

STAFF : No position pending receip of d i scovery. 

GULF : Yes , t he to t a l cost for he Corporate Headquar ers 
is re a sonable . (Co nne r ) 

OPC : The costs of t he new corporate headquarters s ho ul d 
be adjusted to remove e xc es s ive costs a nd costs associated 
with no n used and useful la nd a nd buildi ng space. 

I 

I 

I 
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6. ISSUE: Is the Caryvi lle "sod farm" operatio n being 
prope rly accounted for by Gulf Power Company? 

STAFF : If the accounting for the "sod farm " operation 
result s i n subsidization by the ratepayer, then 
appropriate adj ustments should be made. 

GULF : Yes . (Scarbrough) 

OPC : In the event t he sod farm operations are being 
subsidized by ratepayers, the Commission should remove 
these costs as non utility in na ure . 

7. ISSUE: Should the i nvestment and expenses associated with 
the " Navy House" be allowed? 

8 . 

STAFF : No . 
$7,516. 

GULF : 'ies . 

Reduce ratebase $23,257 and reduce expenses 

(Conner) 

OPC : Only the necessary and reasonable costs i ncu c red to 
provide electric service shou ld be included for rect vecy . 

ISSUE : Has Gulf properly alloca ·ed rtll oC he appLopciate 
capilal investment and expenses to ils appltance Jtvision? 

STAFF : IE a 11 i nves tmen ts and expenses have not been 
treated as non-utility then appropriate adjustments should 
be made . 

GULF : Yes . (Scarbrough) 

OPC : Only the necessary and reasonable cosls incurred to 
provide electric service s hould be included ro r recovery. 

9. ISSUE : Should Gulf ' s 1nvestment in the Tallahassee office 
be included i n rate base? 

STAFF: A minimum of 25% should be treated as no n-u tility . 
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GULF : Yes . The Company ' s o ff ice in Tallahassee is leased 
space . Th is property is used and useful and t he costs 
assoc i ated with this Eacility were incl 11ued in the 
Company · s 1984 rate case . The Company h as a 1 ready ag reed 
t o ad j ust 25 percen t of these expenses, Jssoci a Led wi h 
Gulf ' s r egistered lobbyi s t , from · t h i s case. The remaining 
investmen t and expe nses associated with thi s ) ffice s hould 
be inc luded in base rates . Gulf being a requlaled 
i nd ustr y, its emp loy ees mu st conslan ly appear in 
hear ings , wo rks hops a nd ot her mee t ings befo r e lhe FPSC and 
other r egulatory ag e ncies wh ich are based i n Tallahassee. 
T he Company' s office i n Tallahassee fulftll s a vital need 
i n terms of coo r dinati ng and prepanng for appeuranc cs at 
t hese meeti ngs . 

OPC : Plant i n service should be reduced by $4 3 , 000 ar1d 
accumu lated depreciation by $ 26 , 000. (Latkin) 

10 . ISSUE : Should t he t ota l cost of Lhe Bonifay and 
Graceville offices be allowed in rate base? 

STAf F : No . The 
in ci r c umstances 
justify t he total 
in rates . Reduce 

company h as not d emonst r ated any changes 
since th~ 1984 rate case which w0uld 
recover y of the costs of these buildings 
rate base by $ 39 , 000 . 

GULF : Yes. (Co nner ) 

OPC : Rate base s hould be reduced by $183,000. (La tk in) 

11. ISSUE : Gulf Power has p reposed $4 54, 9 64 , 000 
($1,451 , 703,000 System) as t he proper l1.2vel of accumulated 
depreciation to be used i n this case . I s this appropr iate? 

STAFF : T he appropriate Jurisdi ct ional amount is 
$ 448 , 396 , 000 . 

GULF : The app r opriate amoun ts a r e $4 54, 96•1 , 000 
($1,4 51, 703 , 000 System) . ( Scarbr o ugh, Mc t>hll l n} 

OPC : The provision should be increased by $3,71 5,000 . 
($3,522 , 000 j u ris . ) (Larkin) 

I 

I 

I 
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12 . ISSUE : Sho uld the p lant i nvestment made by Gulf to serve 
the Leisure Lakes subdivis i o n be included in rate basP.? 

STAFF : No . Gu lf ' s plant investment ma~P co ser;e the 
Leisure Lakes subdivisio n should not be i t eluded tn rate 
b ase. 

GULF: Ye s . This issue is misleading as worded. Gulf ' s 
investment ; n the Greenhead Subst a tio n should be included 
in rate base . This investment was o riginally intended in 
part t o serve t he Leis ure Lakes Subdivision and represents 
part o f the Company ' s investment to se r ve t ha load . By 
action of t he Commissio n, Gulf was p r ohibi cd f r om serv tnq 
Leisu re Lakes; consequently , Gulf sold a po rtion o f t h e 
facilities constructed for that purpose to the r ural 
elect ri c cooperative to whom t he territoty was awarded 
The rema i ning inves tmen t constitutes Greenhedd Substallon 
which is used and u seful servi ng Gulf ' s cuslomers . 
(Jordan) 

OPC : No . 

13 . ISSUE : The company has i ncluded $14,949, 000 ($15,""19,000 
Sy stem) o f constructi o n work in progress in tt'tc bast~ . rs 
this app r o priate? 

STAFF: Ag ree with t h e company . 

GULF : Yes . (r-1cMi 11an) 

OPC : No positio n at t hi s time . 

14 . I SSUE : Is t he company· s 
bea ri ng CWIP c o nsistent 
accounti ng? 

STAFF: Yes . 

GULF : Yes . (Scarb r o ugh) 

method of 
with t he 

OPC : No positio n at this t ime . 

ha ndli ng non-t n lerest 
prescribed system of 

'"133 
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15 . ISSUE : Gulf has i ncluded in its j uri sdi c t ional rate base 

16. 

$ 3 , 925 ,000 ( $4,025,000 Sys t em) o f plan t held for f u ture 
u s e . Is th is appropriate? 

STAFF : Ag ree with Gulf. 

GULF : Ye s . Thi s amount represents t h f' o r iq1na l cosl of 
e l ectrtc 

( Parson s . 
l and he ld f or future use i n the pro v1 sion ot 
service and is properly included in r ale base. 
Lee, Co nner) 

OPC : 
items 
land 
Blvd . 

Due t o the current plans Cor u 1e, the followi ng 
s hou l d not be included in r ate base . Ca r e y ville 

at $1,398,000; Bayfro n t o f fice a $ 1 , 844,000 ; Pace 
land at $6 1 2,000 . {Larkin) 

ISSUE: Has Gulf allocated t he ap pro p riate amount of 
work i ng capital to Unit Po we r Sa l es ( UPS ) ? 

STAFF: Agre e with Company. 

GULF: Yes. The r e ta il, who l esa l e, and UPS wor k ing 
capi t al amount s h a v e been ·ca l cu l ated based on thP Florid.'\ 
Public Se rvice Comm i ss i o n' s requirem'n lo use the ba l~ nce 
s heet appro ac h for d etetmining woLklny captlal. (McMillan) 

OPC : No. Increase t he UPS '..JO[king capi al by $4, 09 7,000 
and d ecrease the s y stem wor k tng capital by he same 
amount. {La rkin) 

17 . ISSUE: The c ompany has i ncluded $ 81 , 711,0000 
($ 2 00 , 266 , 000 Sy stem) of wo rk i ng capt al 1n rate b;:Jse . 
What is the appropriate l evel o f wo rk t ng cap ital? 

STAFF : The appro pr i ate juri sdictton a l amount lS 
$ 76 , 277 ,000. 

GULF : The appro pr i ate amount s are $ 81 , 71 1 ,000 
{$200 , 266,000 Sys t em). (McMil l an) 

0 PC : The a p p r o p r i a t e l ev e 1 o f working cap i tal is 
$71,094 , 000. { $ 69,014 , 000 j uri s .} 

I 

I 

I 
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18 . ISSUE: 
prepaid 
capital . 

Gulf has included $1 ,358,278 ($1,485,221 
pension expense in its calculation of 
Is this appropriate? 

System) 
working 

STAFF: Yes. However , if Gulf's dectsion to prepay 
pension expense is f o und to be imprudcr~, t h is 1mount 
should be excluded from work i ng Cdpital . 

GULF : Yes. Prepaid pe nsion expense of $1, 358 , 2 78 
($1,485 , 221 System) is appropriate. The Company prepatd 
certain pensio n benef its i n accordance with IRS rules in 
order to max i mize its income ta x deduclio n. The c ustome r 
receives t he benefit o f t h e deferred taxes in the capital 
structure at zero cost . This was a pruden t deci sion by 
the Company and is appropriately i ncluded i n ra c base . 
(Scarbrough) 

OPC: : The prepaid pens i o n of $1,484,000 s hould be removed 
from working capi t al. (La rki n) 

19 . ISSUE: Sho uld unamortized rat case e xpense be tncludcd 
in working capital? 

STAFF : No . Commission policy is lo Pxc1ude un.tmorlized 
r a te case expense from lfiOtking capttal. Rcdu Gt! ~oo1ot king 

cap i tal by $7 65 , 385 ($7 65 ,385 s y stem) 

GULF: Yes . The expenses incurred in prepat :ng, filtng, 
a nd completing a ra te case are neccssaq and lc')ttimate 
costs of doing business f or a regulated .;ornp1ny. Since, 
these cosls are to be reco v e r ed ovet a future pen od, the 
unamortized balance is properly included in working 
capital . (McMil l an) 

OPC: Working capital s ho uld be reduced by $ 765,000 o 
remove t h is item . (Larkin) 

20. ISSUE: Should the 
c o nse rvat ion expenses 
wo rking capital? 

net overrecoveries of fuel and 
be included in the calculation o f 

STAFF: Gulf i s project ing zero &or nel o vetrecovcries of 
fuel and conservation expenses for 1990. Therefore t hcte 
is no recommended adjus men t to working capi al. 
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GULF: No. All fuel and conservation e xpenses. tncluding 
the overrecoveries a nd unde rrecoveries are properly 
handled i n separate recovery mechanisms as deterrn1 ned by 
thi s Commission . In Order No . 9273 , (Docket No. 
74680-EI ), the Commissio n established hat in •res would 
be paid on over and underrecoveries ~·,tl 1.tn the fuel 
conservation dockets , to counter any possible incen ive t o 
bias the projections in either direction . Therefo re, 
si nce t he customers already rcce tve a return on 
overrecoveries through a reducti o n in t he fuel componen t 
of their e ! ectric bill, it is inappro pnate o reducP 
working capital and hence ba se rates for the s Hne 
o verrecovery amount. (McMillan) 

OPC: Consisten t wi t h past Commission practice, th1s ttem 
should be i ncluded in the calculati o n of work ing capt al . 

21 . ISSUE : Sho u ld tempo rary cash 
( 6 , 399 , 000 system) be i ncluded 
capi ta l? 

i nvestments of $ 6 , 045,000 
in jur1sdict1 o nal wo tktng 

STAFF : No tempo ra r y cash investments s hould be allow~d in 
working capital, unless Gulf Power can demons rut~ ha 
Lhe i ncludion of temporary cash tnveslments is necessary 
for t he prov ision of util ity service . 

GULF : Gulf' s filing reflcc s thC~t. ·empor Hy cash 
inves tments have been removed from jurisdictional udjus eo 
working capital, consistent with Commt;;.Si >n tcea rnenl tn 
the last rat e case. The appropriate amou11ts o t tePl(C'tny 
case i n v e s t men t s f o r t he l 9 9 0 e s t yea r a r e .!it , 0 4 c. , 0 0 0 . 
($6 ,399,000 System) These fu nds constitute ~ssenttally 
all of Gulf's avai lable working funds, and d!C requtred 
and necessary f o r the pro v ision o f e l ectr1c servtce o our 
custome r s . The Company believes it wou ld be appropndte 
to include temporary ca s h investments in junsdtc 10n<d 
working capital. (McMillan) 

OPC: No . Reduce wo rking capital by $6,399,000. 

22 . ISSUE: Gulf 
o il i nventory . 

ha s included $1, 042,000 
I s this app ropr1 ate? 

( s y stem) fo r heavy 

I 

I 

I 
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STAFF: The value o f all heavy oil at the Crist Plan 
shou ld be removed from worki ng capital. ~.vor kinq capital 
should be reduced by $1,007, 54 1 JUrisdictlonal ($1,04 2 ,000 
system) . 

GULF : Yes . The heavy o il at Crist Pl an t i s ~he backup 
fuel for Units 1 , 2, and 3. The pnma ry Luel for these 
units is natural gas, wh i ch is subject to intP.rruption o r 
curtailment. Without sufficient standby f ue l o n sile, 
Crist Un its 1 , 2, and 3 cannot be constd'red firm 
generating capncity . (Parsons , Lee) 

OPC : Reduce heavy oil inventory by $92 5,613 ( $1, 042 ,000 
s y stem). (Larkin) 

23 . ISSUE: Gulf has included $359,000 ( s ystem) of light oi 1 
inventory . Is thi s appropriate? 

STAFF: If Plant Scherer reMai n s in rate base , the total 
value of #2 lighter oil and combust ion turbine oi l s ho uld 
be reduced by $ 215 ,189 jurisdictional ($222,549 s y stem). 
If Plant Scherer is removed from rate base, the total 
value of #2 lighter oil a nd combusti o n turbine oil should 
be reduced by $217,148 jurisdicti o nal ($224, 57 5 system). 

GULF: Yes . The amo unt of lighter oil and combusL1 on 
tu r bine oil invento ry requested is nominal. The Company 
carries the min imum invento ry necessary to accottnt for 
plan t consumption , allowa nces for procu r ement ime , matket 
volatility and potential supply di s,.uptions . The compa ny 
is requesting $359,000 system for light and combustion 
turbine inventory at all five plants. (Parson s , Lee) 

OPC : Reduce light oil invento ry by $234 ,059 ($263 , 490 
s y stem). (Larkin) 

24 . ISSUE: Gulf has inc luded $57,4 26 ,000 (system) for coal 
inventory. Is t his appropriate? 

STAFF: This issue appears to be mis s tated. With Scherer , 
Gulf Power ' s coal invento ry request (net of UPS) is 
$ 52,739,000 s ystem ($50,994,895 j urisdictional) . If Pl a n t 
Scherer remains in rate base, coal inven tory s hou ld be 
reduced by $1,896,279 system ($1,833,568 jur isdicti o nal). 

ll3 
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If Plan t Scherer is remo ved from rate base coal lnvr'nt o cy 
s hould be reduced b y $1,63 1 , 006 s y stem ($1, 577 , 068 
j u risd1ctional) . 

GULF : Yes . The Company' s request f o r coal inventory is 
based o n a po licy established by using the EPR I u ility 
Fue l Inventory Model. Th is model is widely rP;ognized as 
an i ndustry standard and the assumptio ns t h ~ Company uses 
are prudent and conserva tive . {Parsons) 

OPC: Reduce coal inventory by $4,4 68 , 010 ' $ 5,029,820 
system). { Larkin) 

25 . ISSUE : Should 515 MW of Plant Daniel be included i.n Gulf 
Powe r's rate base? 

STAFF: Yes . Pl ant Daniel is requtred to maintatn 
adequate reserves o n Gulf' s system . 

I 

GULF: Yes. The Commi ssion h as recog n1zed the prudcnc y of I 
Gulf's partial o~.omersh ip in Pla n t Daniel. Plan Dan1el 
capacity was o b tai ned f or Lhe long-term benefit of Gulf ' s 
territorial customers. Thi s c apac1ty 1:; no lonqet 
dedicated t o Uni t PO\oJC l Sales (UPS) customers, Jnd 
provides capacity to Gulf's ~er\icc a t ca . (Parsons , 
Howell , Scarbro ugh) 

OPC : No position at t h is time . 

26 . ISSUE: Should 63 MW o( Plant Scl eret 3 t e i.nclud _d in 
Gulf Power ' s rate base? 

STAFF: No . None o f Plant Scherer 3 s hould be allowed tn 
Gu lf's rate ba s e since Gulf plans to sell all of this 
plant as a unit power sale i n 1995 . 

GULF: Yes . The Commission h as recog n ized the prudency of 
Gulf· s par t ial owne rs h ip o f Plant Scherer, UniL 3 . Plan 
Scherer capacit y was o b tai ne d for t he l ong-term benefit o f 
Gulf' s territorial custome r s . This capacit y is not 
c urre n tly dedicated t o UPS c u stomets . and prov1des 
capacity to Gulf ' s service area. (Parsons . Howell, 
Scarbrough) I 
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OPC: No . 
customers 
expenses. 

This pla nt i s 
and should not 
(Larkin, Rosen) 

no t c ur rcn ly needed to serve 
be i nc luded i n rate base or 

FEA: No . Gul f Power ha s a reserve margin of 20 . 5 percent 
or-test year 1990 wi thout the add ition of the Sc.1crer and 
Daniel Plants . Gulf Powe r has made v'l go1ng , but 
uns uccessful attempts t o sell the 63 MW of Scherer 
capacity whic h i nd icates the p lant is no• currently 
necessary. 

27. ISSUE: If Plant Scherer 3 is not included in rate base, 
what are the appropriate rate base and NOr adjustments to 
exclude i t? 

STAFF: The following items s hou ld be adjusted : 
Plant-in-service 
Accumulated depreciation 
Acquisition adjustment 
Work i ng capital 
O&M - o ther 
O&M - inte rcha nge 
Depreciation and amortiz1tion 
Amortiza tio n of ITC 
Taxes ot her than income 
Income taxes 

GULF: No adjustment is appropr1a c . Gulf has fully 
justified i nclu s ion of the 63 MW o f Scherer capaci y in 
rate base . If t he 63 M\-1 is remov >d from r 1 tc base, wi h 
the associated expenses, then the ent i u~ tmpact of Lhe 
Sche rer capacity s hould Likewise be temovcd. The 
territorial customers of Gu lf receive substantial bencf1t~ 
from the uni t power sales (UPS) cont r acts. If he 
territor i al customers are to bear no burden of t he Scherer 
capacity which Gulf purchased for t he1r bencfl, t hey 
should certainly receive none o f the benefits. Gulf has 
not yet c alcula ted the actual revenue impact at the 
removal of the 63 MW o f Scherer capac1 y; however, 
properly tak i ng t he UPS benefits and rnLercompdny 
Interchange Contract credits i nto account, the adjustments 
result i n revenue requirements o f approximately $ 2 
million. The actual r eve nue requirements wi ll be provided 
when available . (McMillan) 
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OPC : The proper adjustments to remove Plant Sc here r are : 

Plant i n Service 
Acc umulated Depreciation 
Acquisition adjustmen t 
Working Capital 
Productio n A&G & tra ns . rentals 
Depreciati on 
Amortization- aquis. adj. & other 
Other taxes 
Amortizati on of ITC 

28. ISSUE: What adj ustment is proper 
cancelled Sou t hern Company Services· 
base? 

$5 2 , 987,000 
6, ~58,000 
2 ,317,000 
2,187,000 

843 vOO 
l , o88,000 

89,000 
244 ,000 
(96 , 000) 

to remove 
building 

the 
fr om 

1984 
rate 

STAFF : No adjustment is 
associ a ted with the cancelled 
removed from rate base by Gulf . 

needed since the do llars 
building have already been 

GULF : Agree with Staff . (McMillan) 

OPC : Remove $346 ,000 from plant in se rv 1ce and $ 159 , 000 
from depreciation reserve . (Larkin) 

29 . ISSUE: What , if a ny, adjus t me nl t o r ae base is nccc:;;sarv 
to reflect the proper treatment for re builds and 
renovations which were expensed by t he Compa ny? 

STAFF: No position at this time. 

GULF :. 
accoun ts 
Conner) 

No adjustment 
Eo r rebuilds 

is 
and 

necessary. Gul f p t o pe rly 
renovati o ns . (Sc arb rough , 

OPC : Increase plant in service by $369, 000 and increase 
depreciation r eserve by $ 18 ,000. (Larkin, Schultz) 

30 . ISSUE: What, if a ny, adjustment t o rate bas e i s necessary 
to remove t he network protecto r s from expense t o rate base? 

STAFF: No position at t h i s time. 

I 

I 

I 
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GULF: No adj ustment 
for maintenance of 
( Scari.J r oug h) 

is necessary . Gulf properly accoun s 
networ k pro tecto rs i n 0 &M cxpens~5. 

OPC: Increase p lant 1n service by $90 . 000 and 
depreciation reserve by $5 , 000 . ·(Larkin, Schul · ) 

31. ISSUE: Should t he r emaini ng balance in Otl er Inves l rne n 
be included i n wo rk i ng capital? 

STAFF: No . Th is item has nol been j us ifi e d; remove 
$106 , 342 from worki ng capital. 

GULF: Yes . These insu r a nce reserves o f depos1t~ were 
requ ired to obtai n reasonable prices and terms o f cove r1q e 
a nd are properl y i ncluded i n rale base . (McM 1 llan} 

OPC : No. This item has not been JUStlfied; remo~e 
$ 113 , 000 from wor king capital . (Larktn) 

32. ISSUE : Should the wo rking capital item titled " J lhet 
accounts receivable " be removed? 

STAFF: Agree with Gulf . 

GULF: No . These recetvabl •s represen s ...,mounts 11' tne 
Company upo n open accoun ts . The ma j J r it y O L t hese 
bi ll ings are f o r pole atlachrnPnl renal~ for •.-~hich he 
r evenues have been i ncluded in ot her o pera ing revenues . 
The r emai n i ng accounts a r e relaLec.. pole a:.d line dorrnge 
claims and other miscellaneous recetvables or Lhe 
Company . These amou n s are properly 1ncluded in worklnJ 
capi t a l. (McMillan) 

OPC: Yes . 
pro perly 
( La rk i n ) 

There 
i ncluded 

is 
i n 

no ev1dence 
ra e base. 

that h 1s amoun t .:> 

Remove $1, 23 0,00 0 . 

33 . ISSUE : Has the compun y o vecs ated the mateoals & s uppLy 
levt! l ? 

STAFF : Agree with Gulf. 
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GULF: No . Thes e are utility re lated 
included in working capital. (McMillan) 

and proper l y 

OPC: Yes . Reduce M&S by $ 2 ,307, 000 . (Larkin) 

34. ISSUE: Should the amount s shown as • o the r curren t assets " 
and "other miscellaneous· defer red debits be removed from 
worki ng capital? 

STAFF : Agree with Gulf. 

GULF: No. (McMillan ) 

OPC : Yes. Reduce wo rk i ng capital by $13 6,000 and $30 ,000 
respectfully. (Larkin) 

35. ISSUE : Should the Caryville Subsurface S udy be removed 
from rate ba s e? 

STAFF : No positio n at thi s time. 

GULF : No . The subsurface· investigation f h~ Car yvllle 
site is still valid and will be utilized in conjunction 
with the addition o f generation at Caryv ille . (Parsons) 

OPC: Yes . Remove $692,000 from rate base. (Larkin) 

36 . ISSUE: What, if any , addit ional wor k ing capaal 
adjustments are needed to r e tlecL OPC ' s ex,ense e xclusions? 

STAFF: None are needed. 
disallows certain expenses 
with them are inappropriate. 

HoHever, 
then the 

i Lhe 
reserves 

Comm i ssion 
associated 

GULF: OPC ' s e xpense 
therefore, no additional 
necessary . (McMillan) 

exclusions dee 
wo rking capita l 

i na ppropr1ate ; 
adj us ments are 

OPC: Increase working ca pital by: $985 , 000 t o t 
supplemental pension and benefits reserve; $ 2 , 935 ,000 f oe 
post-retirement life and medical; $ 12 , 000 fo r deferred 
school plan appliances; $59 ,000 t o r produc i v1ty 
improvement plan. (Larkin, Schultz) 

I 

I 

I 
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Cost o fSa ital Issues 

37 . ISSUE : What is the appropriate cost o r common equity 
capital for Gul f Power? 

STAFF: The appropriate cost of ·common cqutly capital Cor 
Gulf Power is 12 . 25\. 

GULF: 13. 50%. (Mo r i n) 

OPC: The proper calculated return on equtly sh uld be set 
at 11 . 75% (Rolhschild), however, this ROE snould be 
adjusted downward for mtsmanagemcn . 

FEA: The FEA a kes the same posil1o n as the Office o f the 
Publi c Counse 1 . 

38 . ISSUE: Should the 
equity be reduced if 
mismanoged? 

newly 
it is 

autho rized return on common 
dete rm1 ned tha Gu 1 f ha:; b~en 

STAFF: Yes. 

GULF': No. (McCrary, Scarbrough) 

OPC: Yes. The relurn on equily should be teduct•d by 
2 . 00% to reflecl misrnan1gemen . 

FEA: Yes . 

*39 . STIPULATED ISSUE: Shou ld he ptelcrrLd 
appeari ng i n the capital structure be nel 
premi ums a nd issuance expenses? 

stock bdlance 
o f discounts , 

STAFF: Yes . The preferred sock balance s hould be net 
o f discounts, premiums . and issuance expenses . 

pn fer red stock balance i.s reported net of 
premiums , a nd issuance exvenses. a 

GULF : If t he 
di scounts , 
corresponding 
equity balance 

OPC: Yes . 

amou nt musl be removed from he common 
Gulf ha s reporled . ( MCMIllan . Mor1n) 
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40. I SSUE : Should Gulf Power's no n-utility investment be 
removed directly from equity when reconciling the capital 
structure to rate base? 

STAFF : Yes . Gulf Power's no n -utility i nvestment should 
be removed d irectly from equity: 

GULF : No. Gulf's no n-utility activities have no effect 
o n the Company' s cost of capital, and to remove these 
investmen ts directly from equity would unjus t ly penalize 
t he Company' s stockholders. Recognizing that ·orne o f the 
items i n lhe capital structure , such as customer 
deposits , are not related to no n-utility investments from 
the capital structure using long-term debt, preferred 
stock , and common equity sources of capital as a 
reasonable proxy for the cos of capital. (Mori n, 
Scarbrough) 

OPC: Yes . The Company ha s remo ved part of this 

I 

a nd increase L-T debt by $ 7,282,000. (Larkin) 
i nvestment from debt (see MFR Sch. D 12a). Reduce P.qutty I 

41. ISSUE : Should Gulf Power's temporar y cash invcstmenl s be 
removed directly from equity when reco nciling the cJpital 
structure t o rate base? 

STAFF : Yes, to the extent that temporary cash 
investments are not necessary for the provision o f 
utility service, Gulf Power's temporary cash investments 
should be removed directly f r om equity. 

GULF: No . These fu nds are essentially all of Gulf ' s 
available working funds , a nd a re required and necessary 
for t he provisio n of electric service. (McMi llan) 

OPC: Yes. 

42 . ISSUE: What is t he appropriate balance of accumulated 
defe rred investment tax c redit s? 

STAFF : The appropriate j u risdictional amount lS 
$39,553,000. 

I 



I 
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GULF : The appropriate balance 
($48, 926 , 000 System). (McMillan) 

is $<11,747.000 

OPC : $ 37,056 ,000 (jurisdictio nal); $ 37,987,000 (system) 
(Larkin ; Schultz) 

43. ISSUE : Wha t is the appropriate balance oL dccumulated 
deferred i ncome taxes? 

STAFF : The 
$173,346 , 000 . 

appropriate jurisdictional 

GULF : The appropriate balance is 
($203,823,000 System). ( McMillan) 

OPC : $161,078,000 (system) ; 
( jurisdictional) (Larkin; Schultz) 

arr,.,unt is 

$1 82,959.000 

$157,130.000 

44. I SSUE: What is the appropd ate weigh ted average cost of 
capital including the proper components , amounls and cost 
rates associated with the capital structure for the 
projected test year e nding· Decembet 31 , 1990? 

STAFF: The a ppro priate weighted average cos:. of capt t-al 
is 8.01%. (Seery) 

ADJUSTED COST WEIGHTED 
COMPONENT PER STAFF RATIO RATES COST 

Long-term debt 319,278 36 . 73% 8.72% 3 . 20% 
Sho rt-term debt 4 1 064 0. 47% 8 . 00% 0 . 04% 
Preferred stock 52 , 565 6.05% 7.75\ 0 . 47% 
Commo n equity 265,524 30.55% 12.25\ 3.74\ 
Customer deposits 14,836 1. 71\ 7.65\ 0. 13\ 
De fer red taxes 173,346 19.94\ 0.00\ 0.00% 
ITCs- Zero cost 787 0.09% 0.00% 0.00\ 
ITCs- Wtd. cost 38 , 766 . 4 . 46% 10 . 11% 0 . 45\ 
TOTAL 86J,l65 100 . 00% 8.03\ 

145 



046 

ORDER NO. 23025 
DOCKET NO. 891345-EI 
PAGE 29 

GULF: 8. 34% . (McMi llan} 

JURISDICTIONAL WEIGHTEO 
AMOUNT RATIO COST RATI:. COMPONENT 

ITEM ~~OOO ' s2 % \ \ 

Long-Term Debt 329,936 35.73 8 .7 2 3.12 
Short-Term Debt 4 , 290 0.46 8.0 ') 0.0 
P refer red Stock 55,316 5 . 99 7.75 0.46 
Common Equity 293,655 31.79 13.00 4.13 
Customer Deposits 15,659 1. 70 7.65 0.13 
Deferred Taxes 182 , 959 19.81 0.00 
Investment Credit 
- Zero Cost 831 0 . 09 0.00 
-Weighted Cost 40,916 4.43 10. 19 0. 4 6 

TOTAL 923 ,562 100 . 00 8. 34 

OPC : 
JURISDICTIONAL WEIGHTED 

AMOUNT RATIO COST RAT£ COMPONENT 
ITEr-1 ~~OOO's2 \ \ 

L-T debt $325,977 37.75% 8.72\ 
S-T debt 4,380 0.51\ 8. 00'!-, 
Preferred stoc k 50 , 940 5 . 90% 7.75\ 
Common equit-y 266,711 30.89% 9.79\ 
Customer deposits 15 , 591 1. 81\ 7.65\ 
Deferred taxes 161 , 078 18 . 65\ 0 . 00\ 
ITC - zero 848 0.10% 0 . 00°~ 
ITC - weighted 37,987 4.40% _9_. 8\ 

45. ISSUE: 
of the 
ratio? 

Should an adju stmen t be made to negale 
Company's corporate goal to increase 

·~ 

3 . 2C)\ 
0.01% 
0 . ; 1)\ 
1.01% 
0. 1 : \ 
0.00% 
0.00\ 
0. 40\ 
7. 34\ 

he a(fect 
ils equi y 

STAFF : No . Gulf ' s common equity corpora e goal o 
maintain a s trong "A" bond rating is reasonable. 

GULF : No. The common equity corporate goal is a long-term 

I 

I 

goal which reflects a desire to maintain a strong 'A' bond 
rating, which is in the long-term best inlerest of the 
Company a nd its ratepayers as we 11 'Hi the s tockho lde rs. I 
(Scarbrough) 
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OPC : Yes. Since equity is the highes t c o st of c apit a l a nd 
is further increased by taxe s , any increa s e in t his source 
of capital should be j ustified on a c o s t -be nefil bas i s . 

Net Opera t ing Income 

46 . ISSUE: The compa ny has proposed a net opera t ing i nc ome of 
$ 60 , 910 , 000 ($78,848,000 System) for 1990. What i s the 
appropr iate net operati ng i ncome for 1990? 

STAFF : The appropriate jurisdictio nal amoun l is 
$ 65 ,28 5 , 000 . 

GULF : The appropriate amounts are $60,910,000 ($78 , 8 48,000 
System ) . (McMillan) 

OPC : $7 5,444 ,000 . ($73 , 347 , 000) 

47 . ISSUE : Should r e v e nues be imputed t o Gull fo r t he benefi 1 

derived by the appliance divisio n from the use o f Gu l f ' s 
logo and name? 

STAFF : Agree with OPC. 

GULF : No . (Bowers) 

OPC: Yes. Any value attributable to Lh e O!;HHat i o n o t t h e 
Company s hould be recognized and an a ppro pr iate al l owa nc·~ 
should be cred i ted t o the Company a bo v e t he li ne . 

48. ISSUE: Should r e v e nues be i mpute d a t a pplicable st.:J ndby 
rates for 1990 for the PXT customer who e xpe r i enced a n 
o u tage o f h is generation capacity and t ook bac k-up powet 
from Gulf but was not billed on t he standby power rate? 

STAFF : Yes . The customer e x perienced :3 f o rced oul ag e of 
hi s generator and too k standby service f o r back - up powe r of 
79 59 KW. Revenues should be imputed f o r 19 90 o n t he b as1 s 
of the c u stomer having a standby service c apacity o f 7 959 . 

GULF : No . The 7959 KW was not reported as standby se r v i ce 
by t he customer. This KW is Gulf's current bes t es t1 ma l e 
of what we now believe s ho uld have been r e po rted b y t he 

() 1..7 . 
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c ustome r as standby i n September of 
presen t Ly has a con LracL f or 7500 
believe the c ustomer will limiL their 
tha n 7500 KW in the future . ( Haskins) 

1989. The CUStOmi"C 
KW s andby, and we 
standby o no rnure 

OPC: Yes. 

4 9 . ISSUE: The company has p raj ected tot a 1 opera 1 ng revenues 
for 1990 o f $ 255,580,000 ($26 2,013,000 ~ystem). Is ht s 
appropriate? 

STAFF: The appropnate jurisdiclional arnounl is 
$255 , 656 , 000 . 

GULF: Yes . (Kilgore , Mc Mil lan) 

OPC : Increase retail sales by $ 2,493,000. 
Schultz) 

(Lark i n , Rosen, 

50. ISSUE : Has Gulf budgeted a reaso nable level tor s.darics 
and employee bene fils? 

STAFF: Agree with Gulf. 

GULF : Yes . (Sea rb rough , Jackson) 

OPC : Employee benefits should be reduced by $1,1 05 , l~ S . 

51. ISSUE : Is Gulf Power ' s projec ed $ .. 10 , S2•i ($~10 , 852 
System) bad debt expense for 1990 approp riate? 

STAFF : Agree with Gul ( . 

GULF : Yes. Gulf ' s approved accrual method or calculating 
Bad De b t expense is appropriate . (Scarbrough) 

OPC : No position at Lhis time. 

52 . ISSUE : Shou l d fuel revenues and related expenses . 
r ecoverable t h rough the fuel adjustment clause , be rernov d 
fr om NOI and if so, whal amount? 

I 

I 

I 
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STAFF: Agree with Gulf . 

GULF : Yes. The fuel revenues are 
relate d e xpenses a ce $1 98 , 132,000 . 
adjusted from NOI as reflected in 
(Mc Millan} 

OPC : Yes. No amount available. 

$198,128,000 .Jnd fuel 
The amoun s have been 
Schedule 9 o f RJr-1-1. 

53. ISSUE: Sho uld c o nservation revenues and re 1 o ted expenses, 

54 

recoverable through the conservation cost recvvery c 1 a use, 
be removed from NOI and is so , what amounl? 

STAFF : Agree with Gulf . 

GULF : Yes . The conservation revenues are $1,878,000 and 
the con servation related expenses are $1,877,000. The 
amou n ts h ave been adjusted from NOI, as ref lected tn 
Schedule 9 of RJM-1. (Mc Millan) 

OPC : Yes . No amount available. 

I SSUE : Should the 1990 projected test year be adjusted Cot 
any out-of - period no n-recurring , non-utility i ern:, 0 1 

errors found in 198~? 

STAFF: Yes. 

GULF : No . 
Test Year . 

No such items have been included tn t he 1990 
(Sca rbrough , Conner ) 

OPC : Yes . Remove $116 , 000 for 
and $ 252 , 000 for renovations to 
(Schultz} 

~eavy eqLipment 
the Panama Ctty 

rcbu i lds 
office . 

55. I SSUE : Are Gulf ' s budgeted industry associatton dues 1n 
the amoun t of $199,34 3 during 1990 reason able and prudent: 

STAFF: I n additton to the $3 2 , 150 of tndustr y associa ton 
dues removed by the company ( MFR Schcdu le C-3) at I eas l 
$ 20,021 s hould be disallowed as foll o ws : 
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One-t hi rd o f EEI administra t ive dues (Commi ssion Order 
13537, Doc ke t No . 850465-EI , FPL Ra te Cas e ) $1 9,378 

I ndustry a ssoc i ation due s 
li s t e d as "Orga n i zations 
i de nti fi e d by the compa ny 

t hat 
to be 

are i ncluded i n NOI 
joined i n 1990 " bu t 

$ __ 643 

a nd 
not 

TOTAL $ 20,021 

GULF : Yes . Gu l f ' s Industry Associ a t inn duen a re 
reasona b l e and prudent . EEl dues s pen t on lobby i ng are 
nomina l , a pprox ima tely 1\ o f the t o tal, ac cordi nq o EEI. 
(Sca rbrough) 

OPC: The adil i tio n t o those remove d by the Compa ny bused o n 
t he la t est EEI r eport a n add it i o na l $ 2 1 , 608 s ho uld be 
r e moved. 

56 . ISSUE : What is the a ppropriate amo un t o f rate ca:;e ~xpense 
t o be a l lowed i n ope r ati ng e xpe nses ? 

STAFF : Projected rate case e xpense s hould be amottiz~d 
over 3 ye a r s . Reduce ex pe n~es by $1 66 , 667 . 

GULF : Gu lf budgeted t he a pprop ri a t e 
e xpe ns e o f $500 , 000 f o r t he 1990 t est 
o n the estimated total rate c ase cos l 
amortized over two years . (Sca rbrough ) 

amount .J t. r o L c c a:; t.! 
year . This is bas~d 
0 f $ 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 t 0 b~ 

OPC : Since no ra t e increase i s necessary, no exprnse 
sho uld be allowed Eo r recove ry . Reduce ~ xpe nses by 
$ 500 ,000 . In t he event t h is Commi ss i o n de ermtnes that a 
r ate i nc rea se is a pp r o priate , the e xpPnse s hould be 
adjusted bas ed o n t he pe rc e ntage of the tolal r a te increase 
requested t o t he amoun t g r anted . Thi s ad j usted amount 
s ho uld t hen be amo r t i zed over 5 years . Red uce o pera t i ng 
expens es by $300 , 000. ( Schu l tz ) 

57. I SSUE: Sho u l d 
assoc i ated with 
case? 

Gu lE be 
Docket No . 

a !lowed to 
8811 67-EI, 

recove c a ny 
t he wi t hd r awn 

costs 
r ate 

I 

I 

I 
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STAFF: No . gulf should not be allowed tn recove1 any 
expenses associated with the withdra~"n case . Furthermore, 
any deferred debits associated wi th the withdrawn case 
should be removed fro m working capital. 

GULF : Gulf has no O&M expens es· budgeted 
year for the withd rawn rate case, Docke 
(McMillan) 

in the 199 0 test 
No . 8 8 1 1 6 7 - E I . 

OPC: No. 

58 . ISSUE : Should Bank Fees and Line of Credit charges be 
included i n operati ng expenses? 

STAFF: Agree with Gulf. 

GULF: Yes . These bank fees are for our u ttlity banking 
services and a r e prope rly i ncluded in electric o perat 1ng 
expenses . (Sca rbrough, McMillan) 

OPC : The to ta l budgeted amount for this ime it em s hould 
be borne by the stockholders . 
$ 22 3,400 . (Schultz) · 

Reduce e x penses by 

59 . ISSUE : Gulf budgeted $8, 963 , 407 ($9 , 459,9ll Sy st.en) tot 
Outside Services expenses for 1990. Is t h 1 s .1 rno u n 
reasonable? 

STAFF: Expenses should be reduced t o remove any expen~es 
associated with grand jury investig a tions . 

GULF : Yes. The amount if reasonable f~ t A&G Outs1de 
Services charged to Account 923 . ( Scarbrougl.) 

OPC : Thi s account should be reduced for the aCfcc of 
other issues. 

6 0. ISSUE: Gulf 
in Customer 
reaso n able? 

ha s projected $7, 775 , 000 ($7, 780 , 000 Sy s em) 
Acco unts expenses fo r 19 90. ls this .Jmount 

STAFF : Agree with Gulf . 
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GULF: Yes . ( Scarbrough) 

OPC : To the extent this c l assif1ca t ion o t Pxpenses is 
affected by other issues, an appropr ia te adjustment s hould 
be made . 

61 . ISSUE: Shou ld t he expenses related to t he lnduslrial 
Customer Activities and Cogeneration Prog ram be allowed i n 
ba se rates? 

STAFF: Yes . 

GULF: Yes. Gulf s hould be allowed to include t he expenses 
for t h i s program i n base rates. The activi ties contained 
i n t his program con tribute to our on-going goaJ o reduce 
the average cost of electric service to our customer s . 

I 

Gulf is required, as a resull o f c hanges in FEECA , t o 
address cogeneration as part of its pl a n to reduce the 
growth rate i n peak demand. It is only logical hat the I 
Commissi o n allow Gulf to con t inue a program hal is now 
required by statute. (Bowers) 

OPC : In the event thi s o r · Jny other program is contrar y o 
Commi ssio n policy o n conservation o r canno be justified as 
a legi t imate expenditure, it s hould be disallow•d. 

62 . ISSUE : Gu 1f ha s 
Incentive program . 

budgeted $50,000 f o r the Good Cents 
Is this expense appropriate? 

STAFF : No . This prog r am provides benefit s only to t he 
part icipating contractors a nd should not be allowed in base 
rates . 

GULF: Yes . This activity has c ontributed to the overall 
success of Gul f ' s new home a nd improved home programs . The 
result has been improved efficiency in equipment and 
construction techniques. All ratepayers have benef it ed 
t h roug h reduced pea k demand on Gulf ' s s ystem. This 
activity has contributed to Gulf' s commitment to 
conservation . The expenses ($50 ,000) for this activ1 t y are 
contai ned wit hi n Iss ue No . 63 ($25 , 000) and Iss ue No . 100 
($25 , 000). (Bowers) 

I 
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OPC : I n t he event this or any ot her progr~m is contra ry to 
Commission policy on conservation or canno t be )usllf ied as 
a legitimate expenditure, it should be disallowed . 

63 . ISSUE : 
Improved 
p rograms . 

Gulf has budgeted $ 45?,390 for 
and $ 1,023 , 995 for the Good 

the Good 
Cen s Jew 

Cenls 
Home 

A re t hese ex penses appropriate?? 

STAFF : No . 

GUL F : Yes . Gu lf has demonstrated thal these 
cost-effective , have a high participation rate 
services provided as part of the programs 
demands of o ur custome rs for a source 
information concerning energy efficient 
dwellings . (Bowers) 

ptog rams is 
1nd t hal the 
tJlii ll the 
of unb1ased 

te!:.ldential 

OPC: No . Remove $ 1,023,995 for the Good Cents New Home 
Pro gram and $ 609,783 for the Good Cent s I mproved Home 
Program. (Schul tz ) 

64 . ISSUE : Gulf has budget~d $767,60q for he Essen tal 
Customer Service Program. Is this expense appropr i 1' ·"? 

STAFF: Yes . 

GULF : These expenses support aclivlties required by our 
customers but are not contained within specific p r ogr~m 
headings . T h is activity is merely an accou n i ng mechanism 
to which these ~ctiv ities a re alloca ~d . Sp~ctfic e xpenses 
included are related t o preparatio n and rnon ito ri n") :)f the 
O&M budget ; develo pmen t o f the customer, KWY, and r evenue 
fo r ecast; travel to meetings with l he Flo rt. Ja Coordinating 
Group, Edison Electric Ins itu e, the Department of 
Community Affairs , etc. ; general supply e xpe n ses , as wel l 
as vehicke expense . Also included in "Essenltal Customer 
Services " a r e the e x penses related Lo the Company's Safety 
Information Program . ( Bowers) 

OPC : No positio n at this time. 
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65 . ISSUE : Gulf has budgeted $4 25 , 474 for 1ts Energy Education 
Program . Is this expense appropriate? 

STAFF : No . 

GULF: Yes . The energy e ducation program is a veh1cle Gulf 
uses to 1nform our customers of the conserva i o n and energy 
management programs and services available to hem and to 
receive feedback from them on how to continue to meet their 
needs for new products and services. (Bowers) 

OPC : No. Remove $425,474. (Schultz) 

66. ISSUE: Gulf has budgeted $55,429 for its 
Presentation/Semi nars Program. Is th1s expense app1opr1ale? 

STAFF : No . This program is only a promot i on for l ocal 
contractors and s hould not be included in base tates. 

I 

GULF : Yes. These presentat ions are cusLom12:ed for the I 
needs of our commercial and industrial customers and are 
used to educate them regarding advanced end-usc 
technologies and the services the Company makes available 
to them . (Bowers) 

OPC: No . Remove $55 ,4 29. (Schultz} 

67. ISSUE : Gu lf has budgeted $14 5,652 for its 
Crime Program. Is this expense appropriate? 

Shine Aga ins 

STAFF : No . This program promotes the use of electnciLy 
and increases Kwh consumption which is conlrary to the 
provisions of t he Florida Energy Eff1c1ency and 
Conservation Act (FEECA). 

GULF: Yes. This program prov ides direct benefit s to the 
~articipating customers by reducing t he energy consumed f or 
street l ighting . This program benefits all customets 
through the better utili zation of electrical plan a nd he 
significant societal benefits fr om a lower crime rate. 
(Bowers) 

OPC : In the event this o r any o thet program is conttary o I 
Commission policy on conservation o r cannot be justified as 
a legitimate expenditure, it should be disallowed. 
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68. ISSUE : Gulf has projecled $687,000 ($687 ,000 Sys em} 
economic development expense in the sa l es runction 
1990 . I s t h is amo unt reasonable? 

f o. 
for 

STAFF: No . Expenses for economic devetopmen p r omotes the 
u se of additional electricity. · Also, SLaff does no t hink 
t hat Gulf s ho uld be duplicating t he efCo r s of Chambers of 
Commerce or o ther develo pment boards in 1Ls service area . 

GULF: Yes . Gulf ' s service area is going to cont 1 nu~ to 
grow. Our economic developmen t activ1ties a r c fo r lhe 
purpose of i n fluencing t he t y pe o f growth . we recog nize 
that some g r owth is going to occu r. Gulf wan s to be 1n a 
position to assist i n the management o f gro wth so that our 
communit ies and ra tepayers will rece1ve lastlnr· benefits. 
(Bowers) 

OPC : The to t a 1 amounl 
excluded from reco very. 

for economic development s hou 1 d be 
(Schul z) 

69 . ISSUE : Gulf ha s proj ecled 
in Production - Related A&G 
amount reasonable? 

STAFF: Yes . However , if 
rate base, then it would 
expenses by $ 263 , 000. 

GULF : Yes . ( Scarbrough ) 

$ 5 , 358 , 179 ($5,655 , 000 
expenses f o r l q9o . 

Sy stem) 
I s thlS 

Plant Sche Ler 
be app1 o p1 iab~ 

t .:> t e:noved [ l J IT1 

A&G to 1 educe 

OPC : No, t h is amount s hould be reduced <JS recorru::ended in 
other issues . 

70 . ISSUE : Gulf has projected $ 31 , 070 , 604 ($32,792 , 000 Sy stem) 
i n Ot her A&G e x pen ses for 1990 . Is t h is amount reasonab l e? 

STAFF: Yes, e xcept for specific A&G adjustment s . 

GULF : Yes . 
($33,812 , 000 
reasonable . 

The correct amounts are $ 32 , 037 ,-66 
Sy s em) . The Other A&G leve I of e xpe n ses 1 s 
( Scarbro ugh) 

OPC : No , t hi s amount should be teduced as reconunended i n 
other issu es . 
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71. ISSUE: Ha s Gulf included any lobbying and oLhe r related 
expenses in the 1990 test y ear which should be remov ed from 
operating expenses? 

STAFF : Agree wi t h OPC. 

GULF : Yes. Gulf inadvertently included $101, 977 System 
l obbyi ng expenses in the 1990 test year which s hould be 
removed. Also , Gul f included other expenses of its 
registered lobbyists for Information Gat~ering and 
Administrative activities which Gulf has "'q'"l.!ed to remove 
in an effort to remove unnecessary controversy from these 
proceedings . These other e xpenses amo unL to $ 126,566 
system . (Scarbrough) 

OPC : Due to the circumstances involved in this case, it is 
highly possible that additi o nal lobbying e xpenses remain in 
expenses or rate base. 

I 

72. ISSUE: What is the appropriate C . P.r. faclor Lo use in I 
determining test year expenses? 

STAFF: The appro priate CPI cacto r to use is 4 . 4\ f o r 
calendar year 1990. 

GULF : The inflalion (C . P.r.) f"lctors used in t-1FR C-56 are 
appropriate: 

1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

3 . 552 
l. 92 0 
3 . 662 
4 . 082 
4 . 910 
4 . 369 

The most r ecently projected 1990 C . P.r . from Data Res ources 
I nstitute (4.758% as of 5/90 ) would also be consistent with 
th methode logy used by the Commissi o n in Order No . 14 030. 
(Gilbert) 

OPC: To the extent the Company's projected e xpenses were 
based on t heir inflation factor and t he resulting expense 
level is excessive, the Comm1ssion should ma ke its o wn 
determination as to the proper factor to use. I 



I 

I 

I 

ORDER NO. 23025 
DOCKET NO. 891345-EI 
PAGE 40 

73 . ISSUE: For each functio nal category 
the approp riate level of expenses fot 
the Sou t hern Compa ny? 

of expenses. wna is 
servH·es prov1ded by 

STAFF: Agree wi th Gulf. 

GULF: The appropriate levels of 
Maintenance expense are as foll ows: 

SCS OpcraLion and 
(Scarbrough , Lee. 

Howell , Bowers , Jordan, Parsons) 

Production 
Transmiss i o n 
Di s t ribt• t ion 
Customer Account s 
Cust. Serv. & Info. 
Admi ni strative & Cen . 

Total 

OPC : The Company ' s amount 
should be reduced by $734,5~5 . 

Tot.;l 
illlem 

$3 ,4 96 , 551 
584,945 
108,471 

2,173 , 025 
199,774 

.....§..r 3 .2l..L..l6 5 

related to 
(Schul z) 

steam p r oduct1on 

74. ISSUE: Has the company properly removed from 1990 ~xpenses 
a ll costs related o I.R.S., g t and jury and o her ,,trntlat 
investigations? 

STAFF: Any amount over the $5 , 000 Gulf has i den if ied as 
related to the IRS and grand jury tnvestigdtlons should 
also be removed. 

GULF : The Company has made a concerled efforL Lo idenlify 
and adj ust f r om this case all co~ts assoc aled w1th these 
investigations. Since filing th1s case the Company has 
discovered an addit ional $5,000 assoc iated with outstde 
auditing related to the i nvest igation and stiputaLes to 
remove t hat amount at this time. (Gilbert) 

OPC: Any amounts remaining shou ld be removed. 

75 . ISSUE : What is the appropriate amoun of pt.nsio n expense 
f or 1990? 
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STAFF : If Gulf ' s pension co::ot u nder FASB 87 is $0, t he 
appropriate expense is $0. If pe nsio n cost is negative , 
the appropriate pension e xpense is also negative . 

GULF: Gulf has budge t ed $0 dollars fo r pe nsion e xpense 
accrua l i n the test yeac. As ·a result o f t he actuarial 
report , Gulf wi l l actually expe nse $156,252 in 1990 . 
(Scarbrough) 

OPC : $0 pe nsion accrual. 

76 . ISSUE : Are the projected O&M expenses for additional 
personnel reasonable in t he steam productio n t uncLion? 

STAFF : Yes. 

GULF : Yes . These expenses are justified a nd necessary and 
are beneficial to the cus tomer. (Lee ) 

OPC : No pos ition at th is time . 

77 . ISSUE : Gulf 
resea rch and 
reasonable? 

ha F budgeted· $2lo,ono 
developme ntal p rojec t s . 

in O&M e xpenses f ~ r 

Ara th~se expenses 

STAFF : Yes . 

GULF : Yes . 
reaso nable 
(Parsons) 

Gulf ha s justified each of 
and in the best i nte t es t ot 

hese 
t he 

projects as 
ratepayers. 

OPC : On ly ex penses t ha t are necessary for the provis i o n o t 
electric service should be inc luded f o r recovery. 

78 . ISSUE : Has t here been a ny "double count i ng " of e xpenses 
for se rvi ces rende red by Southern Company Se rv ices o r EPRI? 

STAFF : Agree with OPC . 

GULF: No . These ha s been no doubl \:! counting o f 
fo r s ervices rendered by SCS o r EPRI. The 
unde rtaken by these g roups are complimentary 
anot her . (Parsons) 

expenses 
proj ects 
to o ne 

I 

I 

I 
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OPC: Any possible doub le coun ti ng of costs cannot be 
ident ified at this time . 

* 79 . STIPULATED I SSUE: Gulf ha s budgeted $332,000 for as h 
hauling at Plant Daniel. I~ this e x pense reasonab le? 

STAFF: Yes . 

GULF : Yes . These expenses are components of the total 
expe nses for Plant Daniel which a r e identified 1n Issue No . 
89 . Plant Daniel ash h a uling expenses ar, justified as 
this act i v i ty is now requ ired by new environmen tal 
r egula t ions . (Lee ) 

8 0 . ISSUE: Gul [ ha s budgeted $3,017,000 for Transmission Rents 
fo r Plants Daniel a n d Scherer. Are lhese expenses 
appropriate? 

STAFF: Yes as long as Plant Scherer is a l lowed in rate 
expense base. If Plant Scherer i s not allowed, Lhis 

category s hou l d be reduced ~Y $ 1 ,8 22 .000. 

GULF: Gu lf ' s budget for transmission facility chat ~es 
regarding Plant Daniel and Plant Scherer o f $2,941,000 is 
reasona ble . These amounts result fr om agreements whi c h 
secured the least expe nsive alterna ive available Lo 
provide necessary transmissio n se rvice t o Gulf's servtce 
territory from Plant Daniel a nd Plant Scherer. The 
remai n i ng $76,000 is fo r transm1ssion facilities serving 
retail load in Gulf ' s terri ory and is unrelated to eithe r 
Plant Dani al or Plant Scherer . (Howell) 

OPC: The 
removed . 
ren ta l. 

Plant Scherer 
No position at 

rental of 
this time 

$1,822 , 000 s ho u ld be 
o n the Plant Daniel 

8 1. ISSUE: Gulf ha s budgeted $1, 047,000 for i t s Public Sa f e t y 
Is t h is exoense Inspection and Main ten a nce program. 

reasonable? 

STAFF : No . This e xpe nse s hould be reduced by $74 0, 000 to 
reflect the 1990 be nc hmark . 
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GULF : Yes . ( Jordan) 

OPC : No position at this time. 

82. ISSUE : Gu 1 f has budgeted $4 7 , 701 , 000 ( $54, 079, 000 Sys tern) 
for Depreciation and Amorti zatio n expense. Is this amount 
appropr i ate? 

STAFF: The appropriate jurisdicitonal amount is 
$4 5 , 919,000 . 

GULF: The appropriate amoun t is $4 7, 701 , 000 ($54, 079,000 
System). (Mc Millan) 

OPC : Test year depreciation should be reduced by 
$96 7,000. (Larkin) 

I 

83 . ISSUE: Gulf has budgeted $ 20, 822, 000 ( $3 6 , 106, 000 Sys tern) I 
for Taxes Other . Is this amount appropriate? 

STAFF : No . 
$20, 501,000. 

The appro priate jur1sdictional amount 1s 

GULF : The a p p r o p ci a t e a mo u n l i s $ 2 0 , 8 2 2 , 0 0 0 ( $ 3 l, 1 0 6 , 0 0 0 
System). (McMillan) 

OPC: No. This amo unt should be adjus ed based o n other 
issues raised . 

84. ISSUE : What is the appropriate amount of income tax 
expense for t he test year? 

STAFF: The appropriate ju r i s dictic 'lal amount is 
$15 ,973,000 . 

GULF : $12,765,000 ($18 , 999 , 000 System) including the 
amortization of investment tax credits . (McMillan) 

OPC : Based o n OPC ' s curren t position, state income ta xe::> 
should be i ncreased by $ 1,243,000 and federal income tax 
should be incredsed b y $7,261 , 000 . (Lark in ) 

I 
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85 . ISSUE: What is t he pro per 
adjustment in this case? 

STAFF: No positio n at t hi s time. 

inte rest 

GULF : The j u risdictional · interest 
adjustment results in a reduction in 
$442,000. (McMi lla n) 

s ynchron1zalio n 

synchro n ization 
income taxes of 

OPC : Based on OPC ' s recomme nded adjustments , income taxes 
sho uld be i ncreased by $587,000 . (Larkin) 

86 . ISSUE: Should an 
refere nce level of 
Planning Uni t? 

adjustment 
$2, 630,877 

STAFF : Agree with Gulf. 

be made to ~ he 
f o r the Employee 

test year 
Relat1ons 

GULF : No . A miscalculation of the 1988 reference level 
stated in the budget message was corrected by Co rpo rate 
Planning . The co r rection was app roved by the Budget 
Committee a nd reflected in the approval l ette r. The 
Employee Rel ations reference level is appropr1ate. The 
reference level as used in Gulf's budgeting proce::>s o n ly 
affects the amoun t of documentalion provided by tltc 
plann i ng uni ts . The budget , however, is devPl o ped 
independently o f the reference l nve l. (Gilbert , Bell) 

OPC : The test year reference level is overstated by 
$728,826 and should be reduced by this amount. (Schu ltz) 

87 . ISSUE: Has t he Compa ny made the pro per adjustment to 
remove t he effect of vacancies o n the labor comp l~ment? 

STAFF : Agree with OPC. 

GULF : Yes . The Company has a 1 ready budgeted a c red i of 
$378 ,00 0 to the O&M labo r budget based o n the average 
vacancy rate f o r an eig ht mon th period, January hrough 
August , 1989 . The Company based t he salary dollars for 
t his adj ustment o n the dverage o f the new hires for hat 
period . This adj ustment is reaso nable, and should be 
approved by the Commission. (Gilbcrl ) 
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OPC : No . The labor complement adjustment 1s ove rr staled 
by $990,381. Thi s also requires a payroll Lax decrease of 
$78,406. (Schultz) 

88 . I SSUE : The Company has i ncluded $5, 340 ,000 in Turbine and 
Boiler inspections, is further adjustment necessary? 

STAFF : Yes . 

GULF : No . This is a reasO!"ldble and justi ( 1cd expense 
which is necessary and benefic1al to the cu = vmer . (Lee) 

OPC : Yes . 
for this 
$918,935 . 

Based on a 
expense is 
(Schultz) 

10 year average, the prope r level 
$4,4 21,065 . Reduce expenses by 

89. ISSUE : What, if any, adjustments should be made to the 
level of expenses for Plant Daniel? 

STAFF: No position at t hi s time. 

GULF : No ne. Expenses for Plant Danu..l are nr:>cessar" , 
reasonable a nd prudent. These expenses includ~ the dollars 
associated with the ash hauling expenses idenltfied tn 
Issue No. 79. (Lee, Parsons, Scarbrough) 

OPC Plan t Daniel steam production costs should be reduced 
by $646,000 and .:£1,172 ,000 Cor A&G costs to reflec hi:! 
proper benchmark level. (Schultz) 

90 . ISSUE: Would it be proper to amo rttze 
uncollectibles, wh ich arose due to an 
above the line? 

STAFF : No adjustment should be made . 

he 1989 credit o 
accounttng change , 

GULF: No. The c hange in he method of accruing for 
uncollectibles occu rred in 1989, and the adjustment o 
restate t he reserve balance was properly recorded in the 
year t he accounti ng c hange was made. (ScaLbro ugh) 

I 

I 

I 
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OPC : Ye s . Si nee the c u s lome rs have pa 1 d for 
uncollectibles, they should receive any cred1 s 

prior Y"lr 
ha a r se 

due t o excess amortization . A four ye1r amorr1za 10n 
r esults i n a y early credit of $ 203 , 250 . (Schultz) 

9 1. ISSUE: Should an adjustmenl be made to remo ve par or ,111 
of the costs associated with Lhe emplo y ee sav1 ngs plan? 

STAFF: This item, as well as all other : terns 
wages and fringe benefits , s hould be constder d 
t otal salary and benefits program. 

affect1ng 
1 n Gu 1 f · s 

GULF : No . The Employee Savings Plan is a reasonable and 
and benet its 
attract and 

integ r al component of Gulf ' s overall salary 
program designed to enable the Company o 
r etai n well qualified , highly motivated and talented 
emplo y ees . (Jackson) 

OPC : Yes . The Commission s hould make a dele rm1 nat 1 on in 
thi s case as to how much of this t y pe of employ •c ber t?t it 
should be borne by t he ratepayccs. No amount ycl 
identified . (Schultz) 

92 . ISSUE : Should the Cowrn i ssion tcmove all or pa1 
costs of the Produc ivi y Improvement Plan (PIP)? 

STAFF : Th is item, as '""ell as all o ther items 
wages and fringe bcnefi s , should be con~idered 
t otal salary and benetit s pro gram. 

o r the 

a f L cc 1 ng 
i n Gulf's 

GULF: Yes . gulf has changed ils PIP pr .)g rdm. Exp ·nSt!S 
s hould be reduced $3 3~,407 ($158,209 S~stew). The PIP 
pro gram is a r easonable and integral component of Gult's 
o verall sa l a ry a nd benet its progr1m desigr ed to enable h• 
Company to attract a nd re ain well qualif1ed, highly 
motivated emplo y ees . (Jackson) 

OPC: Yes. The e n ti r e $464,177 should be removed from es 
yea r expenses. {Schultz) 

93 . ISSUE : What am'Junt of the Performa nce Pa y Plan s hould be 
approved for retail recovery? 
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STAFF : Th is item, as well as all other items 
wages and fringe benefits, s hould be considered 
total sa l ary and benefits program . 

affecting 
in Gulf ' s 

GULF: All expenses associated with PPP should be allowed . 
It is reasonable to put part o f a n employee ' s pa y at risk 
and it inc reases ma nagement ' s control o f overall salary 
expense . The PPP program is a reasonable and integra l 
compo ne nt of Gulf ' s overall salary and benefits program 
designed to enabl e the Compa ny to attract and retain well 
qualified, h ighly motivated employees . (Jac kso n) 

OPC : None of 
re tail rates. 

this amount is appropriate fot 
Remove $1, 02 1, 637 . (Schultz) 

recovery ln 

94 . ISSUE : Wha t amount of the $326 , 808 for EPRI nuclear 
resea r c h s hould be included for setting reta1l rates? 

STAFF: Agree wit h OPC , remove $326,808. 

GULf: All of t he $326 , 808 
reaso nable and prudent and 

for EPRI nuclear resear ch is 
should be included 1n rates 

base . (Parsons } · 

OPC : The e nt ire amoun 
(Schult z } 

should be removed t L om expl!ns~s. 

95 . ISSUE : Should an adjustment be made to the Pla nt Srn1 h ash 
hauling expenses? 

STAFF: No . 

GULF : No . This is a justified e xpense •..Jhlch is necessary 
and beneficial to the customer . (Lee) 

OPC : Yes . This expense is overstated by $360,000. 
(Sc hultz) 

96 . ISSUE: What adjustment, if any, 
Company's Employee Relati o ns budge 
relocati o n a nd development programs? 

s hould be made to 
associated with 

the 
the 

I 

I 

I 
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STAFF : No adjusLment s ho u ld be made for he employee 
developme nt prog r am ; howeve r a reduction of $ 55 , 988 shoulJ 
be made in expenses associated with the employee relocation 
program . 

GULF: No employee relocation expense ad)uslmen is 
wa rra nted. The Company budgets a reaso nable amount of 
fu nds in order to allow management to put the mos 
qua l ified person i n vacant positions . (Jackson) 

OPC : The deve lopment p r ogram costs of $7 2,250 should be 
removed as well as the $172,460 in cos s assoc _a ed with 
sell ing homes o f re l ocated employees . ( Schul ~, 

97 . ISSUE: Sho uld a n adj ustme n t be made to reduce the level of 
obsole t e mate r ial to be written o ff i n the test year? 

STAFF : No position at this time. 

GULF: No . 

OPC : Yes . 
distribution 
by $83,000. 

(Jordan ) 

The Company 
materia 1 of 
(Schultz) 

98 . ISSUE : How much if any, 
"per ks '· for ax se rvices 
bo rne by the ratepayer~? 

STAFF : Agree with OPC. 

ha s i ncl uded a wr1te o ff for 
$ 109 , 000 ; this should be rcJuccd 

of 
a nd 

Lhe o ((ice L and 
fi ~ness programs 

man<.lqement 
should be 

GULF : The Li fe Fitness Prog ram is necess<H Y to ensure 
ma nagement employee ' s heal th wi l l not adversel y affect the 
Compa ny. This program as well as t he Lax serv 1ces are 
reaso nable and integral compo ne nts of Gulf ' s overal l sa l ary 
and benefits prog r am and are des igned to enable t he Company 
to attract and ret ai n well qualif ied, highly mo ivated a nd 
ta lented employees. Bot h o f t hese programs a re bene(icial 
t o t he r a tepayers and t hus are app r opnate to r r ecovery 
through base r ates . ( Scarbrough, Jackson) 

OPC: Bo th of t hese items should b~ removed . Reduce 
ex pe nses by $65 , 00~. (Schultz) 

065 
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·~9 . rSSUE : The Company has projected $ 1, 109,000 for due and 
fa n r e pa irs f o r t he test year. Should ln adJustment IP 
made to t h is level? 

STAFF : No . 

GULF : No . Th is i s a justif i ed e x pense which is necessary 
and bene fic ia l to t he c u s t ome r. ( Lee ) 

OPC : Yes . To more properly ref l ec an averaqe year f or 
t h is e xpense , i t s hou ld be r educed b y Ji310.319 . (Schul z) 

100. I SSUE : Shou ld an adjustment be made to "he Cus ome r 
Serv i ces and In formation benchmark ? 

STAFF : Yes , t he Custome r se r vice expenses s hould be 
r educed by $ 2 , 157 , 94 0. 

GULF : No . Th e e x pen ses identift~d 1n t>1r . Shultz ' I 
Schedule HWS-13 re l at ing to " Essen i 1 Customer Se r v1ce " 
( items 16, 17 , 20 , 21 , 24, and 25) , amounting to $ 626,135 
arc already being addressed i n Issue 64. Th1s could 
result in double disallowance. Items 11 and 12 ($226,883) 
consist of expenses r elated Lo Issue 61. (Indts t tal 
Act ivi ies). The r emaining NON-ECCR ~xpensc.'j :>f Ji3Cl9,001l 
are related to Res1dential nd Commetcial Tcchnolugy 
Transf~r. This program is des1gned to provide ~"tallung, 
general education , and technical support o tradu allies 
concerning emerging technologi~s such as · s at• House " , 
adva nced space conditioning systems such as coil s t orage 
and i ntegrated heat pumps , advanced Wdlel hea inq ~ys l~ms, 
o r pro.::ess heating and vapor recornp resst on to name a few. 
We are usin g this program as a vehJcle .o fiil an 
informa tion g a p be tween manufacL u rers and trade allies. 
Local cont ra c tors and consulting e ngineers are the prtmary 
in f lue nce in t hi s mar ket . By working clos~ly with these 
groups , we can e nsure that our c u stomers rnake he most 
cos t - e f fective decision when selecl1ng n energy 
technology. ( Bowers , Hodges) 

OPC : Yes . Conservation costs not all ow~d fv t ECCR 
reco v e ry s ho u ld be disallowed in base r a o:es also . Reduce 
expen ses by $1 , 20 7 , 237. (Schultz) 

I 
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101 . ISSUE : The Compl ny h as included expenses fo r marketing in 
the test year. Should an adjustment be made o remo ve 
this cost? 

STAFF: Agree with OPC , remove $ 1 , 148,489 . 

GULF : No . The e x penses detailed in I ems 9-18 {totalling 
$685 , 500 ) on Mr . Shultz' schedule HNS-14 are contai ned in 
Issue No . 68 . These are expenses related to the Company's 
Economic Development program. Items 1 and 2 (totalling 
$ 108,510) are adminis rative and general expenses related 
to perso nnel administration and general report 
preparation. These expenses ($108, 510) ar" necessa r y for 
the p r oper man agemen t of the Company· s rna r k~t i ng efforts. 
Items 3 and 4 {$50,665) are t he same expenses as those 
r elated to Issue 61 . I tems 5-8 ($303,814) .J r e e xpenses 
incurred in the development of the Company ' s load 
forecasts , economic analysis and market research 
activi ties. All of these activities are critical in 
providing t he basis for sound business dec1sions whi ch 
result in reliable, low cost service of Gulf's customers . 

The corporate forecast of cus omers, energy sales, 
b ase rate revenues and peak hour demand represents the 
initia l step i n the Company's planninq process . The 
forecast is necessary both f or effective s horl-te r « 
operational plann ing , as well as f or l o ng- term genera':ion 
resource plann ing. Further, the forecasl plays a vital 
role in regulatory proceedinqs, including the State 
Pla nn ing Hearings and retail rate cases. 

The economic evaluation o f demand side opt tons 
represents a crucial aspec of the marketing planning 
function . This activuty ser~es to ensure t~al 
conservation and load management ini tialives implemen ed 
by the Company are in the bes t interes s of ou t 
customers . Th is is also a regula ory requirement Lo 
provide cost-ef fective evaluations o r such ~rograms . 

The market research function also plays a cri teal 
role i n effective program implementatio n. Gulf considers 
the attitudes, o pin ions and needs of our customers to be 
the foundation of our program development process. The 
information gathered thro ugh market research enables h~ 
Company to identify practical and cost-effective program 
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offerings . This function is also necessa ry to meet 
requirements of the Commission · s End-Use Data Ru lP. 
(Bowers , Hodges , Bus har t ) 

OPC : Yes. The ide nt ifiable level of mar keti ng expense 
whi c h should be removed is $1, 14 8 ,489 . (Schultz ) 

102. ISSUE : Wha t adjustmenls are necessary Lo reflect a prope r 
benchmark test o f expense levels? 

STAFF: No other adjustmenls than those prev1ously 
mentioned are needed . 

GULF : No adjustments other than those made b y the Company 
are necessa ry. (Sca rbro ugh, Bo we r s , Howell) 

OPC : The f o llowing expenses have not been adequately 
explained o r verified in the Company ' s benchmark analys1s 
and should be reduced accordingly. ( Schultz) 

a. 
b. 
c . 
d . 
e . 
f . 

Pl ant Crist-condensing & cooling proj . $ 
Distrib.-work order clearance $ 
Distrib . - underground 11 ne e xtensi ons $ 
Distrib .-network protectors $ 
Elec ric & mag netic fields sludy $ 
Acid ra in mo n ito ring ~ 

289 , 000 
418,154 
351,000 
90,000 
19 , 000 
13,000 

$1, 230 , 154 

103 . I SSUE : Gulf has budgeLed $ 129,712 , 2'll for O&to1 expenses. 
I s this amoun appr o pr iate? 

STAFF: The appropriate 
$108 , 488,000 (OTHER) less 
total of $107 , 978,000 . 

jurisdtc ional amount 
$ 510,000 (INTERCHAIG~) . or 

lS 

a 

GULF : Yes . The app r op r ia le amount is $ 129,712,291 
(System). (Scarbro ugh) 

OPC: The proper level o f O&M expenses 1s $ 98,464,000 l~ss 
any amo un t for iss ues for which no amount is yet known . 

I 

I 

I 
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ll\iscellaneous 

104 . ISSUE: Was the product i o n and promo tion of the app I i ance 
video known as "Top Gu n" contrary to th Commtsston's 
pol icy regarding fuel neutrality? 

STAFF : Yes . 

GULF: No . First, there are no dollars associated w1Lh 
any activit y of thi s kind included in he 1990 Lest year 
e xpe n ses. Therefore, this issue is irrele•rant . Second, 
it was Gulf ' s understanding 1 the time that Lhe fuel 
source neutrality pollcy , as espoused by t-t .... Corrunu:.ston, 
wa s applicable to i ncentives (rebates) rec ·>Vered th r ough 
t he con servation cost r ecovety mechanism. Th1s even t 
occurred in 1987 . The controversial por 10n o f the video 
constitu ted approxima tely 10 seconds. Th~ rema1n1ng 
almost seven minutes was ded 1ca led to the promot 10n of 
energy efficient homes. Gulf's 1nlenl with respect o the 
video , as with all of our prornolional efforts. ts Lo 
provide info rmat ion and techn i ca I exper L · se to c u stomers 
o n the most energy efficient application for their 
particu lar circumstance. Our;, and t-he Corun t s~ton ' s 

philosophies are identi~al-- he b•st 1n ctcs of the 
c u stomers . The video wa!. intended to bt .... shvwn onl y o nP 
lime, at a seminar to I ~s:; 11 ,1 n 200 peo ple. St ncc h.t 
time, Gulf · s managemcnL nus o n a numbec vf occas1ons 
acknowledged l hat lhe conltov•t sidl porlton of t he video 
was an inappropriate response t-o the ptomotiondl ertor s 
of other e nergy suppliers. (Hodges) 

OPC: Yes. These costs should no be included f o r 
recovery . 

105. ISSUE : Was the production and distributi o n o f ee-shir s 
wi th the " Gas Busters " s ymbol contrary to 'he Commts.:>ton's 
policy regarding full neutrali y? 

STAFF : Yes . 

GULF: No . First , t here are no dollars assoctatetl wtlh 
any activ1ty o f this kind included in Lhe 1990 Lest yeu 
expenses . Therefore, Lhi :s issue ts t rte leva n t . Second , 
i t wa s G u lE · s u n de r s l a n d i n g l l he tl me h a t he f u e l 
source neutrality policy . as espoused by the Commisston , 
was applicable to tnccnttves (rebates) recovered through 
the 
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con serv ation cost recovery mechanism. This event occurred 
in 1985 . Since that time, Gulf · s management ha s on a 
number of occasions acknowledged that, in hindsighl, the 
s h irts were an i nappropriate response to the promot iona 1 
efforts of other energy suppliers. (Hodges) 

OPC : Yes . These costs should nol be included f or 
recovery. 

106. ISSUE: Was t he incentive program known as " Good Cents 
Incentive" which utilized electropoints that wer~ 
redeemable f or trips, awards, and mercr:,.n-1tse cor.Lrary to 
the Commission' s policy regarding fuel neu trality? 

STAFF : Yes . 

GULF: No . This issue duplicates Issue No. o2. This 
p r o mo t ion a 1 too 1 i s sou r c e n e u t r a 1 as i t i s a v .J i 1 a b 1 e to 

I 

any contractor who wi s hes to par icipate and ha s resulted I 
i n i ncreased numbers of energy effictent homes in 
Northwest Florida . ( Bowers, Hodges) 

OPC : Yes . These costs s hould not be included for 
recovery . 

107 . ISSUE : In 1987, a commercial building received energy 
awards from both the U . S . nepartment of Energy and lhe 
Governor ' s Ene rgy Office yet did not receive Good Cents 
certification because of a small amount of back up gas 
power . Was this practice contrary to the CommlSSlon·s 
policy regarding fuel neu rality? 

STAFF : Yes . 

GULF : No . The Commission's fuel sourc"! neutrality policy 
o n ly applies to i ncentives pa1d throuc,h the conservatlon 
cost recovery mechanism . Gulf's program , as onginall y 
approved by t he Commiss i o n, required a building lobe all 
electric in order to receive Good Cents certificalion. 
T he building refe r red to wa s built i n 198~; Gu lf's 
s t andards were revised in 1986, And now Jllow 
certification of buildings ulil1ztng natural gas. 
(Bowers , Hodaes) 

OPC : Yes . I 
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108. ISSUE: Has Gulf participated in misleading adver is1ng 
in order to gain a competitive edge on gas usage? 

STAFF: Yes . 

GULF: No . There is no adver-tising of the nalurc which 
t hi s issue addresses co ntained in teh 1990 budgel. This 
issue is therefore irrelevant. The ads which this issue 
is apparently inlended to address were in respo nse to the 
natural ga s company advertising which misled the 
customers by overstating the cost of elec t ric servtce in 
a Good Cents Home . Gulf ' s ads were 1mplemented in 
resopnse to the i naccurate gas company ad'" . GulF ts not 
attempting to gain a competitive edoe on gas usage 
through use of advertisements. We do have a desire to 
presen t the truth to our customers. (Bowe(S) 

OPC : No position at this time . 

Revenue Expansion FacLo r 

*109 . STIPULATED ISSUE: What is the appropoale re'lcnue 
expansion factor for 1990? 

STAFF: Agree with OPC. 

GULF: The Revenue Expansion factor is 61.28c;8 p •rccnt 
and the NO! multiplier is 1.631699. (Mct.,illan) 

OPC : .6128 58 . (NOI Mult. 1. 63 1699. Th is should be 
adjusted for any c hange in the bad debl allowance . 

Revenue Requirements 

110 . ISSUE : Gulf has requested an annua 1 npe rating revenue 
increase o f $26 , 295,000 . Is th ts approfciate? 

STAFF: The appropriate junsdictional amount is 
$7,401,000. 

GULF : Yes . (McMillan, McCrary) 
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lll. 

OPC : The Company ' s requested increase is 
inappropriate. A r ate decrease o f $1 1 ,79L,OOO s hould be 
implemented a long wit h a reductio n for the equ ity retu rn 
penalty. 

ISSUE : Should any po rtio n 
increase granted by Order No . 
refunded? 

of the $5,75l,OOO interim 
22681 issued o n 3-13 - 90 be 

STAFF: Yes. $2 , 94 9 , 000 s hould be refunded on a n a nnu a 1 
bas is. In general, a refund s hou ld be o rdered ' f it is 
necessary to reduce t he ra e of return Jur i ng the 
pendency o f the proceeding to the same 1Qv~l within the 
range of the newly authorized ra tc of return which is 
fou nd fair and reasonable o n a prospect1ve bas i s , as 
provided by Chapte r 366.071, Florida Statutes . 

In thi s doc ket , the 
was calculated us i ng an 
highe r than the 8 . 03% 
Sta f f . Using the 8 .03% 
increase would have bee n 

i nterim increase of $5 ,7 51,000 
8. 26% rate of return, which is 
rate of return recommended by 

rate , the amoun of t he 1nterim 
~2 ,802, 000 on an annual basis . 

GULF : No . The Company ' s requested rate telief 
(Sca rbrough, McMillan) 

of 
$26 , 295 , 000 is appropri ate . 

OPC : Yes , t he ent ire amou n t s hould be refunded . 

*112 . STIPULATED ISSUE: Should Gulf be required to file, 
within 30 days after the date o f t he final o rder in t h is 
docket, a descripti o n o f all e nt ries o r ad jusLments to 
its future annua l repo rt s , rate of retur n report s , 
publ ished financial statements and books and records 
wh ich will be required as a resul t of the Commission' s 
findings in this rate case? 

STAFF : Yes. The utility 
des cribe the en ri es a nd 
eithe r reco rded o r used in 
t o the Commissi o n. 

s hould be required 
adjustments which 
p rep a ring r e po c t s 

to fully 
w i 1 1 be 

s ubmitted 

I 

I 

GULF: Gulf will make all a ppropriate f i lings , as I 
required by t he Commission. (Scarbrough ) 
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OPC: Yes . 

Cost of Service & Rate Design 

*113. STIPULATED ISSUE: Are the company's estimated revenues 
for sales of electricity based upon reasonable estimates 
of customers , KW and KWH billi ng determinan ts by rate 
class? 

STAFF: Yes, wi t h the except ion that he utili y should 
have included billing determinants for the PXT customer 
who used 7959 KW of standby power in 1989. The bi 11 ing 
determi na nts a re based on the no migration f1l1 ng. 

GULF : Yes . (K ilgore) 

OPC: Tentatively agree with Staff. 

FRF: Ag ree with Staff. 

*114 . STIPULATED ISSUE: The presenl and proposed revenues fot 
1990 are calculated usincj a correction faclor. Is th i s 
appropriate? 

115 . 

STAFF: Yes . While staff believes proper e!;t:imat;ulg 
procedure would elimi"lale the need for c <. 1rect1on 
factors, the method used by Gulf requ1res Lha~ Lhe 
revenue forecast done by revenue class in Clggr~gJ e be 
reco nciled with the forecast developed by he rate 
section. 

GULF: Agree with Staff . (Has kins) 

OPC: Agree with Staff. 

FRF: Agree with staff. 

ISSUE : What is the appropriate cost of service 
methodology to be used in designing the rates o f liu lf 
Power Company? 

073 
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STAFF : The Refined Equivalent Peaker Cost reques t ed 111 
Interrogatory No . 212 of Staff ' s 13 h Set . The cos of 
service study s hould classify fuel invento ry 's 
e nergy-related. The supplerr.ental Energy Opti o na l R1der 
s hould be a separate rale class; t he c o 1nctdenl d •ma nds 
s hould be developed using the same assumpti o n and 
met hodologies used for o ther rate classes . (See I ssue 
116 ) 

GULF : 12 MCP and l/13 energy. ( O"Sheasy) 

OPC : The Equivalent Peaker Cost methodoloqy proposed by 
Citizens' witness, Robert Scheffel Wnght . H Jwever. if 
the Commission decides to use a Ref i ner! EquivJlent 
Peaker cost study, it should require that r,ulf pertorm a 
new study that uses the classes ' relalt ve sha res o f 
energy consumption in the Company ' s actJal o n - peak 
hours, not their energy use in the highest-o~mand ho urs 
under the load duration curve, to allocate the 

I 

energy-related component of pt oduction pl a n t . I 
Additi onally, the revised study s hould class ify fuel 
inventory as energy-related and s ho u ld directly asstgn 
the rate base value of primary and higher voltoJge levPl 
conducto r that fu nc ions a s dedi ca ed dtsLr1bul1 '" 
facilities t o the rate classes tha these dedicat~d 
facilities serve . (Wright) 

I I : w i t h r e s p e c t t o t he a 1 1 o c a l 1 o n :J t p t o d u c t n p J., n l 
among customer classes within the cos o f service study, 
the principle o f cos cau s ati o n is best m~::~suted 1nd 
implemented fot Gulf Power Company by Jeffery Pollock " ~ 

"near peak" me t hod of gauging th r l asses ' contttbutt~ns 

to summer peak demands. By sampltnQ dema nds our tng all 
hours in which the s y stem is withtn 5% o f a peak, this 
method provides a representative measurement o f classes· 
responsibilities, overcoming a c rtti cism of o ther CP 
methods which measure o nly a few hours . The method also 
appropriately asstgns an identical " mix " of generatto n 
resources to each custome r class. It wot.ld be posstble 
to arrive at an alternative methodo logy designed o 
mirror the utility' s generatton planntnq process. 
However, the simplistic " equivalent peaker" approach 
would distort cost relationships by failing to emulat-e 
the decision process followed by planners; by failing to 
account for t h e effect o r reliability o f the high forced I 
outage rates of peaking units; dnd by fatltng o 
recognize in the Co rm o t adjustments to opera t 1 ng cos s 
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the very trade-off between car1 al and operallng cost .. 
upon which the method purportedly ts based . The rer1ned 
equi valent peaker (REP) developed during the pendency o r 
the most recent ( sett led) Florida Power Corporat1on case 
ove rcomes the first of these deftcienc ies ; a nd the 
adjustments needed to correct for the others are 
necessary and possible . (Poll ock) 

FEA: The FEA is 1n general agreeme nt wtth Gulf · s 
proposed 12 MCP a nd 1113 e nergy. The 12 MCP has been 
FERC ' s preferred allocation technique for de ermin1ng 
wholesale jurisdictional allocations . The equtvalent 
peaker approach approach proposed by OPC wt nec;s wr 1ght 
will distort cost relationships . 

FRF : Agree with OPC. 

•ll5a. STIPULATED ISSUE: 
designed? 

How s hould Gulf ' s GS rates be 

STAFF: The GS rate should be set equal to the RS rate. 

GULF : Gu 1 f · s GS/GST ra·tes s hould be se equa 1 o the 
RS/RST rates . Combining the wo classt..s for tat.t> 
design purposes would increasP RS/RST lllllt co:,t· 
slightly but would resull in a subs 'an ial dcctt~a.;~ in 
GS/GST unit costs . (Ha skins ) 

OPC : Gulf ' s GS rates should be set equal Lo ~he 

company ' s RS rates . 

116 . rs::,uE : How should dislributi o n costs be ttc..tted ·..~ithin 

t he cost o f service study7 

STAFF : No distribution costs o her han servic:e drops 
a nd meters s hould be c l assified as customPr-related . 

GULF : Distribution cost s hould be separated 1nto 
demand and custor'ler class1iica ions . The demcJnd 
classified cost should be allocated o n a demand 
allocator a nd customer classified cost s houl d be 
allocated on a cotrespondinq customct related 
alloca t or . (O' Sheasy) 
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OPC : To the extent practicable, dts r1bul1on 
facilities t hat serve as ded1c:ated facl11lu:n serving 
individual cuslomers or small, identlfidble> groups of 
customers within identifiable rate classes, 1ncluding 
conductors tha t fu nction as service drops or dedicated 
tap lines, dedicated substations, and any redundant 
distribution facilities serving i nd ividual cus omers 
(e . g . , l ocal capacitors a nd redundant transC~rmers), 

should be directl y assigned to the classes whose 
members t he facilities serve. These facil1ties should 
be classified as demand-rela ed and recovered hrough a 
local facilities charge or max1mum demand charge (1.e., 
a charge app 1 icab le to a customer · s max' mum demand, 
regard less when it occurs) . Secondary serv1ce drops 
should be class1fied as cus omer-related, llocated to 
c 1 asses o n the bas i s of t he m 1 x o f mete ri r g fa c i 1 i L 1 e s 
serving the class (e.g., PXT should be dllocated no 
share of standard secondary voltage level wall-hour 
meters while RS should be allocated no s hare ot 
hig h-vo ltage level me tering facl11t1es), and recovered 
through cost-based customer charges. Co~non 

distribution facilities should be classtfied as 
demand-related, allocated on the basis of class NCP 
demands, and recovered 'throug h maximum demand charg<•s 
(Cor demand-metered classes) o r non-fuel enetgy charges 
(for non-demand-metered cla!:ise::.) . In keep1ng ~lil h 1 s 
precedenls, t he Commission should re)ect Lhe m1n1mum 
distribu tion system approach to classifying and 
allocating distribution cost~. 

II : Some portion of distrilulion costs (i . e., FERC 
account s 364-368) should be class1fied as 
customer-related because his tnveslment is incurred 
connect the customer to the syslem irrespec i ve of the 
demands imposed or he ene1gy used . (Policy f o r future 
implementation) (Pollock) 

FRF : Agree with II. 

117 . ISSUE : How s hould uncollec ihle expenses be all~cated? 

STAFF : Uncollectible expense should be allocated to 
all rate classes based o n revenues . 

I 

I 

I 
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GULF: Unco llec ti ble expenses $hould be 
allocated upon a cast causitive allocator . 

OPC: Agree with Staff. 

asstqned o r 
(O "Sheasy) 

II : Uncollectible e xpenses s hould be directly assig ned 
to those classes wh i ch incurred them. (Po llock ) 

FRF: Agree with II. 

118 . ISSUE: How s hou ld fuel s t ocks be classified? 

STAFF: The level of fuel inventory allowed tn rate 
base has been based o n a calcul ated number o t da ys bu rn 
which is a functio n of numbe r of KWH to be generated . 
Therefore , fuel stock should be classifi ed as 
energy-related . 

GULF : The amount of fuel invenlory requ t ced f o r a 
gene rating plant is a funclion, Lo a larqe deg ree , of 
its capaci ty. It should not be allocated so l ely on 
energy. (0 ' Sheasy) 

OPC : Agree wit h Staff . 

II : The min imum fuel stocks have some o f Lhe aspec s 
of a fixed cos , 1n t hat tley are contulUi ng in na ure; 
and , wi t hout t he o ngoi ng invenlot y, t he u til1ty could 
not operate un its reliably. Therefore, t he fuel stocks 
s hould be classified between he demand a nd energy 
c omponents. (Po ll ock) 

FRF: Agree with Staff . 

119 . ISSUE : A c e G u lf · s s epa r a t i o n o t a moun t s f o r who 1 e s a 1 e 
and ret ai l juri sdictions approp r iate? 

STAFF: The appropriate separation facto r s a re t hose 1n 
t he cost of se rv ice study requested i n Staff ' s 
rnterrogatory No . 209 . 

GULF: Yes . 
and ret a i 1 

Gulf's separalton o t amounts for wholesale 
jurisdiction is appropriate as ref l ected i n 

7 
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120. 

response t o 
Productio n 
O' Sheasy ) 

Industrial Intervenors Second Request forl 
o f Documents, Iten No . 27 . (~ilgore, 

OPC: Awai t ing a depos1tion exh1b1t whtch could 
dete rmine Public Counsel's position. 

FRF: No position. 

ISSUE: Is t he method employed by the 
develop its estimates by class of t he 
coi ncident peaks hour demands and the 
coincident peak hours demand appropriate? 

company to 
12 mont hly 
class no n 

STAFF: No . The 12 CP and class ( NCP) d ma nds have 
been underestimated f or LP/LPT and PX/PXT customers 
taking service o n the Supplemental Energy Rider because 

I 

all KWH f orecast t o be used duri ng Supplementdl Energy 
Periods have been excluded i n t he development of the I 
demands . The assumptions for recrealional lighttng 
customers have underestimated at least their esLimaLed 
class (NCP) demand. 

GULF : Yes . (K ilgore) 

OPC : Agree with Staff . 

II: Yes. 

FEA : Yes. 

FRF: Agree with slaff . 

121. ISSUE: If a revenue increase is g r anted, how should it: 
be allocated amo ng customer classes? 

STAFF: The i ncrease should be spread amcng the rate 
classes i n a manner t hat moves class r at..! of re urn 
indices closer to parity. To the extent possible 
i nc r eases s houl d be limited to 1.5 times he retall 
s ys tern pe rce ntage i ncrease in total revenues . It may 
be appropriate to l ower a c l ass ' rates . 

I 
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GULF : Agree with Staff ' s position on tnis issue. 
(Has kins ) 

OPC: Any increase should be allocated among rate 
classes so as to being class rate of return indices 
closer t o parity as indicated by the cost of service 
study approved by t he Commission i n this case. To the 
extent poss ible, i nc reases s hould be limited to 1.5 
times the percentage i ncrease i n tot a 1 retail s ystem 
revenues . If a clas:; ' s rate of return index can be 
moved closer to par1ty by reducing its rates, then such 
reductions s hould be implemented . Even tf t he 
Commiss i on dete rmines that Gulf should receive no 
revenue increase, rates should be read j us t~d in o rder 
to move t hem closer to parity. 

II: Agree with Staff. (Pollock ) 

FEA: Gulf Power ' s class cost-of-servt c~ study 
overstates the cost of serving the LP/LPT class . The 
commission should increase rates for the LP/ LPT and PXT 
by t he same percen tage, i.e ., 8 . 48 percent. If lhe 
commission awards Gulf Powe r a small amount ot revenue 
than this percentage sliould be decreased accordingly . 
( Joh nson) 

FRF : Agree with OPC . 

*122 . STIPULATED ISSUE : If an i ncre.lse in 
approved , unbilled revenue will increase. 
used by t he utility f or calcuLating the 
unbilled r evenues by rate class appropriate? 

revenues is 
Is the met hod 

increase in 

STAFr : Yes. The assumption that un b1lled revenues will 
bear t he s ame relat1ons hip to the increase as to current 
revenues i s a reasonable basis for assigning unbi lled 
r evenues . 

GULF: Ag ree with Staff . (Haskins} 

OPC : Agree with Staf f . 
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*123. STIPULATED ISSUE: Sho uld the increase in unb1lled 
revenues be subtracted from the increase tn revenue from 
sales of electricity used to calculate rates by cla~s? 

STAFF : Yes . 
o verstated. 

If not, t he increase in rates will be 

GULF: Agree with Staff . (Haskins} 

OPC : Ag r ee with Staff . 

124 . ISSUE : What are the appropriate customer charges? 

STAFF: The level of customer charges should bP. reflect 
the unit cost assigned through the approv~d cost of 
service study . 

GULF : The appropriate customer charges are Lhosc 

I 

resulti ng from the revised cost of service study and I 
rate design as shown in the response to Interrogato ttes 
No. 12 and 13 of I ndustrial Interveno rs Second Set of 
Interrogato ries and Induslrial Intervenors Second 
Request for Production of Docurnenls, No . 27, as shown 
bel ow: (Haskins ) 

RATE PRESENT UNIT PROPOSeD 
SCHEDULE CHARGE COST CHARGE 

$ $ $ 
RS 6 . 25 9.71 8.00 
GS 7.00 19 . 01 10.00 
GSD 27.00 42 . 06 40.00 
LP 51 . 00 450.75 225.00 
PX 146.00 1138 . 88 570 .00 
RST 9.25 n/a 11.00 
GST 10 . 00 n/a 13 . 00 
GSDT 32 . 40 n/a 45.40 
LPT 51.0 0 n/a 225.00 
PXT 146 . 00 n/a 570 . 00 

OPC: Customer charges should be set as close as 
reaso nably practicab le to the c uslomer un1 t costs 
indicated by the Commission-approved cost of serv1ce 
s tudy . 

I 
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II: The customer charg es should parallel the unit cos 
developed in the approved cost of service study. 

FRF: Agree with II. 

125 . ISSUE : What are t he appropriate demand charges? 

STAFF : The concept of lowe c demand c h arges Cor GSD/GSDT 
than for LP/LPT and PX/PXT proposed by the company 1~ 

a p p r o p r i a t e . The G S D 1 G S DT c 1 ass has mo r e d i v e r s 1 y a nd 
thus imposes less cost per bi ll1.ng demand o n lhe s y stem 
peak tha n higher load fact o r classes . 

GULF : Agree with Staff's pos1 .. ion o n t hi s issue as set 
forth in Staff's ?rehea r ing Statement 1n th1s ~ocke . 

The appropriate demand charges a re hose proposals based 
on the revised cost of service study and nte desig n as 
shown in the response to Interrogatories No . 12 and 13 of 
Industrial Intervenors Second Set o f lnterrogJlooes and 
Industrial I ntervenors Second Reque s t for Production o f 
Documents, No . 27, as shown below: (Ha skins} 

STANDARD 
RATE 

GSD 
LP 
PX 

TOU RATE 

GSDT 
Max 
On-peak 

LPT 
Max 
On-peak 

PXT 
Max 
On-peak 

PRESENT 
CHARGE 

$ 
6 . 25 
6 . 25 
7 . 50 

2 . 96 
3.42 

2.97 
3 . 35 

3.56 
3.99 

UNIT 
COST 

$ 
7. 55 
9 . 23 
8.59 

7.55 

9.2"1 

8.5~ 

OPC: Basically agree with Staff. 

II: Suppo r t appro ach of Gulf as to PX / PXT. 

' 

PROPOSED 
CHARGF. 

.£ 
4.52 
8.51 
8.26 

2 . 20 
2 . 4 6 

4. 14 
4 . 5 0 

•\ . 00 
·1. 31 
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FRF : Agree with Staff. 

126 . ISSUE : The company presen ly has seasonal rates for the 
RS and GS rate classes. Should seasonal rates be 
retained for RS and GS? If so ; should they be required 
f or GSD/GSDT , LP/LPT and PX/PXT? 

STAFF : Seasonal rates s hould be eliminated. However , if 
season a 1 rates are reta i ned for RS and GS, they should b~ 
r equ ired of GSD/GSDT , LP/LPT and PX/PXT . 

GULF : Yes. Seasona l rates f o r rates RS and GS s hou ld be 
r etained . The Company has had seasonal energy charges 1n 
r ates RS and GS si nce 1962 in order to bette r rrack costs 
incurred by the Company in the peak s ummer nc riod and o 
send t he proper price signal to the s ummer peaktnq 
c u stomers as an incenti ve to cant r o 1 peak demand . Th' 
Company at t h is time 1s nol pro posi ng seasonal demand 

I 

r ates because we c hose not to int reduce t he. add 1 t 10na 1 I 
comp l exity o f seasonal rates for these classes tn Lhis 
filing . (Haskins ) 

OPC: If the Commisston determ1nes that season ,ll ra e~ 
are cost-based and therefore should be reL ain•d tor 
Gulf ' s RS and GS classes , then seasonal rates $h0tdd also 
be implemented for Gulf ' s other rate classes. rf the 
Commission determines that seasona 1 rates 11 e no 
cost-based, then they should be climina ed for all rate 
classes . In any event, Gulf ' s GS tates should be se 
equ al to the Company ' s RS rates. (Wriqh ) 

FRF : Agree with Staff. 

127. ISSUE : If seasonal rates are continued, how s hould hey 
be designed? 

STAFF: The seasonal price differenlial for the RS and GS 
rate classes s hould be set at the comnany ' s proposed 
ratio o f 1.18 to 1.00. The seazona l pn.:e different1al 
for the compan y ' s GSD/GSDT, LP/LPT and PX PXT rate 
classes should be recovered Lhrough the sta ndard demand 
c harge for non-time of usc cates and t he o n -pea k demand 

I 
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charge for time o f use rates . Further. he sca.::;onal 
price differentia l should be based o n he class ' s 
coincidence facl o r during the Lour summer pe1k months. 

GULF: The same ratio of s ummer pr ice to winter prtce as 
in our present RS rate should be reLa1ned , and th i s same 
ratio should be used to obtain th GS seasonal 
differential. (Ha ski ns) 

OPC : Seasonal rates should pro bably differ from 
non-seasonal rates by having greater amount s o f 
demand-related production and transmissi o n cosls 
incorporated into the dema nd charges (fo r demand-me eted 
customers) or non-fuel energy ~hn rges (fo r 
non-demand-metered customers) applicable lu r1ng the 
months of the defined peak season or ~e lsons , dnd by 
seasonally-differentiated fuel charges. One reasonable 
approach could be to allocate the demand-related 
produc tion and transmission costs t o id ntified peak 
seasonal months and non-peak months o~co rding to 
agg r egate reliability index values i n the peak and 
non-peak months. The all oca l ion of energy-relaled 
productio n costs a nd no n fuel chcJrges, should no vary 
seasonally, with a pass i b le exception fo c seasona 1 
variations in o n f uel v1r able O&M cosls , if 
i de ntifiable . Local faci li i .. s cha tge" s hould not. vary 
from season to seaso n, nor should customet charges. 

FRF: No pos i tion. 

128 . ISSUE: How should time-of-use rales b' des11ned? 

STAFF : Time-of-use rates should be developed as 
follows: The energy KWH c harge should be set at class 
energy unit cost ; the maximum billing demand charge 
s hould be set equal to the distribution uni cosl. The 
on-peak demand c harge would be a n amount surf i c i ent to 
recover the remaining revenue requirement, i nclud i ng 
costs relating to the transm i ssion plan ': and he demand 
re lated productio n plant. 

GULF: The Load Facto r Methodo l og y as approved by the 
Commission in our last t hree rale cases in app ropriate to 
ca lculate TOU e netgy a nd demand pct ces . CustomtH c harge 
revenue is ca lcula ted first by uli lizing the unil costs 
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from t he Cost o f Serv i ce Study . For demand TOU ra te~ , 
t he sta ndard dema nd price ( based o n d emand un1L costs 
from t he Cost of Ser vice Study and based o n the demand 
c h arge we proposed to maintain) is split into " o n peak " 
and " max" demand c omponents, usi ng the Load Factor 
Me t hodology . Then t he remainin9 ta rget rev enue lS split 
into o n and o ff pea k energy charges, again using Lhe Loan 
Facto r Methodology. The TOU ra tes are designed to be 
r evenue ne u tral to t he standard r ate coun terpart ; i . e ., 
the rates are designed assuming all customers are o n the 
TOU rate . (Haskins) 

OPC : Ag ree with Staff . 

I I : Genera lly s u pport t he concept o u li ned in Staff ' s 
posit ion . 

FRF : Agree with Staff . . 

1 29 . ISSUE : DELETED 

130 . ISSUE : The company currentl y gives transfo rmer ownership 
discoun ts of $ . 25 per KW for c u stomers aki ng s erv tce al 
prima ry voltage and $.7 0 per KW f o t cust uwe t ~ Lak1ng 
serv ice at transmission level s . Is tht: current. level c t 
discounts appropriate? 

STAFF: No . The transformer ownersh1p Ji s c ')unl f o r 
primary level cus tomers s hould be set at $0. 3" / KW/Ho nth 
f or GSD/GSDT and $0. 42/KW/Month for LP/LPT. The 
tra n sformer owne rshi p disco un tw for transmission level 
customers s hould be set at $ 0 .4 1/KW/Mo nth for GSD/GSDT , 
$ 0 . 52/KW/Mo n t h for LP/LPT and $0 . 11/KW/ Mo nth for PX/PXT . 

GULF : No . The Company proposes tha t he t r ansformer 
ownership and metering voltage discou n ts as developed 1n 
the response to Interrogatory Nos . 110, 111, and 113 o f 
Staff ' s Eight Set of Interrog a cries , afte r adjustment 
for the varia nce of demand dnd ene rgy ch a rges from uni t 
cost , be appr o v ed . (Haski n s) 

OPC : Agree wi t h Staff . 

I 

I 

I 
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FEA : No . The discount for customer s ta k ing service a 
primary voltage should be raised from $. 25 per KW to $. 70 
per KW for primary level LPT customers . The di scount for 
customers taki ng se rv ice at transmi ssion levels s hould be 
raised from $.70 per KW to $1.3 5 per KW for transmiss1on 
level LPT customers. (John son) · 

FRF: No posit ion . 

131. ISSUE : All general service demand rate schedules (GSD, 
GSDT , LP, LPT, PX, and PXT) except Standby Service (SS) 
and Interruptible Standby Service (ISS) provide fo r 
transformer ownership and metering discounts. The 
company ha s proposed providing metering di scounts only 
for standby service rate schedules . Should he SS and 
ISS rate schedules have provisio ns for both t ransformer 
ownership and metering voltage discounts? r ~ so , should 
t h e level of the transformer owner s hip d1scount and 
metering voltage disco unt for SS and ISS be se• equal to 
the o therwise applicable rate schedule? 

STAFF: Yes . Adopt same pos ition as public counsel . 

GULF : The SS and ISS rate s chedules s hould provide for 
meteri ng vo ltage di s counts only pursuan t.o Orde t No . 
17159 . In addi t ion , pursuant to that order , the d1scount 
should be applied o nly t o the ene r gy po1tion of the 
bill. The meteri ng voltage discount to be applied to 
t he energy portion o f the bill s hou ld be the s~me as he 
o therwise applicable d emand rale schedule . (Haskins , 
O ' Shea s y) 

OPC : Yes. The level o f the Lransforme1 ownet sh ip 
discount should be calculated bnsed o n 100 percent 
ratcheted billing demand in order t o match he 
calcul a tion of the local facilities demand charg~ 
applicable to standby se rvice . Paying Lhe same c r edits 
as applicable under full requ i remenls rate schedul es ma y 
provide too great a credit because thes e are c al cula ed 
o n the sum of annual billing dem1nd, wh1 h is smal l er 
t h an 100 percent ratcheted bill inq demand (i . e. he sum 
of each cu s tomer' s maximum demand during Lhe y ea L times 
12) . 

"PS 
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II : Yes , the SS rate schf;!dule should h.lve provis1ons 
iden tical to the corresponding full tequi rements demand 
schedules , as to transmission and m~tering discounts. 

FEA : Customers who own and mainta1n the1r ransformers 
enable Gulf Power to avoid the cost of installing and 
maintaining this equipment. The metering ~nerqy dtscounl 
for the LP/LPT primary voltage should be increased from 1 
percent to 4 percent. The metering e nergy di scount f or 
the LP/LPT t r a n smi ss ion v o 1 tage schedule d i scoun s hou 1 J 
be increased from 2 percent to 6 percent. 

FRF : No position. 

*132 . STIPULATED ISSUE : Should Gulf ' s proposed revi~1on of 
the s tatement of the customer chatgc on the standby 
service rate schedules (SS and ISS) be appt)ved? 

I 

STAFF: No . Order No . 17159 at 18 requires that. if a I 
c ompany doP.s not have a curtailable rate schedule , it 
shall ut ilize the customer charge of the oLh rw1sc 
applicable general service large demand rate schedule 
plus $ 25 fot the customer charge for standby '>crv 1ce. 
Thus, the LP/LPT customer charge plus $ 25 should be he 
customer charge for all standby servu;~ .;u,t rc rs, 
except for those taking supp lemen ta ry se r·Ji ce on PX/PXT 
for whom the c h arge should be the PX/PXT customet charge 
plus $2 5 . 

GULF: No . Agree with Staff. 

OPC : Ag ree with Staff. 

II : Agree with Staff . 

FRF : No positi o n. 

(Haskins) 

*133. STIPULATED ISSUE : Should Gulf's proposed c hange tn the 
definitio n o f t he capaci y used to deterr~nne the 
applicable local facilities and fuel c harges o n t he 
standby service rate schedules (SS a nd ISS) be apptoved? 

I 
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STAFF : No. The changes in the dctin1 ion ot. the 
capacity used to determine he local faclli 1es and 
charges is not in conformance w1 h th1• terms and 
conditi o ns prescClbed in Or der No. 17159 for standby 
service . 

GULF: No . Agree wi th Staff's positi on on h1 s issue. 
(Haskins) 

OPC: Agree with Staff . 

FRF: No position. 

"'134 . STIPULATED ISSUE: Should the proposed pa raq r a ph o n he 

135. 

monthly charges for s upplementary servtce on the SS and 
ISS rate schedules be approved? 

STAFF: No . To be consistent with he pos.tion o n Lhe 
customer c harge Cor standby service, the second sentence 
should be eliminated or revised to indicate that the 
c u stomer do~s not have a second custower charge Cot 
supplementary service. 

GULF : No . Agree wi h Staff ' s position on h 1 s is:;ue. 
(Haskin s ) 

II: Agree with Staff. 

ISSUE: Should Lhe Interr•aplible Standby Servtce (rSS) 
Rate Schedule · s sec ions o n the App 1 icab i 1 it y and 
Determination of Standby Service (KW) Rendered be 
replaced by the language approved for t-he f 1 rm Standby 
Service (SS) in Docket No. 891304-FI? 

STAFF : Yes. The sect ion o n he l>eterm ina t ion of 
Sta nd by s hould be replaced by the language approved for 
t he firm Standby Service (SS) in Docke No. 891304-EI. 
In addition , the generation output used in the fo r mula 
to calculate the Daily Stn ndby Serv1ce KW o n both the SS 
and ISS rate schedules should be changed from "Maximum 
totalized c u stomer generation output occurnnq in any 
i n terval between the e nd oi the prior o utage and lhe 
beginn i ng of the c urrent o utage" to " amount o t load in 
KW o rd inaril y supplied by customer ' s generation." 
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GULF: Only the Determination of Standby Servtce {KW) 
Rendered Section should be replaced by the approvcJ 
language for the Standby Service Rate . The chanqe in 
t he Applicability Section of the Standby Service rate 
would not app l y because it states a customer having 
o n-site generating equipment i~ required to take standby 
service under certa in conditions; however, this 
requirement would not apply to interruptible standby 
service customers . (Haskins) 

OPC: Ag ree with Staff. 

II: No position at this time. 

FRF: No position . 

13 Sa . ISSUE : How should the dally s Land by se rv ... \;! demand be 
determined? 

I 

STAFF: Daily standby servtce demand shoul (! be th• I 
amount of load in KW ordinaril y supplied by the 
customet ' s generation minus he customer ' s generatt on 
output in KW minus the amoun o f Load tcduc 10n in K\>J ;'lS 
a direct result of the c usl omcr ' s CJCnt.!rtlJon outag•• . 

GULF : The da1ly standby serv1cc d 3 mand should bu 
determined using the formulcl o n Standby Servtce tordf 
sheet no. 6.30 with Lhe ddilion of an adjustrnenL for 
any seasonal variat1ons in generati o n oulput. This 
proposed addition to the f o rmula is shown o n Schedule 7 
of the exhibit to the rebuttal es trrony of witness 
Haskins . (Haskins) 

II : The daily standby service demand s hould be based on 
the difference between t he mi xi mum demand occurong in 
t he o n-peak hours during an outage and Lhe correspo nding 
maximu~ demand during a non-outage per1od of the cutren 
billing month. 

136. ISSUE: The presenl s tandby rates arc based on system 
and class unit cosls from Dockel No. 84008 ,-EI . Should 
t he standby rate schedules (SS and ISS) charqes be 
adjusted to reflect un1t costs from the approved cosL 01 

I 
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137 . 

serv i ce stu dy (a complia nce reru n ) in th1s docket and 
the 1990 IIC capacit y charge rates and des1qned 1n th(. 
manner specified by the Commission in Order N'> . 171 59'? 

STAFF : Yes . 

GULF : Yes . (Has k i n s ) 

OPC : Ag r ee wit h Staff. 

II: The Commission s hould allocate costs to the class; 
d e velop unit costs ; and design rates accordingly, based 
o n t he cost of se r vice study a pp r oved 1n this case . The 
u se of sy stem-w1d e average u nil costs and the 
assumption s as to forced ou age rates conla1ned 1n Order 
No . 17159 would defeat the purpose or setl1119 ra es to 
all c l asses based on the clas!'; cost of service study, 
and t hese p rocedures ( s y stem costs, 10\ t. r'"'ed outdqe 
rates ) shou ld not a nd need not be applied to he Rate SS 
c l ass . ( Pollock} 

FRF : No position. 

ISSUE : Order No . 17568 , Docket No . 850102-EI approved 
the experimental Supplemental Enctgy (SE) {Optional) 
Rider as a permdnent rale schedule' on the cond1t1on hat 
it become a sep1rate rate class 1n he company's next. 
rate c.Jse . Has Gulf complied with Order No . 17568, and 
should the SE be a separate rate class? 

STAFF : Gulf has not complied wi h Order No . 17568. The 
Supplemental Enetgy Rider should have been included dS 1 

separate rate class in the cost ot ser·ttC«" study and 
s ho ul d be a separate rate schedule. As spec1l1ed 1n 
Or der No . 17568 , i t s hould be a cos based ra e; i 
s ho u ld not be used as a load re ent 10n rate to prevent 
t he eco nomic dcve l opmen of cogenerati o n . 

GULF : Du ri ng 1 he prelimina r y cometence cegard1nq 
MFR ' s before fili ng our withdrawn case, DocKet 
881167-EI, a verbal ag r eement between the Company 
t he then Bu reau Ch ief of Elec ric ~a es was rcach~d 

to separate t he SE customers from Lhe others 1n 
rate class because SE is a rider applted lo othet 

the 
No. 
and 
not 
hat 

tate 
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classes and not a separate rate class 1n itself. This 
is the same treatment given to customers 1n the 
residential class lak i ng the oplional levelized btlllng 
rider and fo r customers on all of the optional TOU 
ra tes . (Haskins) 

OPC : Agree with Staf f. 

II: There should be no separate class for SE 
custome r s . Supplemental Energy is provided to c ustomers 
only o n an as-available basi s , and only on the cond1tion 
that Gulf Power not be required to make any tnvestment 
to accommodate that service. Therefo re, there 1s no 
l ogical reasons to ~stablish a separate class for SE 
customers because t here are no costs caused by that 
u sage . Fu r t her , the estab li shmen t o f a separate class 
could create potential instability, due t::l the small 
size of t he SE " clas s " and thC' resulling srnall s1ze of 
the class of r emaining PXT cus omers . 

FRF: No positi on. 

138 . ISSUE : How should rates for the separate Supplemental 
Energy Rate Schedule be designed? 

STAFF: The Supplemental Energy rale should have a 
maxi mum dema nd c harge assessed o n maximum measured Kvl o 
r ecover dist ribution s y stem costs, an on-peak demand 
chJtge to recover pt oduction and transmission s yste~ 

costs, and customer and e nergy charges. 

GULF : The Supplemental Energy (SE) customers · bi 11 ing 
determi nants should be comb ined wilh non-SE customers · 
bill i ng determinants for rate de~ign purposes. (Haskins) 

OPC: The Supplemental Energy rate s ho uld have a maximum 
demand charge designed to r ecover dis ribution systems 
costs , an o n-pea k demand charge to recover 
demand-related production and transmtssion cost~ . a 
no n-fue l energy c harge equal to the class enerqy unit 
cost and a cost-based c ustomer cha rge. The maxtmum 
demand charge s ho uld be the distribution nit cos fo r 
the SE rate class calculated using 100 percent ratcheled 
bi l ling demand and assessed o n maxi mum demand 

I 

I 

I 
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139 . 

registered by the c ustomer during a n approp r1a e ratchet 
period defined in the tar i(f . The ratchet period should 
be t he same as the ratchet per iod applied to local 
facilities charges for Gulf's standby customers . 

II: The rates applicable to· SE cus t omers should be 
identical t o the correspo nding rate app licable to non-SE 
customers within the same rate class. To do otherwi se 
could cause instability because o f the sma ll size o f the 
SE and no n-SE subclasses . (Po llock) 

FRF : No position. 

ISSUE: The applicability ~lause of the hree demand 
classes (GSD , LP and PX) is stated in terms of the 
amoun t o f KW demand Eo r which the c ustomer con tracts . 
Is thi s an appro pria te basis for determining 
applicabi lity? 

STAFF: No . In the past , contracts have noL been 
requ ired of all these customers, and Gulf' s response to 
Staff ' s I n ter r ogato ry No . 115 indi cates that contract 
demand often bears lfttle relationship to actual 
measured demand . The applicability f or both demand and 
the PX/PXT 75% l oad facto r should be bas ed on ac ua 1 
measured demand . 

GULF: Yes . I f t he proposed Local Facilities Charge for 
rates LP, LPT, PX, and PXT is approved. Gulf will 
initiate a review a nd possible revision o f existing 
LP/LPT and PX/PXT contr acts and signing of apptopriate 
new contracts with t hose LP/LPT c ustomers who presently 
do not have a signed contract. For new customers, you 
would have no actual demand upo n wh ich to base a 
contract o r to determine wh ich rate would be applicable; 
thus , wi t hout a contract ca pacity , yo u would have no 
meaningful contract . (Haskins ) 

OPC: Agree with Staf f . 

FRF: Agree with Staff . 



092 

ORDER NO. 23025 
DOCKET NO. 89134 5-EI 
PAGE 75 

1 40 . I SSUE : T he c u rrent GSD/GSDT a nd GSLD/GSLDT (LP/ LPT) 
ra te schedules h ave minimum charges equa 1 t o the 
c u stomer c h arge plus t h e demand charge for t he mu d murn 
KW t o t a k e service o n the rate schedule fo r customer 
o p ti ng for t he rate sc hedule. I s thi s min1mum c ha rg e 
provi sion approp r iate? 

STAFF : No . It undul y penalizes customers who o pl for 
t he h ighe r rate class because they pay f or the mi n 1mum 
KW , even if their usage falls below it, whi 'e c u s omers 
who are o n the rate because their actual u sage equaled 
or ex ceeded the minimum are billed o n actual usage even 
if t heir actual usage falls below t he min1mum. 

GULF : No . Resul ts of o ur initia l ana l y ses indicate 
t hat the GSD rate become s cheaper t han the GS rat e as KW 
increases and al so a s l oad fac tor 1mpro ve s . AL the 
propo sed level of GS energy pdces, these brclk even 

I 

points are too low for r easonable implP,..~nLa ll on. 

However, if thi s r elations hip c hanges sign ifH:anll y as a I 
resu l t of other decisi o n s in t his case, thP.n s uch a 
c h ange may be workable. If so , the Comp.'tny would like 
to see it appro ved . Likewise, if t he c h ange is made 1n 
t he minir1um dema nd pt o vi"si o n of t he LP/LPT r ates , Lhen 
ne~tl rates would have to be designed o assu t e recovery 
o f any lost revenues as il result oi ldd1L i o nal 
crossovers to rates LP/LPT and Jny reducti o n 1n d emdnd 
(kw) u sed for billing purposes. ( Haski ns) 

OPC : Agree wi t h Staff. 

FRF : Agree wi th Staff . 

141. I SSUE : What is the approptlale me thod for calculating 
the minimum bill demand charge for Lhe PX ra e c l ass? 

STAFF : T he mi nimum bi 1 1 demand chat ge for PX shou I d be 
t he customer c h a r ge plus a per KW demand c harge , 
con s i s ing o f the KW demand charge f or t he class plus 
the KWH c h arge times the KWH necessa cy to ach 1 eve 'l 7 5 
percen t load factor . 
(KW c h arge + 547 . 5 x KWH charge) • per KW min imum c harge 

GULF : Agree with S aff ' s pos1 ion o n this i ssu • . 
(Has k i n s ) I 
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142. 

OPC : The minimum bill f o r PX c u stomc t s should include 
at least the cus tomer charge plus a local fac i llties 
charge equal t o the cla ss distribu ion unit cost 
calculated using 100 percent rat c heted b t l li ng demand 
and applied to the cu s t omer ' s highest demand in t he t wo 
y ears ending with the current · bj l ling mon h . B1si<.:all y 
agree with Staf f ' s appro ach as to the other cost 
components o f the PX m1n i mum bi l l . 

I I : Consistent with the app l icable paraq r aph, rate 
PX/PXT customers should be s ubject to a mi ni mum annual 
billing demand charge . (Po l lock ) 

FRF: No pos itio n . 

ISSUE: What is t he appro pria te method Cor c a lculating 
t he minimum bill demand cha rge for Lhe PXT rale c lass? 

STAFF: The minimum b i 11 d emand charge s hou ld be 
calcul a ted by t he method ology outlined i n t he c ompany' s 
res po n se t o Interrogat o ry No . 124 of Staff ' s Eigh t h 
Se t . The PXT demand c harge r evenue would be di lided by 
the to t al ma x i mum KW and· added to the PXT energy charge 
r e v enue a fte r it ha s been div i ded by Lhe otal KWH and 
ad j usted fo r a 7 5\ l o ad facto r. 

GULF : Ag r ee wi th Staff ' s position o n this 1ssue and. in 
add ition, the mini mum bill wo u ld include the Local 
Facili t ies Ch a rge, i f app l icabl e . (Haskins) 

OPC : The minimum bill for PXT customets should include 
at leas t t he cu s t omer c ha rge p l u s a l ocal Cact11 ie ~ 
charge equ a l to the c l ass d islnbulio n un1t cost 
calculated using 100 percent ratcheted b i l ling demand 
and app l i e d to the c u stomer' s hig hes t dema nd i n t he t wo 
years ending wi t h the current bi lling mon t h. Basicall y 
agree wi t h Sta f f' s appro ac h as to t he ot he r cos 
c omponent s o f the PXT mi n i mum b i l l . 

II : Wh i l e we g e ne r a lly ag ree w1 Lh the Staff ' s me ho d , 
the load fac to r s hou l d be based on ma x 1mum on-peak 
demand t o encourage cu s t omer s to use more power du r ing 
the o f f- peak per iod s . (Po llock) 

FRF: No pos itio n. 
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•143. STIPULATED ISSUE : The pro posed c h ange 1n the 
applicatio n of t he m~nimum bill provi s1on allows a 
customer who has less than a 75 percent load factor 1n a 
given month to not be billed pursuant to the m1 nimum 
bill provision as long hi s annua l l oad fac or for the 
current and most recent 11· months is at teast 75 
percent . Is thi s appro priate? 

STAFF : Yes. The applicability o f the taritf 1s based 
on an annual l oad factor . It is appropt iale to assess 
minimum billing based on an annual l oad facto r as well, 
even if the monthly load fact o r temporaoly ralls below 
75 percent . 

GULF: Agree with Staff. 

OPC: Agree with Staff. 

(Haskins} 

II : Yes, agree with Staff . 

FRF: Agree with Staff. 

144 . I SSUE : The c umpany ha s proposed the 1mplementaL1 o n o f a 
local facilities demand charge for LP/LPT and PX/PXT 
customers , whi c h would be applied when Lhe customer ' s 
actual demand does not reach at least 80 percen t o f the 
Capacity Require d to be Ma i nt a1M•d ( CRH} spectLled i r. 
the Contract for Electric Power. I s t hi s local 
facilities charge appropri a te? If so , o wh a cus OIT'er 
classes should it apply? 

STAFF : No. It is inappro pria te to apply the cha r ge to 
the contract capacity because t he con ract demand o ften 
bears little relationship t o meas u red demand. If 
implemented, the local fac1lities c ha r ge s hould be 
as sessed o n a customer ' s maximum measu red demand . 

GULF: Yes. This charqe witt protect other cus omers 
from having to subsidize those customers who , o n a 
tempor ary or permanent basis, reduc.e he1r load o r s hut 
down completely. Such a custome r wo uld be o bllgaLe d to 
pay at least the minimum monthly btll, which would 
i nclude the Local Facilities c h arg(;, if appli cable , for 

I 

I 

I 
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145 . 

the duratio n of the contract . We propose !..o usc hi s 
Local Facilities Charge for o ur large customers (LP,LPT, 
PX, and PXT). (Haskins) 

OPC : No . The Commission s hould requir e Gulf to 
implemen t local facilities crema nd c harges tor a l l o f 
i ts demand-mete red c lasses calculated and applied in Lhe 
same way as the local facilities c harges prescribed ty 
the Commission for s tandby customers . 

II : T he load factor s hould be based on the higher o r 
either 90% o f the highesl measured demand i n the last 
eleven mon ths or 80% o f the capac1t y requ1red o be 
maintained. {Pollock) 

FRF: Agree wi t h Staff . 

ISSUE : The company ' s proposed 
light i ng rates are shown o n Lhe 
E-16d submitted as item No. 147 o f 
In terrogatories . Should these 
approved? 

stree' .Jnd ou ... door 
revised Mf- R Schedu 1 e 

Sta(('s fighlh Sc oc 
proposed rales b 

STAFF : Rates for the componen Ls of street and ou Ldoo r 
l ighting shou l d reflect cJS closely as prac icablc h~ 

cosl associat~d ~1th those compon~nls. Pinal 11tes 
de pend on tne revenue Lequircmenl assignt~d t;o .. he 
classes . 

GULF: No . The proposed sLreeL and 0utdoor ligh ing 
rates shown o n the 2nd revision o f t-1FR Schedule 1:.-lod, 
submi tted as Late Filed Exhibit No. 16 o f J.L. Haskins 
2nd Deposition i n this docket, should be approved. 
These ra tes a re based on calculations ustng be ter 
info rmati on regarding additional Cacilities charges hal 
wa s not available to us until atter o nginal rates ace 
filed. The refore , they represent 1 better forecas ot 
appropriate rates. (Haskins ) 

OPC: No pos ition at this time . 

FRF : No position . 
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146. ISSUE : The compan y proposes to e lim1na e the general 
provisions pertaining to replacement. o f liQhtu.g s y stems 
o n t he Outdoor Service Rate Schedule (OS). Is th1s 
appropriate? 

STAFF: Yes. The present t anguage in the general 
pro v isions s ho uld be elimina ed and replacC'd by a new 
pro v ision. The new provision should requue all 
custome rs who request , befo r e failure of the fixture, 
replacement of their me r c11ry vapo r fi x tu r es with high 
pressu re sodium fixtures to pay to the company an amount 
equ al to the undepreciated portion of the or iginal cost 
of t he remo ved fi x tu re, plus cost of removal, less any 
salvage value of the removed fixture. 

GULF : Yes . Thu Commission s ho uld not imped<> he 
replacement of old mercury vapo r ftxtures w1Lh mote 
energy efficient hi gh pres sure sodium lights. 
Otherwise , replaceme n t of any mercury ftxtutc, 

I 

regardless of age, would be effectively h~lled becausf> I 
customers would be required to p ay for removal of a 
worthless fixture . (Haskins) 

OPC : No positi o n . 

FRF : No posi t i o n. 

* 147 . STIPULATED ISSUE: Should the langu1ge o n OS-III be 
clarified so that o nly cus ome ts wtth fixed wat age 
l oads operating continuo usl y througho u he billing 
period ( s uc h as traffic stg na ls , cable TV amplifiers and 
gas transmission substations) would be 1llowed o take 
se r vice on OS-III? 

STAFF: Yes . The cost r esponsibility for this cldS5 was 
developed in t he company' s cost of servtc(> study o n the 
bas i s t h a t 0 s- I II c u s to mer s • 1 o ad was cons t an t , t. e . , 
c u stomer usage was at the same level cor all 8760 
hours . Therefore, the tariff should clearly sta Le hat 
o nly c u stomet with constant usage are to be served unJer 
this schedu le . 

GULF : Yes . Agree with Staff . (Has kins) 

I 
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148 . ISSUE : Since the compa ny' s l ast r ate case, spor s 

14 9 . 

Are 

field s taking serv ice o n rate schedules GS and GSD were 
a llowed to transfer t o the OS-III ra e schedule . The 
c ompany has now proposed an OS-IV rate for spor s 
field s . Is this appro priate, a nd, if so , how should he 
rate be designed? 

STAFF: Nu . The Commission eliminated special rates for 
Sports Fields i n the ear1y 1980 ' s . These c us tomers 
should be served o n t he ot herwi se appl icable gener al 
service rate with a transition rate 1mplemen ed at doubP 
the cur rent OS-III rate . 

GULF : Yes . Sports field wi th ni ght irne lighl1ng load 
should no t rece ive se r vice under os-rr. OS-III, GS . o r 
GS-D because t heir load chacacleris 1cs are not s1m1lar 
t o those of OS-II, OS-III , GS , OL GS-0 loads . 
Specifically, t he load does not rema1n on Gulf's s ystem 
for the e n tire "darknes s ho ur s " penod. The load also 
does not pea k at the same lime as the GS or GS-D loads. 
Th is ra te should have a Cus l ome t Charge and a n Energy 
Charge. (Haski ns ) 

FRF: No pos it ion. 

ISSUE : The company' s p roposal for set vice Chdrqes 1 t e 
summa r ized as fo l lows : 

Company 
Present PrOl_lO.:ied - ---

Initial Serv i ce $16.00 $20.00 
Reco nnect a 

Subsequent Subscriber 16.00 16 . 00 
Reco nnect o f Exi s ting 

Custome r after Dis-
Co nnec t ion for Cause 16.00 16 . 00 

Co llect ion Fee 6 .00 6 . 00 
I nstalling & Removing 

Tempo rary Service 48 . 00 60.00 
Minimum Investigative 

Fee 30 . 00 55.00 

t hese c ha cges a ppro priate? 

ng7 
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STAFF: Staff proposes t he following service charges ba sed 
on the unit costs provided by the company. 

Ini tial Service 
Reco nnect a 

Subsequent Subscriber 
Reconnect o f Existing 

Customer after Dis
Connection for Cause 
Collection Fee 

Installing & Removi ng 
Temporary Service 

Minimum Investigative 
Fee 

GULF: Yes . (Haskins) 

OPC : Ag ree with Staff . 

FRF : No position . 

Uni t Staff 
Cost Recommended 

$ 19 .79 $19 . 75 

14.52 14 . 50 

17. 62 17 . 60 
5 . 26 5 . 25 

58.67 58 . 75 

55 . 02 55.00 

*1 50. STIPULATED ISSUE : Should LP c ustomets who have J~~.,nds 

in excess of 7500 KW bul annua 1 load facto r o t less thew 
75 percent be a l l owed to opl for the PXT rate? 

STAFF : No . In general, l owe r load facl o r c u s ome r s have 
highe r costs to serve than customers meeting t he 75 
percent load factor crit,erio n . The PXT rate as designtd 
would u nde rrecover the total cost of service if lower 
load factor customers were allowed to o pt up , simpl y lo 
reduce an individual c u stomer ' s bill. rf such an o pt ion 
were approved , the costs ass ("\ciated with the l ower load 
facto r c u stomers s hould be i ncluded in determtning PXT 
rates . 

GULF: Agree with Staff. (Ha s kins) 

OPC: No . Allowing customers to opt up based o n si z e , 
rather t h an o n usage characteristics, would reduce t he 
homogeneity o f the PXT class, resulti tg in potent1 a l 

I 

I 

under r ecovery o f costs from lhe custome r ::. t hus o pt tng up I 
and in potential intra-class cross-examtnation . 
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FEA : The FEA is in general agreemen wi h ·he S atf. 

151. ISSUE : Should Gul f ' s proposal to 
on -peak ene rgy charge and i ncrease 
charge be approved? 

STAFF: No . Ag ree with OPC. 

decrease Lhe PXT 
he off-peak energy 

GULF: Yes . Agree with Industrial Intervenors ' wi t ness, 
Jeffry Pollock , as he states in hi s test...mony that even 
tho ugh the over a 11 energy charge revenue would be less, 
the results are consisten t with the un1t costs in he 
revised costs of se r vice study. (Hask1ns) 

OPC : No . Althoug h these charges are in the right 
directio ns , the non- fue 1 energy charges fo c both on -peak 
kWh c o nsumpt i o n and off-peak kWh consump .. 10n should be 
se equal to the class energy un1t cost, unle .. s ev1dence 
is presented to e stablish thnl vari able "&i: cos s J1frer 
between the o n-peak and off -pea k periods, in which case a 
s ligh t o n-peak /o ff - pea k differen tial based o n such 
v adable O&til cost differe nces would be justified. 
(Wr ight) . · 

II : Yes , consistent wilh he unit cost study. 

FRF: No position. 

152 . ISSUE: Shoul d scheduled ma1ntenance ou ages or a 
self - gene rating c u stomer that are CullJ coordinated in 
advance wi t h Gulf Power be subjec to he ratchet 
provi s i o n o f t he SS Late? 

STAFF : Yes. 

GULF : Yes . Standby Service Order No . 17159 requH<::s 
tha t the ini t i a l s tandby service contrac dema nd 
represent tne maximum backup o r rna 1 n enance demand hat 
the customer expects to impose o n he 11 ilt y. T~ in~ure 

t he accuracy of Lhe initial contract Jemand, t he o rdec 
includes a ratchet provision to increase t h is contract 
dema nd for a tola 1 o f 24 months i C ht aclua 1 standby 
taken exceeds the con t ract demand . (Hask1ns) 
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OPC : All demands registered dunng m.n ntenance outages , 
even those fully coordinated in advance wi th Gulf should 
be subject to the ratchet prov1sto ns oc he SS rate 
applicable to local facilities charges. 

Additionally , all kW demand~ regi s ered durtnQ the 
month l y peak that determine Gulf's payments or revenues 
pursuant to the Southern Compan y Intercompany Interchange 
Contract s hould be subject to the ratchet prov tsinn 
applicab le to t he Reservation Charge. IC a 
self-generating customer can coordinate its ma tntenance 
power service with Gulf so as to avo1d (1) any 1mpact on 
Gulf's demand-based IIC pa y men ts o r revenues o r (2) any 
other adverse impacts on Gulf or its general body ot 
ratepa yers, t hen a fair case may be made ror excus1ng 
demands registered during such periods from the ratchet 
p rovision s applicable to the Resetvation Charge . (Wtight) 

I 

II : No. There is no reason to apply he ratct.et feature 
TI the coordinatior. avoids incutr ·nq add1 tonal I 
C"'pacity-related costs. This treatment of coordination 
is contemplated b y the Commission ' s general o rder o n 
standby service (Order No . 17159). (Pollock, K1sla) 

rRF: Agee~ with II. 

153 . ISSUE: Should the assumed 10% 
self-generating customers that 
design be continued? 

forced 0 •1 age 
is bu 1 1 in o 

t ac• or for 
h~ SS rate 

STArr: Yes . There is i nsuf ficien cJ,;t • t.o mod 1 f y the 
forc~d o utage factor at Lhis time . 

GULF: Yes. In the Standby Order No . 17159, a 10% t orced 
o u tage rate was specified as he o u age rate o be useJ 
i n t he calcu l at1.on of the Resctv t1on Ch,Hgc and Da1l y 
Demand Charges . ( Haskins) 

OPC: In the absence of sound , reliable data o support 
an alternative value for the f o rced o utage ra e used to 
set the reservation charge, it would be reasonable to use 
the 10% forced outage rate prescribed by the commiss1on 
i n Order No. 17159, Docket No . 85673-EU. 

I 
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However , to the best of Public Counsel ' s know ledge, 
Gulf Power has failed to collect and report the dala on 
standby usage required by the Commiss1on pet Order No . 
17159 . That Order, issued february 6 , 1987, tcquired 
each subject utility, includi ng Gulf, to collec dnd 
report annually certain specifi-ed bi lllng data, data o n 
load factor and co tnc idence ( ac or, and c115 orne r 
generation and availability. Order No. 17159 at 22 . The 
Commission exptessly recogni zed that these dat a were 
" necessary to assure , o n a continuing bas1s , haL the 
rates that we [the Commission] approve for these services 
are fa1 r and cost-based." Id. Allowing Gulf to continue 
to set the standby rese rvaTon cha rgcs on the bas is of 
Order No . 17159, which was issued more than three year s 
ago, when Gulf itself has failed to comply w1 h that 
Order's requirement s to collect and repor t hese data. 
would unfairly give Gulf control over the rates : through 
its failure to collect the required data, Gulf can 
perpetuate the use of an assume d fo(ced outage rate t hat 
may well result in unfairly high rates. Th .efore, if 
the Commi ssion can find c ompetent, sub!->t. .. nlla l evidence 
to support using a different forced o utage " ate. hen iL 
should alter the rate accordingly. 

As an appropriate penally for Gulf ' s r ailu r~ to 
comply with Orde 1 No . 17159 , he Comm i ssion shou ld ill'pule 
revenue s at rates based o n the 10% fotced outage rate 
upo n which Gulf has J Ltempted lo tel y but should •1nly 
permit Gulf to collect revenues through rates based o n 
wha tever forced outage rate the Commission fi.nd..; Lo be 
reasonable. Public Counsel would be willing o make ·lr. 
Wright, who wa s the Commission's lead staff member in .. he 
standby rates docket, available t o work w1th the 
Commission and the Industrial Intervenors t o evaluate ~he 
proprietary data referred to by Mr . Pollock 1n his 
testimony i n an effort to determine whether a l owet 
forced outage rate and lower .eservation charges based 
thereon are warranten . 

II: An analysis of the forced o u dge rates o f Gulf' s 
self-aenerating customers and se ll-generating customers 
o f olher utilit ies supports Lhe conclusion that he 10% 
assumed forced o utage fac o r is too ntgh. A mo re 
reasonable forced outage rate would nol e xceed 5\ . 
(Po llock ) 

., '"' 1 - ..... 
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FRF : No position . 

154 . ISSUE : Would it be appropriate o gran a raLe chanqe 
withou t allowing the redesign of rates to recover the 
approved revenue, r un the rate's in competilion, and go 
t h rough t he s a me i t e r a t ion p roc e s s as w a s don'! 1 n the 
o r iginal fili ng of t he case and the revised portlon of 
t h is case? 

STAFF : No . After staff prepares tnitial rates , the 
company should be allo wed o ne ctoss-over analysis to 
dete r mine migration s due to changes in rate slruc ure, as 
h as been Commission policy in a 11 rate cdses since 1982. 
The r esu lts of this adjusLment should then be g1ven to 
staff for design of the final rales . Only the shor fall 
in revenues from the migrali o n o f cus omers due to 
c h anges in the rate structure 1n this docket should be 
r ecog n ized in the design of permanent rates. 

GULF: No . If not allowed this opportun1ty, 
Company would end up not collecllng the fuJ l 
t he granted r evenue i~crease as intended 
Commissio n . ( Haskins) 

OPC: Yes . 

then 
a moun 

by 

the 
of 

the 

..!.1.: It would be approriale to recognlZe the likelihood 
of migration in the designing of final ra es. 

FRF : No position. 

155. ISSUE : Which party to Lhi~ proceeding should design ·he 
Company' s final rates? 

STAFF : Staff should calculate lhe permanen rates. The 
compa ny s hould be allowed to calculJte he shortfall from 
the migration of customers due to c hanges tn the rate 
struclure i n this docket o nce, and the s ho rtfall should 
be recognized in the petmanent ra e~. 

I 

I 

I 
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GULF: Any interested party to this ra e case s hould be 
allowed t o submit their pro posal for design or the 
initial rates and for final rates . Then the Commission 
can c hoose the rate des ign pro posil l, o r comb1nation o f 
proposa ls, it deems appro pri.ale . However , s 1nce Gulf is 
the o n ly party to this case which has the capabi 1 i t y o t 
runn i ng rates in competition , id(.;ntlfying crossovers to 
cheaper rates, and accounting for any revenue shortfalls, 
Gulf should prepare the final rates to be approved hy he 
Commission for customer billing. (Haskins) 

OPC: Agree with Staf f . 

II: Apparently, it makes sense for Gulf Power co pe r fo r m 
the mi!)ration studies . Whether Gulf o r Statf performs 
the final rate design, he info r mation concerning 
studies, assumptions , and design melhodol ogy shou ld be 
available to parties . 

FRF: Company should formulate with a by 
Commiss1on for conforma nce wi h o r der . 

156 . ISSUE : If the Commiss i o n decides to recognlZe t.. lg r d ion:; 
bc l\.,een rate classes , how shou ld the tevcnue s ho r tfall, 
if any, be recovered? 

STAFF: In the absence of a rerun o( a cost oC se(vice 
s tudy reflecti ng the new rale c l ass compositton, the 
revenue impact of cuslornets transferring from one rate 
class to another rate class due Lo a c h ange in rae 
structure o f approved rates s hould be allocated t o he 
t wo involved classes proportional to each cld!iS ' s 
approved revenues . The re1enue of migrat1ng custvme rs 
should be included in the c l ass o which they at~ 
migrating. 

GULF: Approved rates should be app l ied to tes l yelr 
customer billirtg determinants. Any revenue shor tall 
resulting from crossovers to c heaper rates (af er the 
adjus tment resulting f rom accoun 1ng for any rev1si ons 0 

rates t ha t the cros sove rs are bil l ed under ) s hou ld be 
recovered f r om the customets who do no t c r osG to a 
dif fe ren t rate class. A lhorough rev iew of each 
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c ustomer ' s usage is done during this iteralion and 
crossover process to assure t hal customers are o n the 
appropriate r a te schedu l e under proposed rates. (Haskins) 

OPC: Agree with Staff. 

II: Any s hortfa ll s hould be made up f rom the c lass from 
wh ich the customer mig rates. 

FRF: Migrations s hould be recognized, but no position at 
this time on how it s houl d be done. 

157 . ISSUE: DELETED 

158 . ISSUE: Should the SE rate be modified to allow 
additional o pportunity sales to self-generating customers 
who have generati ng capacity which is available bu t less 
economic? 

STAFF : KWH a nd capacity put c hased to rep lace enc rgy and 
capacity normal ly generaled by a customer ' s genctato r 
~-thich is experienci ng a rorced outage or an ')Ulage for 
scheduled maintenance , is c l early slandby power and 
should be billed as standby power. The language 111 t-hP. 
SE rider or rate schedule s hould not be changed. 
HoweveL, a sentence s hould be added to the defintli o n o l 
backup se rvice to def i ne unscheduled o utage as the loss 
or reduction of generation oulput due to equipmenl 
fai lure(s) o r other condition(s) beyond the con t ol o f 
t he customer . Similarly, unde r maintenance serv1ce a 
scheduled outage s hould be defined as the loss o r 
reduct1on due to maintenance Jc ivities o f any po t i o n o t 
a customer ' s generating s ystem. 

GULF : No modific ation is nec~ssary . Self-genera 1ng 
c ustomers may re duce g e nera l ion for economic reaso ns 
under presen t ~ariffs and Commission rules and take 
add itional capacity and energy as s upplementary service, 
i ncl ud ing s upplementary setvice with the SE Rtder 
appl i ed . (Has kins ) 

I 

I 

I 
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OPC : Generally agree with Staff. Add1Liona ll y, t-h(, rate 
schedule or rider under which s u c h service 1s aken musl 
i nclude a local facilities c harge for the recove y o( 
distribution costs . This local faci li ies charge s hould 
be applicable to the customer's maximum demand, 
reglardless when it occurs , and· should be designed in the 
same way that local facilities charges applicable o 
standby service are designed. The rate should also 
i nc lude a non-fuel energy charge, applicable to all KWH 
used by t he customer , equal to the class energy unit cos 

II: Yes . The SE rate is designed to encourage 
oppo rtuni t y sales of electric power and energy when 
capacity is available at a reasonable price . Such sales 
as described in this iss ue would nol be in violalion of 
the standby service tariff because the customer would 
have to have generating resources available. A 30 minute 
notice provision applicable to self-generating cuslom~rs 
enabling Gulf to cease SE serv1ce to those customers 
prior to peak conditions would protect other cus ome rs 
from uneco nomic tra nsactions whil e promoti r '1 Lhe Lypc of 
sales the SE ra te was designed to encourag~. (Polloc k, 
Kilsa) 

rRF: No position. 

PENO [ NG ltlOT IONS 

There are no pending motions in hi s docket Jf whtch lhe 
parties are aware . 

STIPULATED ISSUES 

Issue Nos . 39 , 79 , 109, 112, 113, :!..14, llSa, 12~. 123, 
131, 133, 134, 143, 147 , 150 . 

REQUIREMENTS 

All applicable procedural o rders and rules have be~n 

complied with . 

Based on the foregoing , it is 
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ORDERED by the Florida 
these proceedings shall be 
modified by the Commission. 

Public Servtce Conrntsston t hal 
governed by ~ h1 s o rder unless 

By ORDER 
Officer , this 

of Commissioner Thomas M. Beard. 
.....:J.._U .... Nu..E..._· __ • _1_9..9...0_ · 

P r e he aring 

( S E A L ) 
(696 6)SBr:bmi 

4th day o f 

-~X Thomas M. Beard Comm t ss 1oner 
and Prehear1ng Of f1ce r 

I 

I 

I 



-

CXJMPAJIT: 
OOCX£T 110. : 

CUI. f P(Jij(l COI'Alff 
89134S·£1 

TEST TW: D£ca.IO l1, 1990 

co. 
LINE AZIJ. 1 S$UE 

110. 110. 110. 

I P\.AIIl IW SUVICl 

D£SOIIPIIOII 

2 2 OYEISIAI~MI 06 P\.AIII 
3 l Stla£11 1 All A:lOO UU. 
4 S • 01 CXIVQtA1( II(JollQ~I11(tS 
S 7 U,V'f IIQJSf 
6 I APPLIAliC£ DI VI $1011 
7 9 lAllAMASS£( OH ICl 
I 10 - l f Al I GUCEVIU£ 
9 12 lll~( LAtU 

10 16 Ullll 1'0141 SAl($ 
II 21 P\.AII1 DAIII(l 
12 27 I'I.AA'1 SQI(t(l 
1l l9 & 30 UIUilDS, UIIOVAIIOIIS & PIOIECIOIS 
14 21 CAIIC(l(D SCS IUilDIMG 
IS 
16 lot•l piMt Ill lef'ViU 
17 
11 
19 O(I'UCIAIIOII UR:IVf 
20 11 JDIIC UIID(•SIA1~MI 
l l 9 II.LlAJIAUt( OHia 
22 " Ullll I'C).i(l SAllS n 21 P\.Aifr $(11( II[ I 
24 1/ A OIIIU OPC .\IIMIII[Ifl$ 
21 
26 Tota l .,.._Kiot iOII rn«rft 
n 
28 
29 lkt pl ... , '" &""let 
lO 
31 
ll CDdUUCIIOII \IOitC: II ...acttSS 
lJ ll l Oll Of "'" 
34 '' alii)( "'" lS 
l6 
}7 
31 Total C\. IP 
}0 

40 
41 ~tlf II(UI 101 IUT~ UR 
'l ·~ Uvtl 01 """u 
4} 
u 
lS l otal pr~ t t I~ fvt.,.~ w• 
46 
H 

- - "0 0 
> 0 0 > 
C) n :0 >-3 
t'l :-: 0 >-3 

t'l t'l ,.. 
\0 >-3 :0 n 
0 :I: 

z z 3: 
0 0 t'l 

z 
>-3 

co 1\J 
\0 w 1-' 
1-' 0 
w 1\J 

"'" 1./'1 
1./'1 
I 
t'l 
H 

SCII£IU.£ I 
Dl · .An· 90 

PRfHEARING 011: II I'll 

COI'Alff flllo.G STAff I(COIII(MOAtJOII I'WliC CXUiS£l 1101 US£11 I······················································ ············II························· ······· II······························ ··II····························· ···1 SlSIOI JUIISDICIIOIII.L JUIISDIC11011Al JUIISDICIIOIII.L JUIISD ICT IOIIAL JUIISDICTIOIIAL P£1 ICXXS PO 101XS ADMIIIOTS ADMT£0 AOM llllMIS ADMI(D ADMIIIOTS ADMI[D ADAISIIItll$ ADMllD 

1,27S.624 

1,275,624 0 1,Z7S,6ll 

a 4S4, W>' 

0 120,660 0 6l0, 660 

"·"' 

............... 
0 14,9l0 

1.ozs 

0 l. 9lS 0 s.o~ 

D 
a 
a 

(ll) 

0 
<2'1 
(lO) 

(Ill) 
0 
a 

csz.~n 
a 
0 

CSl,liSl 1,222,409 

0 
(10) 

0 
<'.SMl 

0 

0 
0 

............... 
0 

0 

0 

............... 
"·"' ... .. . . 

............... 
l.O~ ............... 

(11, 174) 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(ll) 
U9l 

(140) 
<14,121) 

0 
0 

,441 
(}46) 

(66,1111 1,20t,S06 

},622 
(2$) 

"·"") 0 
(221} 

a 
0 

0 

o.~, 

,,.~, 

U1 , 166 

7M,140 

............... 
"·"'' 

··············· ,., 
··-········· 

0 1,Z7S,6l4 

0 

0 ll0,660 

0 

0 l .•zs ) 



aM> AliT: 
DOCXt' 110. : 
lf~l l ( .U: 

CUI. r ~~ CDIPAIIT 
1191~S·£1 
O(C()IIU ]1 , 1990 

l 

COIPMAIJYI: IIAI[ loUES 

PREilEARIIlG 

COIPIJIT flli iiC SIAH U w.«.liio\11011 PUiliC CJUISfl 1101 ustD 

__.. 

0 
'1:1 0 0 a::> ,. 0 ~ 
Cl () 0 
t'l :>: t"l 

t'l ~ 
ID ~ 
f-' z 

z 0 
0 

N 
(X) w 
ID 0 
f-' N 
w en 
.to 
VI 
I 

t'l 
H 

SOIEDUlf 1 
CU• JII\·90 
08:)11t!C 

al. 
lllff NJJ . I SSUf 

110. 110. 110. 

J·········· ···································· ···· ···· ············ tt········· ·················· ·· · ·· JI· ·· ··· ······ ····················It·················· ··············I STSIEII ~ISOIC11011o\l ~I$01CIJOIIAl ~ISOICIJOIIAl ~ISOIC1 1011Al ~ISOIC110Ul PU IOIXS PU IOOCS NJ.IUSTIIOIS NJ.IUSI £11 AD.IUSIII£NIS AD.IUSI£11 AD.IUSINUIS AD.IUSifO NJAISIKifi S AD.IUSifO 
48 
49 
so 
5 I ACCIUI S II 011 AD.IUSlKWl 
52 4 SCIIO[I ACIIUISIIIOII AD.IUStll£•1 
Sl 27 I'VJII SOI(IU 
~ .............. . 
~~ total oc(J'Isltian odtuoUO<nt 0 56 •• • •••• • ••• 
57 
!>I "" utility pt.,, 0 
)9 ·•·••··•·•• 60 
61 IGIUIIC: CUI I AI. 
6l 16 .._,,I PQKt SAlES 
6J 18 I"UPAIO P(WSIOIIS 
64 19 tAl£ CAS( UPf~<SU 
l-) 20 NJJ. CUllS( O.'tU(t0o«I(S 
66 21 I(NPOl.UT CASII I • IUII'I(llS 
67 ll II(AYT 01~ IIIYI:JfiOU 
M lJ liQil Oi l lltY[.Iott 
69 Z4 ~ lltY[JIIotl 
711 l1 "LAAli SOIIUI 
11 28 Co\llal£11 SCS a.lllOI 
77 11 OHIO I W~UIPitltiS 
Tl ll 0111£1 ACC ' S U«IVAilf 
7' ll IIAI UIAI.S & ~I(S 
n l4 Olt«t Qll URIS & 1t i SC. 0(1 , OOIIS 
76 )) CAllVIlU --taa: SI\.Cif 
n l4 oPC £»( •u: ADn. 
78 
79 ••••••••••••••• 110 loul _,,,. uplul o 
81 ••• ••• ••••••••• Bl 
&l IOIAl tAl( IAU 0 

-

2,117 

2,117 

1!41,8SI 

81,711 

II ,711 

9U,S6l 

0. 2,117 

0 1!41,8~ 1 

0 11,111 

0 9ll, \62 

-

(2,)17) 

(2,111) 0 

(48,9641 792,887 

0 
0 

WM 
0 
0 

(9l6) 
(217) 

(l,lJ)) 
(2. 181 ) 

0 
(106) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(2,117) 

(l,l1Tl o 0 

!611,S9SI m , ZS6 o 

(),0}9 ) 
(I,U?) 

( 7'11 
0 
0 

(1,011) 
( 21'S ) 

( l , l&l) 
0 
0 

( 110) 
(1 , 1941 
(1 , 210) 

(11>11 
c•n1 

1,009 

( 11,697) 1>9 , 0 11 0 

(11,792) 1!42,21'0 0 

2,117 

1!41,8$1 

11, 711 

•n.• ' ··-· ····-,..········ ··-···-·· .. ·· ............... ··-········ ····-· . ... . 

-



-

aM>AIIY: 
OCC:Ul 110.: 
l(Sl TW: 

QJl f I'OI(t aM' AllY 
1191:V.S· fl 
0((:0110 31, 1990 

co. 
llllf ADJ. IS-

110, 110. 110. O($CIIIP11 011 

1 UVfiiUl f- SAL£$ 01 £llt111CIIT 
2 44 I'Xl I SWIDIY UIU 
l 49 I~IIU( PllO.IfCll OilS 
4 
s 
6 Iotti ulf'l ol tl«trlclty 
7 
e 
9 0111(1 Cll'£lA1111G l(11£11U[S 

10 
11 
1Z 
1J lol a l MIMr -tatlng r~ 
14 
1~ 
16 Iotti oporo •ng r.-a 
11 
11 
1 9 Cli'£U II lOG ()IP'[IIS( S 
Z0 OI'£U11011 & IOAitll• 
21 1 IIAW IQJS( 
n l1 l'lAIII souu 
2l SO S4l.AAIU l l(li(llll 
l' S1 Ull DUI (JIJ'foJ( 
2S ~z MIUV& •• 
U Sl CDISlVAI lOll ttV & (~ 
27 S4 CUI-of "liiOO, tit 
U U IICIUSI" AUOC. OI.CS 
29 \6 u n CASl urt •u s 
:so H 1a11.r u n"•us 
31 \1 lA« IUS l IIWU 01 ~011 
J.l Sf QJl\IOC SlcvltU 
ll 611 a.IIIMI ACCD"'IS (JP. 
:V. " aJC,I t I IIDAitl~ Cli\ICMt 
lS .z GCJOD aors tiOottW! 
14 u QltO a •IS r•ou• .. s 
)1 " (UUIIAI ~I • SUV, 
ll ·~ (ll(.c;l IIIUCAII tt"UQAI' 
l9 114 I'UUt iUI ' & 
40 61 U l ll( "'"'l"il C.l 
U 64 l IC OCW!I 
4l 69 PIKIJUCII t)j A" 
,, 10 o••• ...u 
« 11 I «*TI"' 
4~ n Kl lut•US 
46 14 CAt..- AIU, IIC 
H I"S l'fOSICIII U~•« 
48 I. SI(M - · 1'{1 W(l 

- - ro 0 0 
;Ill 0 :0 
c;) (') 0 
t'l :-: t'l 

t'l :0 
\0 >-3 
IV z 

z 0 
0 

IV 
co w 
\0 0 
...... IV 
w 1ft 
A 
1ft 
I 

t'l 
H 

saetJl( z 
PfEHEARING Ol·J~rt·90 

011:38"" 
CXH'AMT lllii/G SIAH lEco.IEIIOAIIOII I'Uillt cn.IISH 1101 USGI 1··········· ·· .. ···· .. ············ .. ·-----------................... ll·······-.. ·--------.. ···········ll··-.. ---·--·------.. --·-.. -..... ll"''"'''''''''''''''''''•••••••l STSl 01 AJt I SD I Cll OIIAl U I SD I Cll OIIAI. AJt I SD I C:ll OIIAl M I SD I Cll OIIAl AJt I SD I til OIIAl 'U IOOICS PU IOO(S AIIAISIIU:wts AIINSlEO AIIAISIHUIS AIIA/SI£0 AIIAISIH[MIS AIIJIISIED AIIA/SIIIt•ts AIIAISICD 

249,1113 

76 
0 

0 2,9,1113 0 2,9,1113 76 249,&89 

5,767 

0 5.767 o S,7o/ o S,767 

o zss.sao o 255.seo 76 255,656 

113,3al 
Clll 

),699 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CZOI 
(167) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

186) 
11,441) 

0 
( 41'S) 

(~\) ,,,.., 
W\11 

0 
0 

cr.,s, 
0 

(\) 

0 
0 

0 
2.'ll 

2,Hl 252,244 

0 5,767 

l,4U ~.on 

0 
1257) 

(1,)74) 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1211 
(193) 

0 
1111) 

0 
0 
0 
0 

( 1,)07) 
0 

C4'6l ,.,.., 
0 ,.,) 
0 
0 
0 

1· 01) 
0 
0 
0 

0 S,767 

o 255,SIIO 

") 

<..D 



COII'AIIf: 
oocxu 110.: 
l[Sl rrAA: 

Qllf 11'01£11 ~Nff 
891l4S•U 
DE~ 11, 1990 

COG' AlA T I liE 11£1 0P0A 1 IIIC IIICOE 

PREHEARIHG 
CCH'AIIY flliiiC StAff l(COM:ImAIIOII PUIUC CXUIS(l 1101 11".£0 

., 0 0 
> 0 ;o 
C'l (') 0 
t'l ,.. t'l 

t'l " 1.0 8 
w z 

z 0 
0 

(\.) 

Cl) w 
1.0 0 
...... (\.) 

w V1 
.c. 
V1 
I 

t'l 
1-1 

SOIBII.U 2 
Ol·Ju>·90 
08:311'" 

co. 
llll( IDJ. ISSUE 

110. 110. 110. 

, .................................................................. ,, ................................ ,, ................................ ,, ................................ , STSIOI ~ISOICliOIIAl -ISOICliCKAI. -ISOICIIOIW. -ISOICliCKAI. -ISOICliOIW. PO IOCICS PO IOCICS AD.AISIII(lllS ID.AISIBI IDJUSIII(liiS oiiAISl[O .oiiJUSTIIOITS IDJUSlBI ~D.AISYII(liiS IDJUSI(CI 

49 n II(S(MQI' ~~~~ 
0 0 so 71 (VI I SCS 
0 U 171 51 79 ri.T • DAII I [l AS11 IIAUliiiC 
0 0 sz ao TUIISIIISSIOII ll(lllS 

(I,IUI (1 , 7111 5} " "*IC Wtn IWSP£CIIOIIS (740 ) 0 ~ 116 ~. I£UliOIIS PUW•I 0 (7121 55 &7 V.\CAJICIU 
( 990) ( 1,045) )6 aa Nllllf I IOiltl IISP(CIIOII 

0 Cl9al S7 119 PlMI OAIIIH Ul'f:WS(S 
0 ct,m 1 ~ 90 111119 IIIICOUlCIIIU Cl1DII 0 (199) 59 " ~Ofll SAVI ru_c 
0 • 60 92 ,,. 
0 , .~, 

" 9} ' URIIt!WICl 'Af PlAI 0 ( 999) t.Z M ( 1'111 !IUtl.tAa tf.SlMCII 
(}271 ()19) 6 } 95 'lT. 5>1111 ASII IIAUl iiiC 0 UUI 64 96 t:M\OT(( ttUII <S 
CS.I Cl401 65 91 a.SI:ll('[ Mll liAl 

0 '"' 66 .. ~l"IIU 
c•s1 (64) 67 99 DUCl l fAll t(PAilS 

0 (lOll 68 100 OJSIOIO lllVIC( l ICIO 0 (1 , ,..,, 69 101 ~IIIG 
(1, 141) (l ,llJ) 10 10l I(~( CAI QII.AIIOII 

0 (1,~) 7 1 l9 l lO ~AIIOIIS A!O tliUilDS 
0 (}60) n K Ul I I POC:l SAlES 
0 l , NO n 

74 .................... ..................... .................... . .............. . ............... .... ........ ....... .. ............... n , ••• , -·tl .. ' • Int ........ 0 11l, l&Z 0 I ll.~ !S, 404) 10 7. 911 (14 ,911) ... 464 0 ,. .. .................... ....... .............. .. .............. ................ . ............ IIJ,l\l 
n 
71 otNtCIAIIOI- -lll,U IOII 47,7111 

" u u.nurt u.as 
(~) • eo l7 ""'" SCII:I{t Cl,n: , • 11 K LrflL~ Of Cll'l: IIDAISIICMU • Cl,7'91) al ................ ··············· ....... ..... . ........... ... . .......... &J IOUI .,Kiat lll'\- _,..tlrattan 0 47.7111 0 47. 101 (1 , 711) 4S,91t (1. 19)) u.••o 0 14 ............ . ........ ····· ............ ..... . ....... . . ... 47,7111 

A) 

- - -

__.. 
__.. 

0 



CO.UT: 
oan:tl 110.: 
!(Sf ftM: 

co. 

-

QA.I P()>.l[a CCN'IJIT 
11913'S·EI 
OECOI&U 11, 1990 

llll( N>J. ISSUE 
110. 110. 110. 

66 lu:t:S Olll(t IIWI IIICO<l 
a1 27 I'\.Alll SCII(l(l 
811 41 PXI I SIAIIOif U IU 
89 87 IIACAIICI(S 
90 
91 loul t&AU other ,...., 1...-
91 
fl 
9' ltiCOC IU [S CUlUWllT PUARl( 
9S 
96 
97 
9!1 
99 

M/ A lnt ertst ~~ n~orvlltatl"" 
• t t. Uftct • I •\Ut od)U"t.,...u 

100 
101 
102 
10} llti(U{D 

'"' u ~~ 21 
10. rc 
107 
lOIS 
109 
110 

tote l tnc:oee ta• n .. t:vrrmt 

IU(S (~I) 
u t t uas 
1'\AMI SOtU(R 
(lf(CI Of OI'C AIIMIII(•IS 

111 IMSIIIUI loU Q(DII (tl(l) 
117 l1 1'\4..•1 K .. RlR 
11} PC l II Of OI'C All JUS I 
114 
II~ 

'" 111 
Ill I(;AI. I/IMS 011 SAl( 
119 
120 
Ill 
177 
I ll 
1l4 
11\ 
u~ ,, 
111 
12"1 

- -

PRfltEAR IIIG 

"000 
:J:'0;%3 
ClOO 
['l:>"['l 

['l ;>j 
\Oo-3 
.t> z 

zo 
0 

CO.MT flllk' StArr Uc:o.£110AIIOII -liC C'IUIS(l 1101 USOI I······························································ ··· II····························· ··· II····························· ···II························ ········I STSI(M Jill ISII ICI IOt<Al J\IIISIIICIIOIIAI. M ISIIICIIOIIAI. MISIIICIIOIIAI. AJIISIIIC1 1011Al. l't:R IOCXS PU 100($ AIIMIKMIS AIIMI(O AIIJUSlii(OIS AIIMICO AIIMIII("MIS AIIJUSI(O AII-USl ii("OIS AIIJUSI(O 

20,122 

0 20,122 0 ZO,W Cllll 20,S01 

0 ll,IIS 

0 ll,IIS 0 \l,la~ 

0 1,1.21 

0 1,1.21 0 1,1.21 

(l,041) 

0 U,D'Il 0 Cl,D'II 

0 

0 0 0 0 

0 194 •• 10 0 194,610 

0 60,910 0 60,910 ........... ... ····· . ... . .. .......... . 

Sl' 
1,tn 

7 ,S06 IS,691 

2 
604 

0 

606 2,221 

0 

0 0 

(4,1091 190,111 

(l60) 
0 
0 

(260) 20, S6l 0 20,822 

(547) 
7,90} 

7,)16 

0 
0 

(40) 

0 
102 

102 

0 

( 10,\91) 

ZO,SOI 0 ll,liS 

1,\.al 0 1,1.21 

(1,9}9) 0 CZ,D''l 

0 0 0 

114,019 0 

Tl,Ol' 0 60, 010 ............ . ............. . 



CCIIII'AKT: 

OQCXl I 110. : 

QJlf I'Oott CCIIII'AJtf 

1191)4S· U 
I (SI Tt.U: 

liNt: 
110. 

, 
2 

l 
4 

s 
6 
1 

a 
9 

10 

II 

12 

1l 
14 

IS 

16 

17 

11 
19 

zo 
21 

n 
ll 
14 

7S 
76 
17 

711 
19 

lO 

OI:Cfi'IIU 31. I~ 

l- ,_ D«bt 
~t 1~,_ Dd>t 

'~·•~.....s Stod 
C\atc-r D-Iu 
c-t..-lty 
~~loted Ocfcnocl lte:c.e '"" 
Ocl ort-ed I IC • z.,_ C.t 

Ocltrrocl tiC • \lot,.tocl C.t 

CCIIII'OII[.I 

l-1-
Short It,._ 
,,., ... .., ,, .. ~ 
c ... ,_,...,.,,. 
c--.t..-11) 
A.ca..;taud Oef~rr-ed ,,.,..,..,.. taaif'l 

~hrt-ocl tiC Zt<e Cftt 

O.ftnocl IIC \lot tl>t l'd Ceu 

CCIIII'.UISOII Of CXISI Of CN'tiAI. POStl lOllS SCHEDULE 3 

PREHEARIIIr, OJ Jo.n· 90 

08: II :49 "" 

CCIIII'AKT IILIC STAff lt£CXMIE11DAIIOI 
I··········································· ······················· II ··································································! 

AIClJNI UIIO con Ull 

129,934 Js.m a.m 
4,290 0.~1 1. 00\ 

SS,l16 S. 99l 7 .~1 

IS ,6S9 1,10\ 7.6SI 
29l,I>SS 11 . 80\ ll. OO\ 
11l,9S9 19.111 000\ 

Ill 0.09: 0 00\ 
40,916 4 Ol 104ft 

............... .. 
923.~ 100.00\ ............... ~ .. . ............. 

l'\lltlt auo•sn 
1 ............................................... . 

l_liiO 

m.•n 37.~\ • rn: 
4 ,J80 O~ll 8 .00\ 
)O.~o ~ 91.'\ 1 ~\ 
n.·•l l ,lll 1 6~\ 

766, 11 I JO.rn 91QT. 

10,071 .. ·~· 0 "\ .. , 10\ 0 

J7, Oft7 ' 40\ 9 ua 

IIM."l 00\ ............... ··············· 

I«ICIU£0 

C0$1 

. ............ 

l . ln 

o.on 
0 . 461 

0. 131 

4 . U 1 

0 . 00\ 

0.00\ 

0.461 
.. 

l.lU 

·-·-········ 

ll9,260 
4, }18 

ss.ass 
IS,71>S 

~~. Ill 

184,1" 

IJ4 
41,192 .............. ...... 

9ll,Si>S 

···----···"'···· 

UIIO CXISI Ul[ 

l6.Tn e.m 3 .201 
0 . 41'1 1 . 00\ 0 ,04\ 
6 .0Sl 1.1Sl 0.41'1 
1. 111 7.1>Sl 11 Ill 

lO. SSl tl.lS:t: l 74\ 
19. 9'1 0 . 00\ 000\ 
o.oon 0 .00\ 000\ 
4 461 10. Ill 0 .4S\ 

.................. 
100.001 a.o.s:r: .............. .~~ ---······ ... 

1101 US(D 

......... 11 " ................. ............................................ 1 

NOJII 

3. 191 
0 041 

0 ~ 

0 '" 
l on 
0 00\ 

0 00\ 
0 40\ 

............. 
, 34\ 0 ........ -.. ............... -

U IIO cus1 u n 

tn 

, .. 

\IE it;lll£0 

CDS I 

rn 
(" , .. 
( H 

(U 

U t 

(ft 

(ft 

'" 

~ 

__. ., 0 0 N ~ 0 , 
(;') () 0 
tTl tTl tTl 

;><: , 
\0 8 
V1 z 

z 0 
0 

1\J 
(X) w 
\0 0 ..... 1\J 
w V1 
A 
V1 
I 

tTl 
H 

-



-

COHPANY: 
DOCKET NO.: 

Cl1l.F POII£.R COMPANY 
891345·El 

TEST YEAR : 

LINE 
NO. 

1 
2 
3 
4 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
l7 
18 
19 
20 

DECEMBER 31, 1990 

DESCRIPTION 
(1) 

Adjusted Jurisdictional Rate ~e 

Required Ratto of Ratum 

Required Net Operatin& l ncoae 

Adjusted Achieved Test Year 
Jurlsdlctlonal Net Oporetin& ln4o .. 

Jurlsdlctlonal NOt De(iclency 

Revenue Expansion Factor 

Revenue Increase · Test Year 

Total Revenue Increase 

-

CO.'U'ARATIVE REVQiU£ REQUtRf.MENTS 

f'REilEARlNG 

COHPANY 
FlLlNC 

(2) 

STAFF 
RECOKMENDATION 

(3) 

P\IBUC 
COUNSEl. 

(41 

SCHEDULE 4 
03-Jun-90 

08 : 11 PM 

NOT 
USED 
(5) 

$923 ,562 $869,164 $842,270 $923,562 

77,025 69,821 66,708 ERR ' 

60,910 6S, 28S 73,934 60,910 ....................... . . . .. ... . .. . ... ... . .. ... . - . ... .. ... .. .. ... ... ... .. . ... .. ............................ 
16,115 4,5)6 (7 ,226) ERR 

631699 1 . 631699 l 631699 
.. . .. ... .. ... . ... ... ... ... ... .. .. .. .. ... .. ... ... ... .. .. .. . . ... . ... .. ....... ........ ....... -... 

26,29~ 1 ,foOl (11,791) ERR 

0 0 0 

26,29) 7,401 (11,791) ERR 

- '000 
::-o~ 
ClOO 
['l:;o:t-1 

til~ 
ID~ 
0\ z 

z o 
0 · 

IV 
(I)W 
IDO 
1-' IV 
WV> 
~ 
V> 
I 

rn 
H 

w 



11 4 

ORDER NO. 23025 
DOCKET NO . 891345-EI 
PAGE 97 

ATTACHMPNT 2 

EXHIBITS 

Exhibits are listed by party. Within each party' s exhibi 
list, e xhibits are grouped by witness. Both direc and 
rebuttal e xh ibits are listed (or each witness. 

Exhibit 

WITNESS: 

(DLM-1) 
Schedule 1 

(DLf.t-1) 
Schedule 2 

(DLM-l) 
Schedule 3 

(DLM-2) 
Schedule l 

WITNESS: 

(AES-l ) 
Schedule 1 

(AES-l) 
Schedule 2 

GULF POWER COMPANY 

Witness 

D.L . McCrary 
(Direct) 

McC rary 

McCrary 

McCrary 

D.L. McCrary 
(Rebuttal) 

McCrary 

A.E. Scarbro ugh 
(Direct) 

Scarbrough 

Scarbrough 

Description 

Summary o( actions taken to 
improve secur1ty 

RS Rate-Typical Bill History 

Residential Rate Cor'par ison 

Summary of Man agement s ' 
Corrective Action 

O&M Expenses-Companso n O l 1989 
LO 1990 Budget 

O&M Expenses-Comparison by 
- Function 1989-1990 

I 

I 
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Exhibit 

(AES-1) 
Schedu le 3 

(AES-1) 
Schedule 4 

(AES-1 ) 
Schedul e 5 

(AES-1) 
Schedule 6 

(AES-1) 
Schedule 7 

(AES-1) 
Schedule 8 

(AES-1) 
Schedule 9 

(AES-1) 
Schedule 10 

(AES-1) 
Schedule 11 

(AES-1) 
Schedule 12 

(AES-1) 
Schedule 13 

Witness 

Scarbrough 

Scarbro ugh 

Scarbr oug h 

Scarbrough 

Scarbrou g h 

Scarbrough 

Scarbrough 

Scarbrough 

Scarbrough 

Scarbrough 

Scar bro u g h 

Descrip ion 

O&M 
Expenses-Benchmark Compari so n 
by Funct ion 1984-1990 

O&M Expenses-Benchmark 
Comparison by function 
1983-1990 

Transmission Line 
Rental s-Ad justment Order No. 
14030 

Transmission Expenses 
-Benchmar k Comparison 1984-1990 

A&G Expenses-Benchmark 
Comp a r ison 1984-1990 

Summar y of Benchmark Vdrlancr 
Jvstific1ti o n 1984- ~90 

Salary Renchmark ~ompdri son 

1984-1990 

O&M Expcnses-Compatiso n o f Gulf 
Lo SEE Average 

1988 Retai 1 Sales Per KWH Sold 
for Comp~rison Compantes 

Stand a rd & Poor· s Secur1ty 
Rating Repo rt on Gulf Powe1 
Company 

Respo nsibility t o r MfRs 
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Exhibit Witness Desc r i £.tlQ_n 

A.E. Scarbrough 
(Rebutta l } 

Scarbrough Gulf Power 
( AES-2 } Company Transmissio n 
Schedule 1 Expense Analysis 

A. E. Scarbrough 
(Mi scel laneous} 

Scarbrough Gulf · s Response to Ilem No . 51, 
OPC ' s 1st Set of Int. 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

Scarbrough Gulf's Response to Item No . 52, 
OPC's 1st Set of Int. 

I Docket No . 891345-EI 

Scarbroug h Gulf· s Response to • ~. (.;10 No. 53, 
OPC ' s ls t Set of Inl. 
Docket No. 891345-ET 

Scarbrough Gulf · s Response to Ttem N0. 70, 
OPC ' s 2nd s~ of In 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

Scarbrough Gulf · s Response to Item No. 72, 
OPC ' s 2nd Se of In 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

Scarbrough Gu lf ' s Response to Item !lo . 74 , 
OPC ' s 2nd Set o f Int. 
Docket No. 891345-EI 

Scarbrough Gulf ' s R~s ponse to Item No. 89, 
OPC' s 2nd Set of Inl. 
Docket No . 89 1345-EI 

Scarbrough Gulf ' s Response to Item No. 96 , 
OPC' s 2nd Set o t In 
Docke No . 891345-EI I 
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Exhibit Witness Desc riptio n 

Scarbr o ugh Gulf ' s Response to Item No . 97 , 
OPC' s 2nd Set of I n t . 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

Scarbrough Gulf's Re s ponse to 1 tern No . 180. 
OPC ' s 4th Se t of I n t . 
Docket o . 8913 45-EI 

Scarbro ugh Gulf' s Response to Item No . 200, 
OPC ' s 4th Set of Int. 
Docket No . 891 345-EI 

Scarbro ugh Gu lf · s Respo nse to Item No . 249 , 
OPC ' s 4th Set o f Int . 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

Scarb ro ugh Gulf · s Res ponse to Item No . 250 , 

I 
OPC ' s 4th Set o f In t . 
Docket No . 89134 5-EI 

Scarbrough Gulf ' s Respo nse to I No . 256 , em 
b PC ' s 4th Set of Inl. 
Docket No . 89l34 'J-EI 

Scarbro ugh Gu lf ' s Respo nse to Item No . 259. 
OPC · s 4th Set of InL . 
Docket No . 89134 5-EI 

Scarbrough Gulf ' s Response to r em No . 274, 
OPC ' s 4th Sel o f Int . 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

Scarbrough Gulf ' s Respo nse to Rate CdSC 
Howell Audit Repo rt , Docket No . 
Fell 881167-EI 

I 
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Exhibit 

WITNESS: 

(DPG-1 ) 
Schedu le 1 

(DPG-1) 
Schedule 2 

(DPG-1) 
Schedule 3 

(DPG-1 ) 
Schedule 4 

( DPG-1) 
Schedule 5 

(DPG-1) 
Schedule 6 

(DPG-1) 
Schedule 7 

( DP'f3- 2) 
Schedule 8 

(DPG-2) 
Schedu le 9 

Wi tness 

D.P. G i 1 bert 
(Direct) 

Gilbert 

Gilbert 

Gilbert 

Gilbert 

Gilbert 

Gilbert 

Gilbert 

D.P. Gilbert 
(Rebutt al ) 

Gilber t 

Gilbert 

Descri pt ion 

Gulf Powe r Pl a nning/Budgeting 
Flowc hart 

1990 Cdp i tal Additions Budqet 

1990 O&M Expe nse Budget Less 
Direct Fue 1 and Purchased 
Power 

Gulf Powe r O&M Budgeting 
Schematic 

Example of Gulf Power Rudget 
Deviation Report 

Gulf Power Financial ~odel 
Flowchart 

Responsibi lily for MFR~ 

Analysis of Budget dnd Actual 
Expenses for Employee Relatio ns 
Planning Unit 1986-L989 

ComplemenL Vaca nctes Js o t t•tay 
8, 1990 

I 

I 
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Exhibit 

WITNESS : 

(MRB-1) 
Schedule 1 

(MRB-1) 
Schedule 2 

(MRB-1) 
Schedule 3 

WITNESS : 

(RJM-1) 
Schedule l 

( RJM-1) 
Schedule 2 

(RJM-1) 
Schedule 3 

(RJM-1) 
Schedule 4 

( RJM-l) 
Schedule 5 

(RJM-1) 
Schedule 6 

Wi t ness 

M. R. Bell 
(Direct) 

Bell 

Bell 

Bell 

R. J . Mc Millan 
(Direct ) 

McMill a n 

McMillan 

McMillan 

Mc Millan 

Mc Milla n 

McMillan 

Desc rip tion 

Overv~ew of F i na nc ial 
Fo recasting Pr ocess 

AICPA Guidelines fo r 
Prospective F i nancia l 
Statements 

Pr ior Year ' s Forecast to 
Actual Variance a s a Percent 
o f Operating Revenues 

Gulf Powe r Fi nancial Mode l 
Fl owchar t 

1989 and 1990 Balance Sheets 

1989 a nd 1990 Income 
Statements 

Ut i l ity P l ant Balances 

13 Mo n t h Average Rate Base 
f or t h e Peri od End ing 
December 31 , 1990 

Project s lncluded 1n 
In terest Bear1ng CWlP 

9 
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Exhibit 

(RJM-1) 
Schedule 7 

(RJM-1) 
Schedule 8 

{RJM-1) 
Schedule 9 

(RJM-1) 
Schedule 10 

(RJM-1) 
Schedule 11 

(RJr'l- 1) 
Schedule 12 

(RJM-1) 
Schedule 13 

(RJM-1) 
Schedule 14 

(RJM- 1) 
Schedule 15 

Wit ness 

McMil lan 

McMill a n 

McMillan 

McMi ll an 

McMillan 

McMillan 

McMillan 

McMill a n 

McMill a n 

Description 

13 t1onl h Average r.Jor k i ng 
Capital for the Peri od 
Ending December 31, 1990 

Net Operating rncome fo r the 
Months End ing December 
31 , 1990 

Fuel Revenues and Expens es 
for the 12 Months Ending 
December 31 , 1990 

Conservati o n Revenues a nd 
Expens es Eo r the 12 Mo nths 
Ending Decembe r 31 , 199 0 

Industry Association Dues 
Rel ated to Lo bbytng and 
Chamber o f Commerce for Lhe 
12 Mo n t hs End i nq De~embe r 
31 , 1990 

I nstitutional AdveLtising 
for the 12 t4ot ths Ending 
December 31 , 1990 

Other Taxes Adjustment for 
the 12 Mo nlhs Ending 
December 31 , 1990 

Income Ta x Adjustmenl for 
t he 12 Mo n t hs Endi ng 
December 31, 1990 

Interest Synchro nization 
Adjustment for t he 12 

Months Ending December 31 , 
199050 

I 

I 

I 
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Exhibit Witness Descripti on 

WITNESS: E.P. Parsons, Jr . 
(Direct) 

(EBP-1) 
Schedule 1 

(EBP-1) 
Schedu le 2 

(EBP-1) 
Schedule 3 

(EBP-1) 
Schedule 4 

(EBP-1) 
Schedule 5 

(EBP-1) 
Schedule 6 

(EBP-1) 
Schedule 7 

(EBP-1) 
Schedule 8 

(EBP-1) 
Schedule 9 

(EBP-1) 
Schedule 10 

Parsons 

Parsons 

Parsons 

Parsons 

Parsons 

Parsons 

Parsons 

Parsons 

Parsons 

Parsons 

Index ~o Schedules 

Summary of Daniel and 
Scherer UPS and Territor i al 
Commitments 1984-1990 

UPS Unit Capacity Ratings 
and Commercial Operation 
Dates 

March 1979 Generation 
Expansion Plan-Gulf Percent 
Reserves Wi h and Without 
Daniel Capacity 

Price o f U. S. Impor rd Crude 
Oil 

Gulf and Sou hetn Forecasted 
Reserves in 1990 W1 h and 
Without UPS 

Gulf and Sou hern Planned 
Reserves W1Lh and W1 hout UPS 

1990 Coal-Fired Generating 
Capacity Cost 

UPS Summary 

Southern Electric System-
Total UPS Allocated to Untts 
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Exhibit Witness 

Parso ns 
(EBP-l) 
Sche dule 11 

Parsons 
(EBP-1) 
Schedule 12 

Parsons 
(EBP-1) 
Schedule 13 

Parsons 
(EBP-l ) 
Schedule 14 

Parsons 
( EBP-l ) 
Schedule 15 

Descrip ion 

0& Benchmark Compartson 

EPRI To tal 1990 Ptanned 
Expendilurc Budget 

Compa rtso n of 1981 Actual 
Budge Dev1alion fot SCS to 
t he FPSC Adju stment in Order 
No . 14030 

Coal Inventory Level Pol1cy 

ReJponsibility for MFRs 

E.B. Parsons , Jr . 
(Miscella~s-)--

Parsons 

PJtsons 

Parsons 

Parsons 

La e Filed Exhibtt No . 1 , 
OPC Deposit10n o t E.B. 
Parsons, Jr ., Drck~ .lo . 
891Jq5-EI 

Lale Filed Exh1b1t No . 3, 
OPC Depositi o n Jf E.B . 
Parsons , Jr., Docket No . 
891345-EI 

Gulr ' s Response Lo Itum No. 
101, Staff'~ 4 h Set ~ l 

In ., ~ocket No. 881167-EI 

Gulf's Response to Item No . 
66, OPC ' s 2r~d Sel o t lnt. , 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

I 

I 
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Exhibi' Witness 

Pa rsons 

Parsons 

Parsons 

Parsons 

Parsons 

Parsons 

Parso ns 

Parsons 

Parsons 

Parsons 

Desc r i@Q!! 

Gulf ' s Response o Item No . 
67, OPC ' s 2nd Set of In 
Doc ket No. 891345-EI 

Gulf's Response to Item No . 
221, OPC ' s 4th Set of Tnt., 
Docket No. 891345-EI 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No . 
222, OPC ' s 4th Se of In .. 
Docket No. 891345-EI 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No . 
223, OPC ' s 4th Set ot Int., 
Docket No. 891345-EI 

Gulf's Respo nse to Item No . 
224, OPC ' s 4th Set of Int ., 
Docket No . 89134 5-EI 

Gulf's Respo nse to Item No . 
225( ), (b), (c), (d) , (e), 
(g), and (j), OPC , 4 h Set 
o f In . , Docket No. 891315-EI 

Gulf' s Res po nse o I ·~No . 
228, OPC ' s 4 h S~t of Int . , 
Docket No . 891145-EI 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No . 
232, OPC's lth Set oC Int ., 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

Gulf's Response o Item No . 
269 , OPC ' s 4 h Se o f In ., 
Docket No. 891345-EI 

Gul f ' ~ Respo nse to I um No . 
313, OPC ' s 7th Set of Int . , 
Docket No . 891345-Ef 



124 

ORDER NO. 23025 
DOCKET NO . 89134 5-EI 
PAGE 107 

Exhibit 

WITNESS : 

( MWH-1) 
Schedule l 

(MWH-1) 
Schedule 2 

(t1WH- 2 ) 
Schedule 1 

(MWH- 2 ) 
Schedule 2 

(r1WH- 2 ) 
Schedule 3 

Wi t ness 

Parson s 

Parso n s 

Parson s 

Parso n s 

M.W. Ho wel l 
{Direct) 

Howe ll 

Howell 

M. W. Howell 
{Rebu t tal ) 

Howell 

Howe l l 

Howe ll 

Descriptio n 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No. 
83, OPC ' s 5th Set o( Int., 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

Gulf ' s Respo nse to rtem No . 
93 , OPC ' s 7th Set of I n t. , 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

Gulf ' s Respo nse to Item No . 
94 , OPC's 7th Set of Int. , 
Docket No . 89 1345-EI 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No. 
7, Sta ff ' s 3rd Request for 
Production , Docket No . 
891345-EI 

Southern System Off-~ystem 
Capacily Sales 

Responsibility for Mfqs 

Gul f Power Company Comparison 
of Load a nd Capacity 

Gu lf Power Company Comparison 
of Load and Ca pac 1 y 

Gulf Power Company Compar i son 
of Load and Ca pacity 

I 

I 

I 
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Ex hibit 

( MWH- 2 ) 
Sche d ule 4 

{MWH-2 ) 
Sche d ule 5 

( MWH-2 ) 
Schedule 6 

( MWH-2 ) 
Schedule 7 

( MWH- 2 ) 
Schedu le 8 

(MWH-2 ) 
Schedule 9 

Witness 

Howell 

Howell 

Howel l 

Howell 

Howell 

Howell 

M.W . Howell 
(M:scel laneous) 

Howell 

Howell 

Description 

Gulf Power Compa ny Compa ri son 
o f Load a nd Capacity 

Gulf Power Company Comp a r ison 
o f Load and Capacity 

Gulf rower Company Comparison 
of Load and Ca pacity 

Customer Cost Compariso n 

GSU Unit Power Sales 
Allocated to Units 

Plant Daniel and Plan 
Scherer Transmissio· 

Gulf ' s Respo nse lo Item No . 
61, OPC ' s 2nd Se of Int., 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

Gulf's Response to Item No . 
75, OPC's 2nd Set of Int . , 
Docket No. 891345-EI 

Gulf ' s Respo nse to Item No. 
92, OPr. ' s 2nd Set of Int . , 
Docke No . 891345-EI 

Gulf ' s Respo nse t o Item No . 
93, OPC ' s 2nd Set of InL . , 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

.?5 



126 

ORDER NO . 23025 
DOCKET NO . 891345-EI 
PAGE 109 

Exh ibit Witness 

Howell 

HoweLl 

Howell 

Howell 

Howel l 

Howell 

Howell 

Howell 

Des cript ion 

Gulf's Res po n se o Item No. 
10 6 , S t a fE · s 7th Set of In t . , 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

Gu lf ' s Re s ponse to I em No. 
13 2 , OPC ' s 2 nd Set of Int., 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

Gulf' ~ Respo nse to Item No . 
285 , OPC ' s 5th Sel of I n t ., 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

Gulf's Response to Item No . 
286, OPC ' s 5t h Set of Int., 
Doc ket No . 891345-El 

Gulf's Response to Item No. 
287, OPC ' s Slh Set of Int . , 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

Gu lf ' s Res po nse to Ite~ No . 
23, OPC · s 2nd Se Rt''1 e s 
f or POD' s , Docket No . 
891345-EI 

Gulf ' s Respo nse o I ~n No . 
58 , OPC ' s 2nd Set Reques t 
for POD ' s , Docke No . 
89134 5-EI 

Late Filed Exhibit No . l, 
OPC ' s Deposition o f M. W. 
Howel l Doc ket No . 891345-EI 

Late F iled Exhibi t No . 2 , 
OPC ' s Deposition o f E.B . 
Parsons, Jr . , Doc ket No. 
8913 4 5-EI 

I 

I 

I .. 
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Exhibit Witness Description 

WITNESS: C . R. Lee 
(Direct) 

Lee Index · 
(CRL-1) 
Schedule 1 

Lee Power Generatton Goals 
(CRL-1) 
Schedule 2 

Lee Turbine Inspections -
(CRL-1) Schedules 
Schedule 3 

Lee Responsibili t y for MFRs 
(CRL-1) 

I 
Schedule 4 

C.R. Lee 
(Rebuttal) 

Lee Cnst Condens~ t a no Coo 1 i ng 
(CRL-2) Tower Cort os i o n 
Schedu le l 

Lee Gulf · s Res po n s e to I em No. 
(CRL-2 ) 231. OPC ' s 1lh Se o f Int. , 
Schedule 2 Docket No . 891 34 5-EI 

Lee Plant Scherer Unit ... 
.) 

( CRL- 2 ) Productio n O&M Budget 
Schedule 3 

C .R. Lee 
(Miscellaneous) 

Lee Gulf's ~esponse to I tem No. 
100, Staff ' s 7th Set o t I nl .. 
Docket No. 891345-EI 

I 
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Exhibit 

WITNESS: 

( CEJ -1 ) 
Schedule 1 

( CEJ- 1 ) 
Schedule 2 

( CEJ-1) 
Schedule 3 

(CEJ-1 ) 
Schedul e 4 

( CEJ-1) 
Schedu l e 5 

Witness 

Lee 

Lee 

Lee 

Lee 

C . E. Jordan 
(Direct) 

Jordan 

J o rdan 

Jordan 

J o rdan 

Jordan 

Descr1pt:i o n 

Gulf ' ~ Response to Item No. 
10 2 , Staff ' s 7th Set of Tnt., 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

Gu lf ' s Response to Ilem No . 
103 , Slaff's 7th Sel of I nt., 
Docke t No. 891345-EI 

Gulf ' s R~sponse to Item No. 
105, SlaLC ' s 7 h S~L ot' I nt., 
Docket No. 891345-E I 

Gulf ' s Response t o I tem No. 
105, Staff's 7th Set o f I nt. , 
Docket No. 891345-EI 

Index to Schedules 

Transporta 10n Cosl Sa;tngs 
Due to New Mdlnlenancc 
Program 

Transpor ati o n Reliability 
Improvements 

General Repai t Shop 
Pr oducLiv1ty ImptO'lements 

Responsibility for MFR s 

I 

I 
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Exhibit 

( CEJ-2) 
Sc hedule 1 

( CEJ- 2 ) 
Sc hedule 2 

WITNESS : 

(ECC-1) 

Witness 

C . E. Jordan 
(Rebut ta l) 

J o rdan 

Jordan 

C .E. Jordan 
(Miscellaneous) 

Jordan 

J ordan 

Jordan 

Jordan 

Jordan 

E.C. Conner 
(Direct) 

Conner 

Description 

Summa~y o f Ove.head vs . 
Unde rgro und Expenses 

Compar ison o f DSO Charges 
1984-198q 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No. 
2ll(g) , OPC ' s 4lh Sel of 
Inl . , Docket No. 891345-EI 

Gulf ' s Response lo Item No. 
242 , OPC ' s 1 h Set o! rnt. 
Docket No. 891315-EI 

Gulf ' s Respontie ·o ILem No. 
243, OPC ' s 4th Se ot Int., 
Docket No . 891315-EI 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No. 
245 , OPC ' s 4th Set of Int., 
Docket No. 891345-EI 

Gulf ' s Response to Ilcm No. 
248 , OPC's 4th Set of Int., 
Docke t No. 891345-EI 

Space Allocati o ns 

/9 
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Exhibit 

(ECC-2 ) 
Schedule 1 

(ECC-2 ) 
Schedule 2 

( ECC-2 ) 
Schedule 3 , 

(ECC-2 ) 
Schedule 3 I 

(ECC-2) 
Schedule 4 

891345-EI 

Witness 

E.C. Conner 
(Rebuttal) 

Co nner 

Co nner 

Conner 

p . l 

Co nner 

p . 2 

Conner 

E. C. Co nner 
(Mi scella neous) 

Conner 

Co nner 

Conner 

Conner 

Description 

Index · 

Parking Cost Comparisons 

Pace Blvd. Land Held for 
Future Use 

Gu lf Power Land and Building 
Survey 

1990 Project Reallocation 

Gulf's Respo nse t o r em No . 
55 , OPC ' s 2nd Request for 
POD ' s, Docke l No . 8913 45-E I 

Gulf ' s Response to rtem No . 
56 , OPC ' s 2nd Request for 
POD's, Docket No . 891345-EI 

Gulf ' s Respo nse to Audit Data 
Request No. 8, Docket No . 
89 1345-EI 

Gulf's Response to Audit Data 
Request No. 47 , Docket No. 
89 1345-EI 

I 

I 

I 
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Exhibit 

WITNESS : 

(WPB-1) 
Schedule 1 

(WPB-1) 
Schedule 2 

Wi tness 

Conner 

Conner 

Conner 

Conner 

Co nner 

Co nner 

Conner 

Conne r 

W.P. Bowers 
(Direct) 

Bowers 

Bowers 

Descri ption 

Gulf ' s Response to Audit Dala 
Request No . 71, Docket No . 
891345-EI 

Gulf ' s Response to Audtt Data 
Request No . 92 , Docket No. 
89134 5-E I 

Gulf's Respo nse to Aud1r Data 
Request No . 105, Docket No . 
891345-EI 

Gulf ' s Respo nse to Audit Data 
Request No. 106, Docket Ho . 
891345-EI 

Gulf's Respo nse t o Audil Data 
Request No . 157, Docket No . 
891345-EI 

Gulf ' s Response to Audtt Data 
~equest No . 301 , Doc~et No . 
89 1345-EI 

Gulf ' s Response to A;1tlil Data 
Request No . 103 . Docket lo . 
89 1345-EI 

"Final Reporl o n C01por~Lc 
Office Building, Gulf Power 
Ptoject PE 872 (3336), AW 
408951 (E-84-14) " Dated 
may 23 , 1989 

Air Proaucts Quality 
Management Ptocess-A 
Guideline for Utilities 

Impo t ta nce o f Programs 1nd 
Services-ResJdential 
Customer Survey Summary 

31 
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Exhibit Witness 

Bowers 
(WPB-1) 
Schedule 3 

Bowers 
(WPB- 1 ) 
Schedul e 4 

Bowers 
(WPB-1) 
Schedule 5 

W.P . Bowers 
(Rebutt al) 

Bowers 
(WPB-2 ) 
Schedule 1 

W. P . Bowers 
(Miscellaneous) 

Bowers 

Bowers 

Bowers 

Bowers 

Bowers 

Description 

Impact of FPSC DectSl On on 
Benchmark Calculati on 

1990 Sales Expenses by 
Function 

MFRs 

1990 Model Energy Code Energy 
Cost Comparison 

Gulf ' s Response to I tet. No . 30 1 
Staff ' s lst Set of Int . 1 Dockel 
No. 891345-EI 

Gulf ' s Response to It:em No . 131 
Staff ' s 2nd s~t of Int . 1 Docke 
No . 891345-EI 

Gulf · s Respo nse to Item No . 451 
Staff ' s 2nd Set of Int. 1 Docket 
No. 891145-EI 

Gulf· s Respo nse to Item No . 1091 
pp . 1-201 SLaff ' s 7th Sel o f 
Int. I Doc~et No . 891345-EI 

Gu 1[ • s Respo nse to Item No. 1301 
Staff ' s 8th Set of Int . , Dockel 
No . 891345-EI 

I 

I 

I 
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Exhibit Witness 

Bowers 

Bowe r s 

Bowe r s 

Bowers 

Bowers 

Bowers 

Bowers 

Bowers 

Bowers 

Bowers 

Description 

Gul f ' s Response to Item No . 76 , 
OPC ' s 2 nd Set o f Int., Docke 
No . 89 1345-EI 

Gul f ' s Response to Ilem No . 120 , 
OPC ' s 2nd Set of Int . . Docket 
No . 89 1345-EI 

Gul f ' s Response to Item No . 120, 
pp . 3-6 OPC ' s 2nd Set o C I nl., 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

Gul f ' s Respo nse to Item No . 253 , 
OPC ' s 4 th Set of Int., 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

Gul f ' s Response to Item No . 31 , 
pp. l-10, OPC ' s 2nd Request f or 
POD ' s , Doc ket No. 891345-E I 

~ul f ' s Respon se to Item ~o . 33 , 
pp . 1-3 , OPC ' s 2nd Re~ues for 
POD ' s , Dockel No . 891345-EI 

Gulf ' s Respo nse to Ite~ No . 35 , 
p. 1 , OPC ' s 2nd Request for 
POD ' s, Docket No . 891345-EI 

Gulf's Response to Item No. 36, 
OPC ' s 2 nd Request fot POD's, 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

Gulf ' s Respo nse to Item No . 38 , 
pp . 1-2, Public Counse l ' s 2nd 
Request f o r POD ' s, Docket No . 
891345-EI 

Gu lf ' s Respo nse to Item No . 41 , 
p. 1, OPC ' s 2 nd Request for 
POD ' s, DOCKet No. 891345-El 

.33 
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Exh i bit Witness 

Bowers 

Bowers 

Bowers 

WITNESS: R.A. Mori n 
(Direct) 

Mo rin 
(RAM-1) 
Sc hedule 1 

Morin 
( RAM-1) 
Schedu l e 2 

Mori n 
(RAM-1) 
Schedule 3 

Mo rin 
( RAM-1 ) 
Schedule 4 

Mo rin 
(RAM-1) 
Schedule 5 

Mo rin 
(RAM-1) 
Schedule 6 

Mori n 
(RAM-1 ) 
Schedule 7 

Description 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No . 43, 
OPC ' s 2nd Request for POD ' s, 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

Prefiled Direct Testimony o f 
W. P . Bowers , Docket No . 
890324-EI 

Prefiled Rebuttal Testimo ny of 
W.P. Bowers , Docket No . 
89032 4-EI 

Resume 

DCF r-tode 1 Quarterly Timing 
Adjustment 

Southern Co . Earn1ng :-=. and 
Dividends Per Share 

Electric Utilities Bond 
RaL1ng BETA and Common 
Equit y Rati o 

Required Market Re turn and 
MeasuLes of Risk fo r 
High-BETA Electric Utilities 

Ri!. k Premium Analysis -
Souther n Co . 1979-1988 

Ri s k Premium Analysis -
Soul he rn Co . 1984-1989 

I 

I 

I 
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Exhibit 

( RAM- 1) 
Schedu le 8 

( RAM- 2 ) 
Schedule 1 

( RAM-2 ) 
Sc hedule 2 

{RAM-2 ) 
Schedule 3 

(RAM-2 ) 
Schedule 4 

WITNESS: 

(JTK-l) 
Schedule 1 

(JKT-1) 
Schedu le 2 

(JKT-1 ) 
Schedule 3 

( JKT-l ) 
Schedule 4 

~l i t ness 

Mori n 

R. A. Mori n 
(Rebu ttal ) 

Mori n 

Mo r i n 

Mo r i n 

Mo r in 

J . T . Kilgore 
(Direct) 

Kilgore 

Kilgo r e 

Kilgore 

Kilgore 

Description 

Moody' s El ectric Utilities 
Risk Pr emium Analysis 

Quarterly DCF Model 

Moody ' s 24 Non-Nuclear 
Electrics : Growth Rates 
Historical & Projected 

Dow Jones Index Compa nies 
Projected Returns , Yields, 
Gr owth Rates 

High-Quality Elec~rics 
Growth Rates 

Gulf Power Co . liJ 9 0 Re a i 1 
Customer Foreca~t 

Gulf Power Co . 1990 Relail 
Energy Sales Fo t ecast 

Gu 1 f Power Co. 19 9 0 Re ail 
Base Revenue Fotecasl 

Gulf Power Co . Shor -Tetm 
Retail Forecast Acc u racy 

25 
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Exhibit 

( JKT-1 ) 
Schedule 5 

(JKT-1) 
Schedule 6 

(JTK-2) 
Schedule 7 

( JTK-2) 
Schedule 8 

(JTK-2) 
Schedule 9 

(JTK-2) 
Schedule 10 

( JTK-2 } 
Schedule 11 

( J TK-2) 
Schedule 12 

( JTK- 2 ) 
Sc hedul e lJ 

(JTK-2) 
Sc hedule 14 

Wi t ness 

Kilgore 

Kilgo re 

J.T. Kilgore 
(Rebuttal) 

Ki lgo re 

Kilgo r e 

Ki lgore 

Kilgore 

Kilgo re 

Kilg o re 

Kilgo r e 

Kilgo re 

Description 

Rate and Other 
Classificati o ns Summary 

Res po nsibility for MFRs 

1990 Retail Customer Forecast 

1990 Retail Energ y Sales 
Forecast 

1990 Re tail Base Revenue 
Forecast 

C>1 FR E-14 

MFR E-lBa 

MFR E-18b 

C1FR E-18c 

So utheastern U.S. Annual 

I 

I 

I 
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( JTK-T} 
Schedule 15 

(JTK-2) 
Schedule 16 

(JTK-2 ) 
Schedule 17 

(JT:<-2) 
Schedule 18 

'tJITNESS : 

( t•1TO-l) 
Schedule 1 

Witness 

Kilgo re 

Kilgore 

Kilgore 

Kilgore 

J. T. Kil_gore 
(Miscellaneous ) 

Kilgore 

Kilgote 

Kilgo re 

Kilgore 

:·1 . T. 0 ' She.!§_y 
(Direct) 

O' Sheasy 

Descriptio n 

Histo rtcal Gtowth Rate 
Forecast 

Comparison of Fo recas 
Accuracy - 1989 Tesl Year 
Grow h tn Reta1l Base Rate 
Revenue 

Shor -7~:m Hetail Forec1s t 
Accuracy 

Graphs - Rosen/L~rktn vs . 
Gulf Power Accuracy 
Compartson 

Gulf ' s Respo nse to Item No. 
18, Staff's lsl Se o f lnL., 
Dockel No . 391345-~ 

Gulf ' s Respo nse to Il m No . 
52 , Staff's Jrd .Set oi rn . . 
Docket No . 8913~5-EI 

Gulf ' s Respons~ to Ilem No . 
l 15 , S t a f l · s 8th Se L o L In t . , 
Dockel No . 891345-EI 

Gulf' s Response to Item No .. 
277, OPC ' s 5t h Set of Int., 
Docket No . 891345-Er 

Present Rale Summary f o r 12 
Mo n hs End1ng Decembet 3 1. 
1990 

1 ') . ...; 
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Exhibit 

(MT0-1 ) 
Schedule 2 

(MT0- 1 ) 
Sc hedule 3 

( MT0-1 ) 
Schedule 4 

(MT0-1 ) 
Schedule 5 

(MT0-1 ) 
Schedule 6 

(MT0-1 ) 
Schedule 7 

(MT0-1) 
Schedule 8 

Witness 

O ' S heasy 

O ' Sheasy 

O ' Sheasy 

O ' Sheasy 

O ' Sheasy 

O ' Sheasy 

O ' Sheasy 

M.T . O ' Sheasy 
( Mi 5Ce ll aneous) 

O ' S heasy 
Haskins 

O ' S heasy 

O ' S heasy 

Descriptio n 

Analysi s of Investment for 
12 Mo nths Endi ng Decemher 
31 , 1990 

Analysis of Revenues for 12 
Mo n ths Ending December 31 , 
1990 

Analysis of Expenses for 12 
Mo n ths Ending December 31 . 
1990 

TablP, of Line Allocato r s and 
Pe r centages for 12 Mo nths 
End ing December 31, 1990 

Responsibility for MfRs 

Levelizatio n Definition 

Summary and Unit Cost fo r 
Rev ised 12 Months Ending 
December 31, 1990 

Gulf's Response Lo Item No. 
6 , Staff ' s 1sl set of Int., 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

Gu lf ' s Response to Item No. 
27 , Industrial Interveno rs· 
2nd Request for POD's, Docket 
No . as 134 5-EI 

Late Filed Exh ibit No . 6, 
Staff's Deposition of M. T . 
O ' Sheasy , Docket No . 
891345-EI 

I 

I 

I 
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Exhibit 

WITNESS : 

(JLH- 1) 
Schedule 1 

(JLH-1) 
Schedule 2 

(JLH-1) 
Schedule 3 

(JLH- 1 ) 
Schedule 4 

(JLH-1) 
Schedule 5 

(JLH-1) 
Schedule 6 

(JLH- 1) 
Schedule 7 

(JLH-1) 
Schedule 8 

(JLH- 2 ) 
Schedule 1 

Witness 

J.L. Has kins 
(Di r ect) 

Haskins 

Haskins 

Haskins 

Haskins 

Haskins 

Haskins 

Haskins 

Haskins 

J .L. H'askins 
(Rebut tal) 

Haskins 

Description 

Analysis of Proposed Revenue 
by Rate- 12 Months Ending 
Decembe r 1990 

Rate of Return by Rate Class 

Proposed Tariffs 

Bill frequency Summary fo r 
12 Months Ending September 
1989 

Average Cosl of Localized 
Investment 

1987 and 1988 PeaA Hours 
Distribution 

Annual Hours-Use Compar1son 

Respo nsibility for MfRs 

Analys1s of Proposed 
Revenue by Rate - 12 
Mont h s Ending December, 
1990 

_3 9 
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Exh ibit 

(JLH- 2 ) 
Schedule 2 

(JLH-2) 
Schedule 3 

(JLH-2) 
Schedule 4 

(JLH-2) 
Schedule 5 

(JLH- 2 ) 
Schedule 6 

(JLH- 2) 
Schedule 7 

(JLH-2) 
Schedule 8 

Wi tness 

Haski ns 

Haskins 

Ha s kins 

Haskins 

Has k i ns 

Haskins 

Haskins 

J . L . Haskins 
(Mi sce l laneous) 

Has k ins 

Haskins 

Haskins 

Description 

Rates of Return by Ra e 
Class 

Average Cost of Localized 
Investment 

Comparison of Gulf's PXT 
CEO Bill and PXT Min1mum Bill 
to Mr. Pollock's Annual 
Minimum Bill 

Examples of GSD Minimum Bill 
Calculation 

Revis ion of Mr. Kisla ' s 
Table II 

Revised TJr1ff Sheet No. 
6 . 30 

Compariso n o ( Gulf ' ~ SS 
Demand Calculation t0 
Mr. Kisla ' s SS Demand 
Calculation 

Gulf ' s Response o Item No . 
4, Staff ' s 1st Set of In ., 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No . 
13 , StaCf's 1st SeL o f Int .. 
Doc ket No. 891345-EI 

Gulf's Re~ponse to Item No. 
27 , Sta(f ' s lst Set o f Int ., 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

I 

I 

I 
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Exhibit Witness 

Ha skins 

Ha s k i ns 

Ha skins 

Haskins 

Ha s k ins 

Haskins 

Ha skins 

Haskins 

Haski ns 

Haskins 

Ha s k ins 

Description 

Gulf's Response to Item No . 
3 2 , Staff · s 1st Set o f In . , 
Docket No. 891345-EI 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No. 
35, Staff ' s 1st Set o f Int., 
Docket No. 891345-EI 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No. 
36, Stolf's lst Set of Int., 
Docket No. 891345-EI 

Gulf's Respo nse to Item No . 
37, Staft ' s 1st Se of Int., 
Docket No. 891345-EI 

Gulf's Response to Item No . 
38, Staff ' s lst Set of Int . , 
DockeL No. 891345-EI 

Gulf ' s Response o Item No . 
40, Staff ' s lst Se of In., 
DockeL No. 891345 EI 

Gulf's Respo nse Lo I em No . 
47, Staff's 3cd Sel of InL., 
Docket No. 891345-EI 

Gulf's Response to Item No. 
48, Staff's 3rd Sel of Int., 
DockcL No. 891345-EI 

Gulf' s Respo nse to Item No . 
54 , Staff's 3rd Set of Int . , 
Docket No. 891345-EI 

Gulf ' s Respo nse t o Item No . 
64, Staff ' s 3 rd Set of Int., 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

Gulf's Respo nse to Item No. 
65, Staff's 3rd Set of Int., 
Docket No. 891345-EI 
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Exhibit Witness Descrt ption 

Haskins Gul f ' s Response to Item No. 
66, c:; aff · s 3rd Set o f Int., 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

Haskins Gulf ' s Response to I em No . 
67, Staff's 3rd Set of Int., 
Docket No. 891345-EI 

Haskins Gul f ' s Res ponse t o Item No. 
73 , Staff ' s 3rd Set of Int. , 
Docket No . 891345 -E I 

Haskins Gulf's Response to Item No. 
110, Staff's 8th Se o f Int . , 
Docket No . 8913·15-EI 

Has kins Gulf· s Respo nse to I te·1 No. 
111 , Sta(f · s 8th Set Ol In . , I Docket No . 891 345-E I 

Has k i ns Gulf ' s Response to Item No. 
1121 Stlff ' s 8th SeL O l In . , 
Docket No . 891345-J::l 

Haskins Gulf ' s Respo nse to l .. em No. 
113, Staff ' s 8 lh Set o f I n::., 
Doc ke No . 891345-EI 

Haskins Gulf · s Response 0 Item No . 
120 , Staff ' s 8th Set O( Int . I 

Docket No. 891345-EI 

Ha s kins Gulf ' s Response to Item No . 
1211 Staff ' s 8lh Set Ot Int. I 

Docket No. 891345-EI 

Haskins Gulf ' s Respo nse to I tern No. 
124 , Staff's 8th Set O l fnt. , 
Docket No . 891345-EI 

Haskins Gulf· s Response to Item No . 
1261 Sta f f's 8 h Set of Int., 
Docket No . 891345-EI I 
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Exhibit Witness 

Ha s k i ns 

Has k ins 

Haskins 

Haskins 

Haski n s 

Haskins 

Haskins 

Haskins 

Haskins 

Has kins 

Descripti o n 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No . 
141, Staff's 8 h Set of Int ., 
Dockcl No. 891345-EI 

Gulf ' s Responsr to I em No. 
144, Staff ' s Slh Set of Int . , 
Docket No. 891345-EI 

Gu lf ' s Response to Item No . 
145 , Staff's 8th Set of Int., 
Docket No . 89 1345-EI 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No. 
146, Staff ' s 8th Set of Int., 
Docket No. 891345-EI 

Gulf ' s Respo nse to Item o . 
5, Staff ' s 2nd Request for 
POD's, Docket No . 891345-EI 

Gu l f's Response to Ilem No. 
I, Mo nsanto ' s First Se of 
Int . , Docket No . 891345-EI 

Gulf' s Res pon~e to t~em No. 
24, Mo nsanto · s First Requcs 
for POD's, Dockel no . 
89134 5-EI 

Gulf' s Response o i em No . 
12, Industridl Intervenors· 
2nd Sel of Int., Docket No . 
891345-EI 

Gulf's Respo nse t o Item No . 
13, Industrial Interveno rs ' 
2nd Set of Int., Docket No. 
891345-EI 

Gulf's Pesponse to Item No. 
11, FEA ' s 1st Set o f Int. , 
Docket No . 891345-EI 
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Exhibit Wi t ness Description 

Haskins Late Filed Exhibi t No . 6, 
Staff• s Deposi t ion of J.L. 
Hask i ns, Doc ke t No . 8913 45-EI 

Haskins Late File d Exh ibit No . 4 1 

Staff ' s Depos ition o f J .L. 
Ha s kins , Docke t No . 891345-E I 

Ha s k ins Late Filed Exhibit No. 5 , 
Staff ' s De position o f J .L. 
Ha s kins. Docket No . 891J4 5-EI 

Has kins Late Filed Exhibit No . 7, 
Staff 's Deposi tio n of J . L. 
Ha s k i ns , Docket No . 891345-EI 

Ha s ki ns Late Filed Exhib1t No . 10, 
Sta ff ' s Deposition o f J . L. 

I Has k i ns , Docket No . 891345-EI 

Ha s k i ns La t e Filed Exhib it No . 15, 
Staff ' s Depositi on of ,J. L. 
Has k ins, Doc ket No . 891'145-EI 

Haskins La te Filed Exh i bi.t No. I 

Staff ' s DeposiLion of J . L . 
Has k ins , DockeL No . 8!1 1345-EI 

Ha sl-.i ns Late Filed Exhibit No . 16 , 
Staff · s Deposition of J . L . 
Has kins , Doc ket No . 891345-El 

Haski ns Late Filed Exh ibit NO. 20 , 
Staff's Deposition o f J . L. 
Ha s ki ns , Docke L No . 891345-EI 

WITN ESS : R. O. Bus ha rdt 
(Rebu ttal) 

Bus hardt Eco nomic Impact o f 
(RDB-1) Compct1 tive Loads 
Schedule 1 I 
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Exhibit 

WITNESS: 

WITNESS: 

(GAF-1) 
Schedu le 1 

(GAF-1) 
Schedule 2 

Wi tness 

R.D. Bus hardt 
(r1i sce1laneous ) 

Bus ha rdt 

J.E . Hodges 
( Miscellaneous) 

Hodges 

G.A. Fell 
(Rebutt al ) 

Fel l 

Fell 

ADDITIONAL EXH I BITS : 

Various 
Wi t nesses 

Variou s 
Witnesses 

Descrip ion 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No. 
8 8 , staff · s 6th Set of In t . , 
Docke t No . 891345-EI 

Gulf's Response to Item No. 88, 
Staff's 6th Sel of Int., Docket 
No . 891345-EI 

wareho use Aud it and Alleged 
$2,000 ,000 Shortage 

Mi sappropriations by K}le 
Croft 

Gu l f Power Company's Response 
to Rate Case Audit, Dockcl No. 
881167-EI 

Gulf Power Company' s Response 
to Rate Case Aud it, Oocke l No . 
891345-EI 



146 

ORDER NO. 230 25 
DOCKET NO. 8 91345-EI 
PAGE 129 

OFFICE OF PUBLIC COUNSEL 

Exhibit Witness 

WITNESS: H.W . Schultz 
Direct } 

Schultz 
(HWS-1} 

Schultz 
(HWS-2} 

Schultz 
( HWS-3) 

Schultz 
(HWS-4) 

Schultz 
{HWS-5} 

Schultz 
{HWS-6) 

Schultz 
(HWS-7) 

Schultz 
(HWS-7} 
Page 2 

Schultz 
(HWS-7) 

Schul tz 
(HWS-8) 

Schultz 
(HWS-9 ) 

Descript1 o n 

Adjusted Ne t Operating Income 

Summary of Expenses 
Adjustments 

Reference Level Adjustment -
Employee Relati ons 

Labo r Complement Adjustmen t 
and Related Payroll Taxes 

Calculation of Actual & 
Forecast Average Turbine and 
~oiler I nspections Expense 

OPC Be nchmark Analy j is 

Steam Productio n Ad "ustmcn t 

Disallowance of Duplicative 
SCS Services 

Calculation to Restate 
Budgeted SCS Services to Page 3 
Hi storical Actual Cost 

Employee Benefi ts 

Calculatio n of Average 
Obsolet~ Distributio n 
Material Expense 

I 

I 

I 
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Exhibit 

(HWS-10} 

(HWS-11) 

(HWS-12) 

(HWS-13} 

( HWS-14} 

(HWS-15} 

(HWS-15} 
Page 2 

WITNESS : 

(HL-1} 

(HL-2} 

(HL-3} 

(HL-4} 

Witness 

Schultz 

Schultz 

Schultz 

Schultz 

Schultz 

Schultz 

Schultz 

H.L. Larkin 
(01 rec -}--

Larkin 

Lark1n 

Larkin 

Larkin 

Desc ri pt i.on 

" Perks " - Dl~allowance of 
Expense for Oft1cer and 
Maragement 

Calculation of Average Fan & 
Duct Repair Expense 

Disallowance of Former ECCR 
Recovery Programs from Base 
Rates 

Adjustment Lo Remove 
Co nservation Programs from 

Customer Serv1ce and 
Info rmat ion for ECCR Review 

Adju s tment to Remo ve Test 
Year Marketi ng Expenses 

Summary of Benchmark 
f.djustmenls 

Distribution Sys em Wo k 
Order ClearanCl' 

Revenue Requitemen .s 
Calculatton 

13 Month Average Rate Bdse 
as Adjusted 

13 Month Aver age Plant 
Baldnce 

Dep reciation Reserve ~alance 
by Mo nth 

47 
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Exhibit 

(HL-5} 

(HL-5 } 
Page 2 

( HL-6 ) 

(HL-7 ) 

(HL-8 ) 

(HL-9) 

(HL- 10 ) 

(HL-11} 

(HL-12 ) 

WITNESS : 

(RAR- 1} 

(RAR-2 ) 

Witness 

Larkin 

Larkin 

Larkin 

Larkin 

Larkin 

La rk in 

La rkin 

Larkin 

Larkin 

R.A . Rose n 
(Direct) 

Rosen 

Rosen 

Descripti c-n 

Provi s i o n f o r Depreciatton 

12-Month Aver age 
Depreciation Rate 1989 

Adjustment to Remo ve Plant 
Held for Future Use from 
Rate Base 

Adjustments to Work1ng 
Ca pt tal 

New and Revised Adjustments 
to Rate Base for 13 Mo nths 

1990 Re tail Energy Sa l es 
Forecast 

Depreciat Jo n and 
Amortizati o n Expense 
Ad justment 

Interes t Synchtou : ;Ga 1on 
Adjustment 

Ad justment to I ncome Tax 
Expense for Pro posed Cha nges o 
Operating Income Revenue s and 
Expenses 

Qualifications 

Sche rer Commitments 

I 

I 

I 
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Exhibit 

(RAR-3) 

(RAR- 4) 

(RAR-5) 

(RAR-6) 

(RAR-7) 

WITNESS : 

Wi tness 

Rosen 

Rosen 

Rosen 

Rosen 

Rosen 

J.A. Rothschild 
( Direct) 

Description 

Reserve Marqtns 

Suulhern Studies Form 2 . 2 
p . 3 O L 3 

Economics o( Removtng Scherer 

Capacity Scttlemen Credits 
Ca l culation 

Short Term Retail Forecas 
Accur acy 

Ro t hsch ild Recommended Cost oC Capital 
( J AR- 1 ) 

Rothsch ild 
(JAR-2) 

Rothschild 
( J AR-3) 

Rothschild 
(JAR-4) 

Rothschild 
(JAR-5) 

Rot hsch ild 
(JAR-6 ) 

Rothschild 
(JAR-7) 

Rot hsch i l d 
(JAR-8) 

Discounted Cash Flow 

No n Nuclear Discounted Cash 
Flow 

Moody ' s 24 Electric Ulilit y 
Companies 

Non Nuclear Ext~rnal 
Financtng Rate 

ROE I mplied in Zack ' s 
Consensus Growth Rate 

Moody ' s 24 Electrtc 
UliliL1es Cap1 al Stcuc ure 
Comparison 

Analysis of Effect of 
Leve r age o n Cost of Capttal 

49 
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Exl--tibit 

( JAR-9) 

(JAR-10) 

(JAR-11) 

(JAR-12) 

WITNESS: 

(RSW-1) 

(RSW-2) 

(RSW-3) 

(RSW-4 ) 

Witness 

Rothschild 

Rothsc hild 

Rothschild 

Rothschild 

R.S. Wright 
(Direct) 

Wrigh t 

Wright 

Wright 

Wriqht 

Descripti o n 

Common Stock Cost of 
Floatati o n 

Dow Jones Industrials 
from 1920 through 1987 

Cost of Equ1ly Differential 
Between Users 

Sales of Elec r1city by 
Customer ClclSS (Appendix II) 

Cost Analysis Flowchart 

Cost of Service Study in 
Response to S atf 
'Interrogatory No . 1 

Revenu~s, Net Operatinq 
income and Cla5~ Rates ot 
Return Alternate Cost o f 
Serv1ce Stud ies at Present Rates 

Comparative Class Sha res of 
Base Load Plan Responsibil1ty 
and Base Load Fuel, AlternaL1ve 
Cost Sludies 

I 

I 

I 
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FEDERAL EXECUTIVE AGENCIES 

Exhibit 

WITNESS: 

(CEJ-1) 

(CEJ-2 ) 

(CEJ-3 ) 

(CEJ-4) 

Witness 

C.E . Johnson 
(Direct) 

Johnson 

Johnson 

Johnson 

Johnson 

Description 

Comparison o f GPC and FEA 
Increases to LP/LPT and PXT 
Rate Classes 

Revenue Requ1red by Voltage 
Level a Present Rates 

Compar1so n of FEA-Proposed 
LP/ LPT Rate wi h Gulf Powet 
Proposed Rate (3 pages ) 

LP/LPT Bill Comparison 

51 
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INDUSTRIAL INTERVENORS 

Ex hibit 

WITNESS: 

(TK-1) 
Table I 

(TK-1) 
Tab le II 

(TK-1) 
Table III 

WITNESS: 

(JP-1) 
Schedule 1 

(JP-1) 
Schedule 2 

(JP-1) 
Schedule 3 

(JP-1) 
Schedule 4 

(JP-1) 
Schedule 5 

Wi t ness 

T . Kisla 
(Direct) 

Kisla 

Kisla 

Kisla 

J. Pollock 
(Direct) 

Pollock 

Pollock 

Pollock 

Pollock 

Pollock 

Descriptio n 

Overview of Pulp and Paper 
making Process 

Generator Ratings: Effect 
of Amb:ent Temperature 

Effect of Process 
Descriptions o n Steam and 
Electric Use and Cogeneration 

Test Year System 
Duration Cu rv e ard Monthly 
Systum Peak Demands 

Pet Unit Capttal Costs v . 
Per Unit Operating Costs , 
Gulf's Refined Equ1valent 
Peaker Method 

Comparison of Outage Rates, 
Coal-fired Base Load ~nd 
Peak1ng Technologies 

Classtficatton of Product i o n 
Plant, REP Method ,ReClecting 
Different forced Outage Rates 

Monthly Peak Demands 
as a Pe rcent of the Annual 
System Peak (Gulf Power} 

I 

I 

I 
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Exhibit 

(JP-1) 
Schedule 6 

(JP-1) 
Schedule 7 

(JP-1) 
Schedule 8 

(JP-1) 
Schedule 9 

(JP-1) 
Schedule 10 

(JP-1) 
Schedule ll 

(JP-1) 
Schedule 12 

(JP-1) 
Schedule 13 

(JP-1 ) 
Schedule 14 

(JP-1) 
Schedule 15 

(JP-1) 
Schedu le 16 

Witness 

Pollock 

Pollock 

Pollock 

Pollock 

Po llock 

Pol l oc k 

Pollock 

Pollock 

Pollock 

Pollock 

Pollock 

Description 

Mo nthly Peak Dema nd s as a 
Percent of the Annual System 
Peak (Southe rn Company ) 

Monthly Reserve Marg1ns, 
Percent of Pea k Demand 
(So u t hern Company) 

De ~i vatlOn of Near 
Coi ncident Peak Demand 
Allocation Factors 

Impact of Load Shi ft o n the 
12 CP All ocation Factors 

Classifica ·ion of Rate Base 

Nea r Peak Demand Cos t of 
Service Study 

Fuel Symmetry Ad;u:>trnent, 
Corrected REP Me lod 

Co rrected Refined 
Equivalent Peaket Cost of 
Service Study 

Gul f ' s Proposed Distribu t i o n 
of I ncrease Without Migta t ion 

Summary o f Cost o f Serv 1ce 
Results, Near Pea k Met hod 

rndus ~ rial Interve nors ' 
Recommended Distr1 bution of 
I ncrease 

S3 
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Exhibit Witness 

Pollock 
(JP-1) 
Schedule 17 

Pollock 
(JP-1) 
Appendix A 

Pollock 
(JP-1 ) 
Appendix B 

Pollock 
(JP-1) 
Appendix c 

Descrip t i o n 

Comparison o r 
Cost-of-Service results at 
Present and Recommended 
RatPs :· Near Peak Method 

Qualificatio ns of Jeffry 
Pol l ock 

Cost of Serv 1. ce 
Determina ion Procedures 

Illustrations of Co nceptual 
Flaws with Equ1valent Peaker 
and Ref1ned Equ1valenl 
Peaker Methods 

I 

I 

I 
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STAFF OF THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERV 1CE£0MM ISSION 

Exhibit Witness 

WITNESS : S . Seery 

Seery 

Desc r1 ptio n 

Schedule 1: The Consumer Pr1cc 
Index - Average Annual 
Percentage Changes and he Five 
Year Moving Average 

Schedule ~ : Yield o n Season~d 
"A" Ut1lity Bonds -Average 
Percentage Changes and Lhe Five 
Year Moving Average 

Schedule 3 : Inte re st and 
Inflati on Rales 

Schedule 4: Aa / AA Raled 
Electric Utilities 
InvPs t ment Risk Characteri stics 

Schedule 5 : A/A Ra ed Elec ric 
Ulilily Rali o Sumrn.Hy 

Schedule 6: Gulf Pcwer 
Company - Quality Me asurements 

Schedule 7: DCF Model Equat1on 

Schedule 8: Two-Stage , Annually 
Compounded Discoun ted Cas h Fl ow 
Model 

Sc hedule 9 : Two-Slage, Annually 
Compou nded Disco unted Cash Flow 
Analysis f o r he Aa / AA Ra ed 
Elec ric UL1lily Index 

Schedule 10: R1 s k Pr~mium 
Equa tion 
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Exhibit 

WI TNESS : 

(RAF-1) 

(RAF-2) 

(RAF-3 ) 

WITNESS : 

Witness 

(See ry, 
con 't) 

R. A. Freeman 

Freema n 

Freeman 

Freeman 

K. D. Brown 

Brown 

Desc rt pt ion 

Schedule 11: Estimated Monthly 
Ri sk Premiums Aa/AA ElecLr1c 
Utility Index 

Schedule 12: Bond Yield 
Differentia 1 

Schedule 13 : Standard & Poo r · s 
Financial Benchmarks 

Schedule 14 : 
Over a 11 Cos 

Comparison -
o( Capital 

Schedule 15: Summary of Cos t 
of Equity Analys1s 

Composite : (A - F) 
Ra te Case Audit Repo rt, 
becket No . 871167-EI 

Rate Case Audit Repor 
Docket No .89134s- r.r 

Resume o f R. A. Freemdn 

Attachment I - Gulf Power 
Company Logged Complaints - 10 
Year Comparison 

Attachment II - Type and 
Justification fo r Gulf 
Power Complaints Received and 
Closed During 1989 

I 

I 

I 
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Exhibit 

WITNESS : 

(RSB-1} 

(RSB-2) 

WITNESS : 

(Staff-1} 

(Slaff-2} 

Witness 

(B rown , 
con't) 

R.S. Bass 

Bass 

Bass 

R.G . Dawson 

Dawson 

Dawson 

Descri-,tion 

At tachment liB - Gulf Power 
Company - Complai nts By Type -
1989 

At l~chment III - Justification 
for Gulf Power Company 
Complaints 

Attachment I VA - Electric 
Industry Ca lendar Year 
Comparison of Comp l ai n t Ac tivtty 

At tachment IVB - E1ec tic 
Industry Calendar Year 
Comparison of Complaint Activ1tr 

At tachment v - January - March, 
1990 Division oC Co nsumer 
Affairs Complaint Activtly, 
E1eclric Indu~Lry 

Amoun•s Associated W1t t Plea 
Agreement - Count l 

Amounts Associa ted Wt h Plea 
Agreement - Count 2 

Direct testimony of Robe r G. 
Dawson in FERC Docket No. ER89-
48-000, pp. 41-44 

Deposition of Robetl G. Dawson. 
4- l l- a 9 , Docket No . 8 8 t 15 7- E I , 
pp . 17-20, 35-37, and 86-91 

1 5 . 
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Exhibit Witnes s Desc ri eli on 

Staff Cross-Examination Exhibits 

WITNESS : D.L.McCrary 

McCrary 
(Staff- 3) 

McCrary 
(Staff-4) 

McCrary 
(Staff-S) 

McCrary 
(Staff-6) 

McCrary 
(Staff-7) 

McCrary 
(Staff-B) 

McCrary 
(Staff-9) 

McCrary 
(Staff-10) 

McCrary 
(Staff-11) 

McCrary 
(Staff -12 ) 

McCrary 
(Staff-13) 

Management , 4th Ed., 1989, 
by Kreitner, Houghton-Mifflin 
Company, page 514 

Saker-Childer s I nvesligat ive 
Report (12/2 2/83 - 1/23/84) 

Gulf ' s Response to Items No. 175 
- 177, Staff' s 5th Sel of 
Int . 

Accounts Payable Voucher 
II 324566 

Slatement of Professional 
Services Rendered May 21, 1987 

Tom Baker report to Gulf Power 
Board o f Directors (J7 pages, 
prepared Octobe r 12, 1Q&8) 

January 9, 1989 Gulf Power 
Company report t o the Audtl 
Committee 

Special Report to the Aud1t 
Committee o f the Board of 
Directors (February 6 , 1989) 

Mtnutes of Board of Directors 
Meeting (October 12, 1988) 

Repo rt of the Aud1t Committee 
to the Full Boa rd 

Special Investigatio n by Audit 
Commit tee - Novembet 14, 1988 
minutes 

I 

I 

I 
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Exhibit Witness 

McCrary 
(Staff-14) 

McCrary 
(Sta ff -15) 

McCrary 
(Staff-16 ) 

McCrary 
(StaEf-17) 

McCrary 
(Staff-18 ) 

McCr a ry 
(Sta ff-19 ) 

McCrary 
(Sta ff-20 ) 

McCrary 
(Staff- 21 ) 

McC rary 
(Sta ff-22 ) 

McCrary 
(Sta fC-23 ) 

C·lcC r a ry 
(Sta ff-24) 

McCrary 
(Staff-25) 

McCra ry 
(Staf f- 26 ) 

Description 

r"1inutes of Aud1t Committee 
Meeting - November 29 , 1988 

Minute·s of Aud it Committee 
Meo i ng - December 9, 1988 

Minu tes of Audit Committee 
Meeti ng - December 29 , 1988 

Minutes of Audi t Committee 
Meeting- January 5, 198 9 

Minutes of Audit Committee 
Meeting - January 9 , 1989 

Minutes of Audi Committee 
Meeting- January 20, 1989 

Minutes of Audit Committee 
~eeti ng - February b , 1989 

Minutes of Audit Committee 
Meeting - April 7, 1989 

Interim Statement a~d Resol ution 
of the Audit Commi ttee (1-5-89 } 

Report to Audit Comm•ttee
April 7, 1989 

Informati o n Rev1ews Regardinq 
Duties , Role a nd Res ponstbiltty 
and Past Ac ivtttes of Audit 
Committee 

Gulf' s Response to Items No . 
1- 9 , Staff ' s 'st Set of Int., 
Docket No . 890832-EI 

Plea Agr eeme n t (Criminal 
Information No . CR 89412-A, 
United States District Court 
for the Northern District o f 
Georgia, Atlanta Division) 

S9 
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Exhibit Witness 

t4cCrary 
(Staff-27 ) 

McCrary 
(Staff- 28 ) 

WITNESS: A. E. Scarbrough 

Scarbrough 
(Staff-29 ) 

Scarbrough 
(Staff-3 0) 

Scarbrough 
(Staff- 31) 

Scarbrough 
(Staff-3 2 ) 

Scarbrough 
(Staff-33) 

Scarbro ugh 
(Staff-34) 

Scarbrough 
(Staff-35) 

Scarbrough 
(Staff-36) 

Scarbrough 
(Staff-37) 

Descrtp ton 

Gulf' s Response to Items 18 -
21, Staff ' s 6th Request for 
POD ' s 

G·tl C • s Ro Rpon!w o r lerns 14 -
17, Staff's 5th Request for 
POD ' s 

Gulf's Response to Items No . 
189-208, Staff's 12th Set of 
Int. 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No . 143 , 
p. 3 , OPC ' s 3rd Set of Int. 

I 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No. 88, I 
OPC's 2nd Set of Int. 

Gulf's Re s ponse to Items No . 148 
and 149, Staff ' s 9th Set of In 

Gulf's Response to I ~ms No . 5 
and 6, Sta(f Du ., Requc::.t No . 
100 

Gulf ' s Respons~ to I t em No. 18, 
OPC's 1st Request for POD ' s 

Actuarial Update Cor Pensi o ns 
and PostrelJ remenL Benefit s 

Gulf's Respons e to Public 
Counsel's Fourth Sel of 
Inter rogatories Nos . 182 and 
183 

Gull's Response to Items No. 
290 and 299, OPC ' s 
Sixth Set of Inl. 

I 
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Exhibit Wi l ness 

Scarbough 
(Staff-38) 

Scarbrough 
(Staff-39) 

WITNESS: 0 . P . Gil be r t 

Gilbert 
(Staff-40) 

Gilbert 
(Staff-41) 

Gilbert 
(Staff-42 ) 

WITNESS: R.J. Mc l-1illan 

McHillan 
(Staff-43) 

McMillan 
(Staff-44) 

Mcr-ti llan 
(Slaff-4 5) 

McC-1ill an 
(Staff-46) 

Mc Mi l lan 
(Staff-4 7) 

McMillan 
(Staff-48) 

McMill a n 
(Sl a ff-49) 

Description 

Gulf ' s Response to Ilem No. 105. 
OPC ' s 7th Request for POD ' s 

Gulf ' ~ Response Lo Item No. 13, 
(.~vised} , OPC ' s 1st Sel of Int . 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No. 86 , 
OPC ' s 2nd Set of lnl. 

Gulf's Respo nse o Item No . 14, 
OPC's lst Set of Int . 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No. 96 , 
OPC ' s 2nd Set o f I nt . 

FPSC Audit Report, May, 1Q90 

Gulf ' s Response to Tt ~m No. 88, 
OPC's 2nd Set Ol Tl.t. 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No. 144, 
pp. 2-4 , OPC ' s 3rd Sel of In 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No. 91, 
OPC' s 2nd Set of Int. 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No . 187 , 
Staff's 11th Se of In 

Gulf's Response to Item No. 212 
e (3), OPC ' s 4lh Set o f Cnl. 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No. 33 , 
OPC ' s lst Set of Int. 

161 
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Exhibit 

(St a ff- 50) 

(Staff - 51) 

(StafE-52 ) 

WI TN ESS : 

(Staff-53 ) 

(Staff- 54 ) 

(Staff-55 ) 

( Staf f- 56 ) 

(St af f- 57) 

(StatE-58 ) 

(Staff-59 ) 

Witness 

Mc Millan 
O'Sheasy 

Mc Millan 
O' Sheasy 
Has k ins 

Mct-1i lla n 

W.P. Bowers 

Bowers 

Bowers 

Bowers 
Bushardl 

Bowers 
Hodges 

Bowers 
Jo r da n 
Bushard 

Bowers 

Bowers 

Desrription 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No. 53 
Staff ' s 3rd Set of Int . -
Allocation of Uncollectible 
ExpenS'e 

Haskins Deposition Exhib1t No. 
9 , Doc ket tlo . 881167-EL 
Uncollectibles by Rale 
Class 

Gu 1 f · s Response to I tern No . 188, 
Staff ' s 11th Set of Int. 

Gu 1 f · s Respo nse to I terns No . 130 
and 131 , Staff's Rth Se of Int. 

Gul f ' s Response to Item No . 130 , 
Staff · s 8th Se of Int . (expense 
~or four conservation programs 
removed from the ECCR clause 

Gulf ' s Respo nse to Items No . 57, 
58 a nd 69, Staff ' ~ 3rd Set of 
In t. 

Gu lf ' s Respo nJe to Items No . 86, 
88 and 89, Slaff's oth Set of 
Int . 

Gulf ' s RGspons~ to Items No . 
103, 111 , 112 , 114, 116 , 119, 
12 0 , 1 2 7 , 13 3 , 14 2 , 0 PC ' s 2 n d 
Se o t l n t. 

Gulf' s Respo nse to Items No . 47 
- 45, Staff ' s 2nd Set o f 
Int . 

Gulf ' s Respo nse to Item No. 102, 
OPC ' s 2nd Set of Int. 

I 

I 

I 
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Exhibit 

(Staff- 60 ) 

Witness 

Bowers 
Hodges 

Description 

Various ads from Parade of 
Homes , Desc r 1pti o n of e nergy 
efficient bu i lding 

WITNESS: E.B. Parsons . Jr. 

Parso ns 
(Staff-61) 

Parsons 
(Staff-62) 

Pa r sons 
(Staf f-63 ) 

Parsons 
(Staff- 64) 

Parsons 
(Staff-65 ) 

Parsons 
(Staff-66) 

Parsons 
(Staff-67) 

Pa r sons 
(St aff-68} 

Parsons 
(Sta f f -69 } Howell 

Gulf' s Response to Items No . 82 
- 84, Staff ' s 5th Set of Int. 

Gulf's Response to Item No . 2b4, 
OPC ' s ith Set of Int. 

Deposit i o n of E . B. Parsons. Jr ., 
May 1, 1989 , pp . 98 - 103, 
Docket No . 881167-EI 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No . 6 
and 7, Staff ' s 3rd Request for 
POD ' s 

Late Filed Exhibits No. 4 a nd 5 
to the April 14, l98Q 
Deposition of Ddlid M. 
RatclLff , Docket No. 881167-E I 

Depos1 t ion of Charles Rickey 
Berry, pp. 13-20 , ·1ay 1c.. 1989 , 
Docket No . 881167-EI 

Gu 1 f · s Response to I tern l~o . 125 , 
OPC ' s 1th Set of In ., Docket 
No . 881167-EI 

Gulf' s Response o I em No. I, 
FEA' s Is S~ of Int. 

Gulf ' s Response to l ems Nc . 
152 . 153 , 155 , 156 , lSd. 15J . 
16 1 - 165 , 168 . 173 , 17;, 17b -
178, 185 a nd 186 , StJft ' s lOth 
Set )l Int. 



164 

ORDER NO. 23025 
DOCKET NO . 891345-EI 
PAGE 147 

Exh i bit 

(Staff -70) 

( Staff-71) 

(Staff-72 ) 

(Staff-73 ) 

( Staff-74) 

( Staff-75) 

( Staff-76) 

( Staff -77) 

( Staff-78) 

(Sta f f -79) 

( Sto ff-80) 

Witness 

Parso ns 
Howel l 

Parsons 
Howel 1 

Parsons 
Howe ll 

Parsons 
Howell 

Parso ns 
Howel l 

Parsons 
Howell 

Parsons 
Howell 
Dawson 

Parsons 
Howell 

Pa r sons 
Howell 

Parsons 
Howe l l 

Pa r sons 
Howell 

Description 

Gul f ' s Resp~nse to Items No . 
166 and 181, Staff ' s lOth Set 
of In t. 

Gul f ' s Response to I em No. 
9 , Staff ' s 4th Requesl for POD ' s 

Gulf's Respo nse to Item No. 
13, Staff ' s 4th Request for 
POD's 

Gulf ' s Response to Item 
Industr iol Intervenors ' 
of Int . (revised 
Docket No . 881167-EI 

No. 12 , 
lst Set 

2-8-89} , 

1990 I n tercompany Interchange 
Contract, Exhibit J 

Gulf' s Response to Items No . 
167, 169, 170, 17], 172, 180, 
182 a nd 184, Staff · s 10Lh Set 
of In t . 

Gulf's Response to l em No. 
179 , Staff ' s lOth Set CJ t Inl. 

Gulf ' s Respo nse to It~ms No. 
8, 10, ll and 12, SL:1ff ' s 4th 
Request for POD ' s 

Retrospective Aud it Report for 
Plant Scherer Unils 3 & 4 by 
O' Bri en-Kre i zbe t g & Assoc . Inc. 

Gulf ' s Response Lo Ilem No. 14, 
Industrial Interveno r s ' lst Se 
of Int . , Docket No. 881197-EI 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No. 90, 
Staff ' s 6t h Set of Int. 

I 

I 

I 
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Exhibit 

(Staff-81} 

(Staff-82} 

(Staff-83) 

WITNESS : 

(Staff-84) 

(Staff-85} 

(SLaff-86} 

( Staff-87} 

(Staff-88} 

(Stdff-89) 

Witness 

Parsons 
Howell 
Dawson 

Parsons 

Parsons 
Howell 

M. W. Howell 

Howell 

Howell 

Howell 

Howell 

Howell 

Howell 

Descript-1on 

Counterclaim filed by Southetn 
Services, Inc. in the U. S. 
District Court (Eas ern 
Distri·c t of Texas, Beaumo nt 
Div ision} regarding li igation 
with Gulf Slates Utilities 

Gulf's Response to Item No. 313, 
OPC's 7th Sel o f Int . 

Gu lf' s Response to Items No. 93 
- 102, 105, 106 and 109, SLatE's 
7th Set or rnt. 

Gulf ' s Response to Items No . 
154 , 157, 160, 175, and 183, 
Staff's lOth S~t of Int. 

bulf's Respo nse to Item Ho. 
91, Staff' s 6th Set of Int. 

Gulf's Response to Item No. 
50, OPC's 2nd Requ ~ tor 
POD's 

Gulf ' s Response to Ite~ No. 
11 , s La f f · s 1st Se of r n l . , 
Ex p 1 a n a L i on f o r use o f mo n h 1 y 
different1at1 o n for capac1 y 
and energy rates from Southern 
pool 

Gulf's Response to Item No. 8 
Staff's 1st Set of Int . , 
Southern rrc 1990 monthly 
charge rates 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No. 
69 , SL<:ff ' s 3rd Set o f rnt., 
Southern System Poltcy 
Regarding Treatment of 
Interruptibl Load unde r TIC 

6CJ 
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Exhibit 

WITNESS : 

(Staff-90) 

(Staff-91) 

(Staff-92) 

WI TNESS : 

(Staff-93) 

(S taff-94) 

(Staff-95) 

(Staff-96 ) 

(Staff-97) 

Witness 

E.C . Conner 

Conner 

Conner 

Conner 
Scarbrough 

J.T. Kilgore 

Kilgore 
O'Sheasy 
Haskins 
Wright 

Kilgore 
O'Sheasy 

Kilgore 
O' Sheasy 

Kilgore 

Kilgore 

Description 

Gulf's Response to Items No . 
220-2~1. Sta(('s l4Lh Se of 
Int. 

Gulf's Response to Item No . 138, 
OPC's 2nd Set of Int. 

FPSC List o( Rellrernenl Uni s , 
p . 4, 97 - 100 

Gulf's Response to Item No . 
27, Industrial Intervenors· 
2nd Request for POD's, and 
Gulf's Response to Items 
No . 12 and 13, Industrial 
Intervenors' 2nd Set of 
1nt . 

Kilgo re Deposition Exhihtl 10 -
Sta nd by se Lvtce revenues for 
nonmigraling PXT cu~~o ~r 

Kilgore Deposition Exhibit !lo . 
17- Revised response to 
Industrial Intervenors First 
Request for Production Ol 
Document s No. 26 

Gulf ' s Response to I em No . 
2 17 , staff · s 13th Se of l n L . -
Data for 71 Highest Syslem Peak 
Hours 

Gulf ' s Respo nse to Item No . 
18, Staff ' s lst Set of lnt.
MWHs and 12 CP KW for wholesale 
class 

I 

I 

I 
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Exhibit 

(Staff-98) 

(Staff-9 9) 

(St aff-100) 

(S taff-101) 

( Staff-102) 

(Staff-103) 

(S taff-104) 

(S taff-lOS) 

( Staff-106) 

Witness 

Kilgore 
Wright 

Kilgore 

Kilgore 

Kilgore 

Kilgore 
Wright 

Kilgore 
Haskins 

Kilgore 
Haski"ls 

Kilgore 
Wright 

Kilgore 

Descriptio n 

Kilgo re Depo~iL1on Exh1btt No . 
12 SEP KWH Excluded in 
Development of CP KW 

Gulf ' s Response to Ilem No. 
128, Stat(' s 8th Se of Inl.-
1989 and 1990 SEP KWH 

Gulf ' s Respo nse to Item No. 
No. 134, Staff's 8th Sel of 
Int.- Number of SE Per1od Hours 
Designated by Year 

Gulf's Respo nse to I em No . 137, 
Staff's 8Lh Set of Int . - 12 CP 
and NCP Load Factors for SE and 
no n-SE Customers (6 PXT 
customers) 

Gulf's Response to Item No. 
139, Staff's 8th Set of Int.
Metered and Billing KW; Ra ios 
o f 12 CP to Me ered and Billing 
KW (6 PXT customers) 

Gulf· s Response to I tl~m ·~o. lO. 
Staff ' s lst S~t of nt.- Rat10 
of win er of summer pLak demands 

Gulf's Response o rtem 'llo. 111',, 
Staff ' s 8Lh Set of Int. CP 
KW for 1987 through 1989 for 
LP, LPT, and PXT classes 

Kilgore Deposi 1on Exhibit No . 
13 - Ratios o t on-peak billing 
KW to 12 CP KW 

Gulf's Response to Item No. l .. , 
S t a f f · s 1 s l Set o t In 
Monthly Load Fac o rs for PXT 
customers 

67 
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Exhibit 

(Staff-107) 

( Sta f f-1 08) 

(Staff-109) 

( Staff-110) 

(Slaff-111) 

WITNESS: 

(Staff -112) 

(Staff - 113 ) 

(Staff-114 ) 

Witnes s 

Kilgore 

Kilgore 

Ki 1go re 

Kilgore 

Kilgore 
Wright 

M. T . O' Sheasy 

O'Sheas y 
Haskins 

O' Sheasy 
Ha skins 

O' Sheasy 

Q.esc r ;.£!1 on 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No . 24. 
Staff · s 1st Set of Inl. 
Ann ual Load Factors for 2 ne1-s 
PX/PXT. cusLomers 

Kil':)OLe DeposiLJOn Exhibit No. 
6 - Maximum mete red KW for SE 
customers 

Gu 1 f ' s Re!.ponse to I tern No. 115 
Staff · s 8th Set of rnt . 
Contract Capacit y Required o 
be Main ained by Cus t ome r 

Gu lf · s Response to Item No. 123, 
S aff ' s 8th Set of Inl. 
Annu al Load Factors Eo r LP/LPT 
customers Wl th KW o f 7500 o r 
more 

Gulf's Response to Item No. 76, 
SLaff ' s 3rd Set of In 
Number of Days for which no 
portion of Lhe on-p•ak hours 
was desig nated 3S an SE p •r10 d 

Hask1ns Deposit1on Exl tbi No . 
16 - Rev1sed MFR Schedule E-16d 

Has k 1 n s De po s 1 1 on Ex h 1 b i No . 
4 and 5- OS-1/0S-II Addit1onal 
Facilities Revenue 

Gulf's Response to Item No. 209 . 
Staf( · s 13th Set of Int. 12 
CP Cost of Service Study with 
Staff ' s Requested Rev1s1ons 

I 

I 

I 
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Exhibit 

(Staff-115) 

(Staff-116) 

(Staff-117) 

(Sta ff-118 ) 

(Staff-119) 

(Staff-120 ) 

(Staff -121) 

Witness 

O' Sheasy 
Haskins 
Kilgore 

O'Sheasy 

O' Sheasy 

O'Sheasy 

O' Sheasy 

O' Sheasy 

O' Sheasy 
Has kins 

Descriptio n 

Gulf ' s Respo nse to I em No . 210. 
StatE ' s 13th Set of Int . - MFR 
E Schedules for Staff's 
Proposed Cos of Servtce Study 
and Separate SE class 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No . 211. 
Staff ' s 13th Set of Int . 
Equtvalent Peaker Cost of 
Servtce Study w1th Staff's 
Requ0sted Prov1sion 

Gulf's Respo nse o Item No. 212, 
Staff's 13th Set of Int . 
Refined Equtvalent Peaker Cos 
of Service Study with Staff ' s 
Requested Revtsions 

Gulf's Response to Item No . 218. 
Staff ' s 13th Set of 
Rev1ston of Company's 
~2 CP Cost of Service 
corrected for the etrot 
C1lculation o t Standby 
KW 

Int . 
Revised 

Study 
in the 

Service 

O' Sheasy Depo~t ic~ 

4: Reviston <> t Cos 
tot Standby Se rv ice 
Cu:;torners 

":xhib i 
A lloca 

!Jo . 
ion 

O'Sheasy Depcsttion Exhibit No . 
l - Reca1culatton of unll cost 
for a changP 1n rate of return 

Gulf' s Response to Item No. 41 , 
Staff ' s 1st Set o f Int. -
Billing Determinants for 
Recreational Lighttng 
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Exhibi t 

(StJff-122) 

(Staff-123) 

(Staff-124) 

WITNESS: 

(Staff-125) 

(Staff-126) 

(Staff-127) 

(Staff - 128) 

(Staff-129) 

O' Sheasy 

O ' Sheasy 
Haslri ns 

O'Sheasy 
Haskins 
Wnght 

J . L . Haskins 

Haskins 

Haskin s 

Haskins 

Hasktns 

Haskins 

Descrtplion 

O' Sheasy Derostliou Exhibit No . 
10 - Component costs by funct1on 
for standby serv tce 

Ha s k ins Depos1t1on Exh1bit No . ' 
Revt ston of J . Hask1ns 

Schedule 5 

Haskins Deposttion Exhtbtt No . 12 
- Data for new dedtcated 
substations 

Haskins Deposition Exhibit No. 
10 : Copies of new conlracts 
with PXT cuslomer who did 
not meet load factor 
requiremen 

Ha sk1ns Df>pOSl ion f:.xhtbl No. 15 
Addilional standby service 

revenue fo1 nonmu;~rattng PXT 
customer 

Gulf's Response o It.em No. 122 
Staff ' s 8 h Set l.f Int. 
Bi lltng KW <1nd Load c-aclot for 
PXT Customer 

Hasktns Deposit1on Exhtbt 
Billtng Detetmtnants 
Computing Standby 
Discount s 

No. 20 
for 

Voltage 

Gulf ' s Response o Item No . 215. 
S t a E f · s 13 h Set of In . 
Nu~ber of Standby Servtce 
Customers Taking Supplementary 
Service o n PXT 
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Exhibit 

fSt af f-130) 

(Staff-131) 

(S taf f- 132 ) 

(Staff - 133) 

(Staff-134) 

(Staf f-135} 

(St aff-136) 

(Sta ff-137 ) 

Witness 

Haskins 
Wright 

Haskins 

Ha s kins 
Wright 

Haskins 

Haskins 

Haski ns 

Has kins 

Has kins 

Desc riptio n 

Gulf ' s Respo nse to Item 
No . 127 , Staff · s 8th Sel of Int. 

Dedicated Facilities for SE 
Cuslome rs 

Items No . 
36U - 362, Staff's 11th Set of 
Int., Docket No . 881167-EI 

Recommendat ion on Pet1tion 
for Permanent Implement ation 
of Rate Schedule SE, 
Supplemental Energy, 
Docke t No . 850102-EI 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No . 54, 
Staff ' s Jrd Set of Int. 
Hypothetical SE Rate Schedule 

Gul f ' s Respo nse to Item No . 64 
StafE ' s 3rd Sel o f Int . 
Revised MFR Schedule for 
separate SE c lass 

Gulf ' s Response to Item No . 77, 
S t a fE · s 3 r d Se L of In L . 
Min imum Bill Provision KW 

Gulf ' s Response to ftem No . 143, 
S t aff ' s 8th Set of Tnt . - Total 
O&t-1 plus A&G a lloca ed to OS- r 
and OS-II tor the maintenance of 
fixtures 

Ha s k i ns Depositio n Exh ibit No . 14 
Add itional Fac1lities Revenu e 
Project1on fo r 1990 
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Exhibit Wi tness 

Haskins 
(Staff-138) 

Haskins 
( SLaff-139) 

Haskins 
( Staff-140) 

Haskins 
( Slaff-141) 

Haskins 
(Staff-14 2 ) 

Haskins 
(Staff-143) 

Haskins 
(Staff-144) 

WITNESS: R. H. Jackson 

Jackson 
(S t aff-145) 

Desc cipt i o n 

Gulf's Respo nse o Item No . 61, 
Staff ' s 3rd Set of I nt. 
Quantity o f Untts by Acco un 
which ·exist t o generate proposed 
additional facilities revenue 
for OS, as revised in submu;s1 on 
dated May 30, 1990 

Gulf's Respo nse t o Ilen No. 63, 
Staff ' s 3rd Set o f Int . 
Explanation of Difference 1 11 

additional facilities revenue 
between Doc-ket Nos. 881167-EI 
and 89.1345-EI. 

Revised workpapers showing 
calculation of proposed outdoor 
and street lighting mai ntenance 
and fixture charges , s ubmitted 
by Wayne Jordan under cover 
letter dated May 14, 1990 

Haskins Depos itio n Exhibi t No . 17 
- Percentage increase for movi ng 
customers trom OS-II : o GSO 

Haskins Deposition : x.tlbit No . 18 
Revenue i mpact ro c allowi ng 

GSD customers to opt fo r GS 

Haskins Depostt1on ExhtbiL No . 19 
Revenue s aved by mi g ratlllCJ 

Recreatio nal L1ght1ng customers 

Gulf's Response t o Item No . 124, 
Staff · s 8th Set of Int. 
Cost-effectiveness of LP/LPT 
Customers' Opt1ng f o r PX/PXT 

Gu 1 f · s Responoie .o I em No. 103, 
OPC ' s 7th Request f o r POD ' s 
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Exhibit 

( Sta ff-14 6 ) 

( Staff-14 7) 

WITNESS: 

(Staff-148) 

WITNESS : 

(Sta f f- 149 ) 

(Staf f-150 ) 

( Staff-151 ) 

(6991L)C-1ER : bmi 

Wi tness 

Jackson 

J ackson 

R.S. Wrigh t 

Wright 
Poll ock 

J . Po llock 

Po llock 

Pollock 

Po llock 

Description 

Gu lf ' s Response t- o Item No . 182 
a nd 183, orc · s 4tn Se of Int. 

Gulf' s Response to Items 
~o. 79 a nd 80, OPC ' s 2nd 
Set of Int. 

The Customer Charge a nd 
Problems of Double Allocat1o n of 
Costs , by Geo r ge Ste rz 1nger, 
Public Ul1lilies F0 rln1ghtly, 
Jul y 2 , 1981 

Indu s trial l n te rvenots ' Response 
t o Item lo . l, 
'S taff · s lsL Se ) t Int. to 
Indus r 1a1 In ervenors - Revl St.H.l 
lear Peak Cost o f Se rvice Study 

fndustnal Interveno t :s ' Res ponse 
o Item No. 2 , Sla r r·s ls Se 

':> f I nt. t o Indus 1111 

Intervenors Revi sed Correclt~d 

Refined Equ1valen Peaker Cost 
o l Serv1ce Study 

I ndus r1al Interveno r s ' Respo nsP 
o Item No . l, Staff ' s l s 

Request fo r POD ' s to Industrial 
I nte rve no r s Sta ndby Se rv ice 
Near Peak KW 
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