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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Request by Tampa Electric 
f o r Approval of its Non-firm load 
Methodology and Annual Targets . 

Company) 
) 
) _______________________________________ ) 

DOCKET NO. R70408-EI 
ORDER NO. 22231 
ISSUED: 11- 28-89 

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition 
of this matter: 

MICHAEL McK. WILSON, Chairman 
THOMAS M. BEARD 

BETTY EASLEY 
GERALD L. GUNTER 
JOHN T . HERNDON 

ORDER APPROVING TECO'S NON-FIRM LOAD METHODOLOGY 

B'f THE COt1MISSION: 

I 

Rule 25-6.0438, Florida Administrative Code, effective I 
August 21, 1986, requires each investor-owned electric utility 
that offers non-firm electric service to submit for the 
Commission's review and approval a proposed method for 
determining the utility ' s maximum level of cost-effective 
non- firm load ~ver ils gener a tion planning horizon and the 
utility's a nnual targets for cost-effective non-firm load. Rule 
25-6.0438 , also states that specific consideration must be given 
to each type of non-firm electric service offered and that the 
maximum levels of non-firm load must be rev i ewed and updated by 
each utility and filed for Commission approval no less often 
than every two yea rs. TECO offers t wo types of non-firm 
electr i c service: direct load co ntrol management and 
interruptible. 

This dockel has been combined with the other non-firm rule 
dockets (Dockets Nos. 870189-EI, 870197-EI, and 870408-EI) for 
hearing only. The purpose of this hearing was to: (1) decide 
the proper methodology Cor determining the cost-effective a nnu al 
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target levels foe Gulf ' s interruptible standby service over 
TECO 's planning horizon pursuant to Rule 25-6 .0438; to d•termine 
those annual target levels using the approved methodology; ( 2 ) 
determ1ne the proper means of implementing those target levels; 
and, {3) make findings pursuant to 18 C . F.R . Subsection 
292.305(b){2) on whether the provision of standby interruptible 
service will e1ther impair TECO ability to render adequate 
service or place an undue burden on the electric ut ility. As 
indicated in Order No. 19 798 , the purpose of the proceeding was 
not to fix new rates for non-firm service or approve new rate 
d~signs for ei her full requirements or standby non-firm 
customers. 

At the October 17, 1989 Agenda Conference, we were advised 
by Staff that Rule 25-6.0438, Florida Administrative Code, had 
become unwor kable to the extent it required annual target levels 
to be set. Due to pro blems encountered in both impl ementing and 
adm1 n1sler1ng Lhe rule as it relates to annual target levels. we 
dir2cLed Sta(f to revise the rule. We find. therefore, that 
1ssues in thi s docket relating to annual target level s should be 
deferred until Rule 25-6 .0483 is revised . Until that time , we 
w1ll refrain from ruling o n factual issues associated with 
annual target levels. Those issues include the determinatton or 
acceptable annual tatgel level s of interruptible load and for 
direct load corttrol management, and Lhe proper i mplementation of 
the annual target levels. 

The methodology proposed by TECO to determine ma xtmum 
cosL-efCectivc interruptible load is Cound in Exhibit 801 o f the 
direct tes imony of John B. Ramil. This me hodol og y is 
rumma rized as fol lows: The first step is to determine the 
pracLical maximum no n-fi rm l oad. It is assumed tha the sum of 
the C1rm load which can be reliably served and the maximum 
non- firm load at time of peak should not exceed t he capacity of 
the generating system. With this restriction, and using a 20 
percent winter peak reserve ma rgin, the practical ma xi mum 
non-firm load can be calculated to be 512 MW. Since there are 
two basic types of non-fi em load (load ma nagement and 
interruptible), the sum of both types of load cannot e xceed 512 
MW. The second step 1n the method i s to determine Lhe maximum 
cost-efCective level of direct l oad control manageme nt. Tht s 
part of the mehtod is calculated to be 234 MW by 1995, the year 
in which the reserve margin falls bel ow 20 percent ass uming that 
the maximum practical no n-firm l oad is achieved. This means 
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that the maximum level of interruptlble load in 1995 cannot 
exceed 278 MW {i.e., 512 t.fW- 234 MW • 278 MW . ) The next step 
in the procedure is to test the cost-effctiveness of 
inte rruptible load. 

If the test shows t hat it is cost-effective to add 
in erru ptible load, then the difference between the current 
level and 278 HW may be added by 1995. The cost-effectiveness 
test for interruptible load is based on a comparison of present 
worth r evenue requirements associated with two generation 
expansion plans -- one with no addi tional interruptible load and 
one with sufficient inter rupt ible load to defer the firs t needed 
..,lant for one year. The costs for interruptible load are the 
lost revenues that occur because of the rate differential 
between interruptible and firm customers , and the benefits are 
the capacity deferral benefits. As can be seen from Exhib it 
803 , it is not cost-effective to add interruptible load until 
19 9 0. Beqinning in 1990, additional interruptible load ma y be 

I 

addec.l with the restriction that the total (exi sti ng plus new) of I 
278 MW in 1995 cannot be exceeded. The proposed methodo l og y 
wo uld allow the additional load to be added in even increment s 
o ve r the pertod 1990-1995. 

The Flooda Industrial Power Users Group (FIPUG) agrees 
tha t TECO's method can reasonably quantify the capacity deferral 
benefits associated with additional interruptible load. 
However, FIPUG claims that there are other quantifiable benefit s 
that the me hod f ails to accounl for. However, FIPlJG has not, 
itself , been able to quantify t hese benefits. This is not t o 
say that, as time goes o n, the methodo logy that TECO ha s 
developed shouldn ' t be furth~r refined as suitable methods are 
developed to quantify other costs and benefits. At this time , 
however, we find, that TECO ' s methodology adequately addresses 

he sign1f1cant c osts and benefits of interruptible load. 

The methodo logy proposed by TECO to de termi ne maxi mum 
c o st-effec ive load managemen is also found in Exhibit 801 of 
the direct testimony of John B. Ramil. This methodology is 
summac1zod as Collows: The first step is to determine the 
maximum practJ.c al level of total no n-firm load. As noted, this 
was determ1ned to be 512 MW by the end of 1994 . Therefore, 
subject to cost-effectiveness constraints, up to 512 M\., of load 
management and interruptible load combined may be added to he 
system by the end of 1994. Several generation expansion plans I 
are developed assuming differing rates of growth for direct l oad 
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cont ro 1 managemen . The present worth revenue requi ceme nts of 
these plans are compa red with t he present worth revenue 
requirements of a plan with no additional load man1gement to 
determine the relative benefits of the expansion plans . The 
benefits are then compared to the one-time and recur ring costs 
of the load management programs to determine which plan yields 
the greatest net benefits. The plan chosen is consistent with 
customer acceptance and customer penetration rates. We find 
this methodology acceptable . 

we Curther find that the Commission does not have the 
authority under Rule 25-6.0438 and Section 366.076, Florida 
Statutes, to close approved tariffs which have bee n determined 
to be non cost-effective to existing customers . This decisio n 
is conststent with that in I n re: Petition of Florida Power & 
Light Compa ny for Part1al Waiver for Requiremen ts of ~ 
25-6.0438 , Florida Administrative Code , Order No. 18254, Docket 
No. 870198-EI. In Order No. 18254 , the Commission ruled that 
"shculd the methodolog y provided for in Section ( 5 )( a ) indicate 
that the cucta1lable rate does not offer any economic benefits 
to FPL · s genera 1 body of ratepayers then t he curta i lable 
tari ff could onl y be closed o existing customers in FPL ' s nex t 
rate case. " We find that o ur reaso ning and decis1on in Order 
No. 18254 i s applicable to this proceeding . We note that in 
Order No . 1825., the Conunission only addressed this issue as it 
relates to extsting customers receiving service under approved 
tariffs. We find hdt the Commission may completel y close 
approved tariffs to new customers outside the context oC a rate 
case. 

We further find that Rule 25-6.0438, allows separate annual 
ta rget levels t o be establ ished for interruptible load and 
s tandby interruptible service. While this issue is associated 
wtth annual target l evels , it does not involve the devel o pmen t 
or implementat ion of them, but an interpretat i o n of the rule. 
Therefo r e , we rule on, not defer , this issue. While Rule 
25-6.0 438 does not address the setti ng of separate annual 
ta rgets Cor interrupttble load and interruptible standby load, 
no r require that separate targets be set , the rule does 
c o ntemplate that the cost-effectiveness test submitted by a 
utility contain separate analyses of t he types of no n-firm 
servt ce provided. In fact, it requires tha t specific 
constdera t ion of each t ype o f service must be given : 

Within si x ( 6 ) mo n hs of t he effective da te o f 
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this Rule, each utility that currently offe rs 
non-f Hm elect ClC service sha 11 submit tor the 
Convntsslon's revi.ew and approval a proposed 
method for determining the utility's 
level of cost-effective non-firm load 
generation planning horizon and the 
annual targets for achieving the total 

maximum 
over its 
utility ' s 
level of 

non-f1rm load 1n a cost-effective manner . 
S£~£Lfic consideration must be given to each type 
of non-firm electric service offered. 

Rule 25.6.0438(5)(a) (emphasis added). 

we also find that the rule does not specify how the types of 
non-firm load should be separated. We conclude that the mdnner 
ot separation should be determined on a case-by-case bas1s. 

In consideration of the foregoing, it is 

ORDFREn that our ruling on issues associated with 
TECO's annual target: levels are deferred unttl Rule 25-6.0438 , 
Florida Adm1nistrative Code, is revised. It 1s further 

ORDERED that the methodology proposed by TECO to 
determine lhe maximum 1 vel o f cost-effective interruptible load 
is approved. rt is further 

ORDERED 
es ablish1ng the 
control managemcn 

that the m~thodology proposed by TECO for 
maximum level of cost-effective jirect load 
is approved. It is fur her 

ORDERED that the Commisston does not have lhe authority 
under Rule 25-6.0438, Florida Adm1nistrative Code, and Section 
366 .076, Florida Stalu es, to close approved tariffs to existing 
customers. IL is further 

ORDERED hat 
Code, allows separate 
1n erruplible load and 
further 

Ru 1 e 25-6.0438, Flo rida Administrative 
target levels to be established f or 
standby interruptible service. It is 
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ORDERED that this docket sha 11 be closed after he time 
has run in which to file a petition f o r reconsiderJtion o r 
notice of appeal 1f such action is not taken . 

Repo rting 

( S E A L ) 

SBr 

NOT.!_CE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUD I C_IAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission i s r equi red by 
Sec ion 120.59(4}, florida Sta utes , to no tify parties of any 
admin istrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orde r s 
tha i s available u nder Sections 120 . 57 or 120 . 68 , flonda 
Statutes, as well as the procedures a nd time limits that apply . 
This notice should not be const rued to mean all requests for a n 
a dm1nistra ive hearing or judicial review will be g r a n ted or 
result in the relief soug h t . 

Any party advt.!rsel y affected by t he Commission' s fi nal 
aclton 1n this matter ma y r equest : 1) reconsideration o f he 
decision by f i ling a motion for reco nsideration with the 
Dtrecto r. Divi sion o f Records and Reporti ng within fifteen (1 5 ) 
day s of the issuance o f t hi s order in the form prescribed by 
Rule 25-22 .060, fl o rida Administ rati ve Code; o r 2 ) judicial 
review by the florida Supreme Court in the case of an electric , 
gas or telephone ut1lit y or t he First Di s trict Court o f Appeal 
in the case of a water or sewer ut ility by fi li nq a notice of 
appeal with the Director, Division of Reco rds and Reporting and 
£1ling a copy of the notice o f appeal and the filing fee with 
the appropriate cou r t . This filing must be completed within 
h1cty (30) days after the issuance o f this o rder, pursuant o 

Rule 9.110 , Florida Ru les of Appellate Procedute. The notice of 
appeal must be in the form s pecified in Rule 9.900 ( a) . Florida 
Rules o f App~lla e Procedure . 
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