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CASE BACKGRQUND 

On April 1, 1993, Florida Public Utilities-Marianna Operating 
Division (FPUC, Marianna, or the Company) filed a petition for an 
increase in its rates and charges and approval of a fair and 
reasonable rate of return. The petition seeks a permanent increase 
in Marianna's rates and charges pursuant to Section 366.06 (5) , 
Florida Statutes, (F.S.). The petition cites costs associated with 
increased utility operation costs, increased plant replacement 
costs and the need for additional plant investment. The requested 
increase of $857,520 represents an 8.48% return on rate base. 

By Order No. PSC-93-1640-FOF-EI, issued November 8, 1993, the 
Commission voted to suspend the permanent increase and grant an 
interim increase of $137,172, effective November 18, 1993. A 
customer service hearing was held in Marianna on November 29, 1993. 
At the utility'S request, this matcer was handled as a Proposed 
Agency Action, as permitted under 366.05(5), F.S. The Commission 
is scheduled co proceed with this matter at the agenda conference 
set for January 18, 1994. 
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DISCUSSION OF ISSUES 

TEST PERIOD 

ISSUE ~: Is FPUC's request for permanent rate relief based on a 
historical test period of calendar year 1992 and a projected test 
period of calendar year 1994 appropriate? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. With the adjustments recommended by Staff in 
the following issues, the 1992 and 1994 test years are appropriate. 
(MERTA) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The Company used actual data for the 1992 rate 
base, net operating income and capital structure. It then used 
this historical data as a basis to project the 1994 test year. The 
1992 data has been audited by the Commission Auditors and analyzed 
by the Staff. 

The purpose of the test year is to represent the financial 
operations of a company during the period in which the new rates 
will be in effect. New rates for FPUC will go into effect 30 days 
after the January 18 agenda, or about February 17, 1994. 
Therefore, 1994 is an appropriate test year. 

In the following issues, Staff is recommending that certain 
adjustments be made to FPUC's test years. With the inclusion of 
these adjustments, Staff believes that 1992 and the projections of 
FPUC's financial operations for 1994 are accurate enough to use as 
a basis for setting rates. . 
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ISSUE 2: Are FPUC's forecasts of customers, KWH, and KW for the 
1994 projected test year appropriate? 

RECOMMENDATIQN: Staff has reviewed FPUC's customer forecast, KWH 
forecast, and KW forecast for the 1994 test year. Staff supports 
the Company's forecast of customers, KWH, and KW for the 1994 test 
year as being reasonable and appropriate. (STALLCUP, BOOKER) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Staff has reviewed the load forecast by revenue 
class and found these forecasts to be consistent with historical 
growth patterns and with economic conditions anticipated for the 
FPUC service territory. Furthermore, staff reviewed the billing 
determinant forecast by rate class and found these forecasts to be 
consistent with historical growth patterns and anticipated customer 
and load growth in the test year. 

Although staff is not recommending a change to FPUC's load 
forecast or billing determinant forecast, staff does not endorse 
the methodology used by the Company to construct its test year 
forecast. Typically, a utility will first produce a load forecast 
by revenue class, and then decompose the load forecast into billing 
determinants by rate class. The advantage to this process is that 
the Company's sensitivity to variations in economic and demographic 
forces are more readily measured on a revenue class basis, and that 
these effects can be passed through to the rate classes by 
decomposing the load forecast into the rate class billing 
determinants. FPUC, on the other hand, has chosen to forecast 
billing determinants directly, and has bypassed the initial load 
forecast step. The load forecast contained in the MFRs was used 
only as a check against the billing determinant forecast. This 
simplification may be appropriate for FPUC because of the stable 
nature of the Company's service territory, and the relatively small 
number of rate classes. However, staf f views this procedural 
shortcut as inappropriate for larger electric utilities, and does 
not endorse its use. 
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RATE BASE 

ISSUE 3: What is the appropriate accounting treatment for the 
hydraulic production plant land? 

RECOMMENDATION: Plant in-service should be reduced by $1,837 in 
the 1994 projected test year to transfer the cost of this land to 
non-utility property since this property is no longer used and 
useful. Any future gains or losses resulting from the sale or 
other disposition of this property should be recorded in a deferred 
credit or debit account until final disposition of the gain or loss 
is approved by the Commission. (L. ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Effective December 1993, the Company removed its 
Hydro Production plant from service. The Company properly 
removed from rate base its investment in these facilities except 
for the $1,837 investment in land. Therefore, it would be 
appropriate to reduce plant-in-service by $1,837 in the projected 
test year and transfer the cost of this land to non-utility 
property. The removal of related property taxes is addressed in 
Issue 41. 

In the event the Company sells this property, then any future 
gains or losses resulting from the sale or other disposition of 
this property should be recorded in a deferred debit or credit 
account until final disposition of the gain or loss is approved by 
the Corrmlission. 
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'ISS\l2 It Should an adjustment be made to the Company's proposed 
level of plant. additions for 1994? 

~~IONf Yes, Staff recommends that the Commission reduce 
plant additions by $96,426, reduce the associated accumulated 
depreciation by $1,321, and reduce the associated depreciation 
expense by $2.64.3. In addition, Staff recommends that CWIP be 
reduced by $16,202. (REVELL) 

STAFF 4NALISIS: During its review of Marianna's proposed capital 
additions, Staff discovered that a building addition to the general 
offices in West Palm Beach. and the purchase of an adjacent parcel 
of land and related paving for an additional employee parking lot, 
""ere not going to be added to Rate Base in late 1993 or early 1994 
as anticipated and reflected in the MFRs. Since these projects 
will not be completed when anticipated by the MFRs, the 13-mo~th 
average for Plant-in Service is reduced. Therefore, an adjustment 
to Plant-in-Service for Marianna's allocated portion is necessary. 

In addition, constru.ction work in progress (CWIP) should be 
reduced by $16,202. This CWIP relates to the building addition. 
It was originally intended to be placed in Plant-in-Service in late 
1993 Due to the revisions to the construction timetable for the 
building addition, this will not take place until ~994. 

Staff's recommendation is to reduce plant additions in 1994 by 
$96,426. the associated accumulated depreciation by $1,321, and the 
depreciation expep~e by $2,643, and CWIP by $16,202. 
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ISSUE 5: Is FPUC's requested level of Plant-in-Service in the 
amount of $15,909,833 for the 1992 historical test year and 
$16,561,046 for the 1994 projected test year appropriate? 

RECOMMENDATION: No. The appropriate level of Plant in-Service is 
$15,909,833 for 1992 and $18,462,783 for 1994. (REVELL, FUTRELL, 
COLSON) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Staff examined Plant-in-Service records of the 
Company for 1992 to determine the proper historical year amounts. 
Staff found that the historical test year, ending December 31, 
1992, was accurate and that no adjustments were necessary. Staff 
made several adjustments for 1994 as discussed in Issues 3 and 4. 
These issues related to the disposition of the hydro plant and 
plant additions for 1994. 
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ISSUE 6: Is FPUC's requested level of Depreciation Reserve in the 
amount of $5,845,931 for the 1992 historical test year and 
$6,459,835 for the 1994 projected test year appropriate? 

RECOMMENDATION: No. The appropriate amount of accumulated 
depreciation is $5,845,931 for 1992 and $6,392,593 for 1994 which 
includes Staff recommended adjustments. (JOHNSON) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: This is a calculation based on new depreciation 
rates approved in Docket No. 930453-EI and adjustments addressed in 
other issues. The appropriate jurisdictional reserve is 
$6,392,593. 
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ISSU.L.1.: Is FPUC' s requested level of Construction Work In 
Progress (CWIP) in the amount of $289,255 for the 1992 historical 
test year and $38,125 for the 1994 projected test year appropriate? 

RECOMMENDATION: No. There are no adjustments to CWIP recommended 
in the 1992 test year; therefore, $289,255 is the appropriate 
amount of CWIP for 1992. However, the appropriate amount for 1994 
is $21,923 based on a decrease of $16,202 related to a construction 
revision submitted by the Company as discussed in Issue 4. (MERTA) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: This is a calculation based on the resolution of 
other issues. 

It is the Commission's practice to include CWIP that does not 
earn an Allowance for Funds Used During Construction (AFUDCl in 
rate base and to include additional CWIP, that would otherwise earn 
AFUDC, in an amount needed to assure adequate financial integrity. 
The Company included CWIP in rate base in 1992 and 1994. Staff 
believes this is appropriate since the CWIP does not earn AFUDC. 
However, the Company submitted a revised amount for CWIP based on 
an analysis of its future construction. This updated analysis 
results in a decrease of $16,202 in CWIP for 1994 as discussed in 
Issue 4. Therefore the appropriate amount of CWIP for 1994 is 
$21,923. 
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ISSUE 81 What amount, if any, of interest bearing cash should be 
removed from working capital? 

RECOMMENDATION: The Commission should remove $165,360 for 1992 and 
$188,084 for 1994. Revenues should be increased by $7,664 for 1992 
and by $8,461 for 1994. Total Company revenues are discussed in 
Issue 20. Staff also recommends that the Company include in its 
future surveillance reports only the five year average of cash, or 
the actual amount, whichever is less. (REVELL) 

STAPP ANALYSIS: Ordinarily, the Commission removes interest bearing 
cash from working capital. The Company has indicated t.hat to 
remove all interest bearing cash would discourage it from investing 
this cash which it considers a prudent business practice. The 
Company also asserts that to remove all interest bearing cash from 
working capital would encourage it now or in the future to simply 
ask its bank to make this cash non-interest bearing so it would not 
be removed from working capital by the Commission. 

As an alternative, the Company has offered to include the 
interest earned on cash in revenues for 1992 and 1994 if the cash 
is allowed in working capital. This would effectively, make this 
cash non-interest bearing for rate making purposes. Staff agrees 
that it would be proper to allow cash in working capital, with 
interest included in 1992 and 1994 revenues. Total operating 
revenues of the Company are discussed in Issue 20. 

However, we do not agree with the Company as to the proper 
level of cash which should remain in working capital. Our 
adjustments for 1992 and 1994 reduce cash to the five-year average 
for the period 1988-1992. Staff believes that allowing the five­
year average of cash in working capital for rate making purposes 
gives the Company an adequate level of cash. This is approximately 
50% of the total cash in working capital. 

In addition Staff recommends that the Company include in its 
future surveillance reports only the five-year average of cash, or 
the actual amount, whichever is less. 

The Company has provided two other methods for the calculation 
of the proper amount to include in working capital. The first 
method calculates cash for the 1988-1992 period less the period of 
time that the Company had a cash management agreement in effect 
with Sun Bank. This period was December, 1988 through FebpJary, 
1.992. This agreement allowed the Company to maintain very low 
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levels of its own moneYi in some months the Company actually ran a 
negative cash balance. Sun Bank advanced the money as needed to 
pay accounts payable. It operated similarly to bank overdraft 
protection on a checking account. The remainder of the period from 
1988 1993, the Company maintained very high levels of cash. This 
calculation excludes the low cash levels and includes the periods 
of very high cash levels. As a result, the average cash level 
exceeds Staff's proposal for the 13-month average cash level by 
more than $100,000. 

The Company's other method calculates an average by using a 
ratio of cash to accounts payable. During the time the cash 
management agreement was not in effect, the average level of 
accounts payable was 225.16% of cash. This percentage was applied 
to the average level of aCCO'lnts payable for the period of time the 
cash management agreement was in effect and cash was extrapolated 
to what it would have been if accounts payable represented 225.16%. 
This method produced a 13 -month average approximately $100,000 more 
than Staff. 
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ISSUE 9: Should unamortized rate case expense be included in 
working capital? 

RECO~TION: No. The Company properly removed this item from 
working capital consistent with the Commission's decision in the 
Company's last rate case and decisions in other cases. (L. ROMIG) 

ALTERNATE RECOlfMBNDATION: Yes. The Company should be allowed to 
include unamortized rate case expense of $31,896 in working capital 
and earn a return on it. (SALAK) 

STAPF ANALYSIS: The Company recorded an asset of $47,800 in 
unamortized rate case expense for 1994. In calculating the working 
capital allowance, the Company made an adjustment to remove this 
item from working capital consistent with the Commission's decision 
in the Company's last rate case. (Order No. 21532, issued July 12, 
1989) 

There have been a number of other cases, where the Commission 
has removed this item from working capital. For instance, the 
Commission stated in Order Nos. 14030 and 23573 in Docket Nos. 
B40086-EI and 891345-EI, respectively, that Commission policy is to 
exclude unamortized rate case expense from working capital. The 
rationale for this position was to adopt a sharing concept whereby 
the cost of a rate case would be shared between the ratepayer and 
stockholder; i.e., include the expense in O&M expenses, but not 
allow a return on the unamortized portion. 

This rationale was also stated in Order No. 16313, Docket No. 
850811 GU (July 8, 1986) where the Commission found: 

The balance [of unamortized rate case expense) 
was removed from working capital in an effort 
to reflect a sharing of rate case expenses 
between the stockholders and the ratepayers 
since both benefit from a rate case 
proceeding. 

The sharing concept has been adopted by the Commission in 
another instance. In Docket No. 830001 EU-B, Order No. 12923, the 
Commission ordered that "the economy energy sales profits are to be 
divided between the ratepayers and the shareholders on a 80%-20% 
basis. II The general purpose of the "sharing concept" was to offer 
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an incentive to maximize the amount of economy salef! between 
electric utilities. Although this item is different tram the issue 
on the treatment of unamortized rate case expense, we believe that 
the sharing concept is the same in principle. 

In addition, if it is appropriate to apply the "sharing 
concept H to revenues, then it would be equally appropriate to apply 
the same concept to rate case expenses. In Staff's opinion, if 
rate case expense is allowed and the unamortized expense is removed 
from working capital, then to some extent, cost would be shared. 
The Commission, in a recent case with West Florida Natural Gas 
Company, reaffirmed its policy to remove unamortized rate case 
expense from working capital. (Docket No. 910778-GU, Order No. PSC­
92-0580-FOF-GU, issued June 29, 1992). Staff recommends, in this 
case, that the Commission reaffirm its position in prior cases to 
remove this item from working capital. 

ALTERNATE STAFF ANALYSIS; The primary recommendation is predicated 
on the concept that stockholders should share in the cost of a rate 
case. It is true that stockholders "may" benefit from a rate case 
if increased earnings result. They also benefit when the company 
reduces its costs. That does not justify a disallowance. 

The Company should be given the opportunity to recover 
prudently incurred costs. Not including the unamortized portion of 
rate case expense in working capital is a partial disallowance. It 
is analogous to allowing depreciation expense. but not allowing a 
return on rate base. Rate case expense is a cost of doing business 
not unlike other administrative costs. Further, PSC rules, such as 
the MFR rule, influence the level of rate case expense. 

If it is determined that rate case expense is prudent and 
reasonable, the Company should be allowed to earn a return on the 
unamortized balance. Rate case expense is a necessary expense of 
doing business in the regulated arena. As such, a utility should 
be allowed to earn a return on its unamortized balance. 
Unamortized rate case expense of $31,896 should be added to working 
capital. 
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ISSUE 1Q; Is FPUC's requested storm damage reserve of $51,912 for 
the 1992 historical test year and $150,933 for the 1994 projected
test year appropriate? 

RECOMMENDATION; Yes if the Staff recommendation in Issue 33 is 
accepted. (REVELL, BREMAN) 

STAFF ANALYS~S; The 13-month average for the present storm damage 
reserve was $51,912 as of December 31, 1992. The 13-month average 
as of December 31, 1994 would be $150,933 only if the Commission 
approves Staff's recommended increase in the reserve accrual from 
$17,304 per year to $200,000 per year as discussed ill Issue 33. 
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ISSUE 11: Is FPUC's requested level of Working Capital Allowance 
in the amount of $200,291 for the 1992 historical test year and 
$180,717 for the 1994 projected test year appropriate? 

RECOMMENDATION: No. The appropriate amount of working capital is 
$34,931 for 1992 and ($7,367) for 1994 based on the adjustments
recommended in Issue 8. (MERTA) 

STAPF ANALYSIS; This i6 a calculation based on the resolution of 
all other working capital issues. 
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~SSUE 12: Is FPUC's requested level of Rate Base in the amount of 
$10,457,118 for the 1992 historical test year and $12,194,856 for 
the 1994 projected test year appropriate? 

RECOMMENDATION: No. The appropriate amount of rate base is 
$10,291,758 for 1992 and $11,959,549 for 1994. (Schedules 1 and 7)
(MERTA) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: This is a calculation based on the resolution of 
all other rate base issues. The Company and Staff positions are 
shown on the following table and are discussed in the appropriate
issues. 
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PLANT IN SERVICE 
ACCUM. DEPREC. 

NET PLANT IN SERVICE 

CWIP 
CUST. ADV. F/CONST. 

NET PLANT 

WORKING CAPITAL 

1992 RATE BASE 
JURISDICTIONAL 

FPUC-M STAFF 

$15,909,833 $15,909,833
!:L 845, ~31) (5,845,~31) 
10,063,902 10,063,902 

289,255 289,255 
i~6,330) i1i16,HQ)

10,256,827 10,256,827 

2QO,2~1 34,931 

TOTAL RATE BASE 

PLANT IN SERVICE 
ACCUM. DEPREC. 

NET PLANT IN SERVICE 

CWIP 
CUST. ADV. F/CONST. 

NET PLA."IT 

~'lORKING CAPITAL 

TOTAL RATE BASE 

~10!4~7,118 ~1012:i!1175§ 

1994 RATE BASE 
JURISDICTIONAL 

FPUC-M 

$18,561,046 $18,462,783 
(6,459,835) (6,392,593) 
12,101,211 12,070,190 

38,125 21,923 
(125,197) (125,197) 

10,256,827 11,966,916 

180.717 (7 ,367) 

$12.194.856 
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CAFITAL STR~ 

ISSUE 13: What is the appropriate return on common equity capital? 

RECOMMENPATlQH: The appropriate return on common equity capital 
(ROE) is 10.85%. In addition, staff recommends an allowed range of 
plus or minus 100 basis points be recognized for ratemaking 
purposes. (NEIL) 

STAFF ANALYSISt The Company has requested an ROE of 12.35% in its 
MFR filing. This rate represents the bottom of the range of the 
last authorized ROE of 13.35% approved by the Commission in FPUC­
Marianna's last rate proceeding. (See Order No. 21532) Staff 
believes that investors' required return on equity for an electric 
utility of comparable risk to FPUC-Marianna has fallen to a rate 
lower than the 12.35% requested by the Company. 

Since May 1989, when the Commission approved FPUC-Marianna's 
ROE of 13.35%, the yield on Baa-rated utility bonds has fallen 260 
basis points, from an average of 10.29% in May 1989 to an average 
of 7.69% for November 1993. This decline in rates is indicative of 
the change in market conditions over that period of time. 
Likewise, equity investors are requiring lower returns under 
current market conditions. High equity returns a~e not necessary 
for investors during times of low interest rates. 

Low interest rates do not mean that the risk of companies such 
as FPUC has changed, however. It is not staff's position that 
FPUC-Marianna's operations have become less risky. Staff's 
recommendation simply reflects that capital costs have declined 
since the Company's last rate case. 

Although interest rates have declined, staff's recommendation 
leaves the risk premiums that investors required in 1989 relatively 
intact. Risk premiums are the additional returns above the cost of 
debt that is required by equity investors because equity securities 
are more risky than debt securities. In 1989, the premium from an 
average Baa-rated utility debt instrument to the allowed return for 
FpUC-Marianna was 3.06%. Currently, the premium between the 
November average rate on Baa-rated utility debt and staff's 
recommended ROE is 3.16%. 

Given projected economic and market conditions, staff believes 
that a 10.85% return will continue to be reasonable. According to 
DRI's November 1993 Review of the U.S. Economy, the yield on Baa 
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corporate bonds is estimated to average 7.34% in 1994, 7.58% in 
1995, and 7.60% in 1996. Therefore, the risk premium discussed 
above should remain in a relatively narrow range. 

In summary, staff recommends that the Commission approve an 
ROE of 10.85% for FPUC's Marianna operations. However, it should 
be noted that the staff would not necessarily testify to 10.85% if 
the PAA recommendation is protested. Finally, staff recommends a 
range of plus or minus 100 basis points be recognized for 
raternaking purposes. 
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ISSUE ~~: Are FPUC's unamortized zero cost Investment Tax Credits 
(ITCs) of $7,366 for the 1992 historical test year and $4,300 for 
the 1994 projected test year appropriate? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. Unamortized zero cost ITCs of $7,366 for 
1992 and $4,300 for 1994 are appropriate. (C. ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: FPUC maintains by division, separate records for 
its zero cost ITCs and the related ITC amortization. The balances 
and activity in the historical records of the Marianna division 
appear to be reasonable and have been accepted by Staff. 

For its 1992 test year, the Company used the historical net 
zero cost ITCs in its capital structure prior to and following 
reconciliation to rate base, without adjustment. Staff believes 
this to be appropriate. For the 1994 projected test year, the 
Company used the 1992 net ITCs adjusted for projected 1993 and 1994 
amortization in its capital structure prior to and following 
reconciliation to rate base. Staff believes this to be reasonable. 
regardless of the fact that the 1994 amortization does not consider 
the recommended January 1, 1994 reduction in depreciation rates, 
the effect of which is believed to be iro~terial. 

Consequently, Staff recommends that the unamortized zero cost 
ITCs of $7,366 for the 1992 test year and $4,300 for the projected 
1994 test year be considered reasonable and accepted as filed. 
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ISSUE 15: Are FPUC's unamortized Investment Tax Credits (ITCs) of 
$326,770 at a cost rate of 11.19% for the 1992 historical test year 
and $289,700 at a cost rate of 10.97% for the 1994 projected test 
year appropriate? 

RECOMMENDATION: No. The appropriate cost rates should be 9.41% 
for 1992 and 9.76% for the 1994 projected test year. However, 
unamortized ITCs of $326,770 for 1992 and $289,700 for the 1994 
test year are appropriate as filed. (C. ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS; FPUC maintains, by division, separate records for 
its weighted cost ITCs and the related ITC amortization. The 
balances and activity in the historical records of the Marianna 
division appear to be reasonable and have been accepted by Staff. 

For its 1992 test year, the Company us~d the historical net 
weighted cost ITCs in its capital structure prior to and following 
reconciliation to rate base, without adjustment. Staff believes 
this to be appropriate. For the 1994 projected test year, the 
Company used the 1992 net ITCs adjusted for projected 1993 and 1994 
amortization in its capital structure prior to and following 
reconciliation to rate base. Staff believes this to be reasonable, 
regardless of the fact that the 1994 amortization does not consider 
the recommended January 1, 1994 reduction in depreciation rates, 
the effect of which is believed to be immaterial. Consequently, 
Staff recommends that the unamortized weighted cost ITCs of 
$326,770 for 1992 and $289,700 for the 1994 test year be considered 
reasonable and accepted as filed. 

Regarding cost rates, FPUC's cost rates of 11.19\ for the 1992 
test year and 10.97% for the 1994 projected test year were based on 
the respective capital structures, as filed, assuming that ITCs are 
replacement capital for common equity, preferred stock and long­
term debt. Staff'S recommended cost rates of 9.41% for 1992 and 
9.76% for 1994 are based on Staff's recommended capital structure 
and assumes that the ITCs are replacement capital for common 
equity, preferred stock, long-term and short-term debt. Staff 
included short-term debt in its calculations following discussions 
with the Company wherein it was determined that short-term debt is 
used for construction purposes on a temporary basis, pending 
permanent long-term debt financing arrangements. 

Consequently, Staff recommends that unamortized ITCs are 
$326,770 for 1992 and $289,700 for the 1994 projected test year, as 

- 28 



DOCKET NO. 930400 EI 
JANUARY 6, 1994 

filed. However, the appropriate costs rates should be 9.41% for 
1992 and 9.76% for the 1994 projected test year. 
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ISSUE ~6, Are FPUC' s Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes in the 
amount of $1,971,325 for the 1992 historical test year and 
$2,048,500 for the 1994 projected test year appropriate? 

~ATIONI No. The appropriate Accumulated Deferred Income 
Taxes are $1,994,863 for the 1992 test year and $2,052,923 for the 
1994 projected test year. (C. ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Consistent with its method of tracking ITCs, FPUC 
maintains by division, separate records for its accumulated 
deferred taxes. The balances and activity in the historical 
records of the Marianna division appear to be reasonable and have 
been accepted by Staff. However in the 1992 test year, while the 
Company made an adjustment for 1991 out-of-period taxes which 
increased deferred tax expense by $47,076, it neglected to reflect 
the corresponding capital structure adjustment to accumulated 
deferred income taxes. Consequently, Staff increased accumulated 
deferred taxes and decreased common equity by the average, $23,538 
($47,076/2) . 

For the 1994 projected test period, although the Company 
projected plant additions by project, its 1994 accumulated deferred 
taxes were projected by trending. Staff is not recommending an 
accumulated tax adjustment for Staff's plant adjustments, which 
reduce the utility'S projected additions, which were specific (see 
Issue 4). However, to reflect the deferred tax effect of the NOI 
adjustments, accumulated deferred taxes were increased by $4,423. 

Consequently, based on the above, the appropriate accumulated 
deferred income taxes are $1,994,863 for the 1992 test year and 
$2,052,923 for the 1994 projected test year. 
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ISSUE 17: Has FPUC appropriately reflected the implementation of 
SFAS 109 for the 1994 projected test year? 

~COMMENDATION: The implementation entry appears to be calculated 
appropriately. However, the amortization of the regulatory asset 
and regulatory liability created by SFAS 109 is not reflected 
appropriately for regulatory purposes. Staff recommends that the 
Company properly reflect the amortization in its cost of service 
income tax calculations on a prospective basis. (C. ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: In response to SFAS 109, Accounting for Income 
Taxes, and Rule 25 14.013, Florida Administrative Code, the Company 
restated its accumulated deferred taxes at the current statutory 
rate. This was accomplished by creating a regulatory 
asset/deferred tax asset for prior flow-through items and temporary 
differences, which were not considered timing differences prior to 
implementation of SFAS 109, and by creating a regulatory 
liability/deferred income tax liability to reduce the accumulated 
deferred income tax balance to the current statutory tax rate. 
Also, in its filing, the regulatory asset and liability were 
"collapsed" into its cost of capital schedule. The result is that 
the amount reflected in its cost of capital, after SFAS 109 
implementation, is the same as the runount that would have been 
reflected without SPAS 109 implementation. Th~!"efore, as intended, 
the implementation of SPAS 109 is revenue neutral regarding the 
cost of capital. 

Regarding the income statement effect, the Company states that 
prior to implementation of SFAS 109, it historically reported its 
cost of service income tax expense at the then existing statutory 
rate. Further, it states that the resulting difference between 
income tax expense reported for financial purposes and for cos t - of ­
service purposes was recorded below-the line. Consequently, based 
on this method of presentation, the customer does not reap the 
benefit of the flowback of excess deferred income tax or the 
negative effect of the regulatory asset being written off. 

Staff is recommending no adjustment for 1994; however, we 
recommend that the Company be ordered to properly reflect the 
amortization in its cost of service income tax calculation on a 
prospective basis. 
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ISSUE 18: What is the appropriate weighted average cost of capital 
including the proper components, amounts and cost rates associated 
with the capital structure for the 1992 and 1994 test years? 

iRCQMMENDATIQN: The weighted average cost of capital is 7.52% for 
1992 and 8.01% for the 1994 test year. (Schedules 2 and 8) 
(NEIL, C. ROMIG) 

STAFF JIo..NALYSIS: The Company has filed for an 8.40\ cost of capital 
for 1992 and an 8.48% weighted average cost of capital for 1994. 
After making several adjustments to the Company's filing, staff 
recommends a 7.52% cost of capital for 1992 and a 8.01% weighted 
average cost of capital for 1994. 

Staff has adjusted the cost rates for three Ot the sources of 
capital. Staff has recommended a cost of equity of 10.85% in Issue 
13 and has updated the cost of short-term debt to 5.66% to reflect 
the Company's line of credit costs. Investment tax credits are 
addressed in Issues 14 and 15, wherein Staff recommends that the 
cost rates of the casted ITCs be reduced to 9.76% in 1994, due to 
its recommended capital structure and the inclusion of short-term 
debt. Accumulated deferred income taxes are addressed in Issue 16, 
wherein Staff recommends an increase of $4,423. 

In 1992, the Company netted all of its treasury stock against 
its non-regulated investment before removing the non-regulated 
investment directly from common equity. Staff believes that a 
lesser amount of treasury stock should be netted against the non­
regulated investment. In staff's opinion. the Company's treasury 
stock is related to FPUC as a whole, rather than associated only 
with the non-regulated operations. After making this adjustment to 
1992, staff increased the amount of common equi ,:y by the same 
yearly percentages as the Company indicated in its response to 
question seven of staff's second set of interrog'atories to 
calculate a 1994 balance. 

The Company has also addressed the practice of removing non­
regulated investment 100 percent from common equity. In a letter 
to the staff, the Company states that 

since all cash and credit is on a consolidated basis and 
Flo-Gas Corporation (the non-regulated affiliate) is an 
integral part of our credit posture, the funds owed to 
Florida Public Utilities Company by Flo-Gas corporation 
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should be proportionately removed from equity and debt 
for the cost of capital computation purpose. 

A representative from the bank from which FPUC has its line of 
credit states that 

Flo-Gas Corporation's financial condition, including its 
operating performance and the strength of its balance 
sheet, are important factors contributing to the Bank's 
aSsessment of the credit worthiness of FPU. The present 
line of credit terms and conditions would not be as 
favorable if Flo-Gas Corporation was not included in our 
evaluation of FPU's consolidated financial condition and 
earnings history. 

The purpose of removing the non - regulated investment from 
equity is that unregulated operations tend to have more business 
risk than regulated operations, thus increasing the cost of capital 
for the regulated utility. Therefore, the adjustment is based on 
a position that is separate from how the unregulated investment has 
been financed. 

Staff believes that Flo-Gas contributes to the financial 
capacity of the consolidated operations and enhances FPUC's credit 
worthiness, however, the business risk of Flo -Gas cannot be 
overlooked. In staff's opinion, FPUC is the type of company that 
will manage its operations well whether regulated or unregulated, 
which will bring about strong credit worthiness, but FPUC's cost of 
capital would be even less had Flo-Gas been regulated rather than 
unregulated. Although Flo-Gas contributes to the strength of the 
consolidated operations, if the investment had been in a regulated 
electric utility rather than in Flo-Gas, the overall cost of 
capital would be lower. FPUC's financial risk and credit 
worthiness probably would not change, but its business risk would 
be less. As for FPUC's cost of long-term debt, it should be noted 
that of the twenty-five companies under Commission jurisdiction in 
the telephone, electric, and natural gas industries, FPUC's twelve 
month average cost of debt is currently the third highest of the 
twenty-five companies. Therefore, staff recommends that the non­
regulated investment continue to be removed directly from equity 
rather than proportionately from debt and equity_ 

Because staff has adjusted the amount of non-regulated 
investment to remove from common equity, the ratios or percentages 
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of common equity, long-term debt, short-term debt, and preferred 
stock vary from the Company's filing. In other words, becCt~se 
staff has lowered the amount of total company common equity to 
allocate to Marianna, the other investor sources of capital are 
correspondingly adjusted. 
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NET OPERATING INCOME 

ISSUE l.~: Has FPUC properly allocated expenses for the 1992 
historical test year and the 1994 projected test year? 

RECOMMENDATION: The Company appears to have properly calculated 
the percentage allocation of expenses to the Marianna division. 
(REVELL) 

STAPF ANALYSIS: The Company allocates a percentage of its 
corporate assets and expenses to each of its opera.ting divisions. 
The general office facilities are located in West Palm Beach. 
These general facilities contain activities pertaining to the 
regulated electric, water, and natural gas operations, as well as 
non-utility merchandising and LP gas operations. In determining 
the allocation to the Marianna Division, the Company removed gas, 
non-utility and merchandising activities and the remainder was 
allocated to the regulated electric operations. The Cornmon Plant 
allocated to Marianna was 11.83% of the total in each plant 
category with the exception of computer equipment which was 
allocated at 15.40% of the total. Expenses, depending on the type 
of expense, are allocated based on such things as payroll, number 
of customers, revenues and square footage of the corporate 
headquarters. 

Staff examined these allocations and found them to be 
accurate. The adjustments were also found to be consistent with 
adjustments made in the prior Marianna rate case, Docket No. 
880558 EI (Order No 21532 issued July 12, 1989). 
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ISSUE 2Q: Is FPUC's requested level of total operating revenues in 
the amount of $3,657,909 for the 1992 historical test year and 
$3,740,434 for the 1994 projected test year appropriate? 

RECOMMENDATION: No. The appropriate level of operating revenues 
is $3,665,573 for 1992 and $3,748,895 for 1994 based on adjustments 
recommended in Issue 8. (MERTA, BOOKER) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: This is a calculation based on resolution of other 
revenue issues. 

The Company made adjustments removing fuel and conservation 
revenues for 1992 and 1994. In addition, the Company made an 
adjustment to exclude gross receipts taxes in 1994. These 
adjustments have been accepted by Staff and are discussed in Issues 
24 and 42, respectively. 

Staff's recommended adjustments are discussed in Issue 8. 
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ISSUE 21: Should O&M expenses be reduced to remove extraordinary 
inventory losses recognized during 1992? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes, O&M expenses should be reduced by $1,672 in 
1992 and by $1,848 in 1994. The remaining amount of inventory loss 
represents the average amount of inventory losses expensed in 1988 
and 1990. (L. ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: In 1992, an inventory of plant materials and 
operating supplies was taken resulting in a loss of $45,036, of 
which 5% was expensed. The Company's last two inventories were 
taken in 1988 and 1990 and resulted in average inventory losses of 
$23,000. Since the 1988 and 1990 inventories covered a four year 
period, the average loss per year would be $11,531 with $580 per 
year being charged to expense. In staff s opinion, this is aI 

reasonable amount and should be the amount allowed in this case. 
Based on 5% being charged to expense, or $2,252 in 1992, it would 
be appropriate to reduce 1992 expense $1,672 ($2,252 $580). 
After trending for CPI and customer growth, 1994 expenses should be 
reduced $1,848. It should be mentioned that the Company accoun~~d 
for the loss in accordance with the Uniform System of Accounts 
prescribed by the Commission. 

During a portion of the period covered by the 1992 inventory, 
the Marianna Division was without a permanent Division Manager 
which could account for some lack of control in properly accounting 
for the issuance of stores materials until the manager's position 
was filled. Since there was a possible lack of control in 
accounting for the inventory, there is a possibility that some 
portion of the materials were actually used in construction but not 
a8counted for on the books. For this reason, staff is only 
addressing the expense portion as being extraordinary in nature. 

The Company acknowledged in internal correspondence that the 
amount of the loss was unacceptable. Accordingly, ~he new Marianna 
Division Manager implemented new methods of issuing materials and 
procedures for reviewing record keeping to ensure a reduction in 
inventory loss. 
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ISSQB 22: What are the appropriate trending factors to be used in 
deriving projected test year operating expenses? 

~A7X9N; Staff has reviewed the trending factors used by 
FPUC in deriving projected test year operating expenses, such as 
Percent CUstomer Growth and the Consumer Price Index (CPI). Staff 
believes the Company's trending factors used to derive projected 
test year opera.ting expenses are appropriate. (Schedule 3A) 
(STALLCUP. REVELL} 

$TAfF AHALysIS: The appropriate trending factors are listed in the 
chart: below: 

BASE YEAR PROJECTED 
STAFF ... 1 TEST YEAR 
TREND RATES: 12L31L93 12tnL94 

n Inflation Only (CPI-U) 3.35% 3.31% 
,*2 OJst.otr.er Growth 1.69% 1.77% 
:tJ Payroll Increases 3.50% 3.50% 
i#4 Sales/KWH 3.22% 2.90% 
#5 Revenues/S 4.54% 2.68% 
fC6 Plant 8.04% 6.02% 
...~.,1 Inflation x CUstomer Growth 5.10% 5.14% 
14e x Customer Growt.h 5.25% 5.33% 
k<'" 0.00% 0.00%
~::;t. 
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ISSUE 23: Should the projected test year O&M expense be adjusted 
for the effect of changing the trending factors? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes, the factors to be applied to the accounts are 
as listed in the MFRs. However, Account 903 will have a factor 
change from Factor 3, payroll increases, to Factor 8, payroll x 
customer growth. Expense will increase $5,337. (REVELL) 

STAPF ANALYSIS: As part of the review of the Company's records 
during a rate case, Staff examines the Company's applioation of the 
trending factors to the various expense accounts to determine if 
the Company had used the best factor in trending the expense 
accounts forward. Staff's review found that the Company erred in 
the application of the proper factor for the payroll-trended
portion of Account 903, Customer Records and Collection Expense. 
The Company used the payroll-only factor(3) to trend rather than 
the more appropriate payroll x customer growth factor (8). Expenses 
in this account are related to billing and collection and, 
therefore, are affected by customer growth. As a result of this 
change, expenses are increased by $5,337. Staff recommends that 
this change be accepted. 
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ISSUE 24: Has the Company properly removed fuel and conservation 
revenues and expenses from the 1992 historical test year and the 
1994 projected test year? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. The adjustments removing fuel and 
conservation revenues and expenses for 1992 and 1994 are 
appropriate. (MERTA, FUTRELL, COLSON) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The Company excluded $11,082,082 from revenues 
and $11,077,968 from expenses in 1992 and $11,178,370 from revenues 
and $11,178,370 from expenses in 1994 to remove the fuel and 
conservation revenues and expenses that are recoverable through the 
cost recovery clauses. This adjustment is consistent with the 
Commission's treatment in prior rate cases. 
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ISSUE 25: The Company projected $29,193 in Bad Debt Expense for 
the projected test year. Is this amount appropriate? 

RECOMMENDATIOU; Yes. (L. ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS; An adjustment was made by the Company to reduce 
the annual accrual for Bad Debt Expense by $9,255. This reduces 
the expense to the average charge offs for the past three years. 
Since a similar adjustment was made in the Company's last rate 
case, and has also been accepted by the Commission in other rate 
cases, it would be appropriate to allow this adjustment . 
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ISSUE 26: Has the Company properly removed chamber of commerce 
dues and other membership dues from expenses? 

RECOMMENDATION: No. The Company should remove $1,125 in dues from 
Account 930 for 1992; and remove $1,244 from Account 930 for 1994. 
(REVELL) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: During Staff's review of charges in Account 930, 
which includes miscellaneous general expenses, three invoices for 
chamber of commerce dues were discovered that the Company had not 
removed. One invoice was for $1,000 to the Jackson County Chamber 
of Commerce, one was for $100 to the Calhoun Chamber of Commerce, 
and one was for $25 to the Liberty Chamber of Commerce. Expenses 
related to chambers of commerce expenses are normally disallowed 
for regulatory p~rposes. Staff recommends that these expenses also 
be disallowed because these expenses provide no benefit to the 
ratepayers. 
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ISSUE 27: Should an adjustment be made to expenses associated with 
moving into the new Marianna office facilities? 

RECqMMENDATIQN: Yes. Reduce expenses by $1,700 in 1992 and $1,879 
in 1994. (L. ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALysIS; The Company moved into its new office facilities 
in 1992, which combined the local office and service center. The 
Company properly removed from expenses the rental expense 
associated with the old office. During 1992 the Company incurred 
$1,700 in expense associated with moving into the new facilities. 
Since this expense is non-recurring, it would be appropriate to 
reduce 1992 expenses $1,700 and 1994 trended expense $1,879. 
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ISSUE 28: Should an adjustment be made to employee relocation 
expenses? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes, for 1992, Staff recommends reducing Account 
580, Operation Supervision and Engineering, by $748; Account 590, 
Maintenance Supervision and Engineering, by $187; an~ Account 901, 
Supervision, by $467 for a total reduction of $1,402 for 1992. 
Staff recommends reducing Account 580 by $801, Account 590 by $200 
and Account 901 by $500 for a total reduction of $1,501 for 19S~. 
(REVELL) 

STAFF ANALYSIS, The expenses incurred in 1992 for the relocation 
of one management employee appear to be reasonable. However, there 
are no anticipated employee relocations for 1994 and there is no 
money in the 1994 budget for relocation. Therefore, this expense 
in 1992 is being treated as non-recurring for the purposes of this 
rate case. Staff recommends that this expense be disallowed. 
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ISSUE 29: Is FPUC's requested level of outside services for the 
1992 historical test year and the 1994 p~ojected test years 
appropriate? 

RECOMMENDATION: No. Expenses should be reduced by $879 for 1992 
and by $939 for 1994 for legal expenses related to Blue Springs 
litigation with the State of Florida. (MERTA) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Blue Springs is located east of Marianna and is 
the source of water for the Company's hydro plant several miles 
downstream. The Company owns land around the springs which is 
classified as non-utility. In 1987, the State claimed ownership of 
the springs. In 1992, the Company incurred legal fees related to 
Blue Springs waterway, hydro plant and dam site litigation. Since 
the waterway property is non-utility, expenses related to it should 
be disallowed. A similar adjustment was made in the Company's last 
rate case. 

Since the hydro plant and dam site were retired by the Company 
in 1993, and Staff has recommended removing the hydro land from 
rate base, expenses related to these items should be disallowed 
because they are non-recurring. 

Staff recommends that expenses be reduced by $979 in 1992 and 
by $939 in 1994. 
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ISSUE 30; What is the appropriate amount of rate case expense to 
be included in operating expense? 

RBCQMMBNDATION: The appropriate amount of rate case expense to be 
included in 1994 operating expense is $9,156. Expenses for 1994 
should be reduced by $14,194. (MERTA) 

STAPF ANALYSIS: The Company projected rate case expense of $54,765 
based on the assumption that the case would proceed to a full 
hearing. At Staff's request, the Company provided a revised 
estimate of rate case expense based on a successful PAA proceeding. 
Staff reduced this amount by $2,200 for depositions that were not 
needed and increased it by $3,763 for a service hearing notice that 
required an additional mailing, yielding $30,185 in expense for 
this case. In addition, as of January 1, 1994, $9,659 was left in 
working capital from the 1989 rate case. In order to allow 
recovery of the 1989 expense, a portion should be included with the 
present rate case expense. Since the new rates will go into effect 
the end of February, $3,220 of the $9,659 will be amortized in 
January and February leaving $6,439 to be included in expense. 
The actual expense incurred for the 1989 rate case was $96,593. In 
Staff I s opinion, the rate case expenses for this case appear 
reasonable. Staff recommends that the appropriate amount of rate 
case expense is $36,624 which includes $30,185 foc the 1993 case 
plus $6,439 for the 1989 case. 

Rate case expense is normally amortized over the expected 
period between rate case filings. The Company requested a four 
year amortization period. In the Marianna Division's 1989 rate 
case, the Commission ordered a five year amortization period. 
(Order No. 21532) It has been four years since the Company's last 
~ate case and pursuant to Chapter 366, Florida Statutes, it must 
file Modified Minimum Filing Requirements (MMFRs) in five years. 
In the last two electric utility rate cases, the Commission ordered 
Florida Power Corporation and Tampa Electric Company to amortize 
rate case expense over a four year period. (Order Nos. PSC-92­
1197-FOF-EI and PSC-93 0165 FOF-EI) 

Based on the actual length of time since the Company's most 
recent rate case, and the fact that in the most recent electric 
rate cases, companies were required to use a four year amortization 
period, Staff recommends a four year amortization period for FPUC's 
rate case expense. Therefore, the appropriate amount of expense to 
include in the 1994 test year is $9,156. ($36,624 I 4 - $9,156) 
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The Company requested $23,350 in rate case expense in 1994. 
This included $13,691 for the 1993 case plus $9,659 for the 1989 
case. Staff recommends that expenses for 1994 be reduced by
$14,194. ($9,156 - $23,350 = -$14,194) 
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ISSUE 31: Should there be an adjustment to Account 930 to remove 
expenses for image-building advertising in 1992? 

RECOMMENDATIQN: Yes. Account 930 should be reduced by $200 for 
1992, and Account 930 should be reduced by $221 for 1994. (REVELL) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: During Staff's review of advertising expenses, two 
invoices were found to be image building in nature. One invoice 
was for a $100 charge for an advertisement in the high school 
annual. The other invoice was a $100 charge for a radio spot 
during the "Jaycees Radio Days". Even though these advertisements 
indicate a willingness on the part of the Company to support the 
local community, such advertisements are image building in nature 
and should be disallowed for regulatory purposes, because such 
expenses provide no benefits to the ratepayers. 
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ISSUE 36: What is the appropriate amount of injuries and damages 
expense for 1992 and 1994? 

RECOMMENDATION: The appropriate amount is $178,351 and $190,854 
for 1992 and 1994 respectively. Staff accepts the Company's 1992 
adjustment; however, 1994 expenses should be reduced $6,219 to 
recognize estimated reduction in Worker's Compensation Insurance 
premiums. (L. ROMIG} 

STAPF ANALYSIS: The Company expensed $329,437 for Workers 
compensation and General Liability Insurance. Included in this 
expense was $151,086 for retrospective insurance premiums for 1989· 
1990. Accordingly, the Company made an adjustment reducing 
expenses by the $151,086 for this out-of-period expense, which has 
been accepted by staff. The trended amount for 1994 also reflects 
this adjustment. 

Included in the expense for 1994 is $58,673 for Workers' 
Compensation Insurance premiums. As a result of recent legislation 
reducing these premiums, it would be appropriate to recognize this 
reduction by reducing expenses. At the time of filing this staff 
recommendation, the Company has not received notification as to the 
amount of the reduction. Staff believes that it would be 
reasonable and appropriate to reduce the expense by 10.6% or the 
average reduction ordered by the Insurance Commissioner, effective 
January 1, 1994 or $6,219. 
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ISSUE 33: What is the appropriate amount of annual accrual to the 
Provision for Property Insurance account for the 1992 historical 
test year and the 1994 projected test year? 

RECQMMENPATIQN: The appropriate amount in Account 924 is $17,304 
for 1992 and $200,000 for 1994. In light of the unavailability of 
reasonably priced distribution system storm insurance, staff would 
accept the Company position requesting the $200,000 annual accrual 
to provide a limited form of self - insurance with an additional 
condition that the Company file a status report annually with its 
Annual Report filed with this Commission covering the status and 
reasonableness of the storm reserve and annual accrual amount, 
along with the availability of distribution system insurance. 
Expense should also be increased $5,230 in Account 921 for 1994 for 
the purchase of a $1,046,000 line of credit. (BREMAN, WINDHAM, 
NEIL, REVELL) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: FPUC is more comparable to the City of Homestead 
than Florida Power & Light Company when considering risk and levels 
of storm damage. It is not likely that there would be any FPUC 
customers not affected by the storm in the event of a catastrophic 
storm. On the other hand, Florida Power & Light has a large 
customer base which is not directly impacted over which to spread 
the storm damage costs in the event of another hurricane equivalent 
to Hurricane Andrew. A direct comparison of risk and levels of 
storm damage insurance between FPUC and Florida Power & Light is 
not appropriate. 

Similarly, the number of storm events and intensities which 
FPUC has experienced are very different from Florida s AtlanticI 

coast experiences. The straight forward application of Florida 
Power & Light I S testimony and analysis by adjusting only for 
differences in miles of distribution will overstate long term 
average expected damage costs to FPUC from hurricanes. However, 
the FPL analysis also did not take into account other major storm 
damage risks, such as that from winter storms, ice storms, and 
tornados. For example, the winter storm of March 1993 had damage 
comparable to a class II hurricane in a widespread area of the 
state and there have been other winter storms and ice storms 
affecting north Florida. 

Total insurance coverage for the FPUC distribution system is 
not currently available at a reasonable Staff recommends 
that FPUC begin to establish a storm damage reserve of $1,000,000 
as a limited form of self insurance to protect the high risk 
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exposure of its customers. The main reason for recommending 
approval of the Company's request for a $200,000 annual accrual 
amount is to establish the storm damage reserve as quickly as 
reasonably possible to provide funds for quick response in 
beginning the reestablishment of service in the event of maj or 
storm damage beyond the reserve amount while negotiations were 
undertaken to find additional funding. This also spreads the cost 
responsibility for major storm risk among current as well as future 
ratepayers. For example, if a storm that caused several million 
dollars of damage to the system was amortized over a 5 year period 
following the storm, the rate impact would be very significant at 
that time. If no significant reserve were available to begin 
reconstruction, reestablishment of service could be significantly 
slower while negotiations on funding the cost of renovations was 
being carried out. 

Although staff would accept the position of the Company 
regarding the storm reserve for the purpose of this rate case, 
staff does not agree the $200,000 is representative of the long 
term annual storm damage costs to FPUC. Therefore, staff also 
recommends that a status report be filed annually with the 
Company's Annual Report covering the status and reasonableness of 
the storm reserve and annual accrual amount, along with the 
availability of distribution system insurance. This would occur 
prior to the time the reserve reaches $ 1 million. 
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ISSUE 34: What is the appropriate amount of annual accrual to the 
Provision for Medical Insurance account for the 1992 historical 
test year and the 1994 projected test year? 

RECOMMENDATION: An adjustment reducing the accrual $12,004 for 
1992 and $13,307 for 1994 is appropriate. (L. ROMIq) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: In 1992, the Company reduced its accrual for 
Medical Insurance expense to correct for prior years' overaccruals. 
The Company's adjustment increasing the expense $47,882 in 1992, to 
correct for the out-of-period expense, was based on the three Y6"r 
average claims experience for 1990-1992. 

During the discovery period, sLaff requested additional 
information regarding the level of claims experience for the same 
years used by the Company. Based on this information, 1992 
expenses should be reduced $12,004 and 1994 trended expenses 
$13,307. Staff's adjustment also allows for $3,604 and $3,991 in 
administrative fees which the Company did not consider in its 
adjusted level of medical expense. The use of a three year average 
claims experience is appropriate in testing the reasonableness of 
expense accruals and is consistent with the approach used in 
testing the reasonableness of bad debt expense. 
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ISSUE 351 Is FPUC's requested level of Distribution O&M in the 
amount of $747,132 for the 1992 historical test year and $956,147 
for the 1994 projected test year appropriate? 

RECOMMENDATION: No. The appropriate amount of Distribution O&M 
for 1992 is $744,525 based on adjustments recommended in Issues 21 
and 28. The appropriate amount for 1994 is $953,298. 
(Schedules 4 and 10) (WHEELER, L.ROMIG, REVELL) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: For 1992, the Company is $140,366 under the 
benchmark in the Distribution functional area. Staff is not 
recommending a benchmark adjustment in this area. However, based 
on recommended adjustments of $1,672 for inventory losses in Issue 
21 and of $935 for employee relocation in Issue 2B, the appropriate 
amount of Distribution O&M is $744,525 for 1992. 

In 1994, the Company is $144,051 over the benchmark. However, 
the Company has justified expenses in excess of the benchmark. 
$92,3BO relates to an additional tree trimming crew hired, $20,000 
relates to improvements to the electrical grounding system to make 
it more effective, and $20,816 relates to an adjustment made to 
normalize four years of retirements. Staff recommends no further 
adjustment. 
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ISSUE 36: Is FPUC's requested level of Customer Accounts O&M in 
the amount of $452,509 for the 1992 historical. test year and 
$497,475 for the 1994 projected test year appropriate? 

RECOMMENDATION: No. The appropriate amount of Customer Accounts 
O&M is $452,042 based on the adjustment recommended in Issue 28. 
The appropriate amount for 1994 is $502,312. (Schedules 4 and 10) 
(MERTA) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Customer Accounts expenses are recorded in five 
accounts: supervision, meter reading expense, customer records and 
collection expense, uncollectible accounts, and miscellaneous 
customer accounts. 

Staff is not recommending a benchmark adjustment in this 
issue. However, based on the adjustment of $467 to the supervision 
account for employee relocation in Issue 28, the appropriate amount 
of Customer Accounts O&M is $452.042. After making Staff's 
recommended adjustments, FPUC's expenses in the Customer Accounts 
functional area are $35,958 under the benchmark in 1992. 

In 1994, the Company is $10,974 over the benchmark. However, 
the Company has justified expenses in excess of the benchmark. 
$3,894 of the excess relates to Marianna'S allocated portion of new 
personnel and promotions at the officer's level and $5,337 relates 
to a change in the trend factor applied to Account 903 as discussed 
in Issue 23. Staff recommends no further adjustment. 
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ISSUE 37: Is FPUC's requested level of Administrative and General 
O&M in the amount of $592,993 for the 1992 historical test year and 
$865,028 for the 1994 projected test year appropriate? 

RECQHHENDATIQN: No. The appropriate amount of Administrative & 
General Expenses is $577,085 after making adjustments in other 
specific issues. The appropriate amount for 1994 is $832,255. 
(Schedules 4 and 10) (L. ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Staff has recommended specific adjustments to 
Administrative and General Expenses (A&G), in other issues 
totalling $15,908 which results in adjusted A&G expense of 
$577,085. Based on this adjusted amount, the Company is $88,824 
under the O&M benchmark for 1992. No further adjustments are 
proposed for the A&G functional area in 1992. 

In 1994, the Company is $205,004 over the benchmark. This 
benchmark variance is primarily attributable to the recommended 
$182,696 increase in the accrual for the storm damage and discussed 
in Issue 33. In addition, Staff Advisory Bulletin No. 33 was 
issued since the Company's last rate case and contains guidelines 
for capitalizing overhead costs in accordance with Commission Rule 
25 7.0461, Florida Administrative Code. Pursuant to this bulletin, 
the Company discontinued the use of Account 922, Administrative 
Expenses Transferred, which was used for transferring 
administrative expenses to construction. This resulted in an 
increase of $49,420 in A&G expenses. These two items account for 
$232.116 in increased A&G expenses. 

The specific adjustments made to 1992 expenses have been 
trended and reflected in the 1994 projected expen~es. No further 
adjustments are proposed for the A&G functional areas in 1994. 
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ISSUE 38: Is FPUC's requested level of O&M expense in the amount 
of $1,800,308 for the 1992 historical test year and $2,319,761 for 
the 1994 projected test year appropriate? 

RECODENPATION: No. The appropriate amount of O&M expense is 
$1,781,326 for 1992 and $2,288,976 for 1994. (L. ROMIG, WHEELER) 

STAFP ANALYSIS. The appropriate amount of O&M expense for 1992 and 
1994 is $1,781,326 and $2,288,976, respectively, after making
specific adjustments in other issues. 
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ISSUE 39: What are the appropriate depreciation rates to be used 
in this proceeding? 

RECOMMENDATION: The appropriate depreciation rates to be used in 
this proceeding are the rates approved by the Commission in Docket 
No. 930453-EI. For the 1994 test year, the resultant effect is a 
decrease in the reserve by $65,921 and a reduction in expense by 
$23,509. (JOHNSON) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The Staff recommended lives, net salvages, 
reserves and resultant depreciation rates to be used in this 
proceeding are the rates approved in Docket No. 930453-EI (Order 
No. PSC-93-1839-FOF-EI, issued December 27, 1993). 
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ISSUE 40: Is FPUC's requested level of depreciation and 
amortization expense in the amount of $626,899 for the 1992 
historical test year and $724,655 for the 1994 projected test y?ar
appropriate? 

RECOMMENDATION: No. The appropriate jurisdictional depreciation 
expense is $626,899 for 1992 and $699,503 for 1994. (JOHNSON) 

STAFF ANALYSIS; This is a calculation based on new depreciation 
rates approved in Docket No. 930453-EI and adjustments addressed in 
otper issues. The appropriate jurisdictional expense is $699,503 
for 1994. Given that there were no adjustments made to 1992 Plant­
In-Service and implementation for the new depreciation rates is 
January 1, 1994, Staff concurs with FPUC's requested level of 
depreciation expense of $626,899 for 1992. 
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ISSUE 41: Are FPUC's level of Taxes-Other of $386,495 for the 1992 
historical test year and $236,757 for the 1994 projected test year
appropriate? 

RECOMMENDATION: No. The appropriate Taxes-Other are $388,249 for 
1992 and $236,331 for the 1994 projected test year. This 
represents an increase of $1,754 for 1992 and a decrease of $426 
for 1994. (C. ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: For 1992, FPUC reported Taxes-Other of $386,495, 
consisting of unemployment taxes, FICA, state intangible, 
regulatory assessment fees, real and personal property taxes, gross 
receipts taxes, occupational license fees, and environmental and 
excise taxes. Of the $386,495, real and personal property taxes 
are $140,647 and the remaining $245,838 represents the other 
categories of taxes. Staff recommends that no adjustment be made 
to the other categories of taxes. However, real and personal 
property taxes have been increased by a net $1,754, to $142,401. 
The $1,754 represents the disallowance of the taxes related to the 
nonutility hydro property addressed in Issue 3, a decrease of 
$1,479, and the inclusion of an allocated share of common plant 
property taxes that the Company neglected to include which is an 
increase of $3,233. 

In its projected 1994 test year, the Company requests base 
rate recovery of Taxes-Other in the amount of $236,757, from which 
$213,205 in gross receipts taxes (2.5%) has been removed through a 
Company adjustment. The 1.5% is embedded in its base rates while 
the recent "step increases" have been billed as a separate line 
item. Through this proceeding, it requests to "unbundle" the 
portion which is embedded in rates and to reflect the entire 2.5% 
as a separate line item. Staff recommends that this request be 
granted inasmuch as it is consistent with recent Commission 
decisions and will be less confusing to the utility'S customers who 
are currently encountered with a separate line item for part of 
the tax and a "concealed" portion for the other part. 

For ~994, Staff recommends a net decrease to Taxes-Other of 
$426. Property taxes have been increased by $2,009 for the same 
reasons discussed above for the 1992 adjustment. The 1992 net 
increase of $1,754 was inflated by the plant factor ($1,754 x 
1.1454). In addition, Staff used the trending factors authorized 
in the last Marianna proceeding to trend 1992 costs to 1994 to be 
consistent and because Staff believes that they are still 
appropriate. Staff therefore recommends "flat" versus the 
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ISSUE 41: Are FPUC's level of Taxes-Other of $386,495 for the 1992 
historical test year and $236,757 for the 1994 projected test year 
appropriate? 

RECOMMENDATION: No. The appropriate Taxes-Other are $388,249 for 
1992 and $236,331 for the 1994 projected test year. This 
represents an increase of $1,754 for 1992 and a decrease of $426 
for 1994. (C. ROMIG) 

STAFP ANALYSIS: For 1992, FPUC reported Taxes-Other of $386,495, 
consisting of unemployment taxes, FICA, state intangible, 
regulatory assessment fees, real and personal property taxes, gross 
receipts taxes, occupational license fees, and environmental and 
excise taxes. Of the $386,495, real and personal property taxes 
are $140,647 and the remaining $245,838 represents the other 
categories of taxes. Staff recommends that no adjustment be made 
to the other categories of taxes. However, real and personal 
property taxes have been increased by a net $1,754, to $142,401. 
The $1,754 represents the disallowance of the taxes related to the 
nonutili ty hydro property addressed in Issue 3, a decrease of 
$1,479, and the inclusion of an allocated share of common plant 
property taxes that the Company neglected to include which is an 
increase of $3,233. 

In its projected 1994 test year, the Company requests base 
rate recovery of Taxes-Other in the amount of $236,757, from which 
$213,205 in gross receipts taxes (2.5%) has been removed through a 
Company adjustment. The 1.5% is embedded in its base rates while 
the recent "step increases n have been billed as a separate line 
item. Through this proceeding, it requests to "unbundle" the 
portion which is embedded in rates and to reflect the entire 2.5% 
as a separate line item. Staff recommends that this request be 
granted inasmuch as it is consistent with recent Commission 
decisions and will be less confusing to the utility's customers who 
are currently encountered with a separate line item for part of 
the tax and a "concealed" portion for the other part. 

For 1994, Staff recommends a net decrease to Taxes-Other of 
$426. Property taxes have been increased by $2,009 for the same 
reasons discussed above for the 1992 adjustment. The 1992 net 
increase of $1,754 was inflated by the plant factor ($1,754 x 
1.1454). In addition, Staff used the trending factors authorized 
in the last Marianna proceeding to trend 1992 costs to 1994 to be 
consistent and because Staff believes that they are still 
appropriate. Staff therefore recommends "flat" versus the 
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Company' s "payroll" for unemployment taxes and "payroll" versus the 
Company! s "payrol'l and customer growth n for FICA. Application of 
the alternate factors results in decreased unemployment taxes of 
$97 and decreased FICA of $2,337. Based on the discussion above, 
Staff recommends that Taxes-Other be reduced by a net of $426. 
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ISSUE 42: Has FPUC excluded the appropriate amount of gross 
receipts taxes from base rates in 19941 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. The Company excluded $156,220 from revenue 
and $213,205 from Taxes-Other. (C. ROMIG) 

STAll'F ANALYSIS: In its projected 1994 test year, the Company 
requests to "unbundle" the emb~dded portion of its gross receipts 
taxes. Staff addressed this request in Issue 41, wherein we 
discuss the merits of "unbundling" and recommend the request be 
granted. To accomplish the unbundling, the Company made 
adjustments to the 1994 test year, removing $156,220 from revenue 
and $213,205 from expenses. The $156,220 represents the 1.0\ gross 
receipts taxes which is currently shown on the customer's bill as 
a separate line item and the $213,205 represents the current rate 
of 2.5%'. 

Staff believes these to be the appropriate amounts to exclude 
from revenue and expenses and based on its recc!"1Il\endation to 
"unbundle" the embedded portion in Issue 41, Staff recommends that 
the Company's adjus~ments be accepted as filed. 
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ISSUE 43: Are FPUC' e income tax expenses, including interest 
reconciliation and interest synchronization, in the amount of 
$128,417 for the 1992 historical test year and ($41,596) for the 
1994 projected test year appropriate? 

RECQXMENl)ATION; No. The appropriate income tax expense is 
$135,373 for the 1992 test year and ($31,900) for the 1994 
projected test year. (C. ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS; The Company requests income taxes of $128,417 for 
1992 and ($41,596) for 1994. These amounts include current tax 
expense, deferred tax expense and ITC amortization as well as the 
interest reconciliation/synchronizati~n. 

For 1992, Staff increased income tax expense by $9,367 for 
Staff's recommended adjustments to net operating income and 
decreased income tax expense by $2,411 for the recommended capital 
structure changes and to correct an error in the Company's interest 
reconciliation/synchronization adjustment. Inadvertently, the 
utility neglected to change its interest 
reconciliation/synchronization tax adjustment when it made a change 
to an earlier version of its capital structure. Thus, Staff 
recommends that income tax expense be increased by $6,956, from 
$128,417 to $135,373 for 1992. 

For 1994, Staff increased income tax expense by $20,345 for 
Staff's recommended adjustments to net operating income and 
decreased income tax expense by $10,649 for the recommended capital 
structure changes (interest reconciliation/syn~hronization) . 
Consequently, Staff recommends that 1994 income tax expense of 
($31,900) be considered appropriate. 
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ISSUE 44: Is FPUC's requested level of operating expenses in the 
amount of $2,942,119 for the 1992 historical tese year and 
$3,239,577 for the 1994 projected test year appropriate? 

RECOMMENDATION: No. The appropriate amount of operating expenses 
is $2,931,847 for 1992 and $3,191,910 for 1994. (L. ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The appropriate amount of operating expenses for 
1992 and 1994 is $2,931,847 and $3,191,910, respectively, after 
making specific adjustments in other issues. 
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xqrm ii: ~s FPUC's requested level of net operating income (NOr) 
in the amount of $115,790 fOr the 1992 historical test year and 
$556,985 for the 1994 project~d test year appropriate? 

'.;,.••ft1!J'h No. the appropriate amount of net operating 
inCatlle i.g $733.726 for 1992 and $556,985 for 1994. (Schedules 3 
and 9~ fl... ROMIG} 

mPP ltpt,nI§: The appropriate level of NOr for 1992 and 1994 is 
$733.726 and $556,985, respectively, after making specific
adjustments :in other issues. 
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ISSUE 4~: Are FPUC's proposed revenue expansion factors
appropriate? 

.R.BC~A'.r:tON: Yes. The proper factors are 1.6326 for 1992 and
1.6081 for 1994. (Schedules 6 and 12) (REVELL, C. ROMIG) 

~~ The only changb that is usually made to the 
Company's proposed factor is a change to the bad debt expense 
allowance. Staff agrees with t.he Company's bad debt expense in 
lssue 25. Since no adjustment was proposed t.o the level of bad 
debt expense, no revisions are necessary in the above recommended 
expansion factors. 
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R$V$NOE DEFXCIENcY 

ISSUE 47: Is FPUC's requested annual operating revenue increase of 
$857,520, $265,476 for the 1992 historical test year and an 
additional $592,044 for the 1994 projected test year, appropriate? 

BBCOMHENPATI:Ql!1: No. The total base rate revenue increase is 
$644,788, with $65,654 attributed to 1992 and $579,134 to 1994. 
This is a calculation based on the resolution of all other issues. 
(Schedules 5 and 11) {MERTA) 

STAfF ANALYSIS; The following schedule shows the Company and Staff 
positions: 

1992 REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
JURISDICTIONAL 

FPUC-M STAFF 

Rate Base $10,457,118 $10,291,758 
Rate of Return 8,40\ 7.52\ 
Required NOr 
Adj. Achieved Nor 
NOI De.ficiency 
Rev. RA~ansion Fac. 

$878,398 
715.790 

$162,608 
1.632613 

$773,940 
733.726 
$40,214 

1.632613 
Revenue Inc. IDee. $265.476 $65,654 

1994 REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
JURISDICTIONAL 

FPUC-M 

Rate 2-ase $!.2,194,856 $11,959,549 
8.0:::'%Rate c.f. Return 8.48% 

NCr $1,034,124 $957,960 
Achieved NOr 50G.857 556.985 

NO! Deficiency $533,267 $400,975 
Rev. ~ansion Pac. 1.608051 1. 608051 
Revenue~Inc.!Dec. $857.520 $644,788 
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O'l'HBR ISSUES 

ISSUE 48: Should any portion of the $137,172 interim increase 
granted by Order No. PSC-93-1640-FOF-EI issued on November 8, 1993, 
be refunded? 

RECOMMENDATION: No portion of the $137,172 interim revenue should 
be refunded. (REVELL) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: In this docket, the requested test year was the 12 
months ended December 31, 1992. The Commission granted and interim 
increase to FPUC of $137,172 on October 19, 1993 (Order NO. PSC-93­
1640-FOF-EI, issued November 8, 1993). The interim rates were 
therefore in effect in a period other than the test year. 

To determine if any portion of the interim increase should be 
refunded, the Rate Base and Net Operating Income for the year in 
which interim rates were in effect, 1993, were calculated by 
trending the Staff adjusted Test Year data using the appropriate 
trending factors. 

This is done to determine what the achieved NOI and total 
revenue deficiency were for the year. These results are shown on 
the next page. For the purpose of this calculation, the interim 
increase is compared to the total revenue deficiency of $314,384 
for the year. Since the interim increase of $137,132 was lees than 
the total revenue deficiency for 1993, no portion of the interim 
increase should be refunded. The calculations are as shown below: 
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CALCULATION OF INTERIM REFUND 

TEST YEAR + 1 


12/31/93 


RATE BASE (AVERAGE) 
$11,223,087RATE OF RETURN 
X a.11%REQUIRED NOI 
~ nQ.l92 

Operating Revenues $ 3,790,588Operating Expenses: 

Operation & Maintenance 1,890,932 

Depreciation & Amortization 656,446 

Taxes Other Than Income Taxes 433,379 

Income Taxes 92,158 

Total Operating Expenses 
~,072,212ACHIEVED NOI 

~ 717.§1~ 

NET REVENUE DEFICIENCY 192,519REVENUE TAX FACTOR 1,633TOTAL REVENUE DEFICIENCY ~ ~U.384 

INTERIM GRANTED $ 137,132RECOMMENDED INTERIM 
~14.384REFUND 

~ Q 
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ISSUE 49: Should FPUC be required to file, within 60 days after 
the date of the final order in this nocket, a description of all 
entries or adjustments to its future annual rep~rts, rate of return 
reports, published financial statements and books and records that 
will be required as a result of the Commission'S findings in this 
rate case'? 

lYilCOMMENDATION: Yes. The utility should be required to fully 
describe the entries and adjustments that will be either recorded 
or used in preparing reports Submitted to the Commission. (REVELL) 

~TAPF ANALYSIS: Various adjustments will be made to the records of 
Florida Public UtilitieS-Marianna Division as a result of findings 
in this case. Florida Public should be required to fully describe 
all entries to the accounting records that are affected by changes 
ordered by the Commission. In some cases these changes will be 
reflected in information filed with the Commission in the future. 
Staff must be informed of the changes the Company has made to 
adequately evaluate the financial integrity and records of the 
Company. 
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ISSUE 50; Should FPUC be required to file calculations of the 
adjusting entries, revised ITC amortization and revised flowback of 
excess deferred taxes resulting from its revised depreciation
rates? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. FPUC should be required to file calculations 
of the adjusting entries, revised ITC amortization and revised 
flowback of excess deferred taxes resulting from its revised 
depreciation rates. The calculations should be submitted 
separately, but at the same time it files its June 1994 Rate of 
Return Report. (C. ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: As addressed in Issues 39 and 40, Staff recommends 
that FPUC's depreciation rates be those approved in the Company's 
Depreciation Represcription proceeding, Docket No. ~304S3-EI. 
Revising a utility's depreciation rates usually results in a change 
in its rate of ITC amortization and a change in its flowback of 
excess deferred taxes. 

FPUC is treated under Section 46(f) (2) of the Internal Revenue 
Code (IRC), which results in its ITCs being given a weighted cost 
rate in its capital structure and above-the-line amortization. 
Section 46(f} (6) of the IRC states that the amortization of ITCs 
should be determined by the period of time used in computing 
depreciation expense for purposes of reflecting regulated operating 
results of the utility. Rule 25-14.008(3) (b) (3) states that where 
an election was made under Section 46(f) (2) of the Code, reductions 
to cost of service are made on the basis of ratable allocations of 
the credit in proportion to the regulated depreciation expense. 
Consequently, a change in depreciation rates usually results in a 
change in the amortization of ITCs. 

Regarding the flowback of excess deferred taxes. Section 
203(e) of the Tax Reform Act of 1986 (TRA) prohibits rapid write­
back of excess protected (depreciation related) deferred taxes. 
Moreover, Rule 25-14.013, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.), 
prohibits (without good cause shown) excess deferred income taxes 
(protected and unprotected) associated with temporary differences, 
from being reversed any faster than allowed under either the 
average rate assumption method of Section 203(e} of the TRA or 
Revenue Procedure 88-12, whichever is applicable. Consequently, 
the flowback of excess deferred taxes should be altered to comply 
with the TRA anc Rule 25-14.013, F.A.C. 
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The Company should be required to file calculations of the 
adjusting entries, revised ITC amortization and revised flowback of 
excess deferred taxes. The calculations should be submitted at the 
same time FPUC files its June 1994 Rate of Return Report, except
that it should be filed as a separate report. 
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RATE DESIGN AND COST OF SERVICE 

ISSUE 51: Are the methodologies used in the cost of Eervice study
filed by the company reasonable? 

RECQMMENDATIQHt The methodologies used in the Company's November 
8, 1993, revision of the cost of service study are reasonable, and 
this study should be used in designing rates in this docket. 
(MEETER) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Four changes have been made in the cost of service 
study the company filed as part of its MFRs. The first two changes 
listed below were requested by staff, and the last two changes were 
made by the company. The four changes incorporated in the November 
a study are as follows: (1) production-energy plant in service, 
rate base, and expenses are allocated on MWH at source instead of 
MWH sales; (2) a $91,508 investment in Accounts 364 and 369 for 
poles used exclusively for street and outdoor lights is directly 
assigned to the OL classes rather than allocated to all classes on 
class noncoincident demand; (3) Accounts 585 and 596 (maintenance 
of street lights) are directly assigned to the SL and 01. classes 
proportional to the number of lights in each class rather than 
assigned to just the SL classes; and (4) Account 587 (Customer 
Installation Expenses) is allocated to all classes on Allocation 
Factor No. 28, Total Distribution Plant, rather than a 100 percent 
direct assignment to the SL class. The company made the third 
change because it discovered that maintenance expense for OL light 
fixtures as well as for SL light fixtures had been booked to these 
accounts. The fourth change was made because the company 
discovered that costs booked to this account were primarily for 
investigating service complaints not related to outdoor lighting. 

Staff is recommending that the methodologies used in the 
November 8, 1993, cost of service study are reasonable and that 
this version of the cost of service study should be used in 
designing rates in this docket. 

72 ­



DOCKET NO. 930400-81 
JANUARY 6, H94 

ISSUE 52: Is it appropriate to maintain the transition SL-~ rate 
for streetlighting service to the City of Marianna established in 
the last rate case? 

RECQMKIi:NllATIONt No. The SL-l transition rate should be eliminated, 
and the cust~~er should be transferred to the SL-2 rate schedule. 
(WHEELER} 

STAPF ANJLYSI$= The SL-l transition rate was established in the 
last rate case, and applies only to the City of Marianna's mercury 
vapor lights. The rate is closed to new business, and as the 
mercury vapor fixtures fail they are replaced by high pressure 
sodium lights, which are billed under the SL-3 rate schedule. 

Under the transition rate, the City pays a lower rate for its 
lights than it would under the regular mercury vapor streetlighting 
rate. SL-2. The lower rate was a part of a now-expired franchise 
agreement bet.ween t.he City and the utility. The City was made a 
separate class because it would have received an excp.ssive increase 
if it had been incorporated into the SL-2 rate schedule in the last 
rate case. The increase they received was limited to ~.5 times the 
system average increase. 

Staff believes t~-at it is now appropriate to eliminate the 
transitional rate, and to bill the remaining SL-l mercury vapor 
fixtures cn the SL-2 rate. This will not result in an excessive 
increase to the single SL·l customer, and since there is no 
difference in the cost. to serve them, there is no justification for 

the SL-l rate. 
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ISSUE 53: Is it appropriate to maintain the Transiticnal Rate for 
Non-profit Sports Fields under the GS schedule established in the 
last rate case? 

RECOMMENDATIQN: Yes. Staff believes that elimination of the GS 
transitional rate would constitute a burdensome rate increase for 
the Sports Field customers. (BERG) 

STAlF ANALYSIS: Prior to the last rate case, the Company had a 
provision that allowed sports fields that were operated by non­
profit organizations and having connected loads of less than 300 Kw 
to be served under the GS rate schedule. It was recognized in the 
last rate case, however, that all other general service customers 
whose demands exceeded 25 kW must take service on the GSD rate 
schedule. Both staff and the company agreed that the sports field 
customers, with demands in excess of 25 kW, should also be required 
to receive service on the GSD rate schedule. At that time, the 
impact of moving these customers to the GSD rate schedule would 
constitute an excessive increase in sports field customers' rates. 
Consequently, a transitional rate was established as a first step 
toward moving these customers to the appropriate rate schedule. The 
transitional rate was to remain in effect until the next rate case 
at which time the Commission would decide if the transitional rate 
should be eliminated or a new transition rate established. 

Staff believes a new transitional rate should be established. 
The impact of eliminating the transitional rate in this proceeding 
would constitute an excessive increase in these ~ustomers' rates. 
Elimination of the transitional rate would cause these customers to 
experience approximately a 170% increase in their total bills. 
Staff is recommending that the increase in the transitional rate be 
limited t.o a 20%" increase in t.he customers' total bills. The 
resulting base rate charges are a customer charge of $16.00 and a 
non-fuel energy charge of $0.028698 per kWh. 
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!SSD 54. Is it appropriate to establish a new GSLD class ~or 
demand. customers with maximum demands in excess of 500 KW? 

RBCOHMBRDA~ION: Yes. Staff believes it is appropriate to create 
a separate GSLD rate class because the eight proposed GSLD 
customers have significantly different characteristics than the 
remaining GSD customers. (BERG) 

STAFP ANALYSIS: The Company has proposed to establish a new GSLD 
customer class for customers with maximum demands in excess of 500 
KW. CUrrently there are eight customers on the company's system 
whose maximum demands qualify them to receive service on the 
proposed rate schedule. The class load factor of the proposed GSLD 
class is slightly greater than 52 percent, while the load factor of 
the GSD customer class is approximately 38 percent. In addition to 
variations in the load factors among the GSD and GSLD customer 
classes, there are differences in the cost structures bet.ween the 
t'loo"O classes. There is a 21 percent difference in the demand 
allocated unit costs and a 36 percent difference in the custc~er 
allocated unit costs. To the greatest extent possible, customers 
with similar usage characteristics and costs structures should be 
grouped into a separate rate class. Staff believes it is 
anoropriate to create a separate GSIJ) rate class because the eight 
proposed GSLD customers have significantly different 
Characteristics than the remaining GSD customers. 
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ISSUE 55; What are the appropriate factors for the allocation of 
purchased power costs? 

RBC~ION: The allocation factors of the demand portion of 
purchased power costs should be derived using the ratio of class 12 
CP KW to the total 12 CP KW for each class shown on ~WR Schedule 
12. This percentage by class should then be applied to the total 
demand related purchased power costs calculated in the fuel docket 
to determine the appropriate dollars per class for collection 
through the fuel factor. (KUMMER, WHEELER) 

STAFF AHALYSX~: The issue of the allocation of the demand portion 
of purchased power was addressed in FPUC-Marianna's last rate case, 
Docket No. MOSSa-BI. (Order No. 21532, issued July 12, 1989). .!l.t 
that time, the Commission approved the separation of the demand­
related portion of purchased power costs from the balance of fuel 
and p-<lrchased power costs and the allocation those demand costs on 
a demand basis, based on the cost of service study approved in the 
company's last rate case. This is the same philosophy followed by 
other investor-owned utilities in determining their capacity 
factors. Although the actual dollars associated with these costs 
are addressed in the Fuel docket, the allocation factors were 
initially set i.n the utility'S last rate case. In order to ensure 
that the allocation factor is updated to reflect the cost study in 
this case. tile methodology for determining the factor is set out 
he~e_ The utility has properly applied the factor sinCe the last 
ra~e case, Cir:-c staff believes it will continue to do so. Updating 
~t;e factors is essentially a formality. 
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I§SUE 56: What is the appropriate adjustment to revenues for the 
increase in unbilled revenues due to the recommended rate increase? 

RBCOMlimNDATIOlh A negative adjustment should be made to the 
recommended revenue requirement of each class to reflect the 
increase in unbilled revenue due to the recommended rate increase. 
Schedule 13 shows the adjustment by class. (MEETER) 

STAFF ANALYSl;S= Because unbilled revenues increase when base rates 
are increased, a negative adjustment should be made to the 
recommended revenues for each class used to design rates. The 
adjustment should be based on the number of unbilled megawatt hours 
(MWH) by class calculated in MFR Schedule 8-15. The change in 
unbilled revenues by class should be the difference in unbilled 
MWH's times the base rate revenue per MWH at recommended base rates 
for the class and unbilled MWH's times the present base rate 
revenue per MWH. Schedule 13 shows the derivation by this 
methodology of the increase in unbilled revenues by class due to 
the recommended rate increase. 
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ISSUE 57: How should the increase in revenues be spread among rate 
classes? 

RECOMMENDATION: Any increase in total revenues should be allocated 
among rate classes to bring all classes as close to the system rate 
of return as possible, as long as'no class receives an increase or 
a decrease greater than 1.5 times the system average increase. 
(BERG, KUMMER) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: One of the purposes of a rate case is to adjust 
the relative rates of return of all customer classes to ensure that 
all classes are paying a fair share of the total costs. Any 
increase or decrease to total revenue requirements approved by the 
commission is allocated to rate classes to bring all classes as 
close to the system rate of return. or parity, as possible. 
~istorically, the amount of increase or decrease to anyone class 
has been limited to one and one-half times the system average 
increase. For example, if the system received an increase of five 
percent. no class would be given an increase which would result in 
mo:re than a seven and one-half percent increase. This cap on 
percentage increases is to alleviate rate shock for classes 
substantially below pa.rity prior to the rate case. The allocation 
of the increase as proposed by staff is shown in Schedule 14. 
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ISSUE 58: What are the appropriate customer charges? 

RECOMMENDATION: The appropriate customer charges are as follows: 

Residential $ 8.30 
General Service 11.50 
General Service 43.75 
Gen. Svc. Large Dem. 52.50 

(BASS) 

STAFF ANALXSIS: The customer charges should be set at or near the 
customer unit cost at the class requested rate of return subject to 
the Commission's established policy that no charge will increase by 
more than 50\. The company has requested an increase in 
residential customer charges of approximately 32%. Staff 
recommends that the increase in the residential customer charge be 
reduced to 25% or $8.30. The reduction in the increase will lessen 
the impact on those customers using lower levels of KWH, while 
still setting the customer charge near the unit cost. 
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ISSUE 59; What are the appropr:iate demand charges? 

RECOMMENDATION: Staff believes the appropriate demand charges for 
the GSD and GSLD rate classes are $2.40 and $2.80, respectively. 
(BERG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The Commission' s general policy has been to 
establish demand charges that are based on unit costs. The unit 
costs for the GSD rate class is $2.79 and $2.90 for the GSLD rate 
class. The Commission, however, rarely approves demand charges that 
are equal to or greater than unit costs. When demand charges are 
set at or above unit costs, for a non homogeneous rate class, the 
lower load factor customers within that class tend to be penalized. 
This is because of the mismatch between the cost allocating kW and 
the cost recovering billing kW. 

If the Commission approves the proposed GSLD rate class, staff 
recommends approval of a unique demand charge for each class. Staff 
recommends a demand charge of $2.40 per kW for the GSD customer 
class and $2.80 per kW for the GSLD customer class. The recommended 
demand charge for GSLD customers is set much closer to unit costs 
than the GSD demand Charge because tbe GSLD class is fairly 
homogeneous. The GSD customer class, however, consists of a wide 
variety of customers with many differing load factors. As 
previously mentioned, setting the demand charges extremely close to 
unit costs would result in the lower load factor customers within 
the GSD class being penalized. 
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~mL§.Q: What are the appropriate transformer ownership discounts 
for GSD and GSLD? 

RECOKMENPATION: The appropriate transformer ownership discount is 
$0.74 for the GSD and GSLD classes. (BOOKER) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: When establishing the transformer credits for the 
company, staff reviewed the present transformer credits calculated 
in the 1989 rate case. The present GSD transformer credit of $0.44 
cents was miscalculated in the 1989 rate case. This miscalculation 
resulted in an understatement of the GSD transformer credit. The 
GSLD is a new rate class and was not approved in the 1989 rate 
case. 

The company's new 1994 proposed transformer credits of $0.56 
cents for GSD and $0.50 cents for GSLD are derived from the present 
transformer credit which staff believes is an incorrect credit 
amount. Staff and the company agree that the company's present and 
proposed transformer credits are understated and do not reflect the 
actual transformation costs. 

In an effort to accurately calculate the new transformer 
credits, staff calculated the company's annual cost of 
transformation ($/KW/month) by utilizing the annual revenue 
requirement for transformation divided by the KW billing 
determinants. 

After deriving the new transformation credits, staff 
discovered that the GSLD class had a high transformer credit, and 
staff recommends using the average transformation credit for both 
the GSD and GSLD classes. Staff believes that to separate the 
credits between the individual classes would create a problem with 
customers switching to their own transformers in the GSLD class 
since the class credit for GSLD is substantially higher than the 
average credit. The second affect of a separate credit could 
potentially increase demand charges for the secondary customers, 
because the cost of the transformation credit is recovered as part 
of the demand cost. Therefore, staff recommends a transformer 
credit of $0.74 cents for the GSD and GSLD service classes. 
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ISSUE 61: What are the appropriate service charges? 

RECOMMENDATION: The appropriate service charges are as follows: 
Initial Connection 

$33.20Reestablish Service to Inactive Account 14.50Temporary Disconnect then Reconnect 26.25Reestablish Active Service 
16.00Reconnect after Disconnect for Nonpay 38.25Temporary Service 
30.50Collection Charge

(BOOKER) 6.00 

STAfl ANALYSIS: After reviewing the derivation of the service 
charges, staff believes that the service charges listed above are 
appropriate since they appear to be cost based. Therefore, staff 
recommends that the service charges be approved as stated above. 
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ISSUE §a: Are the standby service rates proposed by the company 
appropriate? 

RECOMMENDATIQN: With the exception of the level of the local 
facilities charge and the transformer ownership credit and the 
absence of a customer charge for standby customers who would 
otherwise take service on the proposed GSLD rate schedule, the 
standby service rates proposed by the company are appropriate. The 
local facilities charge should be the distribution unit cost 
calculated using 100 percent ratcheted billing KW as the billing 
determinant, for the class to which the customer would otherwise 
belong. The appropriate local facilities charge is $1. 81 for 
customers who would otherwise take service on GSLD, and $2.04 for 
customers who would otherwise take service on GSD. If a separate 
GSLD class is not approved, the local facilities charge should be 
$1.97. The transformer ownership credit should be the transformer 
ownership credit of the otherwise applicable class divided by the 
ratio of the 100 percent ratcheted KW to billing KW. The 
appropriate customer charge for customers who would otherwise take 
service on GSLD is the GSLD customer charge plus $25. (MEETER) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Order No. 17159, issued February 6, 1987, in 
Docket No. 850673-EU, regarding the generic investigation of 
standby rates for electric utilities, outlines how standby service 
rates should be designed. With respect to the charge for IOCdl 
facilities, this order at page 17 specifies that the costs of 
dedicated local facilities shall be recovered through a charge 
conSisting of the distribution system unit cost, calculated using 
100 percent ratcheted billing KW as the billing determinant, for 
the class to which the customer would otherwise belong. Since the 
local facilities charge is based on a unit cost calculated using 
100 percen't ratcheted billing KW, the transformation credit should 
be b~sed on the higher number of billing KW. Dividing the approved 
transformer ownership credit of the otherwise applicable class by 
the ratio of the 100 percent ratcheted KW to billing KW will result 
in a transformer ownership credit based on the 100 percent 
ratcheted KW. 

If the proposed GSLD rate class is approved, the standby 
service rate schedule should include customer and local facilities 
charges for those customers who would otherwise take service on 
GSLD. The customer charge for those who use standby service would 
be the GSLD customer charge plus $25. 

85 



DOCKET NO. 930400-EI 
JANUARY 6. 1994 

ISSUE 63: What are the appropriate streetlighting rates? 

RECOHMENDATION: The energy charges for each class should be set at 
the non-fuel energy and customer unit costs as developed in the 
cost of service study. The maintenance charges should be set to 
recover the maintenance revenue requirement for each class as 
developed in the cost of service study. The fixture charges for 
each type of lamp should be set to recover the remaining revenue 
requirement for each of the classes. (WHEELER) 

STlti'F ANALYSIS; Monthly lighting charges consist of three separate 
parts: the energy charge, the maintenance charge, and the fixture 
charge. The energy charge is determined by mul tiplying the 
estimated kilowatt hour usage of each lamp type by the non-fuel 
energy and customer unit cost as determined from the cost of 
service study. An estimated kwh usage is used because the lights 
are not metered. The maintenance chal.ge is designed to recover the 
monthly cost of maintaining each fixture, as d~rived from the cost 
of service study. The fixture charge is analogous to a rental 
charge for the light and is designed to recover the carrying cost 
of tlle fixture_ The fixture charges should be adjusted to recover 
the remaining revenue requirement for each class after subtracting 
the waintenance and energy charge revenue. 

In addition to the charges for lamps, there are also fixture 
charges for poles. These are rental charges for dedicated poles 
installed when the company can not mount the street or outdoor 
light on an existing distribution pole. There is no pole charge 
~hen the lights can be installed on an existing distribution pole. 

charges should be set to recover the revenue requirement 
wH:b the investment in these dedicated poles. 

FPGC currently offers three streetlighting (SL) rate 
schedules: SL-L SL-2, and SL-3. The SL-l rate is a transition 
rate f,;:)r mercury vapor fixtures which is available only to the City 
of ¥a.rianna. Staff is recommending that this rate be eliminated, 

fL~tures be billed on the SL-2 rate, as discussed 
SL-2 rate is closed to new business and is also 

a mercuI:"}" vapor lighting schedule. The SL- 3 rate offers high 
Dressu:::-e sOOi= lamps. There are currently two outdoor lighting 
:'al:€ schedules: ot. and OL-2. The OL rate is closed to new 
J;::0.!siness and offers IT'.ercury vapor lamps. The OL- 2 rate offers high 
pr€,ssu~e- sodium larnps. 
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DOCKET NO. 930400-EI 
JANUARY 6, 1994 

The staff recommends that the street and outdoor lighting 
rates for all rate schedules be set using the above described 
methodology. This is the same methodology which was used in the 
recent Florida Power Corporation and Tampa Electric Company rate cases. 

87 ­



Company FPUC - Karlanna Dlvlslo" 
!locket /10. 930400-£1 SCHEDULE 1 
Test Yea~ December 31. 1992 OS-Jan-94 

III 
HO STAFFCOMPANY OPtCOIIPARATIVE RATE BASE (OOO) POSITION POSITION RECOIl COMIIISSIOH ... _----... _--_.._-----_... -------.....----_... ---------_......-... ---... _--- ------------ -------.".. --- ---- .. _-----... ---...--... _-- .... 
1 RATE SASE PER FlllIIG: 
2 , 
3 Plant In Service $15.909.833.. Depreciation Reserve (5.845.931 )5 
6 Net Plant in Servlee $10.063,9027 Construction I/ork In Progress 289,2558 Property Held fo,. l'utUI"e Use o9 Huel"",. Fuel (Net) (96,33D)10 AllDW!lnG8 l'or IIorklng capItal 200.29111 

Il 
13 
14 $10.457,118 $10.457.118 SI0.457.118 10.457,118._•••••.• - .-=-...._ .... ____••a __ • ______... 
15 
16 ADJUSTMEliTS TO COIIPAHY FllIlIG: 
17 
18 ISSUE: 
19 6. Cash I n \lend n9 Capital
20 0 0 (I65,350) 0

021 0 0 0
0 0 0II Q
Q Ql3 0 Q
0 0 0Z4 Q
0 0 025 0
0 a 026 0
0 0 027 D
Q 0 028 0
0 0 019 0
0 030 0 a
0 0 031 0
0 0 032 0
0 0 013 00 0 034 0
0 0 035 0
0 0 0.16 0
0 0l1 0 0
0 0 035 0
0 0 039 0 

4(j ----..... --- ... _- ----------_......_-----_... _-- -------..... _-­41 
~2 so $0 ($165,360)!3 so 
U ... ----.... ---..... ------------ .._- ..-------- ... _... _--._ ... _-­
~S $10,457.118 $0 $10.291,158 so'<S 



Cclmpany FPI/C - Marianna Dfvlalon 
Dod<et Hc. l!3Cl400-£1 SCHEIlULE 2 

06-J4n-94T~$t Year Ot!cll!lllber 31, 1992 
Page 1 of 2 

LH AMOUNT COST WEIGHTEDNO COMPARATIVE CAPITAL (000) RATIO RATE COST .....-_ ... - ... _-... _------------"""--------_...... ---------------- -.._-_ ... _----. 
t COMl'AIIT 

2 

1 LOIt9 rem Debt 
 $3,682,161 35.22% 9.58% 3.31%4 Shor't re"" Debt 853.296 S.16% 4.62% 0.3ax5 ;>refe".~ Stock 99.846 0.95% 4.15% 0.05%6 Cust""",,. Qeposlts 471,22.5 4.51% 8.15% 0.31%1 c- Equity 3.044,523 29.11% 13.35% 3.89%8 Defer~ lit Vel !lilted C<lst 326.770 3.12% 11.19% 0.34%9 Ace_lated Deferred Inc_ Taxes 1 l,918,6S1 18.9U: 0.001 0.00110 Zel'O C<IIt ITCs 

11 
----------... ­

lZ Total Capital $10,457.118 99.99% 8.40113 tIIaa::ua:a--=••• 
14 

15 

16 (1ft 

11 

UI l.<Jng re"" Debt SO 0.00% 0.001 0.00%19 Short Ienll Olbt 0 0.001 0.001': 0.001
20 Pl'l!ferl'f!d St13d:: a 0.00% O.OOX 0.00%<'1 Cust_ Oeposi t$ 0 O.OOX 0.001 0.00%
U c- equity 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.001':
23- Oo<ftrTed lit - \/it Ighte<f Cost 0 O.OOX 0.00% 0.00%
H ~Iated !!eferTed f_ Tax", r. 0 0.001': O.OOX 0.001
t:S Zero Cost I Tts .. _---------­
2S 

ZI r"Ul Capital $0 O.OOX 0.00% 
~a ~~=. 

<s 

n S"fAFf ,,£t~!lutll!l 


3Z 

H t""'9 t"..... lIabt $3,7S4.889 36.48% 9.5ax 3.50% 

!4 smrt 'e... Ilt!bt 869.821 8.451': 4.62" 0.39"

35 Pme,,1'1!d SUci. 101.870 0.99% 4.75% 0.05% 

35 C~t....... ~~t: 411.225 4.58% 8.15% o.an 

II C_ l'.<!Ulty 2.764,954 26.S7% 10.85% 2.91" 

sa Oo<feM"li!d ITe - Vet ghted I:o$t 326.770 3.18" 9.41" 0.30% 

~ k:,,_I.ted I!o!f~ t_ T_ II 2.002.229 19.45:1( 0.00" 0.00% 

.tQ Z""" Celt HC" -... -----.... ~---

"" 

tl 

1I~ -a'tJ!i C!:p;ul $10.291.]58 IOO.OO% 7.52% 


*" 
 _J:=:=~A,*,• 


.It 
t; 
\~ Cl:MHSSZ<=!t 
~7 
.IJ!: l""'l r",... ::..!>~ $0 0.00" 0.00" 0.00% 
<S ~t ri!M~t 0 0.00% 0.001': 0.00% 
~ ;>~l!·f..rnd 5t3Ck 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
:OJ 'u~t~,. ~,tt$ 0 O.OOX 0.00% 0.00% 
~< c~ t<l;..l~t,- 0 0.001 0.00% 0.00% 
53 ilefotrnd m:. . wlghted Cost 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
5..t l!efernd r_ r"""" !!. 0 0.00% 0.001 0.00% 
55 iTCs ------_... _--­
$~ 


S4 ,O't;&l ~!l!t&l ...__....__.:r. 0.00"
SO 0.00% 
oS 



Company FPUC - !!arlaMa Division 
Docket Ho. 930400-EI 
Test Year December 31, 1992 

LN RECONCILIATION OF AYERAGE RATE BASE 
10 AND AVERAGE CAPITAL STRUCTURE (000) 

1 System Per Books 
2 Hon-Utility 
3 Pro Forma Adjustmfmts: 
4 Pro Rata AdJustmlJ>llts 
5 
6 FPUC Adjusted Retail Per HfR 
7 Post-FIling Adjustments 
8 
9 Company Posl t Ion 

10 
11 Adjust .... nts to Co. NFR FIHng: 
12 
13 
14 Subtotal 
15 ISSUE': 
16 Rate Base AdJustlllenh (Specl fic) 
17 Rate Base Adjustlllents (Pro Rata) 
18 
19 
20 Total Adjustment 
21 
22CD 23 Adjusted JurisdictionalC:::;;. 24 Capital Structure 
25 

LONG-TERH 

DEBT 


$3,682,767 
o 
o 
o 

$3,682.767 
o 

$3.682,767 
Qc::a_:lIIII..... 

___________ D"'" 

$3.682,767 

$155.003 
(82.881) 

$72.122 

13.154.889 

SHORT-TERM 
DEBT 

$853,2;;6 
o 
II 
o 

$853,296 
o 

$853.296 
ACA::::,;:.alllllC;;= 

_... _n ____...... 0 _.. 

S853,296 

$35.724 
(19,199) 

$16,525 

$659.82l 

PREFERRED 
STOCK 

$99,846 
o 
II 
o 

$99,846 
o 

$99.846 
/:f=tIll; __=:c.:IIIII:;::I;a 

______ 0 ~ ... ____ 

$99,846 

$4.273 
(2,249) 

$2,024 

$101.870 

SCHEDULE 2 
06-Jan-94 

Page 2 of 2 

DEFERRED 
TAX CREDITS INCOME TAXES 

CUSTOMER COHHOH WEIGHTED' ZERO COST TOTAL 
DEPOSITS EOUITY COST ITCs CAPITAt 

$471,225 $3,0,14,523 $326,710 $1,978,691 $10,457.118 
o o o o 0 
o o o o 0 
o o o o 0 

$471.225 $3,044,523 $326,770 $1.978.691 $10,457,U8 
o 0 000 

$471.225 $3,044.523 $326,710 $1,976,691 $10,457,118 
.1I;.:=:arcillG.~;:'; =.=:t=lIIII!.I=rC=:o.=Ji: ~••_ ..._= ~-=-=•• jII!S4=1I; ;=III;=uac::::r__ 

0 0 0 $0.._________ .... _____... -'0. _ .. __ .. _ .....____ ........ __________... _______ ...... _______ 


$471,225 $3.044.523 $326,710 $1.978.691, $10,457.118 

$0 ($218.539) $0 $23.538 Uil 
0 (51.030) 0 0 (165.359) 

$0 ($219.569) $0 $23,538 (SI6S,l60) 

$471,225 $l.764.954 $326.770 $2,002,229 $10.291.758 



Company 
Docket Ho. 
Test Year 

LN 
NO 

FPUC - Marianna Division 

930400-EI 

December 31, 199Z 


COMPARATIVE NET OPERATING INCOME (000) 
OPERATING REVENUE 

1 OPERATING REVENUE PER FILING: 
2 

3 Revenue From Sales of Electricity 

4 Other Operating Revenue 

5 

6 

7 Total Operating Revenue 

8 

9 


10 ADJUSTMENTS TO COMPANY FILING: 

11 

12 ISSUE: 

13 

14 8. Cash In Vorking C~Pltal 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 Total Adjustments 

21 

22 


ADJUStED OPERATING REVENUE 


SCHEDULE 3 

06-J.n-94 


Page 1 of 4 


COMPANY OPC STAfF 
POSITION POSITION RECOM COMMISSION 

$3,582,377 
75.532 

$3,857,909 $3,657,909 $3,657,909 $3,657,909 

$0 $0 $7,664 $0 
o 11 o o 
o o o o 

SO $0 $7,664 $0 

S3,657,909 $0 $3,665,573 $0 
s._.~.._.. .......__...:11:••-=_•••••_ ........... 


9 




CClllpany Fl'UC - Marianna Division
Dock..t Ito. 930400-EI SCHEDULE 3
Test Year December 31. 199t 06-Jan-94 

Poge 2 of 4 

IN COMPARATIVE NEr DPERATING INCOME (000)
NO COMPANY OPC STAFFOPERATIOI! I MAINTENANCE EXPENSE POSITION POSITION RECOM COMMISSION _... _-----_... _.............. _---... _--"' ...-...-..._---------_... _- ..._""-------- _....._--- ... _--- --------- ... _- ... _... _- ........ ---.. -.. _......-- ..._--­
23 OPERATION & MAIHTENAIICE EXPENSES PER FILING:
24 

25 Operation & Maintenance $1.800.300
2& ____________ 

27 

28 Total OiHIratlon .. Maintenance Expense $1.800.308 Sl.800.308 $1.800.308 $1.800.308
29 ......_ ••••••_ •••___••____... _ ....__
30 

31 ADJUSTMENTS TO COMPAIIY FILING: 

32 

33 ISSUE: 

34 21. Inventory losses 

$0
, ss SO ($1.672) $0 
36 21. Hovi ng Elcpanses 0 11 (I,m) J 

~lG. "~1>f~rce Oues 

37 0 0 (1,700)28. Employee Relocation Elcpanses 0 
3a 29. Outside Servi<;es 0 0 (1.402) 0 
39 31. 0 0 {S19} 0AOvt;rtlslng Expense 0 a40 34. Medical InsurenC1l Accrual (lOOl 00 0 
42 0 0 
41 (12.004 0

0 0 
0 043 0 0 

44 0 0 00 
4S 0 00 a 
46 0 00 0 
47 0 00 0 
4B 0 0 00 

049 0 0 0 
SO 
Sl 

52 

S3 

54 

SS 

56 

57 
sa 

59 

SO 
61 
ill 
63 

54 

55 --_.. _---_..... - .. _-- ...... -- ... _... - "'-- ... --... -... --- ----- .. _----­
S6 Total Adjustment so $0 Ul8,S8c) $067 ..... _---_.. _--- ------------ ....._--------- ... -... __ .............. _­sa 
59 AOJUSTEll Of'EAATIOII ! ~AINTE!lAHCE EXPENSES $1.800.308 $0 $1,781,326 $070 ::..:=-=:rt:It_W;;$,= ===~__&.==••_==......*_ ,==aa*_=_=•• 



____________________________________________________________________ __ 

Company FP\JC - Marl4llna Dlvlolon SCH£IlUlE 3
Docket No. 930400-EI 06-J~n-94Test Year December 31, 199~ Page 3 of 4 

LH COMPARATIVE NET OPERATING INCOME (000) COMPANY OPe STAFF

NO DEPRECIATION r. OORTIZATIOH EXPENSE POSITION POSITION 
 RECOH COMMISSION---.-----_.._- .. - .. ----- ... -_ ... _-_.. _--------------------_ .._-- ... - ... _-------- --- ..---- .....-- -...-... __ ... --_....- ..-- ... ---_ ......­

71 DEPRECIATION r. AMORTIZATION EXPENSES PER FIliNG: 

72 

73 Depreciation &. Amortization $626.899 

74 

75 

76 Total Depreciation &. Amortization Expense $626.899 $626.899 $626.899 $626,899n ...._._.- ...- .....- .._----- ..-.._... 
78 
19 ADJUSTIIENTS TO COMPANY FIlI!lG: 
80 
81 ISSUE: 
8Z $0 $0 $0 $0 
83 0 0 0 Q 

"84 0 0 0 
85 0 0 0" 0 
86 0 0 0 0 
87 0 0 0 0 
88 0 
89 
90 Tota1 Adjustment $0 $0 $0 $0 
91 
9Z 
93 ADJUSTED OePRECIATION It AMORTIZATION $626,899 $0 $626,899 $0 

IN COMPARATIVE NET OPERATING INCOME (000) COMPA~Y OPe STAFF 
NO TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME rosmoN rosmoN RECOM COMMISSION 

90 OTHER TAXES PER FILING $386.495 $386.495 $386.495 $386.495 
91 
92 
9~ ADJUSTHElHS TO COMPANY FILING: 
94 ISSUE; 
95 
96 41. 

Tax Effect of Revenue Adjustments 
Taxes'Other 

$0 
o 

$0 
o 

$0 
1.754 

so 
o 

97 o o o o 
98 o o o o 
99 

100 
i01 Tot-a 1 Adjustments so so $1,154 so 
102 
103 
IOq 
1u5106 

ADJUSTEil OTHER TAXES $366.495.a........II'..u.... •...ca••• $0 $388.249 _••••••.,.__........._ so .......... 

93 




Canpany FPUC - Marhnna Divisi on SCHEDUtE 3Docket No. 930400-£1 06-Jan-94Test Year December 31, 1992 Page 4 of 4 

tN COMPARATIVE HET OPERATlNG INCOME (000) COMPANY OPe STAFF 
NO IHCOME TAX EXPENSE POSITION POSITION RECOM COMMISSION --_..... -------..... _-------_.... -------_...- ..----- .._------------ ... _-----...._-- ..... __ .............-...... ----------- ---- .........-.--­

107 
108 INCOME TAXES PER FI tING: 
109 CUrrent I ncome Taxes $125.203
llO Deferred Income Taxes 23.385
111 Investment Tax Credi t (20,171)
11Z 
113 
114 Total Inc_ Tax $128,417 $128,411 $128,417 $128.417
115 
116 

......._-- ._---....._......- ---..---. 

117 ADJUSTMENTS TO COMPANY FILING: 

118 ISSUE: , 

119 TalC Effect of Other Adjustments $0 (0 $9,367 $0
120 43. Interest Rec/Synch o 
 o (2,411) o
121 o o a o122 o o a o
123 o o a a
124 o o o o
125 o a a o
126 o o o a 
121 
128 
129 Total Adjustments $0 $0 $6,956 $0 
130 
131 
132 ADJUSTED INCOME TAXES $128,417 $0 $135,373 $0 
133 ______ ..~'*'.*V. s_......_. "._"'I:1:~_:::a134 ___________________________________________________________________ 

135 
13S OTHER !TEllS PER FILING: 
137 {Sainl/tou on Sale $0 
US RegulotOTY Practice. Reconcllatlon o 
139 
140 
141 Total $0 $0 $0 $0 
142 
1'3 AOJUSTIlEHTS TO COMPANY FI II HG: 
144 ISSUE: 
145 $0 so $0 $0 
146 
14.7 
148 AOJUSTEO OTHER lTEIIS $0 $0 $0 $0 
149 

COI'IPAAATIVE IIET OPERATING INCOME (OOO) 
NET OPERATING INCOME / SUMMARY 

ISO HET OPERATING IIICQ!.\E: 
iS1 Operating Revenue 
lSZ Operation a Halnt.n~nce ExpenSeS 
153 Oepreelation " Amortlzat ion 
154 Taxes Other than Income 
155 IneaM Taxes 
15S Othe .. It....,s 

159 Hoot operating iI''''''''''' 
160 

COMPANY 

PfJSITION 


$3.657.909 
(1.800,306) 

{62G.899J 
(386,495] 
(l28.4l7) 

o 

$715,790 

OPC 

POSITION 


$0 
o 
a 
o 
o 
o 

$0 

STAFF 
RECOK 

$3,665,573
(, ~1.3Z61 

{626,899} 
(388,249) 
(135.373) 

0 

$733,126 

COMMISSION 

$0 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

$0 



FLORIDA PUBLIC trrn..lTIES COMPANY - MARIANNA DMSION 
O&M FORECASTWORKSHEBT - PROJECI'ED TEST YEAR CALaJLAnON 

BASE YEAR PROJECI'ED 
+1 TEST YEAR 

ImVJ3 1213~ 
#1 Inflatioll Only (CPI-U) 3.35% 3.31%#2 CustomerGrowth 1.69% 1.71%#3 Pa~n Increases 3.50% 3.50%#4 Sa /KWH 3.22% 2.90%#5 Revenue!tl$ 4.54% 268%#6 Plant 8.04% 6.02%#7 Inflation x CustomerGrowth 5.10% 5.14%#8 Payron x Customer Growth S.2S% 5.33%#9 Other 0.00% 0.00% 

BASE YEAR BASE YEAR + 1 
1992 1993 

535 PayroU trended o o 
NOll PayroU Trended 49 o 
Other trended o o 

Totai 


537 Payron trended 
 3,f197 o 
Non PayroU Trended 1,166 o 
Otber trended o o 

Total 4,263 


538 Payrolltrended 
 190 o 
Non Payroll Trended 87 o 
Other trended o o 

Total 277 


539 Payroll trended 1,029 
 o 
Non Payroll Trended 710 59 
Other trended o o 

Total 1,799 59 

SUB-TOTAL __ $6,388 

Schedule3A 
06-Jan-94 
Page 1 of 10 

PROJECTFD 
TEST YEAR 

1994 

TREND 
BASIS 

APPLIED 

o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 

9 

9 
9 

o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

9 
9 

4 



------

FLORIDA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMPANY - MARIANNA DIVISION 
O&M FORECAST WORKSHEET - PROJECI'BD TEST YEAR CALCUI...A.TION 

BASE YEAR PROJECI'BD 
+1 TEST YEAR 

12131193 12131,94 
#1 Inflation Only (CPI-U) 3.35% 3.31%#2 Customer Growth 1.69% 1.77% 
#4 
#3 ~creases 3.50% 3.50% 

3.22% 2.90%#5 RevenueslS 4.54% 2.68%#6 Plant 8.04% 6.02%#7 Inflation x Customer Growth 5.10% 5.14%#8 Payroll x Customer Growth 5.25% 5.33%#9 Other O'(X1% O.<XI% 

BASE YEAR BASE YEAR + 1 
1992 

580 Payroll trended 96,944 100,337 
Non Pa)TOll Trended 30,248 31,261 
Other trended 0 0 

Total 127,192 


582 Payroll trended 
 2$27 3,029 
Non Payroll Trended 2,132 2,203 
Other trended 0 0 

PROJECTED 
TEST YEAR 

1994 

103,849 
32,296 

0 

136,145 

3,135 
2,276 

0 

Sehedule3A 
06-Jan-94 
Page 2 of 10 

1REND 
BASIS 


APPLIED 


3 
1 

3 

Total 5,059 5,412 

583 fayroll trended 43,614 45,903 48,350 8 
Non Payroll Trended (19,241) 1,498 1,57' 9 
Other trended 0 Q 0 

Total 47,401 49,92,5 

584 Payroll trended 
Non Payroll Trended 
Other trended 

837 
281 

0 

866 
295 

0 

897 

311 

0 

3 
7 

Total 1,162 

585 Payroll trended 7,057 7,427 7$73 8 
Non Payroll Trended 7,231 7,600 7i)90 7 
Other trended 0 0 0 

Total 14,288 15,fJ27 



FLORIDA PUBLIC UTn..ITIES COMPANY ­ MARIANNADMSION 
O&M FORECAST WORKSHEET - PROJECTED TEST YEAR CALCULATION Schedule3A 

06-1an-94 
Page 3 of 10 

BASE YEAR 
+1 

12/31193 

PROJECI'BD 
TEST YEAR 

lYJli94 
#1 
#2 
#3 
#4 
#5 
#6 
#7 
#8 
#9 

Inflation Only (CPI-V) 
Customer Growth 
pa~n Increases 
Sa /KWH 
RevenueslS 
Plant 
Inflation x Customer Growth 
Payroll x Customer GrOwth 
Other 

3.35% 
1.69% 
3.50% 
3.22% 
4.54% 
8.04% 
5.10% 
5.25% 
0.00% 

3.31% 
1.77% 
3.50% 
2.90% 
2.68% 
6.D2% 
5.14% 
5.33% 
0.00% 

ACC0UNT 

BASE YEAR 
1992 

BASE YEAR + 1 
PROJECI'BD 
TEST YEAR 

1994 

TREND 
BASIS 

APPLIED 

586 Payron trended 77,531 81.601 85,950 8Non Payroll Trended 16,321 17,153 18,034 7Other trended 

Total 93,852 103,985 

587 Payroll trended 
Non Payroll Trended 
Other trended 

5,234 
2,065 

0 

5,509 
2,170 

0 

5,802 
2,282 

0 

8 
7 

Total 7;299 8,084 

588 Payroll trended 
Non Payroll Trended 
Other trended 

29,251 
20,224 

0 

30,786 
21,255 

0 

32,427 
22,347 

0 

8 
7 

Total 49,475 54,775 

589 Payroll trended 
Non PayrOll Trended 
Other trended 

Total 

0 

302 
0 

302 

0 
312 

0 

312 

0 

322 
0 

322 

1 

SUB-TOTAL $322,958 $359,207 $375,668 



FLORIDA PUBLIC UTILmES COMPANY - MARIANNA DIVISION 
Sche4uie3AO&.M FORECAST WORKSHEET - PROJECl'ED TEST YEAR CALCULATION 
06-Jan-94 
Page 4 of 10 

BASE YEAR PROJECl'ED 
+1 TBSTYEAR

12(31193 12(31194 
#1 Inflation Only (CPI-D) 3.35% 3.31%#2 Customer Growth 1.69% I.TI%#3 PayroU Increases 3.50%#4 Sales/.KWH 3.50% 

3.22% 2.90%#5 Revenue&l$ 4.54% 2.68%#6 Plant 8.04% 6.02%#7 Inflation x Customer Growth 5.10% 5.14%#8 Payroll x Customer Growth 5.25% 5.33%#9 Other 0.00% 0.00% 

PROJECI'ED TRENDBASE YEAR BASE YEAR + 1 TEST YEAR BASIS1992 1993 1994 APPLIED 

542 Payroll trended 

Non Payroll Trended 
Other trende4 

162 
34 

0 

111 
31 

0 

0 
0 
0 

9 
9 

Total 196 142 0 

590 Payroll trended 

Non Payroll Trended 
Other trended 

25,099 

7,006 

0 

25,m 
7,241 

G 

26,881 
7,480 

0 

3 

Total 32,105 33,218 34,367 

592 Payroll trende4 

Non Payroll Trended 
Other trended 

3,248 
4,720 

0 

3,418 
4,961 

0 

3,601 
5,216 

0 

8 
7 

Total 7::J68 8,379 8,816 

593 Payroll trended 108,544- 114,242 120,331 8 
Non Payroll Trended 218,370 229,499 241,2% 7 
Other trended 0 20,000 20,000 9 
Other trended 0 92,380 9 
Total 363,741 474,006 

594 Payroll trended 506 533 561 8 
Non Payroll Trended 345 363 381 7 
Other trended 0 0 0 

Total 851 



FLORIDA PUBLIC tmLITIES COMPANY - MARIANNA DIVISION Schedule3A 
O&M FORECAST WORKSHEET - PROJECTED TEST YEAR CALC"u'LATION 06-Jan-94 

Page 5 of 10 

BASE YEAR PROJECTED 
+1 TEST YEAR 

12/31/93 l~tl94 

#1 Inflation Only (CPI-U) 3.35% 3.31% 

#2 CUstomer Growth 1.69% 1.77% 

#3 Pa~U Increases 3.50% 3.50% 

#4 SaesIKWH 3.22% 2.90% 

#5 Revenuesl$ 4.54% 2.68% 

#6 Plant 8.04% 6.02% 

#7 Inflation x CustOmer Growth 5.10% 5.14% 

#8 Payroll x Customer Growth 5.25% 5.33% 

#9 Other 0.00% 0.00% 


PROJECTED TREND 
BASBYEAR BASE YEAR + 1 TEST YEAR BASIS 

1992 1993 1994 APPLIED 
ACCOUNT 

595 Payroll trended 19,130 20,134 21,207 8 
Non Payroll Trended 9,965 10,473 11,011 7 

Other trended 0 0° 
Total 29,(1)5 30,607 32,218 

596 Payron trended 
Non Payroll Trended 
Other trended 

14,760 
9,235 

0 

15,535 
9,706 

0 

16,363 
10,205 

0 

8 
7 

Total 23,995 25,240 26,567 

SIn PayroU trended 
Non Payroll Trended 
Other trellded 

490 
149 

0 

516 
157 

0 

543 
165 

° 

8 
7 

Total 639 672 708 

932 Pa)'l'UU trended 

Noll. Payroll Trended 
OUler trenaed 

588 
12,814 

0 

609 
13,243 

0 

630 
13,682 

0 

3 

Total 

SUB-TOTAL 

13.402 

S435,165 

13,&52 

_ .._--­
$476,147 

14,312 

$591.937 



FLORIDA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMPANY - MARIANNA DMSld'N 
O&M FORECAST WORKSHEET - PROJEC'IED TEST YEAR CALCULATION 

BASE YEAR PROJECTED 
+1 TEST YEAR 

12131193 12131~4 
#1 Inflation Only (CPI - U)
#2 3.35% 3.31%Customer Growth 
#3 1.69% 1.n% 
#4 ~creases 3.50% 3.50% 
#5 3.22% 2.90%Reven~ 
#6 4.54% 2.68%Plant 
#7 8.04% 6.02%Inflation x Customer Growth 5.10% 5.14%#8 Payron x Customer Growth 5.2S% 5.33%#9 Other 0.00% 0.00% 

BASE YEAR BASE YEAR + 1 
1992 1993ACCOUNT 

CUstb~4~~:,:;~;j~"<:~~~:t~~Sf!(r'. 

901 Payroll trended 27,464 28,425
Non Payron Trended 6,335 6,547
Other trended 0 0 

PROJEC'IED 
TEST YEAR 

1994 

29,420 
6,764 

0 

Schedule3A 
06-Jan-94 
Page 6 of 10 

mEND 
BASIS 

APPLIED 

~ 

1 

Total 33,799 34m 36,184 

902 Payroll trended 84,929 89,387 94,151 8Non Payron Trended 37,663 39,583 41,617 7Ot.lier tfended 0 0 0 

Total 122,592 128,970 135,768 

903 Pa~n lrended 

Non PayroU Trended 
Other trended 

Total 

139,246 
110,346 

0 

249,592 

146,555 
115,970 

3,758 

266,283 

154,367 
121,931 

3,894 

280,191 

8 
7 
9 

904 Pa)TOIl trended 0 0 0 
Non PIl}TOIl Trended 27,197 28,432 29,194 S 
Other trended 0 0 0 

lOla! 27,197 2g,432 29,194 

?cIS PayroU m:nded 68 72 75 8 
NOll P3}TOU Trended 18,794 19,752 20,767 7 
Other trended 0 0 0 

TOial 18,862 19,823 20,842 

SL8TOTAL $452,042 $478,480 S502,180 

~ , . 
.'­



FLORIDA PUBLIC UTILlTlBs COMPANY - MARIANNA DIVISION 
Scbedule3AO&M FORECAST WORKSHEET - PROJECI'ED TEST YEAR CALCULATION 

#1 Inflation Only (CPI- U)
#2 Customer Growth 
#3 Payroll Increases 
#4 SaleslKWH 
#5 Revenuesf,S 
#6 Plant 
#7 Inflation xCustomer Growth 
#8 Payrollx Customer Growth 
#9 Other 

ACCOUNT 

ci!~W~wi\'§~i'!~BE;l'i~!l;~~Q~~!l,;PN 

906 Payroll trended 
Non Payroll Trended 
Other trended 

Total 

SUBTOTAL 

SALES 

913 Payroll trended 

Non Payroll Trended 
Other trended 

Total 

BASE YEAR 

+1 


12/31/93 


3.35% 
1.69% 
350% 
3.22% 
454% 
8.04% 
5.10% 
5.25% 
0.00% 

BASE YEAR 
1992 

62 
22 
0 

84 

84 

0 
127 

0 

PROJECTED 
TEST YEAR 

12131,94 

3.31% 
1.77% 
350% 
2.90% 
2.68% 
6.02% 
5.14% 
5.33% 
0.00% 

BASE YEAR + 1 
1993 

0 
0 
0 

PROJECTED 
TEST YEAR 

1994 

0 
0 
0 

06-Jan-94 
Page 7 of 10 

TREN[\ 

BASIS 


APPLIED 


0 
0 

0 

0 

0 0 
133 140 7 

0 0 

916 Payroll trended 
Non Payroll Trended 
Oilier trended 

Total 

0 
879 

0 

879 

0 
924 

0 

924 

0 
971 

0 

971 

7 

SUBTOTAL $1,006 S11OS7 



FLORIDA PUBLIC UTlLITIE'S COMPANY - MARIANNA DIVISION 
O~M FORECAST WORKSHEET - PROJECTED TEST YEAR CALCULATION 

BASE YEAR PROJECTED 
+1 TEST YEAR

12/31t"J3 12/31194 
#1 Inflation Only (CPI-U) 3.35% 3.31% 
#3 1.69% 1.77% 
#2 CU8tomer Growth 

Payroll Increases 3.50% 3.50% 
#5 2.90% 
#4 SaleslK'NH 3.22%Revenues/.li 4.54% 2.68% 
#7 6.02% 
#6 Plant 8.04%

Inflation x CU8tomer Growth 5.10%#8 5.14%Payroll x CU8tomer Growth 5.25% 5.33%#9 Other 0.00% 0.00% 

BASE YEAR BASE YEAR + 1 
1992 1993 

920 Payroll trended 180,955 187,288
Non Payroll Trended o o
Other trended-payroll o 10,095 

Total 180,955 197,383 

921 Payroll trended 0 o 
Non Payroll Trended 40,371 41,723
Other trended 0 o 

Total 40,371 41,723 

922 .payrOll trended 0 o 
Non Payroll Trended (49.420) (51,150)
Other trended 0 o 

Total {49,420} .. (51,150) 

923 Payroll trended 0 o 
Non Payroll Trended 33,357 34,474 
Other trended 0 o 

Total 33,357 

924 Payroll trended 0 o 
Other trended 7,419 8,866 
Other trended 17,304 17,304 

Total 24,723 

.., . 
1. 

PROJECTED 
TE'.ST YEAR 

1994 

193,844 
o 

10,452 

o 
48,334 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
35,616 

o 

o 
10,078 

200,000 

Schedule3A 
06-Jan-94 
Page 8 of 10 

TREND 

BASIS 


APPLIED 


3 

9 

9 

9 
9 

http:Revenues/.li


FLORIDA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMPANY - MARIAlSNADIVISION Schedule3A 
O&M FORECAST WORKSHBET - PROJECTED TEST YEAR CALCULATION 06-Jan-94 

Page 9 of 10 

BASE YEAR PROJECTED 
+1 TEST YEAR 

12/31193 12/31194 

#1 Inflation Only (CPI-U) 335% 331% 
#2 Customer Growth 1.69% 1.77% 
#3 Pa~ll Increases 3.50% 3.50% 
#4 SaesJKWH 3.22% 2.90% 
#5 Revenuest.S 4.54% 2.68% 
#6 Plant 8.04% 6.02% 
#7 Inflation x Customer Growth 5.10% 5.14% 
#8 PayroU x Customer Growth 5.25% 533% 
#9 Other 0.00% 0.00% 

PROJECTED TREND 
BASE YEAR BASE YEAR + 1 TEST YEAR BASIS 

1992 1993 1994 APPLIED 
ACCOUNT 

925 Payroll trended 0 0 0 

Non Payroll Trended 0 0 0 

Other trended 178,351 182,888 184,635 9 

Total 178,351 182,888 184,635 

926.1 PayroU trended 0 0 0 

Non Payroll Trended 0 0 0 

Other trended (1.496) (10,221) (2,380) 9 

Total {l,4961 (10,221l (2,380) 

926..2 Payroll trended 0 0 0 

Non Pa)-TOll Trended (8,837) (9,133) (9,435) 1 

Other trended 100,573 120,696 111,384 9 

Total 111,563 101,949 

928 Payron trended 0 0 0 

Non P3yroU Trended 1,197 1,237 1,278 

Other trended 19,319 19,319 13,421 9 

Total 20216 20,556 14,699 

930 Pa:m>ll trended 0 0 0 

Non PayToll Trended 17,780 18,686 19,647 7 

Other trended 0 0 0 

Total 17,780 18,686_ 19,647 



FLORIDA PUBLIC UTILmES COMPANY - MARIANNA DMSION 
O&M FORECAST WORKSHEET - PROJEcmD TEST YEAR CALCULATION 

BASE YEAR PROJECTED 
+1 TEST YEAR 

l~lf93 12/31194 
#1 Inflation Only (CPI-U) 3.35% 3.31%#2 Customer Growth 1.69% 1.77%#3 Paf!0n Increases 350% 350%#4 Saes!KWH 3.22% 2.90%#5 RevenuestS 454% 2.68%#6 Plant 8.04% 6.02%#7 Inflation xCustomer Growth 5.10% 5.14%#8 Pa~Oll xCustomer Growth 5.2S% 5.33%#9 Ot er O.cX)% 0.00% 

BASE YEAR BASE YEAR +1 
1993ACCOUNT 

931 Payroll trended 0 0 
Non Payroll Trended 1,130 1,168
Other trended 25,680 2,140 

Total 26,810 3,308 

SUB-TOTAL 

TOTAL O&M EXPENSES $1,890,931 

1 


1,207 

$818,079 

$2,288,976 

PROJECIED 

TEST YEAR 


1994 

0 
1,207 

0 

Schedule3A 
06-Jan-94 
Page 10 of 10 

TREND 

BASIS 


APPLIED 


1 
9 



------------

FLORIDA PUBlI C UTI LI TI ES COMPANY 
HAR1At1NA DIVISION SCHEDULE 4 

DOCKET NO. 930400-EI P6ge 1 of 3 
. 0 & II BENCHl1AAK VARIANCE BY FUHCTlON 06-J",,-94 

1992 

--~-_.._-- ........ -_ .._--_.. _- .._.. __ ... _- .._------_., .._----- ........ -----.....-------...... ------....-.--.....---- ..-... _-- ..... __ ..... --_...._-- --_........ -_....... _-_...... _.... -- ...............-........ ---_... __.... _..... -.. -_..----- ... _.. -... -- .. ---..--­
Steam Hydro Other Trans- Customer Customer A<hln. & Other 

PrOOllc t Ion Production Production mission ~istribution Accounts Service Sales General Adjustl!ll!nts Total 
:000) (000) (000) (000) (000) (000) (000) (000) (OOn) (OOO) (DOD) 

-------~-... -.. -_ .._-_.._-......-...... _--_ ... ---..-_... -.. -- .. __ .........._-- .. -_......... _-_...._...............---... _-- ..---------..--- ..-_.....--*"'---_ .. --_.. _-_ ... _- ..-----..-------'......--.... ---.. --- ... ---..... .. -....--......--- ............ _.. --- ..... -..... 

1987 FPSC Allowed O&II-System $0 $7,234 $24 $0 $657,410 $362,549 $35 $2,163 $494,722 $0 $1,524,137 

1987-1992 Ccmpound Multiplier 1.34603 1.34603 1.34603 1.34603 1.34603 1. 34603 1.34603 1.34603 1.34603 0.00000-_..__ ... _--- ------_..- .. _...._-........... ----_... _..._-	 --........-_.... ­
1992 0&11 Benctnark - System 	 0 9,137 32 0 884,891 488,000 47 2,911 665,909 0 


0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

-"'-----_ ..- -_....... _..---	 -.... .. ~.---~-

Revised 1993 D&I1 Be:1ctnark 0 9,737 32 0 684,891 488,000 47 2,911 665,909 0 2,051,528 

1992 Adj. 0&11 - System 0 6,584 g 0 747,132 452,51)9 '84 1,006 592,993 0 1.800,306 _... __....... __.. 
... --_... _- .... _-	 .. -... _---_.... 
8enctnark Var! anee 0 (3,153) (3Z) 0 (137,759) (35,491) 37 (l.905) (72,916) 0 (251.220 
Staff AdjulIbnenh-System 0 0 0 0 (2,607) (467) n 0 (IS,908) 0 (IB,962--_......----- -_..... -_...-_... 	 _.. -........ --. ..-_.._.. -... _­
Adjusted Variance-System 0 13,153) (32) () (140,366) (35,958) 37 0,905) (B8,824) 0 (270,202

•••••tt___ 
U4a:~atnll.z • _~Z:l:=..;alll •••~.III.a -g............ 	 ;'l1ll.1III••lIIap. 


1992 01111 Benc..... rk - 5yst"", 9,737 32 0 684,891 468,000 47 2,911 665,909 

Juris. Separation Factors 0.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1. 0000 0.0000--_..... _--_.. ---------- ... __ ... _...._.... .. __ .. _........ --	 -_ ................. 

1992 8enchnark - Juris. 	 9,737 32 0 684,891 488,000 47 2,911 665,909 2,051,536 

1992 Adj. 01111 - Juris. 	 0 6,584 0 0 747,132 452,509 84 1.006 592,993 1,800,306 _.. _........ __ ....... 
JurI $. Benclrnark VarIance (3.153) (32) 0 (137,759) (35,49l) 37 (1,905) (7l,916) (251,220 

---..---,..-- --... _... ---_... --- ... --..... _-	 _... _..... ""-_ .. ­

Staff AdJustments-JurIs. 0 0 	 0 (2.607) (467) 0 (15,906) (lB. 99~ 

-_.. _.. _- ... _- --..-.. _-....-	 -- ..---.. ~-- ... ..... --.....~--

Adjusted Variance-Juris. ;0 ($3,153) (;32) $0 ($140,366) ($35,958) $37 ($1.905) ($88,624) $0 (mO, Z02 
1&:""=-•••• 1IiI ••••.,.a. 	 ..............
• _.r.-.\I;JIOkGlP". 	 1U'lilltlt<:zt ••••• ....·...."UU.. "'1111 

,.... 



FLORIDA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMPANY SCHfDULE 4 
MARIANHA DIVISION Page 2 of 3 

DOCKET NO. 9304DO-fI 06-Jan-94 
o .. M BENCHMARK VARIANCE BY fUIiCTlOH - JURlSDlCTIONAl 

1992 

Steam 
Production 

Hydro 
Production 

Other Power 
Supply 

TrAns­
mission mstrlbutlon 

Customer 
Accounts 

Custaner 
Service Sales 

Adoln. & 
General Total 

(000) (000) (000) (000) (000) (000) (000) (000) (000) (OOO) 

21. IIIVEHTORY lOSSES 
26. CHAHBER Of COMMERCE DUES 

(1,672) 
(1.125) 

(1.672) 
(1,125) 

21. MOVING EXPENSES 0.700) (1.700) 
28. EMPLOYEE RELOCATION EXPENSES (935) (467) (1,402) 
29. OUTSIO£ SERVICES (819) (879) 
31. ADVERTISING EXPENSE (ZOO) (ZOO) 
34. MEDI CAL IftSlIRANCE ACCRUAL (12.004) (12,004) 

TOTAL JURISDICTIONAL o o a (2.607) (467) o o (15.906) (18.982) 

I-' 

('; 



----------------------------------------

----------------------------------------

FLORIDA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMPANY Schedule 4 
MARIANNA OIVISION Page 3 of 3

DOCKET NO. 930400-E1 06-Jan-94o & MCOMPOUNO HUL TI Pli ERS 

Total Customers Av.rage CPI-U (1982-1984-100) 
.. -- - .. ----------- -_ .............. --_ .. -----­

Compound
Year C""pound Inflation and GrowthAmount %Incr.ase Multipll.r Amount % Incr •••• Multiplier Compound Mul tipller 

1987 -------- -- ... _- ... ----­10,046 1.00000 113.6 1.000001986 1.0000010,255 2.0601% 1.02060 118.3 4.1373%1989 1.04137 1.0628310,489 2.2816% 1.04389 124.0 4.8183% 1.09155 1.139471990 10,665 1.6719% I. 06141
1991 130.7 5.4032% 1. 15053 1. 2211910,172 1.0033% I. 07205 136.2 4.2081% 1.196941992 I. 2853210,951 1.6617" 1.08967 140.3 3.0103% I. 23504 I. 34603 



Company 
(locket Ho. 

FPUC - Mllrl anna 01 vis I on 
930400-EI 

SCHEDULE 5 
06-Jan-94 

Test Year Declllllber 31. 1992 

LH COMPANY OPe STAFF 
NO COIIPARATlVE REVENUE Il.EQUIREMEliTS (000) POSITION POSITION RECOIl COMMISSION 

1 Adjusted Jurisdictional Rate Base $10.457,118 $0 $10,291.758 $0 
2 
3 Requl nod Rate of Return 8.4OX o.oox 7.52X a.oox 
4 
5 
6 
7 Required Net OperatIng Income $878.398 $0 $713.940 $0 
8 
9 Adjusted Achieved Test Vear 

10 Jurisdictional Net Operating IncQme 115,790 o 733,726 o 
11 
12 
13 , 
14 JurIsdictIonal KOI Deficiency (Excess) $152.508 ;$0 $40,214 $0 
15 
16 Revenue Expanslen Factar 1.632613 0.000000 1.632613 0.000000 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Revenue IIlc .... a$<! {Decrease} - Test Year $265,416 
a 

so 
o 

$65,654 
a 

$0 
o 

Z2 
23 
24 
25 

Total Ban Rate Revenue Increase $265.476 $0 $65.654 
___c .......c::cac!II_........___...._ 

$0 
••_".:"11;1l1li111... 

1" ' • 
• 



------------

------------

-----------

Company FPUC - Marianna DivisIon Revenue Expansion Factor Schedule 6 
Docket No. 930400-E1 06-Jan-94 
Te.t Year December 31. 1992 

LN 
NO REVENUE EXPANSION FACTOR 

1 Rewnue Requi rament 

2 

3 

4 Uncollectible Rate 
5 

6 Gross Reeleph Tax 

7 

8 Regulatory Auessment Fee 

9 


10 

11 Wet S.fore Income Taxes 

12 

13 State Income Tax 

14 Rate 

15 

16 Amount 

17 

18 

19 Net Before Federal Income Taxes 

20 

21 Federal Income Ta~ 


22 Rate 

23 

24 

25 Amount 

26 

21 

28 Net Operating Income 
29 

30 

31 

32 Net Operat j n9 Income Multiplier 

33 


COMPANY 

POSITION 


100. 000000 

0.210000 

1.500000 

0.083330 

98.206670 

0.055000 

5.401367 
- ...---------­

92.805303 
-------...--_.. 

0.340000 

31.553803 ---_ .. ------­

61.251500 
1II":lI'$lIII==t111;-=: 

1.532613 
_c=_===...=== 

ope 
POSITION 


0.000000
-_.. __ ..----­
0.000000 

0.000000 

0.000000 

0.000000 

0.055000 

0.000000 
_..._--------­

0.000000 ---_ ..._... _... --­

0.340000 

0.000000 

0.000000 
a:::2<.I1;::::n==.~z:•• 

0.000000 
__...",:a=Ih:1QJ.::a 

STAFF 

REeOH 


100.000000 
-------..--­

0.210000 

1.500000 

0.083330 

98.206670 

0.055000 

5.401367 --_ ...--_.._-­
92.805303 

0.340000 

31.553803 
--_ .._-----­

i:~. 251500 

......==.-=*­

1. 632613 

=ca=.:::••c::=_ 

COMMISSION 

0.000000 
--------_ ... ­

0.000000 

0.000000 

0.000000 

0.000000 

0.055000 

0.000000 
..... - ...-- ...- ....­

0.000000-_ ... _--- ...--,-. 

0.340000 

0.000000 
... _.. _-_. ,--­

0.000000 ..........:::;"':"" 


0.000000 
".~=C=-lIC.lD. 

http:C=-lIC.lD


------------ ------------

Company 
Docket Ko. 
Test Yea,. 

Llf 

HO 


!'PUC - Marianna DIVision SCHEDULE 1930400-EI 
06-Jan-94December 31. 1994 

COMPANY OPC STAFF
COMPARATIVE RATE BASE (000) POSITION POSITION RECOM COMMISSION-------_..._... _-----_..... _-.._--_..-... ---------------...--------- -_ ...-------..... --... _... -... _---... --------..--- .._-_ ... _---........ 


1 RATE BASE PER FILING: 

2 

3 Plant In Servtce 

4 Depreciation Reserve 

5 

6 Het Plant In Service 
7 Construct j on \kirk I n Progress 
8 Property Held fQr Future USe 
9 Nuclear Fuel (Net) 

10 Allowance far \larltln; Capital 
11 
12 
13 Total rate base 

14 

15 

16 AOJUSTMENTS TO COMPANY FlLlIIG: 

11 

18 ISSUE: 

tS 3 • HydrauItc Pt-od. Pl2nt land 

20 4. Plant Additions 
21 8. Casll In \kinin; Capital 
22 39. \lepreclatlort Rates 
23 
~4 

25 
25 
21 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
3J 
J.I 
35 
36 
37 
38 
lS 
40 
41 

ALlJIJSTtD R.;\TE SASE: 

$18.561. 046 
(6.459.835) 

$12.101.211 
38.125 

o 
(l2S.191) 

1110.717 


$12.194.856 $12.194.856 $12.194.856 12.194.856_=_=_Bfllll___ ...."'....==_ :a====_1IiOJIC_ "'........_"""_ 


$0 SO 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
a 0 
0 0 
0 il 

... _------- ... _- --------_...... ­
..<ft .$~ 

$12,194,856 $0 

($1.837) 0 
(111.307) 0 
(188.084) 0 

65.921 	 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

------------ _.._--_.. _---­
($2'35.301) $0 -------....... --- ....------ ... --­~ 

$11.959.549 $0 

1 




Company FPUC Marianna DIvisIon 
Docket No. 930400-EI SCHEDULE 8 
Test Year 06-Jan-94December 31, 1994 

Page 1 of 2 

LN 
AMOUNTNO COST IIEI6KTEDCOMPARATIVE CAPITAL (OOO) RAila.._----......._........_-- ... _-..__ ... _---_ ... _......._--------_.._------- ...-... ----..........--"'- RATE COST 


1 COMPAIIY 
2 
3 Long Tem Debt $4,297,893 35.24" 9.86% 3.48%4 Short Teml Debt 920.644 7.55% 3.96%5 Preferred Stock 0.30% 

11~.118 0.90%6 Customer Oeposits 4.75" 0.04%
515,200 4.22% 8.15%7 CCImIOn Equ! ty 0.34% 

8 4,008.441 3Z.an 12.35% 4.06%Deferred ITC - "elghted Cost 289,700 2.38% 10.97% 0.l6%9 Accumul ated Deferred Income Ta~es l 2.052,800 i6.83% 0.00% O. Din:10 Zero Cost ITCs -..._-.. _-----­
11 

lZ Total Capital 
 S12,194,856 100.01n: 8.4ex13 

~."".S'=..._ 
14 
15 
16 OPC 
17 
18 Long Tem Debt $0 0.00% 0.00% 0.01n:19 Short Tem Debt 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%20 Preferred Stock 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.01n:21 Cust""",r Deposi h a O.OOX 0.00% 0.00"22 Canon equity 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00"Z3 Deferred ITC - WeIghted Cost 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%24 Acct.IIIllIlated Defer1"ed Income Taxes 8. 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%25 Zero Cost lTes -----------..
26 
27 Total Capital So 0.00% 0.00%28 .........«­
29 
30 
31 STAFF RECOKl'£IIDATlON 
32 
33 LaM Tern> Oebt $4.403,008 36.82% 9.86% 3.63%3. Short i en. Debt 943,48Z ] .89" 5.66% 0.45"35 Preferred Stock 112,936 0.l.I4% 4.75% 0.04"36 Customer lleposlt$ 515,200 4.31% 8.1ex 0.35%37 C<:mnon Equity 3,638.000 30.42% 10.85% 3.31n:
38 Deferred lTC - WeIghted Cost 289,700 2.42" 9 .75" 0.24%39 Accumulated Ileferred Ineome Taxes Il 2.057.223 17 .lO% 0.00% 0.00%40 Zero Cost [TCs ------......_-­
41 

42 iotal Caplta 1 $11.959,549 100.00% 
 8.01"43 :.0: ••1:1._;;:=:=:== 
44 
45 
46 COKMISSIOH 
47 
48 long Tem o"c"t $0 0.00% 0.00% O.OOX
49 Shart Term Debt $0 O.OOX O.OOX 0.00"
50 Preferred Stock So 0.00% O.OOX 0.00%
51 Customer o"pt!stts So 0.00" 0.00% 0.00%
52 Commn equi tl' $0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
53 Deferred ITC - Velghted Cost $0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
S4 Accumulated Deferred lneCJl'l'le Taxes ,. $0 0.00% O.OOX 0.00%
55 Zero C""t LTC. --- ........._---.. ­
sa 

57 Tot.l Capitol $0 '1.00% 
 0.00%
SlI .....,......=...""'.... 

1._ .. 
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DEFERRED 
TAX CREOITS INCOME TAXES 

IN RECOHCll1ATlOIt OF AVERAGE RATE BASE LONG-fERN SHORT-TERM PREFERRED CUSTOMER CIlIIMON WEIGHTED & ZERO COST TOTAL 
HO AII0 AVERAGE CAPITAL STRIICTURE (000) OEIIT OEBT STOCK DEPOS ITS EQlIITY COST ITC. CAPITAL 

1 Syttlllll Per Books $4,291,893 $920,644 $110,I1B $51S,200 $4.008,441 $289,100 $2.052,800 $12,194,856 
2 Non-Ut t 11 ty o o o o o o o 0 
3 'Pro fornoa Adjustments: o o o Q o o o 0 
4 Pro Ra tl Adjustments o o o o o o o 0 
5 
6 FPUC Adjusted Retail Per MFII $4.291,893 $920,644 $110,118 .$515,200 $4,008.441 $289,100 $2.052,300 $12.194,856 
7 Post-Fill ng Adjultlllents o o o o 0 o 0 0 
a 
'9 Conpany PosH ion $4,297,893 $920,644 .$110.118 $515,200 $4,OOB,441 $239,100 $2,052,300$12,194,856 
10 
11 Adjustments to Co. MFII FIling: 
12 0 0 0 0 $0 
13 ------_ ... _"' ... - _... _..... _.._-- -- ---_.. -......... _......._----.._..-... -----....-......- .. -... __.. _.. _... _- _............. _.. _-- --_..... _.. _--_.. 

14 Subtotal $4,291.893 $920.644 $110,118 $515,200 $4,008,441 $289.700 $Z,05l.000 $12.194,856 
15 ISSUE: 
16 Rate Base Adjustments (SpecifIc) $219.000 $41.241 $5,619 $0 ($216,343) $0 $4.423 $0 
17 Rate Base Adjustment. (Pro Rata) (113,885) (24,403) (2,921l 0 (94.098) 0 0 (235,301) 
18 
19 
lO Total Adjustment $105.115 $22.838 $2,158 $0 ($310,441) $0 $4,423 ($235,301) 
21 
22 
l3 Adju,ted Juri sill ctl ona1 
24 Capt ta1 Structure $4,403,008 $943.482 $112,936 $515,200 $3,638,000 $289,700 $2.057,223 $11,959.549 
25 .,.,• .=:• .,.............................&:• .:111 ...D.............__................. _ ••••_x............,...,.••• 




Company FPlIC - Marianna Olvlslon Company Capital Company Capital 
Docket No. 11304oo-fI Reconciliation I/orksheet Reconclllat Ion Worksheet 
fe.t Year December 31. 1994 14-S~p'92 06-J..n-94 

DEFERRED 
TAX CREDITS INCOME TAXES 

UI lONG-TERM SHORT-TERM PREFERRED CUSTOME~ COMMON WEIGHTED & ZERO COST TOTAL 
NO RECONCIllIIS HEll OEST DEBT STOCK DEPOSITS EQUITY COST IrCs CAP !TAL 

I System Per Books 14,297,893 $920,644 $110,178 $SI5,200 $4,006,441 $289,700 $7.,052,800 $12,194,856 
Z Hon-Uttllty o o o o 0 o a 0 
3 
4 
5 Net Electric System Per Boob $4,297.893 $920.644 $IlO,U8 $515,200 $4,008,441 $289,700 l2.D52,800 $12,194,656 
6 
7 Pro Forma Adjustments: 
8 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
II o o o o a o o o 

10 t) o o o o o o o 
11 
12 
13 Total AdjultlIIentt SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 10 
14 
IS 
16 Adjusted Capital p.r Book. 14.297.893 $920.644 $110.118 $S15.20~ $4,000,441 $lea,1/)O $l.OSt.IIOO m,I94,8'6 
17 Pro Ra ta Adjustmentc o o I) o 0 o 0 II 
18 

20 FPlIC AdJuated Ret. 11 $4.297.893 $1120.644 $110.118 U15,200 '4.00&.'41 U6~,100 .l.OSl.800 m.19".0SG 
19 ...........................,...~"'*_..... .............._..._.......... "".............. .....~...eti"". iM",..... ... -*...>H1rt.. j\f
21 



Company 
Docket No. 

FPUC - Marianna Of '{hi on 
930400-EI 

SCHEDUlE 9 
OG-Jan-94 

lest Year Oecl!lllber 31. 1994 Page 1 of 4 

lH COMPARATIVE NH OPERATING INCOM£ (000) COMPANY ope STAFF 
NO OPERATING REVENUE POSITION POSITION RECOM COMMISSION 

1 Ol'ERATlIlG REVENUE PER FILING: 
2 
3 
4 

Re."".... I'NIl! Salea of £1ectrlclty 
Other OperaU ng Revllllue 

$3,642,400 
98,034 

5 
S 
1 lata} Operating Revenue $3,740,434 $3,140,434 $3,740,434 $3,740,434 
8 
9 

1il AIlJUSTKEIITS TO COMPANY FI LIM': 
11 
12 ISSUE: 
13 
14 
IS 

8. cash in lIarkI"g ;:.ip1 ta1 so 
o 

$0 
o 

$8,461 
o 

$0 
o 

1~ o o o o 
11 
18 
19 
213 SO $8,451 $0 
21 
22 

AIlJUSlED OPERATING REVEIIUE $3,740.434 
.~• SO $3.748,895 $0• a;::U;I-==._1I __________III. 



UI 
110 COMPANY 

POSITIGII 

.I...~ ';. 

SCHEDULE 9 
06-Jan-94 

Page 2 of 4 

OPC 
POSITION 

STAFF 
RECOM COMMISSION-.. -----......--------.--------......--..--~---- ------...---- ------------ --_..._-----_.. -...­.._----....... 

2l OPaATlOM & 1lA15TE!lAHCE EXPElISES PER FIUIIG: 
24 
25 ~.....t\"" l Jilaln~ $2.319.76126 __________ 

21 
28 ,oul Ojleratlan lltalllt-.nc:a ExpenD $2.319,761 $l,319,761 $2,319.761 $2.319.761ZI ~___• ..-~_ ________ •......-..-. 
30 
31 
32 
33 
1_ 
3S 
SO 
31 
!I 
39 
40 
~. 
4t 
4l 
44 
45 
~Ii 

"*{ 
~ 
.~ 

5:iJ 

".D..lll'Sntoos TIl taG'AIIY nullS: 
ISSlI£: 
n. t_oo.., L_ 
<3. TI"IIftd F&ctGl"S 
N.··~TSf~·~ 
~1. IIb'I1I'1\1 ~ 
<t!. &oplO)1'11!1O blocation E1<penses
CS. <lilts'dot Siel''rlte:s 
UI­ btetase ~ 
n. ""","rtbll'l\l~ 
3<1. l~'ft'~~
33. S'tOrlIl ~ bral 
~t. lltdlcal r___ ~l 

$0 $0 ($1.8481 $0 
0 0 5.337 0 
(I Q - (1;244) 0 
0 0 (1,879) (I 
0 0 (1,501) 0 
0 0 (939) 0 
0 0 (14,194) 0 
0 0 (2211 0 
0 0 (6.219) 0 
0 0 5.230 (I 
0 0 (13,307) 0 
0 0 (I 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

$0 $0 ($30.7851 $0 

$2,319.761 $0 $2.288.976 SO 
_'*­___ -=_~'"'..'"'_ ====lIII__._ 1IiI'<:.t*llfS:*:e=_== 



Canpany 
I>oeket /fo. 
Test YeBr 

UI 
NO 

F1'UC - If4rtenna DIvIsIon 
930400-El 
OecEJllber 31, 199<4 

COMPARATIVE MET OPERATING ItItOIIE (aOO) 
OPERATlOll & MAllITEIIAI«:E EXPOOE 

COMPANY 
POSITION 

...\. ...... '.:.t. 

OPC 
POSITION 

SCHEOULE 9 
06-Jan-94 

Page 2 of 4 

STAFF 
RECOIl COMMISSION... -4 __ ...... ____________...__ •.____________..._____________________________... ____________________________ 

23 OPERATlOII & MAllIT£lWlcE EXPEIISES PER FILING: 
24 
25 OperaUan I!r Maintenance $2,319,76126 ___________ _ 

Z7 
2!l Total Operatton & Maintenance ~se $2,319,761 $2,319,761 $2,319,761 $2,319,761Z9 ~. ___=---- .=s_____•• ________ 
31) 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
3.6 

~D.JUSDIEHl'S TO OlfU'AIY Fl lING: 

ISSUE: 
21. Inventory losses 
23. Treml F~tQ"" 
1$,- • ~ 'Of ~-1lues 
Z1. Moving Expense'! 
za. flIIploye& Reloc.ation UpenH$ 
29. !Jiuulde Senien 
30. Rate Case Expense 
3L Adverthlng Ex;lense 
32. iltjurle$ .. Il&laqes Expease 
33. StON o-ge Aa:nlal 
34. !led1cal f~ A<;crual 

SO 
0 
0 
0 
0 
a 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

so 

~2,319 ,761 

SO ($I,!l48) $0 
0 5,337 0 
Q - 0,'244) 0 
0 0,879) 0 
0 (1,501) 0 
0 (939) a 
0 (14,194) 0 
0 (221) 0 
0 (6,219) 0 
0 5,230 0 
0 (13,307) 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

$0 ($30,785) so 

SO $2,288,976 $0 



COIIIPany 
Docket Ho. 
Test Year 

FPUC - Ilal'"Iann4 Division 
9304oo-El 
December 31. 1994 

SCHEDULE 9 
OS-Jan-94 

Page 3 of 4 

lN 
NO 

----­

COMPARATIVE NET OPERATING INCOME (000) 
OEPRECIATION 6: AMORTIZATION EXPENSE 

COMPANY 
POSmON 

OPC 
POSmON 

-

STAFF 
RECOM COMMISSION ....... ... _... _--... _----_ ... _----...._- ......_-- .._------ ... _--------- -------.._--- - ...... _--- .._--- ..... _----...-...- --.....__... _-- ... ­

?! DEPREe rAnON & AMORTIZATiOIt EXPENSES PER fILING: n 
73 Oepre<:iatlon 6: AmortIzation $124.65574 
75 
76 Total DeprecIation 6: AmortIzation Expense $724.655 $724,655 $724,65577 
78 
79 ADJUSTMENTS TO COMPANY FILING: ao 
81 ISSUE: 
82 4. Plant Additions $0 $0 ($2,643) $083 39. Depreciation Rates 
84 

o 1\ (23,509) o o o o o85 o o o oS6 a o o o87 o a o a88 

89 --_... _------- ------------ ------------ -----------...
90 Total Adjustment $0 $0 ($26.152) $091 
92 

- ... _----_......... - ----...... _----- -- ... _-------- - ...... _-------.. 

93 ADJUSTED DEPREClATION " AMORTlZATlOl! $7Z4 , 655 $0 $698,503 $0 

UI COMPAAATIVE KET OPWlIl16 INCOME (000) COHPANY OPe STAFF
NO TAXES DTJit:R TlWI INCOME POSITION 
 POSmON RECOM COMMISSION .. _........--....... _-------------- ..__... _....._--_...- ..------""' ... _-_ ..... - --------_... _- ------------ - ...... _-------- --------_..... ­
90 $236,757 $236.757 $236.757 $236,75791 ...,.,....z.c,.18• • X:••_=I11'.:&~ ~•••w___ "" ..."".=_••_ 
9Z 
93 Al1.lijSTMENTS HI COIII'AHV fill/!G,:

94 ISSUE: 

9S Tax Effect (>f Revenue ~.djustl!lants $0 $0 $0 so
96 41, Taxes-Other 
 o o (426) o97 o o o o9& o o o o
Sil 

ICIl 
Hit Total Adjustments so so ($4Z6)
IOl 
103 
1M $236,757 $0 $236,331
IuS 

!~--------------------------------------------------------------

1 " 
1.. '..; 



~ny FPUC - MarIanna Olvlllian 
Ilocket 110. 930401l-El SCHEDULE 9 
TestYur 0ec:1!!IIber 31. 1994 06-Jen-94 

PlIge 4 af 4 

LH COMPARATIVE II£T OPERATING INCOME (0Il0) COMPANY OPe STAFF 
NO IIICOHE TAX EXPElISE POSITION POSITIO!! RECOil COMMISSION----"""'---...... -- ..-------------...-.... - ... ------~-------- _... _--------- ----... _------ ....... _--- ...... _--.. -...... _---........... ­

101 

108 IIttOME TAXES PER FlLINS;

Ing Current Inc:t\IM Taxes ($142.228)110 Deferred In.come Tuell 120.573111 InveatlRlmt Tu CredIt (19.941)
112 
113 
114 Total Incaae Tax ($4!,596) ($41.596) ($41.596) (S41,596)115 ..___•••• ---11.,,",-- ••_______. 

116 
111 ADJIlSTMElITS TO CMI'AflY FILINS: 
118 ISSUE: , 
WI Tax Effect of Other Adjwstments $0 $0 $20,345 so120 43. Interast ReI:/Sj1lC/l 
121 

o e . U<l,649) o o o o om o o o o123 o o o o124 o o o olZ5 o o o o126 o o o o127 
128 ------------ --_... _------- ------------ ..---_..._-..._-­
129 $0 $0 $9,696 $0lln 
131 ------------ ----_...... _---- -_... _,. ..._----- -----------­
132 (S41,596) $0 ($31,900) $0133134 _________________________________________________________________ 

135 
US OTlftll Hf!!S PER FlLIII6: 
131 (Gatn){LIlSll on Sale $0 
1l~ Ragul.tory P'rilcttea Reeoru::il"UoR o 

.01111 so $0 $0 so 
143 /fllJUm4£l1TS ill t:!lKPAIf'f FlUII6: 

144 iSSIl£: 

lotS 
 $0 $0 $0
146 
147 
1-«1 $0 $0 $0
149 

Cl:!Ml>J\AATiYf. liEf OPERATIII6 fllCOKE ((lOO} COtlPANY ope STAFF 
MET OPElIATII!6 IIIaIMf / SlHIAAY POSITION POSITION RECOH COMMISSION,,-""------_.. -------_."'------...-_--------------------- -- ~--------- -... _--------- _..... _--_ ... _--- ------------

JlU Ol'ERATlII6 1IICO!E , 
Openotll\<l RlWefllle $3.140,434 $0 $3.148,895 so 
~ticn !. !!atntel!allee Expe!\S!S (2,319,7611 o (2,288,976) o 
ileprc\lIti "" '" lillDrtl :tatiOll (724,655) o (698,503) a 
ta""" OtNw than JI\eCllIt (236.757) o (236,331) o 
I""""", TiIXl!O$ 41.596 o 31,900 o 
OUter ltau o o 0 a 

$500.857 $0 ~556,985 $0 

--<---------------------- ­



FLORIOA I'USLIC UTlllTlES COMPANY 
MARIANNA DIVISION SCHEDULE 10 

. DOCKET NO. 930400-El Page I of 3
o • M BENCHMARK VARIANCE BY FUHCTI ON 06-Jan-94 

1994 

Steam Hydro Other Trans- Customer Customer Ali1Iin. & Other 
Production Production Production mission Distribution Accounts Service Sale. General Adjustments Total 

(000) (000) (000) (000) (000) (000) (000) (000) (000) (000) (000) 
_.. _... __....-_... ---_.. -_..... -~- .. ------_.._--_........ _"" ------.......... __ ..---..... --_...... -- ..-.._..---... --- .... _....----..-_.. ------------_ .. -....... ------ ... ""'----_.. _.. ---- .. _....... --- .... ----... -------..----... --- .. ------------.. 

1992 FPSC Allowed O&M-Jurh. $0 $6.584 $0 $0 $744,525 $452. CJ42 $84 $1,006 $571.085 $0 

1992-1994 Compound Hultlpller 1.08693 1. 08693 1.08693 1.08693 1.08693 1.08693 1.06693 1. 06~93 1.06693 0.00000---_.. --....- --...... ------	 ....--...... _-- -_........ -_....... ... --_.. _... __ .. 

1994 010H Benchmark • Juris. 	 0 7,156 0 809,247 491.338 91 1,093 627,251 

0 0 0 () 0 0 0 0---_.. -..... -- ..... __ ......_--	 ---......-.._.. ..--_... ----- --- .. -_.... -­
Revised 1994 0&11 Benchmark 	 0 7,156 0 809,247 491,338 91 1,093 627,251 

1994 AdJ. 0&11 - Juris. 	 0 0 0 956,147 497,475 0 1.111 865,028 
.... _-_ ..._.. _.... 	 _.... _-_ ... __ ... ......-_... __ .... _..-... _----.. 	 ----_ .. -_ .. ­

Benchmark Variance 0 (7,156) 0 o 146,900 6.137 (91) 18 237,177 
Suff Adjustment.-Jurls. 0 0 0 o (2,849) 4,837 0 0 (32,773) 

...--_... _---- -------....-	 -.. ----.. --- ---------- .. ~- ...... ---­
Adjusted Varlance-Jurh. 	 0 (7,156) 0 o 144.051 10,974 (91) 18 205.004-_..- ...__.a_ 	 ............
••••;!I.SII:••• 	 J:o ••••••IIl_ 

1994 OM 2enchnark - System 0 7,156 0 0 809,247 491,338 91 1,093 627,251 

Juri •• Separation factors 0.0000---_.. _--_... 
1.0000-..-_....-....... 1.0000--- ... --_..... ­ 1.0000 1.0000 ....... _......... _­ 1.0000 .... ­ ...._--- ... 

1. 0000 1.0000 1.0000 .._-_....---­
1994 Benchnark - Juri&. 0 7.156 0 0 809,247 491.338 91 1,093 627,251 

1994 Adj. 0&11 - Juris. 0------_...-­ .....---...... --­ 0 956,147 
... _- ... _.... -­ ... 

497.475--...... ---.. ­
0 1.111 665,028 .. _... _--_ .....-

Juris. Benchnatk Variance 0 (7.156) 0 0 146,900 6.137 (91) 18 237,777 

Staff Adjustments-Juris. {) 0 0 (2.B49) 4.637 0 0 (JU73) 

..--- ..... ---­ --------_... ..... _--_ ... _-­
Adjusted Variance-Juris. $0 ($7,156) $0 $0 $144.051 $10.974 ($91 ) $18 $205,004 $0 

........» •• 1\:.. : .... :11'.11:10 • s ............_ 

Reconelll ng 1terns Addlttonal Tree TrI/1IIIlng Grew Hired 
Electrical Grounding System Improvements 
Adjustment for 4 years of retirement. 

92,380 
20,000 
20,816 

3,894 New Parsonno1 & Prornot Ians 
5,337 Appllcat Ion of Trend Factor 

10,452 New Personnel & PromotIons 
185,355 Stano Damage and Prop. Ins. 
49,420 A<intnhtratlve Overhead. 

i-" 133.196 9,231 
(25,6BO)Rents 

219.541 
t #. 



flORIDA PUBlIC UTlLITlES COIIPANY SCHEDUlE 10 
MARIA/INA DIVISION 

DOCKET NO. 930400- E I 
Page 2 of 3 
06-Jan-94 

o & H BENCHMARK VARIANCE BY fUNCTION - JURISDICnONAL 
1994 

Steam 
Production 

(000) 

Hydro 
Production 

(ODD) 

Other Power 
Supply 

(DOD) 

Trans­
mission 

(000) 
Distribution 

(000) 

Customer 
Accounts 

(000) 

Customer 
ServIce 

(ODD) 
Sales 

(DOD) 

Adnln. & 
General 

(000) 
Tot.l 
(DOD) 

ZL INVENTORY LOS SES (1.848) (1,848) 
23. TREND FACTORS 
26. C/lAHJlER OF COMMERCE DUES 
27. MOVIN_ EXPENSES 

5.337 
0.244) 
(l.879) 

5,337 

p.1.879 
244 l 

28. EMPLOYEE RELOCATION EXPENSES ( 1,001) (500) (1.501) 
29. OUTSIDE SERVICES (939) (939) 
30. RATE CASE EXPENSE (14,194) (14,194) 
31. ADVERTISING EXPENSE 
3t. INJURIES 10 DAllAGES EXPENSE 

(m) 
(6.219) 

(221) 
(6.219) 

33. STORM 1lAMA6E ACCRIJA1. 5,230 5,230 
34. MEDICAL IIISUlWlCE ACCRUAL (13,307) (13,301) 

TOTAL JURISDICTlOlfAL o o o (2,849) 4.831 (32.773) (30.7as) 

/-10 
r~ 

C.D 



Schedule 10 
Page 3 of 3 
OS-Jan-g4 

Total Custtllllers Average CPI-U (198Z-1984-100) 

Year 

1992 
1993 
1994 

Amount 

10.951 
11.136 
11.333 

):lncrease 

1.69001
l.nOn: 

1.00000 
1.01690 
1.01800 

Amount 

140.3 
145.0 
149.8 

" Increase 

3.3501ll' 
3.31031. 

1.00000 
1.03350 
1.06771 

1.00000 
1.05091 
1.08693 



Company FPUC - Marianna Division SCHEDULE 11 
Docket No. 930400-EI 06-Jan-g4 
Test Year December 31, 1994 

LN COHPANY OPC STAFF 
NO COMPARATlVE REVENUE REQUlItEMENTS (000) POSITION POSITlON RECOM COMMISSION 

1 Adju,ted Jurlsdictlona' Rate Base $12,194,856 $0 $11.959,549 $0 
Z 
3 Requl red Rate of Return 8.481 0.001 8.011 0.001 
4 
5 
6 
1 Required Het Operating Income $1.Q34.124 $0 $957.960 $0 
6 
9 Adjusted Achieved Tut Year 

10 Jurisdictional Net Operating Income 500,851 o 556,965 o 
11 
12 
13 
14 Jurisdictional HOI DefiCienCY' (Excess) $533,267 $0 $400,975 $0 
15 
16 Revenue Expansion Factor 1.608051 0.000000 1.608051 a.aooooo 
17 
18 
19 
20 Total Reyenue Increue (Decrease) $857.520 $0 $644,788 $0 

...._.__a _ .._••••_________ ........_iIII••• 


21 
22 
23 1992 Test Year Increase $265.476 $0 $65.654 $0 
24 1994 Increase 592,044 579,134o Q 

2S 
26 Total Base Rate Revenue Increase $857.520 $0 $644.788 $0 

........._."'. ~•••= ==~==== ____III.a=­27 



-----------

------ ----- -----------

Company FPUC - Marianna Dlvhlon Revenue Expansion Factor Docket No. Schedule 12930400-El 
Test Year 06-Jan-94Oeeemb~r 31. 1994 

LH COMPANY ope STAFFNO REV£/IUE EXPANSION FACTOR POSITlOH POSITION RECOM COMMISSION ...-------------------------..._-..--........_-------------_ ..._...-- ----------............ _--------- ---------.._- ----.. _-----­

_:::.,.=.=::.~ 

1 Revenue Requi ret1'll!nt 
2 
3 

100.00eooo--... _-...... _--- .. 0.000000-_... _------­ 100.000000 
--------- ... ­ 0.000000------_... _-­

4 
5 

Uncollectible Rate 0.210000 0.000000 0.210000 0.000000 
6 
7 

Gross Reclepts Tu 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 ' 
8 
9 

Regulatory Assessment Fee 0.083330 0.000000 0.083330 0.000000 
10 
11 Net Before Income Taxes 
12 

99.706670 0.000000 99.706610 0.000000 
13 
14 

State Income Tax 
Rate 

0.055000 0.055000 0.055000 0.055000 

15 
16 
17 
18 

Amount 5.483861 0.000000 .. _--...._..._--... -----------­ 5.483861 
_.._-- ..-......-.. 0.000000--_... _- ..._....... 

19 Net Before Federal Income Taxes 
20 
21 Fedenl Income Tax 

94.222803 0.000000 ------_... _--- ------.......... _-­ Q4.2Z2803 0.000000 
......_--....._....... 

22 
23 

Rate 0.340000 0.340000 0.340000 0.340000 

24 
25 
26 
27 

Amount 32.035753 0.000000 ----_... _----- ----------_.. 32.035753 0.000000 

28 Net Operating income 
29 

62. 18705Q 
1iJ;;t..1t1lr.llX==_ •

0.000000 
•:=C;lCI!II1n:== 

62.187050 0.000000..... .... 
30 
31 
32 Net Operating IncOllll!l Multlpller 1.508051 0.000000 1.608051 0.00000033 lII:=-=O_"'••• ___==_111••• -=== ___==3:11 ....=•••••.::;'P 



Florida Public Utilities Co. 
Docket No. 930400- EI 

Dooked Sales 

Proposed Base 
H1!@Class 

RS $2,399,657 1b,b'lU :SZl.12 124 
OS $497,047 19,828 $25.07 22 
OSD $853,336 73,374 $11.63 80' 
OSLD $259,153 43,721 $5.93 48 
Ot . $58,930 803 $73.39 1 
01.-2 $124,592 744 $167.46 1 
SLl- 2 $49,390 988 $49.99 1 
5L-3 $25,5()7 2n-! $125.03 0 

Totu/ !.1,267,o12 253,3()::? ill 

'Note: Unbilled MWH times pft:~enl base rc.tCIHIC divided by booked MWH. 

I-' 
j\: 
C,(J 

nuse Revenm: 

1'f()llrn;ed .Adjustment 
.L l'!esel!!J~LColC5) - C~I~~L 

$2,120 ~'1l4 
$544 $515 $28 
$933 $830 $104 
$283 $281 $2 
$64 $51 $lj 

$136 $108 $28 
$54 $50 $4 

$0 $0 $0 

l'I,639 .$3.956 l@ 

om 
-'" .....
•~w 



FPUC - MARIANNA 

DOCKET NO. 930400-EI 


APROVED REVENUE INCREASE BY CLASS 

BASED ON THE COMPANY'S 12 CP AND 1/13TH COST OF SERVICE STUDY 


SUMMARY OF CLASS ROR'S AND % INCREASE 


(1) 	 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (6) (9) 

f (b) • (bl (b) 
Stipulated Proposed Total 

(al (a) 	 Increase Increase Approved 
Rate Proposed 1994NOI Present Service Saleaof Increased Required Proposed 
Code Rate Base Present Rates ROR I INDEX Char as Electric! Revenue NOI RoRI Index 

AS $6,583,149 $239,357 3.64% I 0.76 15,150 $461,135 $476,285 $535,544 8.14% I 1.02 
·GS $1,302,860 $87,713 6.73% I 1.45 $3,491 $26,000 - $29,491 $106,053 8.14% I 1.02 
GSD $2,546,268 $147,610 5.BO% I 1.25 $1,250 $94,737 $95,967 $207,502. 8.14% I 1.02 

GSLD $606,926 $65,077 6.06% I 1.73 $0 $2,195 $2,195 $66,442 8.23% I 1.03 
OL $149,692 $1,792 1.20% I 0.26 $0 $12,060 $12,060 $9,291 6.21% I 0.77 

OL-2 $374,490 $824 0.22% I 0.05 $0 $25,500 $25,500 $16,682 4.45% I 0.56 
OLCA $524,182 $2,616 0.50% I 0.11 $0 $37,560 $37,560 $25,973 4.95% I 0.62 
SL1-2 $131,769 $8.694 6.60% I 1.42 $0 $3.270 $3,270 $10,728 8.14% I 1.02 
SL-3 $62,356 $5,716 9.17% / 1.97 $0 $0 $0 $5,718 9.17% I 1.14 
SLC $194,126 $14,412 7.42% / 1.59 $0 $3,270 $3,270 $16,446 6.47% I 1.06 

Iotals il1.9~9,5~9 $556.985 4.66% L 1&.Q ~ mf22~.§91 ia~~,Z88 i9§Z,!l§!2 .tMU:l2 l 1.QQ 

i~ 



----------------------------- ----------

--------
---------- -
---------- -

Schedule E-I6c 

FPSC 

COMPANV: FPUC 

DOCKET NO.: 930400-EI 

BASE REVENUE BV RATE SCHEDULE - CALCULATIONS Page 1 of 25 

EXPlANATION: By rale schedule, calculate revenues under presenl and proposed Type of data shown: 

rales for Ihe lesl year. If any customers are to be tranaferrad from one XX Prolected Test Vear Ended 12/31/94 

schedule 10 anoUler, show revenues seperately lor the transfer group. Correction _ Projected Prior Vear Ended -.J-.J_ 

factors are used tor historical leat yaars only. The lotal base revenue _ Historical Prior Vear Ended -.J_I__ 

by class must equal that shOwn In Schedule E -16a. The billing units musl Witness: J. English 

equal those shown In Schedules E-I8a, E-18b and E-I8c. Provide total 

/lumbar of Bills, MWH and Billing 1<:0loI lor ellch rate schedule Oncludlng 

Standard and nme- of-Daycuslomers) and Iransler 'Jfoup. 


--------------------------_.._--------- --;-_.. --------------------­

TVPEOF 

CHARGES 


Customer Charge: 
Standard 
Tlma-ol-Day(Co.Ownedl 
Tlme-of-Day(Cus!. Ownad) 

TOIIII 

Energvand Demand Charge: 
Standard 
Tlme-at-Dav On-Peak 
Tlme-ol-Oav Olf- Peak 

Total 

I-' 
r.: 
c..-; 

PRESENT REVENUE CALCULATION 

UNITS CHARGE/UNIT$ REVENUE 

110,880 Bills $6.65 $131,352 
o Bills $0.00 $0 
o Bills $0.00 $0 

110,880 Bills $131,352 

113,639,504 KWH 0.01051 $1,201,110 
o KWH 0.00000 $0 
o KWH 0.00000 $0 

-,---..,...--­
113,639,504 KWH $1,201,170 

Tola188se Revenue EqualS Il·938.52g 

RATE SCHEDULE AS 

PROi>OSED REVENUE CALCULAnON 

UNITS 

110,880 Bills ... 
o Bills 
o Bills 

110,880 Bills 

113,639,504 MWH 
OMWH 
OMWH 

113,639,504 MWH 

CHARGE/UNIT 

';8.30 
$0.00 
$0.00 

$0.01300 
$0.00000 
$0.00000 

Proposed Base RQvenue 

% 
$ REVENUE INCREASE 

$920,304 24.81% 
$0 0.00% 
$0 0.00% 

$920,304 24.61% 
0.00% 

$1,477,169 22.98% 

$0 0.00% 

$0 0.00% 


$1,477,169 22.96% 

Jg.j!!7,4Zi! 23.68% 

" 1/)
OJ""~:::r 
('[)('[) 

a. 
.....J 

om 
..." ..-. 
0' U1 

..-.c 



-------------------
---------

--------

ScheduleE-16o 

FPSC 

COMPANY: FPUC 

DOCKET NO.: 9301oo-EI 

TYPE OF 

CHARGES 


Customer Charge: 
Standard Metered 
Spor18 Fields 
Standard Unmelsred 
TIme-of-Oay(Co, Owned) 
TIme-oI-Oey (Cuat. Owned) 

Tolal 

Energy and Oemand Charge: 
Standard 
Sporta FIelds 
Tlme-ol-Oay On-Peak 
Tlme-ol-Day Oil-Peak 

Tolal 

:....... 

(.:
c: 

BASE REVENUE flY RATE SCHEDULE - CALCULATIONS 

EXPlANATION: By rate schedule, calculate revenues under present and proposed Type of dats shown: 
rates f')1 the tesl year. If any customers ara to be transferred from one XX ProJ')cled Test Year Ended 12/31/94 
schedule to another, show revenues separately for the transfer group. Correction _ Pro~dcted Prior Year Ended .-.l.-.l_ 
factors lire used for hIstorical test years only. The total base revenue Historical Prior Year Ended 1 I 
by olass must equal thaI shown In Schedule E-16a, Tha billing units must WItness; J, English - - ­

equal those shown In Sohedules E -18a, E-1 8b and E - 18c. Provlda totlll 
number of Bills, MWH lind Billing ~ for eaoh rate schedule (Including 
Standard and Tlme-ol-Daycuslomers) and transter group. 

RATE SCHEDULE GS 
--------- ---------------- ..... --------~.... --- .....-------- -- .... -~------------.[--------

PRESENT REVENUE CALCULATION PROPOSED REVENUE CALCULA nON 
----------------_..._------­ % 

UNITS --------- --_......... _- CHARGE/UNIl $ REVENUE 

------­ ------- ­
UNITS CtIARGE/UNIT $ REVENUE INCREASE 

20,424 allis $9.20 $187,901 20,424 Bills $11.50 $234,876 2500% 
278 allis 

o aulS 
$12.00 
$0.00 

$3,312 
$0 

276 allis 
o allis .., 

$16.00 
$0.00 

$4,416 
$0 

33,33% 
0.00% 

o Bills $0.00 $0 o BIIIII $0.00 $0 0.00% 
o Bills $0.00 $0 o Bills $0.00 $0 0.00% --_......_---­ ------ ­ ------- ­ --------­ -------­

20,700 Bills $191,213 20,700 Bills $239,292 25.14% 

--------­ ------­ ------- ­ --------­ -------­

19,1:'95,095 KWH $0.01408 $277,307 19,695,095 KWH $0.01300 $255,949 -7.70% 
133,100 KWH $0.01699 $2,528 133,100 ~H $0.02670 $3,820 51.1t% 

o KWH $0.00000 $0 a KWH $0.00000 $0 0.00% 
o KWH $0.00000 $0 o KWH $0.00000 $0 0.00% 

.... _------- -- --- -------- ----------- ------- ­
19,828,195 KWH $279,835 19,828,195 KWH $259,769 -7.17% 

------~--------- --------- --------
TOIaI Baia Revenue Equals Proposed Balle Revenue 1499081 6.95%Hl.!.!!1!! 

"OVl 

'n '" ()::T 
(1)~ 

NCJ.. 

Oil> ..... .... 
U> ". 



__________________ 

-------------------

Schedlde E-160 

FPSC 

COMPANY: FPUC 

DOCKET NO.: 930~OO-EI 

BASE REVENUE flY flATE SCIIEDULE - CALCULATIONS Page 3 0125 
•__ •_________._______ -----..'--- - ------------------------- - ----·Type 01 dala 1-------------.-----------. 

EXPLANA,'ON: 8y ral6 :ichedule. calculale revenues under presenl and proposed XX Prolecled Tesl Year Ended 12./31/94 
rates tor Ihe 10SI yaar. If any CU5tJmars are tJ belransferred from one _ Projected Pelor Yaar Ended ..J..J_ 
schedulo 10 anolher, ShO..... revenues sepaeetoly lor IIID Ir&n.lar oroup. Cerrecllon _ HlslorlcalPdor Year Ended ..J..J_ 
faclOlS ara used lor historical tesl yeare only. Tl\u tOIH' base revenue Witness: J. EnDlish 
by class musl aquallhll.l "hown In Schedule E -16a. The billing units musl 
equallhose .hown In SC/ledukls E-13a, E-Illh IlCld E-18c. Provide tJla' 

numbsr 01 BillS, MWII Mel Billing I(W lor each mill .cho(Julu (Includn!! 

Stancllud and Time -01.. Day cuetJmersl. ano Ir an5101 group. 

-----------------_.-_._-------_._----_ ...... ""--------_ .._--------_.__._-------------_._ ..... __ ...._--.-------------,-_.._-~-~-~-~. 
RATE SCHEDULE GSD 

i...... 
i:.; 

TYPE OF 

CHARGES 


CUSlomoe Charge: 
Slan<lard 8ocolldnry 
Sianelard Prlm8ty 

TOllil 

EnurllY Charge: 
Siandaeo Secondary 
Siandard P,lmllry 

Tolal 

Ddl11iind Ciulroe: 
S1imd.rd S~condary 
Sldllodr(J Primary 

TOlal 

Trdrl!olormar Ownor. Discount 
SIaml8.ld Primary 
TOlal 

PflESENf REVENUE CALCULATION 
----------------- ..-------~----------. 

UNITS 
---------.--.....----~ 

3,052 Bills 
o Bills 

________________ w 

3.652 

--------_.----_..... _.. 

73,374.225 KWH 
o KWH _..... _--_.---.-_.. _._ ..- .. 

73,314,22ti KWH 

255,625 I(W 
6.000 KW 

---------------_.. 
261.625 I<W _._------_._------. 

6,000 1<W 
--------_._------_.. 

Ct-lARGE/UNH $ REVENUE 

'35.00 HH,II20 
$3:>.00 SO 

ijil:J~,1l20 

$0.00162 $118,066 
~O.OOI62 $0 ------_ .... , 

$111I,UIlU 

$1.94 $4U5,913 
$1.94 ~11.G10 

$()01,553 

($0.44) ($2,640) 

., PROPOSED REVENUE CALCULATION 
.-'7"-------------.--------.---- ------.- --. 

UNITS CHARGE/UNIT $ REVENUE 
--------~.-----------­

3,652 ilIlI~ $43,75 ~166,li25 

o Bills $43,75 ~ 
------------_. 

3,OS2 ~ 16u.52:> 

---------- .. --------_. 

73,374 ,225 l<Wd $0.00063 :$61,247 
o I(WH lO,OOOIl3 $0 

----~-----,------------_. 
n,3H,225 I<Wli $61,24'1 

255.625 I(W $2.40 $1l13,SOO 
6.000 KW $2.40 ~14,400 

-----------,~ ~~--- .... ---. 
261,625 KW $627,900 

-------_._--­ --.-~-----. 

6,000 KW (~O.l41 ($4,440)---_..... _-_..... 
--~--- ... - .... -- ­

%. 
INOREASE 
--------. 

r'-~ ,.. 
25.00'" 

0.00% 


--......... ----. 

25.00',(, 

-46.0'% 
0.00% -------_. 

-40.47% 

2371% 

23.71% 


23,'ll% 

-0 In 
(~ () 

'-:J ::T08.16% CD (D-----_.... _. 0, ,,,., c 
o'(\)Mtllerlng \Iollaoe ,alaI OIOSO novanue Equalll Propound !louo fl8vbnu6 1241%lill.l!!!! mU!~ 

I needed because -" .-. 
U'I VlkWil and kW wlIre u&ed In 

Ulesa calcuallbns_ 

http:SIaml8.ld
http:S1imd.rd


--------- -------- -------- ---------- -

Schedule E - , Sc BASE REVENUe BY AATE SCHEDULE - CALCULATIONS ---_... ---- .... _------------------ _..... __._-------------------- -------.... - ­------~------------------- .......~---------
FPSC EXPLANA TlON; By rate schedule, calculale ravenues undor prasent and proposed Type 01 dala shown: 

ral09 for the teel yea,. If any cualomera ale 10 be lIan~rtirrHd hom ona XX P,olacl&<I Tesl V&.. , Encled 12/31/94 

COMPANY; FPUC achedula to 1I001hlll; show ravaiu:'e~ aopalalaly tor 111.. Irllflsler D'ouP. Corracllon _ PrOI"CI&Cl Prior VOM Ended -1-1_ 
taclols are usad 101 hlslorteallest yeora only. 'fhe 10lal base 'OVonU6 ~lIalorlc.1 P,lor Y.,,, Ended I I 

DOCKET NO.; 930400-EI by clus mual oquallhnt shown In SChedule E - 1')11. Tl,o olilino unlla muSI Wiin&s.: J. English - - ­

equal IhoS6 IlllOwn 111 SClladule. E-16a. E-18b ond E-IOc. Provldo total 
numbelol Bills, MWH and Bllilno KW lor 8.ch rale achadlJl~ (Includ1nll 
SUlndard 01\0 Tlme- ol-DaycusIOmerS) and IlIm.ler g'oup. 

------------- ---------------- ----------------_ .._---_...._-------------- ----------------_.--------- ------_ ..... _­
AAre ~CHEDULE GSLD 

--------- ----------------------------~-- ..... ------- ------------.-----.--~ .... -- .... -- -----------
PREtlENT REVENUE CALCULA liON PROPOSED REVENUE CAl.CULATION 

TYPE OF % 

CHARGES UNITS CHARGE/UNIT $ REVENUE UNITS CHARGE/llNIT ~ REVENUE INCREASE' 

Cuslomer Charge: 
Siandard Secondal)' 36 flills $35.00 $1,260 36 61115 " ~52.60 $1.890 60.00% 

Siandard PrimaI)' 50 Elllw $35.00 $2,100 60 Bills $52sn $.3,100 ~ii,w~ 

------- .- .... _------------ ----_ .... --­---~-----

Total 96 61111.. $3,360 96 Bills $5,1140 1.\0.00% 
------_.- ----------- --------- ------_ ..­

Ch.rge: 
ltd Sucondlll)' 0,105.469 I(WII $0.00162 $14.1l60 9.1!l6,~69 KWH $0.00000 $0 -100.00% 

Silandard PrlmalY 34.535,560 I<WII $0.001112 $55.948 34.636,660 KWI·I $0.00000 $0 100'()0% 

TOIaI 43,721,009 KWIl $70,626 43,721,069 MWlI $0 100.00-'" 

Domat1d Charge: 
Siandard Seoondal)' 2::1,000 KW $1.04 $44,620 23,000 KW $2.80 $64,<100 44.33% 
S!andard Primary 92,100 KW $1.94 $1711,674 92,100 KW $2.80 S257,660 4'1.33%---_........ _....- -- ...... - .... _....- -------- ---------- -- ---,0------ -------­
Total 115,100 I(W $223,294 116.100 KW $322.2110 44.33% 

-~---------- ------- ...........---­
T.lU'lTlanstormer Owner. Discount: 
"'I"l . ., :r 

./.... fI.l IT> 
i-'- Standard Primary 92,100 KW ($0.44) ($40,524) 92,100 I<W ($0.14) ($66,154) 68.111% 

, .- C:t 
;::>;::C) TOlal 92,100 KW ($40.524) 92,100 KW ($66,154) 66.16% ~ 

--------- ------- ..... _------ ---------- - Ofl.l 
..... 

1-" 
(Jl U'lNOle: all aXl)l!cll Melerlng Volla09 TOIaI Ba.jU novunull Equals 1,;Wi.mill. Proposod all~e Rilvonu8 lli~1!!i 0.66% 


adJuSlmenlls nOI needed bec8L1se 

only blllad kWI1 and kW were used in 

Illose oaloualiions. 




FLORIDA PUBLIC UTILITIES - MAIlJANNA DIVISION - DOCKET NO. 930400-Rl 
STAI'l' - PUqPOSI!D STlUU!l' AND mTfDOOlt LlormNo RATI!S 

NON-Fum. TOTAL 
ItAT!! 11lXTUlU! I!Nl.!llOY MAINTf!NANCE MONTHLY 

SCnmmLfi CllAlWn CIIAIWI.! CIIARon CIIAROE 

OL - MERCURY VAPOR 
115w 1.oooLumcn 
400w 20,000 Lumell 

01.-2 - IIIOU-I'IU1SSUIUl SODIUM 
WOw 9.~OOLumcn 

200", 22,000 Lumcll 

SI. lAND 81. 2 Ml!U,CTJRY VAPOR 
175w 7.000 LUfnen 
400w 20.000Lumen 

51.-3 -lIlOIl-!'IU!SSUlW_SODlUM 
lOOw 9.~OOLumen 
200w 22,000 Lumen 

l'OL;~ CIIARGI:!: 

J-L 
(",: 
(C. 

$1.57 
$4.51 

$1.80 
S3.85 

$1.19 
SI.21 

$5.16 
$7.12 

$1.05 
$2.23 

$1.40 
$1.42 

SI.29 
$3.51 

SO.97 
SU)/3 

SI.24 
SI.27 

$3.66 
$.5.06 

SO.88 
$1.86 

$1.50 
$1.54 

S2.50 

$4.56 

$957 


S7.61 
S10.76 

$350 

$6.86 


$6.04 

SII.4.5 


:-:V) 
p. ()
.:) :::r 
(p 	 ,T; 

Cl. 
u'c 

,.... 
UUl 


