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ORDER_GRANTING CERTAIN INCREASES

CASE BACKGROUND

on May 22, 1992, Tampa Electric Company (TECO or Tampa
Electric or the company or the utility) 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 TECO's rates and charges pursuant to Section 366.06, Florida
statutes. The petition cites the costs associated with building
and maintaining an adequate and reliable production, transmission
and distribution system; the cost of serving over 106,000 new
customers expected to take service by 1993 as compared to 1984 (the
test year in the company's last rate proceeding); and the effects
of a 41% expected increase in inflation from the end of 1984
through 1993 as factors creating the need for higher rates.




ORDER NO. PSC-93-0165-FOF-EI
DOCKET NO. 920324-EI
PAGE 3

The increases requested total 63.5 millicn dollars in 1993 and
a step increase in 1994 of 34.4 million dollars. The company seeks
a Commission determination that a 13.75% return on equity and a
9.22% overall rate of return is fair and reasonable for Tampa
Electric Company. Tampa Electric Company filed new tariff
schedules reflecting the proposed increases. The company did not
seek an interim increase.

By Order No. PSC-92-0596-FOF-EI issued July 1, 1992, the
commission voted to suspend the permanent increase pending review.
A prehearing conference was held on September 30, 1992 in
Tallahassee, Florida. A customer service hearing was held on
October 7, 1992 in Tampa, Florida. The final hearing was held on
October 12-16, 1992 in Tallahassee, Florida.
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I. SUMMARY OF DECISION

We authorize an increase to Tampa Electric Company's annual
revenues of $1,163,000 beginning February 4, 1993; an additional
$17,412,000 increase beginning January, 1994; for a total increase
of $18,575,000. The 1994 rate changes shall become effective with
the first billing cycle of that month.

We have set the rate of return on common equity capital at 12%.

We establish an interim incentive to encourage Tampa Electric
Company to maximize off-system sales of surplus capacity. We find
that TECO should not be rewarded or penalized for its performance
in the areas of residential rates, customer service and energy
conservation.

II. TEST PERIOD

A. Test Year

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. Based on the filing date of TECO's request for
a rate increase, the first date that the new rates will be in
effect is approximately February, 1993.

There are primarily two options for evaluating Tampa Electric
company's expected financial operations. The first option is to
use a historical test year and make pro forma adjustments to it.
The second is to use a projected test year. Both of these options
have strengths and weaknesses.
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The historical test year has the advantage of using actual
data for much of rate base, net operating income, and capital
structure; however, the pro forma adjustments usually do not
represent all the changes which occur from the end of the
historical period to the time new rates are in effect. Therefore,
this option generally does not present as complete an analysis of
the expected financial operations as a projected test year.

The main advantage of a projected test year is that it
includes all information related to rate base, NOI and capital
structure for the time new rates will be in effect. However, the
data is projected and its accuracy depends on the company's ability
to forecast. Many companies are not able to forecast accurately
enough to use the forecast for setting rates.

The parties have stipulated to the use of project=d calendar
year 1993 as the appropriate test year upon which to base TECO's
request for permanent rate relief. We accept and approve the
stipulation as appropriate to the resolution of this case.

At issue is the use of the 1994 test year. TECO believes that
additional revenues will be needed in 1994 and that a step increase
in this case can avoid the expense of a separate case for 1994.
The use of dual test periods is authorized by Section 366.076(2),
Florida Statutes, and Rule 25-6.0425, Florida Administrative Code,
and is consistent with Commission practice. See Order No. 13537,
issued July 24, 1984 in Docket No. 830465-EI (FPL rate carce). The
Office of Public Counsel believes that a rate increase in 1993
cannot be justified and the 1994 data, standing alone, is too
speculative to establish rates that far in the future.

The parties and the Commission staff have conducted extensive
discovery concerning TECO's forecast. We believe that TECO's
forecast of its 1994 financial operations, as adjusted herein, is
accurate enough to use as a basis for setting rates.

B. Sales Forecast

Mr. Moore presented the forecast model and assumptions used to
produce the KW, KWH, and Customer forecasts on behalf of the
company. TECO's KW and KWH forecast model is an end-use model that
projects on an hourly load by Revenue Class. TECO's Customer
forecast is derived from its economic-demographic model. The
forecasts used in this case were finalized in December 1991.
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puring the hearing, Mr. Moore was asked to provide the Load
Forecast Variance Report for August, 1992. This report shows the
year-to-date accuracy of the KW, KWH, and Customer forecasts. The
report shows that Total Retail Sales are within -0.6% of forecast,
and that Total Customers are within -0.2% of forecast, and that
Weather Normalized System KW is within 0.3% of forecast. Mr. Moore
stated that he believes that the KW, KWH, and Customer forecasts
are sufficiently accurate that no modifications to the projections
are required. No other party took a position on this issue.

We reviewed TECO's forecast models and assumptions, as well as
compared the difference between the forecasted and actual values
through August, 1992. We believe that TECO's forecast models are
capable of and have produced reliable projections and that the
input assumptions are reasonable. We note that the August 1992
year-to-date actual values for KW, KWH, and Customers are very
close to their forecasted values. Accordingly, we approve the
company's KW, KWH, and Customer forecasts.

C. Forecasted Inflation Rates

The inflation forecast is used for rate making purposes to
determine the appropriate amount of projected test year expenses.
As a basis for the Consumer Price Index (CPI) factors used in its
MFR Schedules, Tampa Electric used forecasted data from the
DRI /McGraw-Hill Forecast for the U. S. Economy published in late
1991. Late-filed Exhibit 30 provides an updated Septenber, 1992
CPI forecast from DRI to use as a comparison. The updated CPI
forecast predicts a slower growth in the consumer price index. We
shall adopt the original CPI forecast to determine the level of O&M
expenses in 1993 and 1994. The ultimate effect of using a lower
CPI for O&M expenses in 1993 and 1994 is that the benchmark level
for each functional area will be decreased. MFR Schedules C-53 and
C-56 incorporate a true-up of actual CPI and customer growth
multipliers to those forecasted in the company's prior rate case.
Tampa Electric shall be required to true-up the forecasted CPI and
customer growth numbers presented in this rate case to actual data
during the company's next full requirements rate case.

D. Jurisdictional Separation

The jurisdictional separation study allocates rate base and
operating expense items comprising the company's total system cost
of service between those customers served under the jurisdiction of
the Florida Public Service Commission (retail or jurisdictional)
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and those served under jurisdiction of the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (wholesale or nonjurisdictional).

In the separation study filed as part of the MFRs by the
company, only the City of Sebring and TECO Power Services were
included in the nonjurisdiction. Additionally, only $3.8 million
of O&M revenues from certain off-system sales were included in the
company's filing.

However, Tampa Electric has commitments to sell firm capacity
and energy to the Utilities Commission of the city of New Smyrna
Beach, the Reedy Creek Improvement District, the city of Wauchula
and the Florida Municipal Power Association in 1993. In 1994,
Tampa Electric will sell firm capacity and energy to the City of
Saint Cloud also.

These four systems have a firm commitment from Tampa Electric
for capacity from the Big Bend Station through 1996. (Exhibit 37,
Letters of Commitment) The terms and conditions of the commitment
are such that these four entities have first call for their
contract amount over the retail customers for Big Bend Statiaon
plants as long as the capacity from Big Bend Station is available.
(Tr. 484) Seminole, through Tampa Power Services, has first call
over both the firm Schedule D customers and the retail customers
for up to 145 MW of the Big Bend 4 plant.

We do not believe it is fair or appropriate for nonretail
customers to be buying firm capacity, particularly when the
nonretail customers have first call for the capacity, at a rate
which is not compensatory or cost-based, which means the retail
customers are responsible for part of the revenue requirement for
the plant serving the nonretail customers.

The parties have stipulated to the use of the separation
studies provided which separate the cost to the four firm Schedule
D customers on the basis of all generating plant. The 1994 study
will be revised to include the St. Cloud contract (LF Exhibit 98).
We accept and approve the stipulation.

The separation studies stipulated by the parties for use in
this docket differ from thosc filed by the company as part of the
MFRs in three respects. First, the projected MW reductions from
residential load management provided by Mr. Moore, TECO's witness,
in his Deposition Exhibit 1 were removed from the 12 monthly
coincident peak demands (12 CP KW) for the retail class for the 12
CP allocation or separation factors for both 1993 and 1994.
Second, the 1994 study is based on the projected 1994 load
characteristics of the retail and the nonjurisdictional (Federal
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Energy Regulatory commission) classes and not on the 1993
separation factors. For Seminole (Tampa Power Services) the 1992
sixty-two 12 CP MW were increased for 1993 by 6.425%; the
percentage increase in the Seminole's contractual allotment of the
total energy use of Big Bend 4 from 1993 to 1994. Third, the three
utilities (New Smyrna Beach Utilities Commission , Reedy Creek, and
the City of Wauchula) and the Florida Municipal Power Association,
which have Letters of Commitment for firm Schedule D sales from
Tampa Electric in 1993, are included in the 1993 separation study
as part of the nonjurisdictional portion. In the 1994 separation
study the City of St. Cloud, which begins firm service under
Schedule D in 1994, is also included in the nonjurisdiction.

If these four customers are separated into the
nonjurisdictional portion, the retail ratepayers would be paying
none or very little of the revenue requirement associated with
these sales. The company has agreed to treat these customers as
non-jurisdictional in the separation study. Accordingly, we find
that the Utilities Commission of the City of New Smyrna Beach, the
Reedy Creek Improvement District, the City of Wauchula and the
Florida Municipal Power Association shall be treated as
nonjurisdictional customers in the 1993 and 1994 jurisdictional
separation studies as well as the City of Saint Cloud in the 1994
study.

Since we are making adjustments to the company's numbers
contained in the MFRs to reconcile to the numbers as revised by
this stipulation, the following adjustments issues are necessary:

RATE BASE
$(000)
1993 1994
Plant in Service (35,511) (48,308)
Dep. Res. 14,408 19,838
CWIP (47) (355)
PHFU (942) (1,400)
Working Capital (3,405) (4,272)

Decrease to Rate Base (25,497) (34,497)
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NET OPERATING INCOME
$(000)

1993 1994
Revenue (1,068) (8,160)
O&M Exp. (3,224) (3,871)
Dep. & Amort. EXp. (1,433) (1,939)
Taxes Other (569) (776)
Cur.Inc.Tax 1,628 (551)
Def. Inc. Tax (85) 29

1TC 13757
Gain/Loss on Sale 1 0
Increase (Decrease) to NOI 2., 4777 (1,109)

We accept and approve these adjustments.

III. ACCOUNTING TREATMENT

A. FAS 106 - Methodology

The basic concept underlying FAS No. 106, titled Lmployers'
Accounting for Postretirement Benefits Other Than Pensions, is the
concept of accrual versus cash basis accounting to record other
postretirement benefits (OPEB). TECO has requested that we use the
accrual method of accounting for ratemaking purposes. Because
accrual accounting matches the cost of employees' services, we
agree. If we were to continue to use the pay-as-you-go method,
future customers would pay for costs related to past years.
Ultimately, the costs of retirement benefits under FAS No. 106 will
not vary from costs under pay-as-you-go accounting, but the timing
of the recognition of these costs will be different. The accrual
accounting prescribed by FAS No. 106 appropriately recognizes the
cost of retirement benefits. In fact, we have previously
recognized the concept of using FAS No. 106 in two recent rate
cases. In both the United Telephone Company of Florida rate case
and the Florida Power Corporation rate case, the Commission
approved the concept of using FAS No. 106 for ratemaking purposes.
(Order No. PSC-92-0708-FOF-TL and Order No. PSC-92-1197-FOF-El)

TECO supports the use of FAS No. 106 for ratemaking purposes.
TECO testified that FAS No. 106 requires a company to recognize the
costs of OPEBs during the period that employees are working and
earning the benefits. Also, TECO asserts that the expense
recognition method is independent of the decision to fund OPEBs.
In addition, it has reduced OPEBs prospectively to reduce the
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impact of FAS No. 106 implementation. TECO further testified that
it has implemented caps on post-retirement medical premiums for all
employees retiring on or after January 1, 1990 and that these caps
(or defined dollar benefits) reduced OPEB costs by 40%. The
implementation of FAS No. 106, TECO maintains, will increase costs
in 1993 by $4.7 million. TECO has not made a final decision
regarding the prefunding of OPEBs. TECO's MFRs for the 1993 and
1994 test year reflect the implementation of FAS No. 106.

OPC argued that the current method of calculating the cost of
postretirement benefits allows the company to recover the costs it
has incurred. However, the SFAS methodology places the customer in
jeopardy and offers no assurance that the current or future
customer would not be overcharged. OPC recommended that the
Commission continue its pay-as-you-go method. FIPUG argued that
accounting for OPEBs for ratemaking purposes 1is presently the
subject of a rulemaking proceeding and should be deferred. Also,
the Florida Consumer Action Network argued that the current "pay-
as-you-go'" methodology assures workers of their other post-
retirement benefits without forcing ratepayers to overpay on the
basis of company "guess-timates" of potential future costs.

OPC presented the five followina arguments. First, OPC
testified that TECO may restructure its benefits plan to reduce
costs in the future. If rates are set before the cost reductions,
then the company will collect more cash than it deserves. Second,
FAS 106 calculations are inherently unreliable in the rate setting
environment. Third, the use of FAS No. 106 for ratemaking assigns
costs of prior periods, i.e., the transition obligation, to current
ratepavers, which contradicts the utility company's point that
today's costs should not be assigned to future ratepayers, as would
happen under the pay-as-you-go method. Fourth, as cost estimates
become more reliable and cost containment measures are instituted,
future ratepayers will receive the benefits of those events.
Fifth, there is no assurance that funds collected through rates
will be used to pay benefits.

TECO rebutted OPC's contention that TECO might resctructure the
benefits plan to reduce costs in the future. TECO argued that
under FAS No. 106, if a company reduced or curtailed its benefits,
then a resulting gain or loss is recognized in the company's
income. Further, the Commission could monitor such events through
a simple mechanism and ensure that the company's shareholders do
not inappropriately benefit from reductions in benefits costs.

Although TECO testified that FAS No. 106 costs cannot be
calculated with certainty, TECO believes that the Financial
Accounting Standards Board regards a best estimate as superior to
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implying that no obligation exists. Even under the pay-as-you-go
method, estimates would be necessary for the use of projected test
years. Further, FAS No. 106 requires companies to reqularly
review their calculations and make adjustments. The Commission
could monitor such adjustments. Moreover, long-term estimates are

routinely used in rate cases.

Regarding the amortization of the transition obligation and
inter-generational inequity, TECO testified that, even with the
amortization of the transition obligation, there is better matching
and a more equitable allocation with FAS No. 106 than with the
pay-as-you-go method. Also, amortizing the transition obligation
is similar to catch-up methods for underrecovery of depreciation,

for changing income tax treatments, and for pension accounting.

Regarding the possibility that funds collected through rates
will not go to pay benefits, we note that funding of OPEBs would
eliminate this possibility though it might not be the least cost
method. We also note that FAS No. 106 requires a company to review
the calculations of OPEB costs and make adjustments for material
changes.

Accordingly, we find that FAS No. 106 shall be used by Tampa
Electric for ratemaking purposes. We believe that the accrual
accounting prescribed by FAS No. 106 is appropriate for ratemaking,
because it matches the cost of OPEBs to the period when employees
are working and earning the benefits. Continuing the pay-as-you-go
method would result in a mismatch between the cost of an employee's
service and the period when the employee provides that service. We
acknowledge that FAS No. 106 costs are estimates but note that many
costs recognized in rate cases are based on estimates. FAS No. 106
estimates are reviewed and can be monitored and corrected.

IV. RATE BASE

To establish TECO's overall revenue requirements, we must
determine its rate base. The rate base represents that investment
on which the company is entitled to earn a reasonable return. A
utility's rate base is comprised of various components, including
1) plant-in-service, 2) depreciation reserve, 3) construction work
in progress (CWIP) (where appropriate), 4) property held for future
use, 5) fuel inventory, and 6) working capital.

TECO requested a ra;e base of $1,868,787,000 ($1,970,215,000
system) for the 1993 projected and $2,073,467,000 ($2,180,246,000
system) for the 1994 projected test year. Evidence developed
during the course of the proceedings has led us to reduce the




ORDER NO. PSC-93-0165-FOF-EI
DOCKET NO. 920324-EI
PAGE 18

jurisdictional amounts to $1,749,355,000 for 1993 and
$1,850,927,000 for 1994. We therefore approve the rate base
summarized in the schedules attached to this Order as Appendix 1.

A. Methodology

We find that the use of a simple average methodology is not
appropriate for computing the 1994 rate base.

In the company's original filing, a 13-month average was used
to compute the rate base for the 1993 Projected Test Year. TECO
requested that the Commission, after making staff adjustments to
the 1993 data, use TECO's financial model to determine the
appropriate additional revenue increase for the 1994 Subsequent
Test Year. The company submitted very little additional
information for 1994 based on its request to use its model to
determine the 1994 revenue increase. TECO was asked to supply a
nunber of stand-alone MFR schedules for the 1994 Subsequent Test
Year. The schedules were prepared using a simple average rather
than the standard 13-month average method. A comparison of the two
methods shows that TECO's 1994 revenue requirement, before any
staff adjustments, is $1,383,000 higher using the 13-month average.
We believe that the 1994 data used to compute a revenue .increase,
if any, should be comparable to the data used to compute the 1993
revenue increase. Therefore, we find that a 13-month average shall
be used to determine any revenue increase for the 1994 Subsequent
Test Year. A comparison of the two methodologies is shown on the
following tables (000's):

RATE BASE
Simple ave. 13-month Dif€f.
Plant in Service $2,626,092 $2,625,595 ($497)
Acc. Deprec. (996,699) (996,434) 265
Net P-I-S 1,629,393 1,629,161 (232)
CWIP 213,831 213,831 —_————
PHFU 62,036 62,036 ————
Net Plant 1,905,260 1,905,028 (232)
Working Capital 168,207 166,926 (1281)

Total Rate Base $2,073,467 $2,071,954 ($1513)

e e s e e S s —_—_———————— ——————
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NET OPERATING INCOME

Tot. Oper. Rev $612,747 $612,747 ———
Oper. Expenses:

Operation-fuel ( 7,561) ( 7,561) ———-

-other (144,991) (144,991) ————

Maintenance (76,180) ( 76,180) -——

Depre. & Amort. (107,980) (107,980) ————

Taxes-other (41,960) (41,960) e
Curr. Inc. Taxes (61,840) (62,012) 372
Deferred Inc. Taxes ( 2,820) (2,821) 1
Charge/Eqgiv ITC 4,214 4,214 ————

Loss on Disposal 9 9 ———=
Total Oper. Expenses (439,109) (439,282) 173
Net Operating Income $173,638 $173,465 ($173)
B. Plant In Service

I Hookers Point Generating Station

The Hookers Point units were removed from extended cold
shutdown status and returned to service between October, 1990 and
January, 1991. In its past expansion plans, Tampa Electric had
planned to phase the five units into service between 1991 and 1993.
Mr. Ramil testified that Tampa Electric accelerated the time frame
for returning the units to service for three reasons: to enhance
reliability of its electric system; to take advantage of an
improved market for off-system sales; and to comply with the
Commission's Order No. 22708, Docket No. 900071-EG, regarding the
1989 Christmas capacity shortfall. These arguments are discussed
below.

a. Enhance reliability of its electric system

Mr. Ramil testified that the Hookers Point units were needed
to provide enough peaking capacity to insure that the loss of load
probability (LOLP) of Tampa Electric's system was not violated (Tr.
1981-7). Tampa Electric's reliability criterion, consisting of a
minimum 20% reserve margin and a maximum 0.1 days/year LOLP, will
be met with the inclusion of generation from the Hookers Point
units. However, if such generation is not included, Tampa
Electric's system LOLP will be well above 0.1 days/year between
1993 and 2000.




ORDER NO. PSC-93-0165-FOF-EI
DOCKET NO. 920324-ETI
PAGE 20

Mr. Stewart, Public Counsel's witness argued that Tampa
Electric does not need the Hookers Point capacity. He correctly
stated that the reserve margin will be reasonably adequate whether
or not such capacity is included on Tampa Electric's system.
However, Mr. Stewart did not discuss the possibility that such
capacity was needed to meet the LOLP criteria, although he admitted
that a utility should be reliable during the entire year and not
just at peak times (Tr. 1273). It should be noted that, for the
period from 1993 to 2090, Tampa Electric's summer reserve margin
criteria is not violated, and the winter reserve margin is
projected to be no lower than 16%, if Hookers Point was not
returned to service.

Tampa Electric's system is over 3300 MW and the combined
capacity of the five Hookers Point units is 210 MW. Tampa
Electric's generating system is primarily baseloaded. Hookers
Point capacity is used to meet peak and near peak loads, which
occur many hours of the year thus greatly contributing to the
reliability of the system. We agree that the Hookers Point units
are needed for Tampa Electric to meet its reliability criteria.

b. To take advantage of an improved market for off-system sales

Exhibit 45 contains a "Summary for Appropriation Request'" from
June 1990 authorizing the return of the Hookers Point units to

service. Tampa Electric's budget for 1990 did not include the
start-up costs for all the units because it had not planned to
return all five units to service at one time. Tampa Electric

proposed selling 80 MW of capacity off-system between 1991 and
1994, which would generate more than enough revenue to offset the

.

incremental cost of restarting all five units at once.

However, Public Counsel argued that the increased capacity
from Hookers Point station would not be needed if Tampa Electric
were not selling so much capacity off-system out of Big Bend 4.
Public Counsel argued, in effect, that Tampa Electric is using more
expensive generation out of Hookers Point to make cheaper
generation from Big Bend 4 available to its wholesale customers,
and that the retail ratepayers are subsidizing Tampa Electric's

wholesale customers.

It should be noted here that the Commission imputed over $37
million of rate recovery for Big Bend 4 in Tampa Electric's last
rate case in 1985, because the Ccommission determined that the
utility did not need 145 MW of capacity from Big Bend 4 at that
time. In doing so, the commission provided an incentive for Tampa
Electric to sell the excess capacity off-system.
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o 8 To comply with the Commission's Order No. 22708, Docket No.
900071-EG, regarding the 1989 Christmas capacity shortfall

Mr. Ramil testirfied that Tampa Electric followed the
Commission's recommendation that utilities return their long-term
reserve standby units to service earlier (Tr. 1968-9, 1995-7). At
page 9, section 9, of Order 22708, the Commission stated that

Where practicable, cold standby units should be
returned to service earlier, or their status should
be enhanced from a state of "cold" standby to "hot"
standby.

The Commission did not order Tampa Electric, or any other
utility, to bring its plants back early, but only to consider doing
so where practicable. Tampa Electric considered this advice and
determined that it was prudent to accelerate plans to return the
Hookers Point units to service. We agree with Tampa Electric's
decision.

There was considerable evidence in this case concerning the
prudence of returning the Hookers Point units to service. Some of
the evidence, especially that concerning bringing the units back to
bolster off-system sales, could imply that Hookers Point should be
removed from retail rate base. However, the weight of the evidence
surrounding Tampa Electric's need for the units to ensure system
reliability and adequate LOLP leads us tc conclude that the Hookers
Point units are needed, and that their inclusion in rate base is
appropriate. Accordingly, we find that the Hookers Point units
shall be included as plant in service in the rate base of Tampa
Electric Company.

25 over Accrual of AFUDC on Work Order K23

Based on findings in the Staff Audit Report, Disclosure No. 8
(Exh.83,p.labeled 17), staff proposed that adjustments be made to
reduce the 1993 Projected Test Year Rate Base by $95,275, to reduce
Accumulated Depreciation by $16,952, and to reduce Depreciation
Expense by $4,002. The report stated that the company continued to
accrue AFUDC on a project for several months after all major work
on the project had been completed. For the 1994 Subsequent Test
Year, staff proposed to reduce Rate Base by $95,275, reduce
Accumulated Depreciation by $20,954, and reduce Depreciation
Expense by $4,002. The company reviewed this finding and in its
response to the audit and agreed that the adjustments should be

made. No other party took a position on the issue.
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Therefore, we reduce the 1993 Projected Test Year Rate Base by
$95,275, reduce Accumulated Depreciation by $16,952, and reduce
Depreciation Expense by $4,002. For the 1994 Subsequent Test Year,
we reduce Rate Base by $95,275, reduce Accumulated Depreciation by
$20,954, and reduce Depreciation Expense by $4,002.

i 1Y Compliance with Rule 25-6.0141(1) (e), Florida
Administrative Code

In pertinent part, Rule 25-6.0141(1) (e), Florida
Administrative Code states "Account 107, Construction Work in
Progress shall be subdivided so as to segregate the cost of
construction projects that are eligible for AFUDC from the cost of
construction that are ineligible for AFUDC."

Audit Exception No. 1 of the Staff Audit Report states that
TECO is in violation of Rule 25-6.0141(1) (e), F.A.C. The report
states that the company is not subdividing Account 107 in the
General Ledger and, therefore, is in viclation of this section of
the rule. The company responds that it has always complied with
the rule that Account 107 be subdivided. TECO maintains that the
rule does not specify the method of segregation.

The company prepares a monthly analysis of projects which are
eligible as well as ineligible for AFUDC. These totals are
included in two subsidiary ledgers (Exh.62-composite; Informal Data
Request 24,p.1). Report FT003130 (p.7-10) lists all ineligible
projects by project number. The general ledger contains total CWIP
by month; and, the remainder, after subtracting the total of all
ineligible projects, is the total of eligible projects.

The list of ineligible projects is at least four pages long.
The inclusion of this level of detail in the general journal is not
required. A general journal by definition need not contain a
detailed breakdown of all accounts as long as there are sufficient
other ledgers or subsidiary ledgers which are detailed and allow
the search for, or confirmation of, specific accounting
information. part of the required audit work of TECO was an
examination of projects eligible for AFUDC. There is no indication
in the audit findings that suggest that the auditors had any
difficulty in locating eligible or ineligible projects during their
examination of construction projects. It appears that the auditor
has taken the very conservative position that the rule requires
that Account 107 be segregated in the general ledger itself.
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The rule, however, does not say that; rather, the rule only
states that Account 107 be segregated. TECO has segregated Account
107 in subsidiary ledgers rather than the general journal.

We believe that the level of detail contained 1in the
subsidiary ledgers is adequate. Therefore, we find that TECO shall
not be required to change its present method of recording and
accounting for eligible and ineligible AFUDC projects 1in its
subsidiary journals.

4. Adjustments Related to Dravo-Wellman Bucket Unloader
Contract

Ms. Bouckaert, staff's witness, proposed through testimony (TR
1285) and Audit Disclosure Number 9 in the Staff Audit Report,
adjustments to reduce Plant in Service $46,028 ($52,334 System) and
reduce Accumulated Depreciation $4,987 ($5,670 System) for the 1993
projected test year. The recommended adjustments for 1994 are to
reduce Plant in Service $45,588 ($52,334 System) and Accumulated
Depreciation by $6,086 ($7,763 System) for the 1994 subsegquent test
year. (EX 84 Selected Audit Work Papers).

Audit Disclosure No. 9 states that TECO contracted with Dravo-
Wellman to install a bucket coal unloader at the Gannon Station.
The original contract price was $2,841,750 and the original budget
including overhead was $3,172,000. Because of time delays and
because the machine unloaded coal below the minimum unlocading rate
the parties entered into a settlement lowering the contract amount
by $1,525,000 from $2,841,750 to $1,316,750. As a result of the
reduction in contract price, TECO overpaid Dravo-Wellman by
$775,000 since TECO had been making progress payments based on the
original contract. The $775,000 amount related to the refund had
accrued AFUDC during the construction period, but upon refund of
the overpayment, no AFUDC was removed from CWIP.

TECO believes the funds were properly expended, the company
was without the use of the funds, and the accrued AFUDC should
remain. Audit staff's position is that the $775,000 was a refund
of an overpayment and was not eligible for AFUDC.

Since the contractor agieed to accept less than one-half of
the contract amount, it is clear that the contractor performed
poorly on this contract. The actual cost to TECO includes the
AFUDC on the overpayment. In summary, a contractor performed
poorly and TECO sought and received such a large settlement that
the contractor was required to make a refund.
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our rules do not specifically address AFUDC on amounts later
refunded. It is preferable to address unusual events individually
rather than through rule amendments. Since our rules do not
address this situation we believe that it is within the discretion
of the Commission to make adjustments to plant, accumulated
depreciation and depreciation expense, for both the 1993 and 1994
test years. However, we make no adjustments, as TECO has taken the
appropriate action to reasonably limit the cost of the unloader.

5. Adjustments Related to Planning and Pre-engineering
Expenses Incurred at Big Bend 4

Concurrently with the staff financial audit, an engineering
audit of expenses associated with Big Bend 4 (BB4) was also

conducted. The recommendations of this Engineering Audit were
contained in the Staff Audit Report. This issue was developed as
a result of Audit Disclosure No. 2 1in that report. Total

architect\engineering costs from March, 1974 until March, 1978,
when the final design of BB4 was authorized, amounted to
$3,544,000. Of this total, $2,744,000 of these costs related to
engineering design which had to be redone because of scope changes.

The audit opinion is that "Normally planning costs can be a
part of project costs if they lead into an approved project in a
reasonable span of time. In this project there were excessive
delays from 1971 to 1978 due to adequate reserve capacities, and
the costs do not reflect true project costs."

The report recommended that engineering costs of $2,744,000
should have been expensed rather than capitalized. Various design
and scope changes caused rework which replaced $2,744,000 of
original design work. The exact origin or cause of these changes
cannot reasonably be determined at this time. The company in its
response to the audit disclosure, points out that these changes
were the proper response to variations in conditions such as
economic and environmental changes which were outside the scope of
their company operations. The company does not disagree that some
additional costs may have been incurred; however, there is nothing
in the record that suggests that these expenses might have been
imprudent.

In spite of the luxury of hindsight, which does suggest that
some of these expenses might properly have been expensed, we lack
the detailed information to determine which expenses would
appropriately be disallowed.
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Ooverall, the record evidence in this proceeding does not
support reversing Commission Order 15451, which allowed these
charges in Rate Base. Therefore, we find that these charges shall
remain as capitalized cxpenditures in TECO's Rate Base.

- Adjustments Related to Architect/FEngineering Expenses
Incurred at Big Bend 4 Generating Station

Mr. Davis testified that the additional Architect/Engineering
costs of $513,000 should have been expensed rather than capitalized
in Audit Disclosure No.3. The circumstances involved in the
construction of Big Bend 4 (BB4) were necessarily very complex.
The record shows that numerous delays were encountered, but it is
not currently reasonably possible to reconstruct the origin and
circumstances of those delays. The company position states that
costs for these drawings were part of the project cost accepted for
capitalization in Order 15451 (TECO Brief, p.32), and there is no
substantive evidence in the record to support reversal of that
action.

Therefore, we find that the $513,000 expenditure for
additional architect/engineering drawings related to Big Eend Unit
4 shall remain capitalized.

s Inclusion of Sebring Utilities Generating System and
Associated Transmission Facilities in Rate Base

In February, 1991, TECO purchased from the Sebring Utilities
Commission (SUC) the generating units at the Phillips and Dinner
Lake sites, associated transmission facilities, and agreed to
provide full requirements service to Sebring's customers. We
consider whether or not the purchase of the generating and
transmission facilities is appropriate for inclusion in rate base.

Mr. Ramil, TECO's witness, stated that the S7JC plants
purchased "are economical sources of peaking and intermediate
capacity and provide fuel savings to the Tampa Electric System."
He further stated that the Phillips site is a desirable potential
site for additional peaking and intermediate capacity.

TECO provided economic analyses of the SUC purchase in Late-
filed Exhibits 128 and 129. Public Counsel correctly notes that in
Late-filed Exhibit 128, the page entitled "Retail Jurisdictional
Benefits from the Sebring Transaction" is on a system basis. The
analysis shows the SUC purchase to have a positive cumulative
present worth in each year for 1993-2002. However, TECO has
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included 1991 and 1992 fuel savings with 1993 fuel savings. This
has the effect of making the transaction appear more cost-effective
than it really is. A more accurate analysis would have included
the costs (revenue requirements), and benefits (fuel savings and
non-fuel revenues) for 1991 and 1992. Estimating these amounts
shows the transaction to still be cost-effective, but with the
cumulative present worth of the benefits not becoming positive
until 1998.

Late-filed Exhibit 129 compares the effects on TECO's system
with and without the SUC units. This analysis shows an increase in
cost of approximately $28 million for the period 1993-2002 if the
SUC units are excluded.

The addition of the SUC generating plants will only marginally
improve TECO's reserve margin. TECO's 1992/93 winter reserve
margin with the SUC units is forecasted to be 28%, but excluding
the SUC units lowers the 92/93 reserve margin only to 27%.
Throughout the forecasted period of 1992-2002, including the SUC
units improves TECO's reserve margin by only one or two percentage
points. TECO's system is primarily baseloaded, and the SUC units,
which are peaking and intermediate in nature, will contribute to
the reliability of the system.

We believe that the evidence in the record shows the addition
of the SUC units are cost effective and will contribute to
maintaining TECO's reserve margin. Also, the Phillips site
provides TECO with an a site available for peaking and intermediate
capacity to meet future needs. Therefore, we find that these units
shall be included in rate base.

8. Appropriate Rate Base Accounting Treatment for Sebring
Utilities Commission Generating and Associated

Transmission Facilities

on February 28, 1991, TECO purchased some production and
transmission plant assets from Sebring Utilities Commiscion at less
than net book value, thereby creating a negative acquisition
adjustment of $10,728,866. (MFR Schedule B-11, Composite EXH 3) The
company paid $37,000,000 for assets having a net book value of
$47,728,866. The initial entries TECO made to plant, Account 101,
and reserve, Account 108, associated with this purchase were
$67,367,000 and $18,461,000, respectively, with a credit of
$10,728,866 to Account 114, Electric Plant Acgquisition
Adjustments. (Composite EXH 62, p. 19-24) Amortization of this
acquisition adjustment was initiated based on a period of 23 years
with a charge to Account 115, Accumulated Provision for
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Amortization of Electric Plant Acquisition Adjustments and a credit
to Account 406, Amortization of Electric Plant Acquisition
Adjustments. (Schedule B-11, Composite EXH 3) The amortization
period was based on the remaining life of facilities purchased.

In December 1991, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC) directed TECO to treat the acquisition adjustment as a
credit to the reserve, thereby restating the reserve of the
purchased assets by the acquisition adjustment amount. (MFR Schedule
B-11, Composite EXH 3) This may be predicated on an assumption
that when plant is sold for less than book value, the market value
is a better indicator than net book value. Whether net book value
is reduced by an acquisition adjustment or by increasing
accumulated depreciation, the result is to reduce the plant amounts
to the total actually paid by TECO.

In accord with FERC's directive, TECO transferred the balances
in Accounts 114 and 115 to the reserve, Account 108.(EXH 62) The
acquisition adjustment is recorded and is being maintained as a
separate subaccount in the reserve. (Schedule B-8b, p. 3-10,
Composite EXH 3) 1In this respect, it has the same effect as if the
amount were recorded in Account 114. We believe this treatment is
satisfactory.

Accordingly, we find that the rate base accounting treatment

for the Sebring Utilities Commission assets utilized by TECO in its
filing for the 1993 and 1994 test years is appropriate.

9. Total Level of Plant In Service

We find that the appropriate jurisdictional Plant in Service
is $2,427,233,000 for 1993 and $2,561,446,000 for 1994 based on the
adjustments made concerning the overaccrual of AFUDC, the revised
jurisdictional separation factors, the use of a thirteen month
average for 1994, certain affiliated transactions and the over
projection of plant in service discussed below.

Mr. Schultz, OPC's witness, testified in support of
adjustments to plant in service and accumulated provision for
depreciation based on a comparison between actual plant and
accumulated depreciation for the months of December, 1991 through
July, 1992. Schedule 5 of his prefiled testimony indicates that
the actual plant balance for July 1992 was only $2,512,255,000 and
the projected balance $2,528,129,000.
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Exhibit 50, page 2 of 3, shows the projected plant in service
for July 1992 (revised forecast) to be $2,529,311,000. Actual
plant in service for July 1992 is only $2,512,255,000 which is
$17,056,000 less. Since the revised forecast uses actual plant
balances through January of 1992, this difference accumulated in
only six months.

TECO did not provide any detailed explanation of the over
projection of plant or any specifics showing when the growth rate
of actual plant would accelerate to reduce or eliminate the over
projection. Accordingly, we make adjustments to reduce plant in
service, increase reserve for depreciation and amortization
(adjustment to increase the reserve reduces the absolute deollar
amount of the negative reserve), and reduce depreciation and
amortization expense of the following:

1993 (000's)

System Jurisdictional
Plant ($17,056) ($15,910)
Reserve $582 $543
Depreciation Expense ($635) ($592)

1994 (000's)

System Jurisdictional
Plant ($17,056) ($15,843)
Reserve $1,217 81,131
Depreciation Expense ($635) ($590)

These adjustments to plant, depreciation expense and the reserve
are calculated based on the latest actual amounts. Actual system
depreciation and amortization expense for the month of July 1992 of
$7,796,000 was .3103% of the July plant balance of $2,512,255,000.
That percentage applied to the $17,056,000 difference between
actual plant and projected results in monthly adjustments to
depreciation and amortization expense and the related reserve of
$52,925.
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C. Construction Work In Prodgress

1: Effect of Including CWIP in Rate Base on TECO's Financial
Integrity

Tampa Electric proposes an amount of CWIP in rate base it
believes is essential to maintain its financial integrity and
credit rating. The calculations for the company are on a total
company basis after adjustments for purchased power capacity and
off-system sales.

Public Counsel believes the amount of CWIP proposed by the
Company is inaccurate for several reasons. First, OPC believes
Tampa Electric will be able to receive additional revenues if the
Company asks for wholesale rate relief. OPC also points out that
Tampa Electric did not include the cash flows from implementing FAS
106 when calculating the percent of funds generated internally.
OPC further believes Tampa Electric has understated off-system
sales for 1993, and has over projected the amount of construction
it will incur during the test years. (TR 258, 598-600) In OPC's
opinion, these misstatements understate the financial integrity of
the company. Tampa Electric actually has more revenues available,
and consequently, better financial integrity.

We based the financial integrity test on the regqulated
electric operations. Although Mr. Abrams testified on behalf of
Tampa Electric that the rating agencies perform a credit analysis
on a total company basis, the Commission can only be responsible
for the regulated portion of Tampa Electric Company. The
Commission considers the financial risks and strength of the
regulated utility, while the wholesale operations are under the

jurisdiction of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.

Mr. Abrams also states that only 6% of total company sales
come from the wholesale business; therefore, any wholesale rate
relief will have a marginal effect on the financial integrity. If
we calculate Tampa Electric's financial integrity on a regulated
rather than total company basis, it will alleviate OPC's concern
that the financial integrity has been understated due to possible
wholesale revenues.,

Tampa Electric did not include the cash flows from
implementing FAS 106 in its original financial integrity study.
(TR 1870) The company did, however, calculate the effect of FAS
106 on financial integrity in a late-filed hearing exhibit No. 121.
We considered the cash flows from FAS 106 when calculating the
financial integrity for the regulated operations of Tampa Electric.
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We agree with the OPC that the company may have overstated the
amount of construction projected for 1993 and 1994. overstating
construction has the effect of overstating the amount of CWIP that
should be included in rate base. We have adjusted the CWIP balance
to reflect the over projected construction when considering the
financial integrity of Tampa Electric.

OPC recommends that off-system sales be included in
jurisdictional revenues, but not at the amount projected by Tampa

Electric. OPC notes that the revenues collected through August
1992 are already higher than the 1993 full year forecast;
therefore, the Company has understated off-system sales. If an

incorrect amount of revenues is included in the regulated
jurisdiction, it will affect Tampa Electric's financial integrity.
As discussed at length beginning at page 82 of this Order, we have
voted to remove off-system sales from jurisdictional revenues and
included those revenues in the Fuel and Purchase Power Cost
Recovery Clause. This eliminates the problems associated with
under or over forecasting the level of off-system sales when
setting base rates and when analyzing financial integrity.

Tampa Electric may not have correctly accounted for potential
revenues from its wholesale business and FAS 106, or projected off-
system sales precisely. In addition, we believe the proposed
amount of CWIP in rate base is overstated.

Accordingly, we find that the company has not properly
calculated the effects of including Construction Work in Progress
in its rate base on its financial integrity.

2. Appropriate Level of Construction Work in Progress (CWIP)
in Rate Base

We find that the Company has over projected its CWIP balance
by $11,972,000 ($12,065,000 system) in 1993 and by $11,959,000
($12,065,000 system) in 1994. In addition, after considering an
acceptable level of financial integrity for Tampa Electric, we
reduce the level of CWIP in rate base to $18,793,000 for 1993 and
$48,017,000 for 1994.

A comparison of monthly CWIP amounts based on the original
1992 forecast contained in the MFRs and the revised monthly CWIP
amounts for 1992 provided in Late-filed Exhibit 69 shows
significant differences.
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ORIGINAL REVISED ACTUAL
December 1991 $13,032 $18,698 $18,698
January 1992 19,842 19,842 19,842
February 1992 26,326 20,121 23,180
March 1992 34,599 21,652 24,481
April 1992 38,868 28,024 27,541
May 1992 42,636 33,992 25,947
June 1992 44,185 36,035 21,110
July 1992 47,501 42,876 30,811
August 1992 50,567 46,725
September 19952 56,700 54,230
October 1992 58,771 58,121
November 1992 65,649 67,701
December 1992 56,194 52,818

A review of the above figures indicates considerable variance
between TECO's projections of CWIP and actual CWIP. The original
1992 was based on numbers through November, 1991. TECO's
projection of CWIP for December, 1991 was $13,032,000. Actual CWIP
was $18,698,000. In projecting CWIP just one month into the
future, TECO had over projected the balance by $5,666,000. TECO
used actual numbers through January, 1992 in projecting its revised
budget for 1992. By July of 1992, the difference between TECO's
second projection of CWIP for 1992 and actual CWIP was $12,065,000.
Since projected plant in service for July exceeded actual plant in
service by $17,056,000 the excess projected CWIP is not offset by
an under projection of plant. Therefore, we reduce total projected
CWIP for 1993 and 1994 by $11,972,000 ($12,065,000 system) and
11,959,000 ($12,065,000 system).

We have considered the amount of eligible CWIP needed in rate
base to maintain Tampa Electric's financial integrity. The
financial ratios considered include interest coverage and total
debt to total capital. We note that two of the ratios calculated,
funds flow interest coverage and funds from operations as a
percentage of average total debt, are above the Standard & Poors
standard for AA-rated companies even with no rate increase. Also,
the level of net cash flow to capital expenditures set for AA-rated
companies cannot be reached even after considering Tampa Electric's
full rate request.

Interest coverage after AFUDC has been identified by the
several witnesses as one of the most important indicators of
financial integrity. We have calculated a jurisdictional interest
coverage for Tampa Electric after all other Commission approved
adjustments. The coverage is calculated on a jurisdictional
basis rather than total company because the Commission can only be
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responsible for maintaining the integrity and strength of the
regulated utility.

TECO's witness Mr. Abrams, who is employed by the Duff &
Phelps rating agency, testifies that a 4.0 times interest coverage
is appropriate for a AA-rated electric utility. Standard and
poor's, another rating agency, indicates that interest coverage for
a AA-rated electric utility should be above 3.5 times. We believe
the Company should be allowed enough CWIP in rate base to maintain
an interest coverage of approximately 3.75 times. Therefore, in
1993, we allow only the $18,793,000 of CWIP ineligible for AFUDC in
rate base. We have calculated, on a jurisdictional basis, that
eliminating the remaining CWIP in 1993 will allow Tampa Electric a
4.16 times interest coverage.

In 1994, we allow $48,017,000 of CWIP in rate base.
Disallowing the remaining CWIP in 1994 will jurisdictionally allow
Tampa Electric a 3.75 times interest coverage. Mr. Abrams
testifies that Tampa Electric will be in the peak year of its
construction program in 1994. Based on this testimony, we believe
that if Tampa Electric does not fall below the interest coverage
standard for a AA-rated electric utility in the critical year of
1994, the financial pressure on the company caused by the
construction program will begin to moderate.

Finally, a AA-rated company should maintain a debt ratio below
46%. These adjustments to the allowed level of CWIP do not affect
Tampa Electric's requested debt ratios of 41% in 1993 and 42% in
1994. Therefore, Tampa Electric is within the debt ratio range
needed to maintain a AA bond rating.

3. Plant Held for Future Use - Gannon Coal Yard

Tampa Electric purchased 11 acres of land in 1982 from Port
sutton, Inc. to support expansion of the Gannon Station coal yard
when Gannon Station converted from oil to coal. A small part (0.66
acre) of this land, parcel B, cannot currently be uced for coal
storage because a large sulfur storage tank sits on the land. The
sulfur tank will be used until 1999 pursuant to a pre-existing
lease agreement between the tank user and Port Sutton. Tampa
Electric testified that the entire land purchase was one
transaction; Tampa Electric was not able to buy the land needed for
Gannon's coal yard expansion without purchasing parcel B as well.
Mr. Ramil testified that Tampa Electric was given a good deal on
the land in exchange for allowing Port Sutton to continue receiving
payments for the storage tank until expiration of the lease.
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Staff's witness, Jack Hoyt, proposed in the Staff Audit Report
and through testimony that $35,515 ($36,429 system) be transferred
from Account 105 (Electric Plant Held for Future Use) to Account
121 (Non-Utility Plant). The Commission ordered Tampa Electric to
put the dollar amount in question into Plant Held For Future Use in
Order No. 17281, Docket No. 860001-EI. Mr. Ramil tesctified that
parcel B "may indeed be useful for the plant site" once the lease
on the tank expires. Therefore, we find that the level of Plant
Held for Future Use for the Gannon Coal Yard is appropriate.

4. plant Held for Future Use - Port Manatee Plant Site

Power plant sites in Florida are becoming increasingly more
difficult to find, purchase, and permit. Tampa Electric has a
potential power plant site at Port Manatee. Utilities purchase
power plant sites in advance, because the value of the land will
generally appreciate at a rate greater than the utility's overall
rate of return. If the Commission found that the Port Manatee site
was an imprudent investment and did not allow Tampa Electric to
earn a rate of return on the property, Tampa Electric would be
encouraged to sell the site now. Tampa Electric would then have to
search for, and purchase, another site for a future power plant, at
much greater cost.

Public Counsel argues that Tampa Electric has no current plans
for the Port Manatee plant site. Staff agrees that, at the current
time, the company has not identified a particular generating unit
to be built at the site. However, as discussed before, it will be
more difficult to find an alternate plant site in the future. By
allowing the Port Manatee site to remain in rate base, Tampa
Electric will already have a viable generating site for future
power plants. The Power Plant Siting Task Force recognized that
the Port Manatee location was a viable generating site, although
the task force ultimately recommended the Polk County location for
Tampa Electric's next plant. Accordingly, we find that the
requested level of Plant Held for Future Use in the amount of
S4,640,000 ($5,094,000 system) for 1993 and $4,692,000 ($5,172,000
system) for 1994 associated with the Port Manatee plant site is
appropriate.

5. Reclassification of Substation Sites as Non-utility

The Staff Audit Report, Audit Disclosure No. 7, stated that
three substation sites listed in the MFRs for the Projected Test
Year ended December 31, 1993 had been transferred out of Account
105, Property Held for Future Use, to Account 121, Non-Utility




ORDER NO. PSC-93-0165-FOF-EI
DOCKET NO. 920324-EI
PAGE 34

Property, in March of 1992. The Audit Report, which reported on
the year ended December 31, 1991, recommended that an reduction of
$86,000 be made to Account 105 to reflect this transfer which took
place prior to the test year, but were still listed in the MFRs.
Since the company had in fact effected the transfer in 1992, the
13-month average that was listed in the MFRs for the 1993 and 1994
Projected Test Years was $52,000. The company in its response to
the audit agreed to the reduction. We accept and approve this
reduction to Rate Base of $52,000. Since these sites contained no
depreciable structures, there is no reduction for Accumulated
Depreciation or Depreciation Expense.

6. Total Level of Plant Held for Future Use

Incorporating the adjustments made related to the
reclassification of the three substation sites, the
reclassification of the Jackson Road substation sice and the
revised jurisdictional separation, we find that the appropriate
jurisdictional amounts of plant held for future use are $48,909,000
for the Projected Test Year 1993 and $60,382,000 for the Subsequent
Test Year 1994.

In the past, Commission rate case decisions have reflected the
importance of retaining certain properties held for future use in
view of Florida's projected growth rate, the burden on the
utilities to meet this growth rate, and the expense that might be
incurred if the properties were sold and had to be replaced in the
future at greater cost. One of the most important aspects of long
range planning is the identification and acquisition of land for
future system expansion requirements.

Public Counsel's witness, Mr. Schultz, applied a 10-year rule
to plant held for future use, suggesting that property either owned
by Tampa Electric for longer than ten years or whose projected in-
service date is greater than ten years in the future should be
removed from rate base. We disagree with this methodology because
it arbitrarily disallows rate recovery for power plant,
distribution substation, and transmission substation sites that
Tampa Electric plans to use to meet future growth beyond a point in
time ten years from now. It is well known that, in Florida, these
sites are becoming increasingly more difficult to find, purchase,
and permit. This is especially true for Tampa Electric Company,

since a major part of its relatively small service territory is
urban.

Another point to consider is that Tampa Electric's future
system expansion plans must be coordinated with Hillsborough
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County's Comprehensive Plan for future land use which extends
through the year 2010. Mr. Ramil testified that Tampa Electric
must anticipate its planned facility locations and coordinate its
land acquisition for these facilities with the future land use
elements of Hillsborough County's Comprehensive Plan .

Utilities must act prudently in acquiring properties for
future use. We believe Tampa Electric Company has acted prudently
in acquiring future power plant sites, transmission right-of-way,
and distribution substation sites. With the exception of the
adjustments discussed in this Order, we find that Tampa Electric's
level of Plant Held for Future Use for the 1993 and 1994 test years
is appropriate.

D. Accumulated Depreciation

s . Adjustment to Reflect Commission Approval of Depreciation
Rates in Docket No. 920618-ET

The parties have stipulated to the use of the depreciation
rates established in Order No. PSC-92-1205-FOF-EI. We accept and
approve the stipulation. For 1993, the system reserve shall be
reduced by $2,533,000; and for 1994, the system reserve shall be
reduced by $4,417,000. Reflecting the agreed to jurisdictional
separation, we find the appropriate jurisdictional adjustment for
1993 is a reduction of $2,278,000 and for 1994 the appropriate
jurisdictional adjustment is a reduction of $3,940,000.

Dis Total Amount of Accumulated Depreciation

Based on our decisions on the specific depreciation issue and
incorporating the effect of other Commission decisions in this
order, we find that the appropriate amount of accumulated
depreciation for the 1993 Projected Test Year is $898,968,000. The
appropriate amount of accumulated depreciation for the 1994
Subsequent Test Year is $971,504,000.

E. Working capital

1: Appropriate Treatment of Tax Refunds due from IRS

In August, 1988 and December, 1991, Tampa Electric recorded
$704,000 and $946,532, respectively, as Other Accounts Receivable.
These amounts represent tax refunds due from the Internal Revenue
Service. The recorded receivable related to the IRS tax refunds
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was $1,650,532 as of December 31, 1991. $946,532 was "cleared out"
in February of 1992 and the company expected the $704,000 to be
"cleared out" by the third quarter of 1992.

Oother Accounts Receivable is a working capital allowance
component. Consequently, the 1991 and 1992 working capital
allowances contain these receivables. Likewise, the 1993 and 1994
test years include corresponding projections.

Tampa Electric Company maintains that no working capital
adjustment should be made for this item because the corresponding
credit to this debit balance is contained in the liabilities
included in working capital and removal of the two transaction
balances would have zero impact on working capital for 1991 as well
as the 1993-1994 test years.

our review of the record suggests all related adjustments left
the income statement with zero impact and moved the receivable,
instead of being a negative payable, over into the receivable
account.

We believe that Tampa Electric has shown that the receivable
should be included in working capital allowance, unless the
corresponding payable is also removed, in which case the impact on
working capital would be zero. Therefore, we find that the 1993
and 1994 working capital allowances should not be adjusted to
remove the effect of tax refunds due from the Internal Revenue
Service.

2. Requested Amount of Cash in Working Capital

We find that the appropriate jurisdictional amount of cash to
include in working capital is $7,014,000($7,292,000 System) for the
1993 Projected Test Year and $6,989,000 (67,292,000 System) for the
1994 Subsequent Test Year.

Audit Disclosure No. 11 of the Staff Audit Report states that
the cash balance for 1991 "seems extremely high in comparison with
the years 1987 through 1990. It appears more appropriate to use a
five year average." The audit recommendation was to reduce cash by
approximately $3,000,000 to reflect the five year average balance.

The company stated that bank charges have increased because
interest rates have dropped. TECO's banks "charge" the Company for
all bank transactions by earning a return on the cash balances TECO
keeps in the banks. The Late-filed Exhibit entitled "statement of
Bank Fees'" details the bank charges from TECO's seven banks for the
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month of August, 1992. This exhibit shows that TECO has a total
compensating balance requirement of over $14,000,000. The
currently very low interest rates are unusual. When rates rise,
TECO expects that its cash balance requirements will fall.

The audit recommendation to reduce cash would have been
appropriate if the company's cash balances required by its banking
institutions were less closely tied to the economy in general and
interest rates specifically. It appears that the company must
carry a larger balance in cash than has historically been the case,
or pay out larger service charges to pay for its banking services.
For these reasons we find that the cash balance in Working Capital
shown in the MFRs shall not be reduced other than to reflect the
new jurisdictional factors.

3. Tnclusion of Unamortized Rate Case Expense in Working
Capital

TECO proposed to include unamortized rate case expense of
$1,050,000 ($1,078,000 System) in Working Capital in 1993, and
$350,000 ($359,000 System) in 1994. Based on the agreed revised
jurisdictional factors, the amounts are $1,036,000 in 1993 and
$344,000 in 1994. It is the position of OPC that retail customers
should not be required to pay a return on funds expended to
increase their rates.

This Commission has excluded unamortized rate case expense
from working capital in a number of prior cases, as demonstrated in
order 14030 in Docket No. 840086-EI, Order 16313 in Docket No.
850811-GU, Order 23573 in Docket No. 891345-EI, and Order No. PSC-
92-0580-FOF-GU in Docket No. 910778-GU. (TR 1233-34) 1In each of
these cases, the adjustment was made in an effort to reflect a
sharing of rate case expense between the stockholders and the
ratepayers, since shareholders benefit from rate increases. (TR
1233) In Docket No. 910778-GU, the issue was argued fully and the
Commission reaffirmed its long-standing policy of excluding
unamortized rate case expense from working capital. Oorder No.
PSC-92-0580-FOF-GU states that unamortized rate case expense is
excluded 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."

We find that working capital shall be reduced by $1,036,000
($1,078,000 System) in 1993 and by $344,000 ($359,000 System) in
1994 to exclude unamortized rate case expense, consistent with the
treatment in these prior cases.
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4. Effect of Net Over and Under Recoveries of Fuel and
Conservation Expenditures on Working Capital

By stipulation, the company has agreed that the Commission's
policy of including net over recoveries in working capital and
excluding net under recoveries is the appropriate treatment. Net
under recoveries, which are assets, are excluded from working
capital, and net over recoveries, which are liabilities, are
included. We accept and approve the stipulation. 1In its filing,
the company incorrectly removed both over recoveries and under
recoveries.

MFR Schedule B-15 shows an underrecovery in fuel for 1993, but
a $12,000 overrecovery in conservation. The best information
available in the record supports a finding that there is a $46,000
conservation overrecovery in 1994, on a l13-month average basis.

Therefore, we reduce working capital by $12,000 ($12,000

System) in 1993, and $46,000 ($46,000 System) in 1994 to properly
reflect the effect of conservation over recoveries in both years.

5. Costs associated with Renegotiating Zeigler Coal Contract

This issue was raised by staff as a result of Audit Disclosure
No. 14 in the Staff Audit Report. According to this disclosure,
the company had a 13-month balance for 1991 of $381,052 in Working
capital for costs associated with re-negotiating the Zeigler Coal
Contract. The company indicated in its Response to the Staff Audit
Report that these costs were removed from Working Capital in 1992.
Since the Staff Audit covered the period ending December 31, 1991,
the company adjustment was not reflected in the Audit
recommendation. Since the adjustment was made prior to the
Projected Test Year and is reflected in the MFRs, we find that no
additional adjustment is necessary.

(-9 Inclusion of Common Stock Dividends Payable 1s Current
Liability in Working Capital

TECO's witness testified that 100% of all earnings including
AFUDC earnings are paid to the parent (TECO Energy, Inc.) as
dividends. Dividends declared are paid to the parent in the month
following declaration.

The basic accounting entry to record dividends payable is a
debit to retained earnings and a credit to dividends payable. This
entry has no actual effect on cash balances or other assets. This
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entry through a reduction to retained earnings reduces the amount
of equity on the books and increases current liabilities. Current
liabilities which are not interest bearing reduce working capital
allowance because they are a source of cost free capital. The
Commission has consistently increased equity and the working
capital allowance reversing the average balance of common stock
dividends payable.

TECO has filed its request consistent with this method,
treating common stock dividends as a component of capital
structure. Accordingly, we find that no adjustment to Working
capital Allowance is necessary to exclude common stock dividends
payable.

7. Appropriate Treatment of Success Sharing Plan in Working
Capital

This issue is closely related to the question of whether all
expenses associated with the Success Sharing program should be
allowed in the computation of Net Operating Income, discussed
beginning at page 59 of this Order. From TECO's perspective these
expenses are an obligation that will be paid at the conclusion of
the fiscal year to which they apply. As an obligation, it is a
liability which TECO accrues monthly.

As discussed at beginning at page 59, we believe the costs
associated with the Success Sharing program should be allowed.
Therefore we make no adjustment to the monthly accrual in Working
Capital.

8. Adjustment to Account 183, Preliminary Survey and
Investigation

Through testimony, the Office of Public Counsel alleged that
TECO's projected average balance for Account 183, Preliminary
Survey and Investigation, is overstated. Specifically, OPC stated
that the Company's budgeting process allowed for $3,357,845 in
transfers from Account 183 to CWIP, but the budget did not credit
Account 183 for these transfers. Therefore, the $3,357,845 amount
included in the CWIP and in Account 183 projected balances
represents a "double-counting" of these costs.

TECO responded that OPC's concern had been raised in the audit
work papers of the Company's independent auditor and an adjustment
to reduce account 183 by $2,908,195 had been made and reflected in
the MFRs.
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our review of the record indicates an additional adjustment of
$449,651 related to the Polk Plant should be removed from Account
183. TECO in its post hearing statement agreed to this adjustment.

Accordingly, we find that an adjustment shall be made to
reduce the working capital allowance by $431,988 ($449,651 system)
for the 1993 test year and by $434,901 ($454,260 system) for the
1994 test year.

9. Adjustment Related to Proper Treatment of SFAS 106
Expenses in Working Capital

Ms. Montanaro, OPC's witness, believes that the unfunded FAS
106 liability should be treated as a zero-cost source of capital if
the Commission uses FAS 106 for ratemaking purposes. She states
that FAS 106 provides a company with excess cash. Therefore, if
the liability is treated as a reduction to working capital, the
reduction is offset by an increase in cash. She further asserts
that equity should also be reduced with working capital to reflect
properly the revenue reducing effect of the FAS 106 liability.

Mr. McKnight, TECO's witness, states that the unfunded
liability should reduce rate base. He Iurther states that this
treatment is appropriate because investors are not funding the FAS
106 liability and that it displaces the need for investor capital.
This allows customers to earn a return on the liability at the rate
of the company's overall cost of capital.

In its MFRs, TECO reduced working capital for the FAS 106
liability in 1993 and 1994. The company subsequently increased its
estimate of FAS 106 costs. Mr. Lefler, TECO's witness, sponsored
an exhibit in which he acknowledges that the FA5 106 liability
should reduce working capital for both test years and that the
liability should reflect the latest FAS 106 estimates. He states
that the liability should be increased by the following amounts:
$1,742,000 ($1,813,000 system) for 1993 and $5,318,000 ($5,555,000
system) for 1994.

We believe that the company's treatment of the unfunded FAS
106 liability as a reduction to working capital is appropriate.
The Commission approved similar treatments of the FAS 106 liability
in the recent United Telephone Company of Florida and Florida Power
Corporation rate cases. (See Order Nos. PSC-92-0708-FOF-TL and
PSC-92-1197-FOF-EI)
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Therefore, we find that working capital shall be reduced by
$1,742,000 ($1,813,000 system) for the 1993 projected test year and
$5,318,000 ($5,555,000 system) for the 1994 projected test year to
reflect the implementation of FAS 106.

10. Transactions with Affiliated Companies

Based on the findings of the Staff Audit Report, Staff has
proposed two adjustments to properly reflect TECO's transactions
with affiliated companies.

The first is discussed in Staff Audit Exception No. 5. As a
result of the order which was issued in the 1982 TECO rate case,
Oorder No. 11307, the company was ordered to remove the Jackson Road
substation site from Rate Base. This was ordered because the
company did not have a utility-related use for this property. The
company transferred this property to TECO Energy, an affiliated
company, in the form of a dividend. TECO Energy subsequently
transferred this property as an equity contribution to another
affiliated company that is now called TECO Properties, Inc. In
1988 Tampa Electric Company decided that it needed the property for
utility use.

The company states that, following Commission policies, it
then negotiated to purchase the property from TECO Properties at
market value. TECO had the property appraised and the market value
according to this appraisal was $95,000. The appraisal stated that
this was the value of the property as of May 10, 19&8. TECO
Properties had in its possession an appraisal report issued
December 9, 1987 stating that the market value was $230,000 as of
that date. As a result, the Company and TECO Properties jointly
requested a third appraisal. On Octocber 14, 1988 this appraisal
report stated that the property had a market value of $200,000. The
parties agreed to a purchase price of $199,994. Including $2,115.08
in recording, appraisal and survey fees, it went into Plant in
Service with a value of $202,109.08.

The Opinion section of Disclosure No. 5 of the Staff Audit
Report states that TECO's first appraisal was based on market
conditions, and most importantly, the zoning which was then
currently in effect. It states that the jointly obtained appraisal
value of $200,000 was arrived at by making the assumption that the
property would be rezoned for office use and would probably not be
puilt on for 4-5 years, from October 10, 1988. It was not certain
that any zoning change would be granted if requested. The primary
basis for the large variance between the appraisals appears to be
the different assumptions used to appraise the property.

B
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The primary concern with this transaction, however, was that
it was not conducted at "arms length". The parties were all
affiliated companies and as a result, there was no incentive for
Tampa Electric Company to negotiate a reduced price from the price
eventually agreed to. TECO Properties benefits from a high
selling price to Tampa Electric even though in the year-end
consolidation of financial statements any intercompany gains or
losses are removed as required by generally accepted accounting
principles (GAAP). As a subsidiary of a large holding company, it
would benefit because the higher TECO's Rate Base was, the greater
the total earnings of the company would be. Also the greater the
selling price it received the greater amount of cash could be
transferred from the regulated subsidiary (Tampa Electric Company)

to an unregulated subsidiary (TECO Properties, Inc.). Tampa
Electric also had a direct incentive to pay a high price, or at
least, no incentive not to. The higher the price paid for this

property, the higher the amount entered in Rate Base and the
greater amount its customers would be required to pay in increased
rates as a result, and for an indeterminate number of years.

We believe that the purchase price for properties sold between
affiliated parties should not exceed an amount based on an
independent appraisal using current market conditions and zoning.
In this case, we find that the amount to be allowed in Plant in
service shall be $95,000 plus $2,115.08 in related fees for a total
of $97,115.08, not $202,109.08. TECO reclassified this property
from Land Held for Future Use to Plant in Service in February,
1992, but the MFRs continue to show this amount in Land Held for
Future Use. Since adjustments are made to the numbers contained in
the MFR's, the proper adjustments are to reduce Land Held for
Future Use by $202,000, and increase Plant in Service by $97,000.
This results in a net Rate Base reduction of $105,000 ($105,000

System) for both 1993 and 1994.

The second proposed adjustment is based on Disclosure No. 15
of the Staff Audit Report. The audit report states that in 1991
TECO made an adjustment to Working Capital in the amount of
$4,930,000 in "Accounts Payable-TECO Energy" because it was non-
utility in nature. The audit opinion says that:

The Company gave no indication the amounts associated
with payables to TECO Energy were booked to Non-Utility
accounts. Since there was no evidence of the booking for
non-utility accounts, the amounts for Accounts Payable to
TECO Energy should be considered utility in nature and
included in Accounts Payable.
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The recommended reduction to working capital for 1993 is
$2,920,000 ($3,039,000 System) and for 1994 is $2,602,000
($2,718,000 System). The company, in its response to the audit,
agreed to the reduction.

Accordingly, we reduce Working Capital by $2,920,000
($3,039,000 System) for the 1993 Projected Test Year and by
$2,602,000 ($2,718,000 System) for the 1994 Subsequent Test Year.

These two adjustments result in a total Rate Base reduction of
$3,025,000 ($3,144,000 System) for the 1993 Projected Test Year and
$2,707,000 ($2,823,000 System for the 1994 Subsequent Test Year.

11. Reascnableness of Fuel Price Forecasts Used in
Calculating Working Capital

We accept Tampa Electric's forecasted fuel prices for 1993 and
1994 as reasonable for the limited purpose of establishing the
appropriate inventory value of the fuel included in the working
capital component of TECO's capital structure.

OPC's position is that the projected Gatliff Coal prices are
overstated. Gatliff Coal Company is an affiliated company of Tampa
Electric Company. The Commission's fuel procurement guidelines
contained in Order No. 12645 state that all purchases from
affiliated companies should be priced at levels not to exceed those
available on the competitive market. As noted in Public Council's
brief, the MFR coal price for the Gannon units (Gatliff coal) is
35% above the Big Bend #1-#3 MFR coal price. Including the Gatliff
coal in the working capital equation does 1increase the working
capital coal inventory amount. However, the greater weight of the
evidence suggests that TECO's projected prices are more appropriate
to use than any other information available to the Commission.

The question of the appropriate price for the Gatliff coal
will be determined at the February 1993 hearing in Docket 930001-
EI. Oour approval here does not alter Tampa Electric's
responsibility to justify all expense recovered through the Fuel
Cost Recovery Clause. L

12. Level of Heavy 0il Inventory

We find that the appropriate jurisdictional amounts of heavy
0il inventory to be included in working capital are $1,704,000
($1,800,000 system) for 1993 and $1,865,000 ($1,980,000 system) for
1994. This decision incorporates the effects of the revised
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jurisdictional separation and the restatement of the 1994 capital
structure to a thirteen month weighted average basis.

Due to the nature in which Hookers Point and Phillips Station
are dispatched, as peaking units, we believe the generic inventory
policy set forth in Order 12645 does not apply in this instance.
The Order set the guidelines for units burning heavy oil at 45 days
projected burn plus normally unavailable 0il and units burning
light o0il at 30 days burn at the highest average monthly rate
during the most current five year period. Neither Hookers Point
nor Phillips Station are dispatched as an intermediate unit. In
addition, neither of the generation sites have a five year history
of consistent on-line service. Therefore, we have relied on the
record and to set an appropriate benchmark for Tampa Electric's
heavy oil inventory.

Hookers Point was removed from cold storage and put back on
line in November 1990. An account of Phillips station heavy oil
use began showing up on the FPSC A-Schedules filed by Tampa
Electric in March 1991.

From November, 1990 through September, 1992, Tampa Electric
has had only two occurrences when the amount of heavy o0il burned
exceeded 81,000 BBLs [May 1991-139,725 BBLs and July 1992-117,899
BBLs]. In May, 1991 the Hookers Point generation was replacing the
off-line generation of Gannon #5. In July, 1992 Hookers Point
produced an increase in generation from the previous month which
was consistent with all but one of Tampa Electric's coal plants.

Based on the record, we find that a heavy oil inventory level
of 7 days at the maximum burn rate is appropriate. This reduces
the levels requested by Tampa Electric by the amounts of 12,933
BBLs in 1993 and 12,933 BBLs in 1994.

13, Regquested Level of Light Fuel 0il Tnventory

We find that the appropriate jurisdictional amounts of light
0il inventory to be included in TECO's working capital are
51,496,000 ($1,580,000 system) for 1993 and $1,644,000 ($1,746,000
system) for 1994. This decision incorporates the effects of the
revised jurisdictional separation and the restatement of the 1994
capital structure to a thirteen month weighted average basis.

wWhen a comparative analysis of the benefits and risks of an
inventory level is not outlined by a utility, we rely on the
generic fuel inventory policy found in Order No. 12645. Subsequent
to Order 12645, peaking reliability is maintained by the light oil
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inventory established by a 30 day maximum monthly rate during the
most current and five year period plus normally unavailable oil.

Comparing the level of light inventory level developed using
the guidelines of Order 12645 to the amount requested by the
company shows that the difference is negligible. Therefore, we
find that the requested inventory levels proposed by Tampa Electric
Company for both 1993 and 1994 are reasonable.

14. Requested Level of Regular and Compliance Coal Inventory

in Working Capital

We find that the appropriate jurisdictional amounts of
compliance and regular coal inventory to be included in the working
capital of Tampa Electric Company are $90,065,174 ($95,152,603
system) for 1993 and $91,717,632 ($97,400,358 system) for 1994.
This decision incorporates the effects of the revised
jurisdictional separation and the restatement of the 1994 capital
structure to a thirteen month weighted average basis.

Tampa Electric has offered no analysis that would indicate the
level which they propose to maintain is the appropriate level which
will properly balance economic risks and benefits. They rely on
the 100 day previously approved commission level.

Tampa Electric is requesting 92.2 days burn of regular coal
and 9.3 days of environmental testing coal or a total of 101.5 days
burn to be included in the 1993 and 1994 proposed coal inventory.
staff believes Tampa Electric's coal inventory should be maintained
at 95 days burn and that any special purposec coal (which could be
used for emergency reliability purposes) should be included in this
95 day burn benchmark and should not be in addition to this level.

We agree with staff's recommendation of 95 days as being the
appropriate amount necessary for Tampa Electric to continue
reliable generation under normal circumstances. We also agree with
Tampa Electric's position that some additional coal is war:anted in
order to perform compliance coal test burns. However, we do not
feel that the entire amount requested by Tampa Electric is
justified. We feel that it is more appropriate to allow Tampa
Electric to maintain additional inventory equal to three days burn
to conduct these tests.

This benchmark is representative of a balance between staff's
recommended 95 days burn level and Tampa Electric's requested 101.5
days burn. We consider this to be a justifiable guideline for
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Tampa Electric to continue both reliable generation and the
necessary testing of compliance coals.

Based on information in the record, we establish Tampa

Electric's total (regular and compliance) coal inventory level at
98 days burn.

15. Total Amount of Working Capital in Rate Base

Based on our decisions on these specific issues and
incorporating the effect of other decisions in this Order, we find
the appropriate level of Working Capital is $143,388,000 for 1993
and $152,586,000 for 1994.

F. Total Rate Base

Based on our decisions on other issues discussed in this
order, we find the appropriate jurisdictional rate base for the
1993 Projected Test Year to be $1,749,355,000. Based on our
decisions on other issues discussed in this Order, we find the
appropriate jurisdictional rate base for the 1994 Projected Test
Year to be $1,850,927,000.

V. COST OF CAPITAL

A. Cost Of Common Equity Capital

To establish a fair overall rate of return, it is necessary
that we use our judgment to establish an allowable rate of return
on common equity capital.

Three witnesses presented testimony concerning the required
rate of return on common equity (ROE) for Tampa Electric. Charles
Olson, testifying on behalf of the Company, recommends an ROE of
14%. Charles Benore, also testifying on behalf of the Company,
recommends an ROE of 13.5%. David Parcell, testifying on behalf of
the OPC, recommends an ROE within a range of 10.5% to 12%.

Mr. Olson utilizes two methods in arriving at his estimate of
a required ROE for the Company. He first performs a Discounted
cash Flow (DCF) analysis on a group of comparable electric
utilities. He then performs a risk premium analysis for AA rated
companies. The risk premium approach attempts to estimate the
appropriate ROE by recognizing the higher return investors require

on equity securities than on debt securities.
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Mr. Benore utilizes three methods in arriving at his estimate
of a regquired ROE for the Company. He first performs a risk
premium model on an index of comparable companies. He then
performs a DCF analysis on a group of companies with a safety rank
comparable to Tampa Electric. Finally, he performs a DCF on the
S&P 500 companies based on the presumption that electric utility
stocks are of comparable risk to the average common stock available
to investors.

Mr. Parcell testifying on behalf of the OPC, utilizes three
methods in arriving at a required ROE for Tampa Electric. He first
performs a DCF analysis on TECO, a comparison group of eight
electric utilities, and the groups of electric utilities used by
Company witnesses Olson and Benore. Next, he uses a Capital Asset
Pricing Model (CAPM) for the same groups of companies considered in
his DCF analysis. Finally, he conducts a Comparable Earnings (CE)
test to the same groups as well.

Based upon the evidence in the record and a detailed review of
the cost of equity capital methodologies presented, we have
determined that the cost of common equity capital for TECO is 12%
with a range of plus or minus 100 basis points (for ratemaking
purposes) . We believe that a return of 12% would continue to
provide the company with comfortable coverage ratios that, along
with its strong qualitative factors, maintain the company's present
credit rating. In addition, this ROE is reasonable given the
current market conditions and the relatively low risk associated
with this high guality, well managed electric utility.

B. Appropriate Cost Of Short Term And Long Term Debt

Tampa Electric has filed in its MFRs a short-term debt cost
rate of 6.5% for 1993 and 1994, a long-term debt cost rate of 7.86%
for 1993 and 7.89% for 1994, and an 0il Backout Trust (OBO) cost
rate of 5.0% for 1993 and 1994.

Wwhen considering the rate for variable cost or prospective
issues of debt, the most current information available should be
used. The company plans to issue short term debt and projects $50
million and $90 million issues of long term debt in 1993, and a
$120 million issue of debt in 1994. The company established the
cost rate for these prospective issues of debt by referring to the
commercial paper rate and the AA utility bond rate in the August,
1992 edition of DRI's Forecast of the U.S. FEconomy.
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We base our decision on the cost of short-term debt, variable
cost long-term debt, and prospective long-term debt issues for the
test years 1993 and 1994 on the September, 1992 edition of DRI's
Forecast of the U.S. Economy. The cost of short-term debt,
accordingly, is 4.28% for 1993 and 5.37% for 1994. The cost of the
OBO debt and the issue of variable cost long-term debt is assumed
to be 75% of the short-term taxable commercial paper rate, which
would be 3.21% for 1993 and 4.03% for 1994. The cost of the
prospective issues of long-term debt is 8.68% for 1993 and 8.91%
for 1993.

After establishing the rates for the variable cost long-term
debt and the prospective issues of long-term debt, the overall cost
of debt to be used in the capital structure is 7.60% for 1993
rather than the company's requested 7.86%. The cost for 1994 is
72.93% rather than the company's requested 7.89%. We calculated
these results by specifically changing the interest costs on line
14, 16, and 28 in MFR schedule D-4a and then recalculating the
overall results.

The company's requested 7.89% long-term debt cost in 1994 is
lower than our decision because the company used the 1994 simple
average capital structure. If a 13 month average capital structure
had been used by the company, the company's request cost would be
8.04%.

Therefore, we find that the appropriate cost of short-term
debt is 4.28% for 1993 and 5.37% for 1994. We find that the
appropriate cost of long-term debt is 7.60% for 1993 and 7.93% for
1994. We find that the appropriate cost of the debt associated
with the 0il Backout Trust is 3.21% for 1993 and 4.03% for 1994.

cs Appropriate Capital Structure Treatment Of Cannon Conversicn
Assets

In Order No. PSC-92-0837-FOF-EI, Tampa Electric's petition to
modify its Gannon 0il backout financing was approved. In essence,
the modifications dissolved the Gannon Trust and replaced the debt
of the trust with tax exempt financing. The main benefit of the
modification is that the debt does not have to be paid down as
guickly, thus delaying the financing needs of Tampa Electric. The
decision of how to treat the modification in financing for oil
backout purposes was delayed until this rate case. Tampa Electric
proposes to continue to specifically identify the debt associated
with the oil backout clause.
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We believe that rather than specifically identifying short-
term debt, the new debt should replace investor sources of capital
on a pro-rata basis. We believe this will not impede the company's
capital structure objectives.

In its MFRs, TECO projects a reduced amocunt of short-term
debt. In MFR schedule D-1 page 2 and 3, the short-term debt
percentage of total capital is 5.00% in 1991, 4.43% in 1992, but
only 2.02% proposed for 1993 and 2.14% for 1994. At the same time
the Company is specifically decreasing the low cost short-term
debt, the company is proposing to issue additional long-term debt
and increase its common equity position. Considering these
circumstances, we find that pro-rata treatment of capital structure
sources will be fairer to Tampa Electric's ratepayers.

Accordingly, we find that the debt associated with the oil
backout assets that will be added to the capital structure in 1993
and 1994 shall replace investor sources on a pro-rata basis, rather
than specifically replace short-term debt.

D. Accumulated Deferred Investment Tax Credits - Zero Cost Rate

In its filing, Tampa Electric's zero-cost adjusted
jurisdictional ITCs after reconciliation to rate base are $395,000
for the 1993 test year, $249,000 for the simple average 1994 test
year and $248,000 for the 13-month average 1994 test year

The Commission has approved the parties stipulation on revised
jurisdictional separation  factors. Reflecting the new
jurisdictional separation factors, redistributing the Gannon 0il
Backout debt, converting to a 1994 thirteen-month average capital
structure and making specific adjustments for the 1994 test year
results in revision of the company's pro rata adjustments.

Therefore, we find that the ITCs with a zero cost rate are

$389,000 for the 1993 projected test year and $244,000 for the 1994
subsequent test year.

E. Accumulated Deferred Inccme Tax Credits - Cost Rated

In its filing, TECO has reflected the weighted cost adjusted
jurisdictional ITCs after reconciliation to rate base as
$64,868,000 at 11.17% for the 1993 test year; and $59,549,000 at
11.19% and $59,988,000 at 11.21% for the simple average 1994 test
year and the 13-month average 1994 test year, respectively.
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The Commission has approved the parties stipulation on revised
jurisdictional separation factors. Reflecting the new
jurisdictional separation factors, redistributing the Gannon 0il
Backout debt, converting to a 1994 thirteen-month average capital
structure and making specific adjustments for the 1994 test year
results in revision c¢f the company's pro rata adjustments.
Consequently, an additional adjustment was required.

Consideration of the above actions results in net adjustments
decreasing 1993 ITCs by $885,000 and decreasing 1994 ITCs by
$514,000.

Additionally, as a result of adjustments to the capital
structure cost rates, the appropriate weighted cost of the ITCs are
10.06% for the projected 1993 test year and 10.15% for the
subsequent test year.

Therefore we find that the ITCS should be $63,983,000 at a
cost rate of 10.06% for the 1993 projected test year and
$59,035,000 at a cost rate of 10.15% for the 1994 subsequent test
year.

F. Balance Of Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes

In its filing, Tampa Electric's adjusted jurisdictional
accumulated deferred taxes after reconciliation to rate base are
$295,258,000 for the 1993 test Yyear; and $292,849,000, and
$296,905,000 respectively, for the simple-average 1994 test year
and the 13-month average 1994 test year.

The Commission has approved the parties stipulation on revised
jurisdictional separation factors. Reflecting the new
jurisdictional separation factors, redistributing the Gannon 0il
Backout debt, converting to a 1994 thirteen-month average capital
structure and making specific adjustments for the 1994 test year
results in revision of the company's prorata adjustments.
Consequently, an additional adjustment was required. Consideration
of the above results in net adjustments decreasing 1993 accumulated
deferred taxes by $4,028,000 and decreasing 1994 accumulated
deferred taxes by $662,000. Furthermore, the other decisions in
this order result in adjustments increasing deferred taxes by
$858,000 for 1993 and $1,236,000 for 1994.

Therefore, we find that the accumulated deferred taxes are
$292,088,000 for the 1993 projected test year and $293,423,000 for
the 1994 subsequent test year.
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G. Treatment Of SFAS 109, Accounting For Tncome Taxes

SFAS No. 109, which changes the method of accounting for
income taxes, was issued in February, 1992. Implementation of this
statement is mandatory for financial reporting for years beginning
after December 15, 1992. Consequently, the company will be
required to implement the accounting during the 1993 test year and
its implementation will affect both the 1993 projected test year
and the 1994 future test year.

Tampa Electric has not reflected implementation of SFAS 109 in
its projected 1993 test year or its subsequent 1994 test year.

Because Tampa Electric failed to include in its 1993 and 1994
test years, pro forma adjustments for implementation of SFAS 109,
technically the utility's treatment of SFAS 109 is not appropriate.
However, because no pro forma adjustments for its implementation
are included, there is no revenue impact. Revenue neutrality is
the intent of proposed Rule 25-14.005, Florida Administrative Code,
Accounting for Deferred Taxes Under SFAS 109, which the Commission
voted to adopt at the September 15, 1992 agenda conference.
Consequently, we believe that the company's MFRs reflect the intent

of the Commission. Therefore, we find no adjustments are
necessary.
H. Weighted Average Cost Of Capital

Based upon the proper components, amounts, and cost rates
associated with the capital structure for the test years ending
December 31, 1993 and December 31, 1994, we find the weighted
average cost of capital is 8.20% and 8.345%, respectively.

Schedules attached to this Order as Appendix 1 show the
components, amounts, cost rates, and weighted average cost of
capital associated with the test year capital structure for the
Projected Test Year 1993 and the Subsequent Test Year 1994.

VI. NET OPERATING INCOME

A. Operating Revenues

1. Estimated Revenues - Sales of Flectricity (Sales to

Ultimate Customers)

We find that TECO's estimates of billing determinants for 1993
and 1994 are reasonable. The estimates of customer growth, KW and
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KWH growth are consistent with the load and customer forecasts.
Further, the method used to breakdown the load and customer
forecast by rate class into the respective billing determinants is
acceptable. The parties have stipulated to this issue, and we
accept that stipulation, with the clarification that the company's
proposed billing determinants are "sales to ultimate customers" or
retail customers. Accordingly, we find that the company's
estimated revenues for sales of electricity (sales to ultimate
customers) based upon reasonable estimates of customers, KW, and
billing determinants by rate class are reasonable.

Sis. Adjustments Removing Fuel Revenues for 1993 and 1994

TECO has proposed adjustments removing $407,074,000
($412,686,000 system) in fuel revenues for 1993 and $440,078,000
($452,211,000 system) for 1994 and the related expenses recoverable
through the Fuel Adjustment Clause.

Based on the Stipulated Jurisdictional Separation Factors that
we approved earlier in this Order, the appropriate revenue
adjustments are $395,391,000 ($412,686,000 System) for 1993 and
$429,647,000 ($448,779,000 System) for 1994. Total expenses shall
be reduced by $393,695,000 ($411,168,000 System) for 1993 and
$426,628,000 ($446,099,000 System) for 1994. The appropriate
adjustments resulting from the revised separation factors are
reflected in the total adjustments.

3. Adjustments Removing Conservation Revenues

The company proposed that adjustments removing $18,195,000
($18,195,000 system) in conservation revenues for 1993 and
$18,774,000 ($18,774,000 system) for 1994 and the related expenses
are recoverable through the Conservation Cost Recovery Clause.

TECO stated in its post hearing position that the adjustment
removing conservation expenses in 1994 is overstated. The
Company's position in the prehearing order was that the adjustments
contained in its filing was appropriate. Also, no evidence was
presented at the hearing to substantiate the error and no
correcting adjustment was made in Late-filed Exhibit No. 106,
Revised Income Statement for 1994.

We find that the adjustments made by TECO to remove
conservation revenues and expenses for 1993 and 1994 are
appropriate and are consistent with the Commission's treatment in
prior rate cases.




ORDER NO. PSC-93-0165-FOF-EI
DOCKET NO. 920324-EI
PAGE 53

4. Total Operating Revenues

The company has requested Total Operating Revenues in the
amount of $548,162,000 ($571,600,000 system) for the 1993 projected
test year and $612,747,000 ($636,234,000 system) for the 1994
subsequent test year.

Oon page 85 of this Order, we decide that all revenues from
off-system sales not allocated to the wholesale Jjurisdictional
shall be included as a credit in the Fuel and Purchased Power Cost
Recovery Clause. The Capacity revenues shall be credited to the
Capacity Cost Recovery Clause with O&M revenues credited to the
Fuel Cost Recovery Clause. We remove projected O&M revenues from
off-system sales of $2,750,000 jurisdictional in 1993 and
$3,888,000 jurisdictional in 1994 from base rate revenues. The O&M
revenues shall be credited to the Fuel Cost Recovery Clause serving
as a net offset to total rates. We have incorporated this
treatment in our determination of the appropriate operating
revenues.

In projecting 1994 revenue, TECO included its proposed 1993
increase in base revenues multiplied by a customer growth factor.
In order to calculate the appropriate operating revenue for 1994,
it is necessary to remove this $43,305,000 from revenue and include
the 1993 revenue increase of $1,190,000. ($1,163,000 X 1.023
growth factor) Therefore, the appropriate jurisdictional Total
Operating Revenue is $544,344,000 for 1993 and $558,584,000 for
1994.

B. Oneration And Maintenance Expense

o Advertising Expense

The company argued that its advertising expenses budgeted for
1993 and projected for 1994 are appropriate. However, TECO argued
that if an adjustment were to be made, it should not be related to
the safety and security related costs at the Big Bend Manatee
Viewing Facility, and that there is no evidence in the record to
the contrary.

OPC and FCAN asserted that jurisdictional advertising expense
should be decreased by $50,635. They argued that it is not a
necessary activity related to utility operations to inform the
public about a manatee viewing area, the Peter O. Knight Honeymoon
Cottage, and community events such as a county fair.
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staff Audit Disclosure No. 18 provided that advertising
expense should be reduced by $41,479 in 1991 related to the
operation of a manatee viewing facility. (TR 1283)

In response to Audit Disclosure No. 18, the company argued
that the manatee viewing facility was developed to provide a safe
means for the general public to observe the manatees because, prior
to the opening of the facility, the company routinely experienced
problems with members of the public trespassing on the plant site
in order to see the manatees. The desire of the public to observe
the manatees created a hazardous situation and created a potential
liability problem for the company, and plant security guards were
diverted from normal duties to control the situation. A
Hillsborough County sheriff was dispatched on a number of occasions
to control the traffic generated by people coming to see the
manatees. The opening of the manatee viewing facility reduced the
unsafe situations and security problems around the plant related to
manatee viewing. The company also argued that an additional use of
the facility is to educate customers and the general public that
power generation and the environment can co-exist. The viewing
facility is staffed with company retirees who volunteer their time
to serve as educators and guides. This method of staffing provides
the company with a cost effective method of providing an
educational service to the customers and insuring safe viewing of
the manatees. (EX 60; TR 771)

Accordingly, we find that the manatee viewing facility serves
a valid purpose by avoiding a potential liability problem, and
therefore, we shall allow those costs. However, we find that
Account 909 shall be reduced by $7,212 ($7,212 System) in 1993 and
by $7,655 ($7,655 System) in 1994 for costs associated with the
Peter 0. Knight Honeymoon cottage and community events.

2 Industry Association Dues

Tampa Electric requested Industry Association Dues in the
amount of $3,703,385 ($3,802,465 system) for the 1992 projected
test year and $3,855,220 ($3,958,364 system) for the 1994
subsequent test year to comply with its perception of Commission
guidelines established in previous rates cases. Based on the
revised jurisdictional separation factors, the revised
jurisdictional requested amount is $3,629,833 for the 1993
projected test year and $3,788,550 for the 1994 subsequent test
year. In making its adjustments, TECO removed one-third of its EEI
administrative dues, dues for a lobbying group (Hunton and
Williams), and dues for Chambers of Commerce and other
organizations. At the same time, TECO allowed its contributions to
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EEI's Utility Air Regulatory Group and Utility Solid Waste
Activities Group.

We find that an adjustment shall be made in the amount of
$10,119 ($10,600 system) in 1993 and $10,561 ($11,034 system) for
dues allocated to TECO from the parent company for community
development costs, the Tampa Committee of 100, and variocus Chambers
of Commerce. This amount, had it been spent directly by TECO,
would have been disallowed.

3. Outside Services Expense

We find that no adjustment is necessary to Tampa Electric's
Outside Services Expense of $2,242,000 (jurisdictional) and
$2,302,000 (system) for the 1993 projected test year and $2,387,000
(jurisdictional) and $2,451,000 (system) for the 1994 subsequent
test year. No parties to this proceeding introduced evidence to
support any adjustment to outside Services Expense. Accordingly,
we find that there shall be no adjustment to outside Services
Expense.

4. Adjustment To Miscellaneous General Expenses

No parties in this proceeding introduced evidence to support
any adjustment to Tampa Electric's Miscellaneous General Expenses
in the amount of $5,930,000 (jurisdictional) for the 1993 projected
and $6,316,000 (jurisdictional) for the 1994 subsequent test years.
Accordingly, we find that no adjustments other than those made
elsewhere in this Order shall be made.

54 Requested O&M Expense Level of Salaries and Employee
Benefits

We find that Tampa Electric's requested O&M expense level of
salaries and Employee Benefits for the 1993 projected test year and
for the 1994 subsequent test year are appropriate. We find the
appropriate jurisdictional number is $91,230,000 ($94,873,000
system) and $23,567,000 ($24,553,000 system) for the 1993 Projected
Test Year; and $95,928,000 ($99,901,000 system) and $25,299,000
($26,452,000 system) for the 1994 Subsequent Test Year pursuant to
the new separation study agreed to by the Stipulated Jurisdictional
Separation.
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OPC and PASCO argued that for the 1993 projected test year,
the 0O&M expense level of Salaries and Employee Benefits should be
reduced by $2,989,000 ($3,062,170 system) and $2,151,000
($2,208,661 system), respectively.

Even though the record indicates that TECO tried to have its
average wage level approximately 10% above its competition, OPC did
not state that the average salary level was excessive. Based on
our decision that TECO's number of employees is appropriate, we
find that the requested amounts for salaries and benefits as listed
above for 1993 and 1994 shall be approved.

6. Number of Employees

TECO requested 3,263 for the budgeted number of employees for
1993 and 3,285 for 1994. Based on evidence presented at the
hearing, no adjustment shall be made to these figures.

OPC argued that the company's budgeted number of employees is
excessive, because the budget is based on the number of authorized
positions rather than the number of positions that are actually
filled. In addition, OPC asserted that the customer-to-employee
ratio is high in comparison to other electric utilities in Florida.
PASCO also argued that TECO's forecast of employees to be hired
during the 1993 projected test year is overstated and should be
adjusted.

TECO argued that no adjustment should be made to the budgeted
number of employees. Rather than focusing on the number of
employees, TECO stated that it focuses its budgeting effort on
total dollars, and as reflected in its benchmark comparisons, TECO
is well below the benchmark guidelines.

Mr. Schultz (OPC's witness) recommended that the total number
of TECO employees budgeted for 1993, a total of 3,364, should be
reduced to the actual number of employees as of July 31, 1992. Mr.
Schultz stated that on that date, TECO had 3,254 employees. The
figure of 3,364 employees given by Mr. Schultz is only a
assumption; the record only contains this figure as an indirectly
calculated approximation. Additionally, the information upon which
the approximation was calculated was obtained by OPC by Citizen's
Field Data Request No. 4, which was not made part of the record of
this case.

The periods that are used by Mr. Schultz and those used by
TECO are not comparable. The date of July 31, 1992 is little more
than half way through the fiscal year. The assumptions made by Mr.
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Schultz appear to be based on year-end 1993 data, since TECO
adjusts salary dollars for a known salary lag (TR 983-984). For
the 1993 Projected Test Year, the average number of employees will
be 3,263, or only .87% higher than the 1992 figure of 3,235. For
the 1994 Subsequent Test Year, the number of employees will be
3,285. (MFR Schedule C-33) The total projected increase from 1992
through 1994 totals only a net addition of 50 employees. The MFR
data submitted by TECO does not support the assumptions made by Mr.
Schultz.

However, even if the year-end total of employees were
accepted, the timing of these net hires affect payroll expense. It
is not uncommon for adjustments in the projected number of new
employees to be made, particularly when companies project the
hiring of all new employees, in the first month of the year for
which rates will be set. It would be highly unlikely that a
company would complete all of the year's hiring even as early as
the first few months. Any deviation from virtually first day of
the fiscal year hiring is known as a hiring lag.

Mr. Lefler (TECO's witness) stated that TECO budgets not by
position but rather by total dollars and allows for the hiring lag
by including an adjustment of $355,300 to budgeted payroll dollars.
(TR 945) In addition, there is an adjustment of $244,000 for
disability payroll dollars, for a total payroll adjustment of
$599,300. Late-filed Exhibit 72 entitled "Calculation of $355,000
Adjustment" indicates that there is an historical turnover rate of

3%.

The calculation of the lag, however, is only parc of the
analysis. The hiring lag adjustment is a necessary company
adjustment, but only a comparison of budgeted payroll dollars to
actual payroll dollars at the end of the year would be a valid
indicator of the company's accuracy in predicting total salary
expense for 1993 and 1994. Any significant percentage deviation,
particularly if it existed year after year, or was consistently
high or low, would indicate that TECO did in fact have a hiring lag
which was not allowed for or would indicate that TECO's budget
projections were flawed and should be adjusted.

Late-filed Exhibit 73, entitled "Five Year Actual to Budget
Total and O&M Payroll", shows that TECO's budget projections are
higher than actual in some years are lower than actual in others.
Overall, TECO's budget projections are within approximately 1.5% of
actual over the period 1987-August 1992.
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Accordingly, we find that TECO's budgeted payroll projections
for 1993 and 1994 are reasonable. Even if Mr. Schultz's assumption
of a perceived actual to budgeted employee lag as of July 31, 1992,
is correct, it has been allowed for by the payroll lag adjustment.
In addition, a review cf the last five years budget versus actual
payroll shows that TECO is accurate for this period of time in
obtaining budgeted results. Thus, we find no basis upon which to
reduce the projected level of new employees.

OPC also argued that TECO's customer to employee ratios were
high in comparison to other electric utilities. However, Mr.
Surgenor (TECO's witness) prepared a graph indicating that, with
the exception of 1989, <tThe company has shown a continuous
improvement in its customer/employee ratio since 1985. (Exh. 51)
This trend is expected to continue (TR 747) . In his rebuttal
testimony, Mr. Lefler 1listed several factors to consider when
comparing utilities' customer/employee ratios. (TR 839-841) These
factors included fuel mix, percentage of purchased power, customer
mix and density, the degree that a particular utility has
subcontracted construction or maintenance, and the type of
pollution control devices installed at power plants.

Since such data has not been made a part of this record, we
cannot judge the overall validity of these factors on a plant to
plant or company to company basis. These factors would be
considered in any in-depth comparison of TECO to other utilities.
We agree with the company that there is insufficient information
for it to be considered over staffed.

Based on the foregoing, we find that no adjustment shall be
made to TECO's budgeted number of employees tor 1993 or 1994.

T Proijected Accrual for Injuries and Damages

TECO projected expenses for injuries and damages of $1.679
million for 1993 and $1.787 million for 1994. Based on evidence in
the record, we find the projected accrual for injuries and damages
to be appropriate.

TECO maintains an unfunded injuries and damages and worker's
compensation reserve in accordance with Rule 25-6.0143, Florida
Administrative Code, and the Uniform System of Accounts as
prescribed by the Commission. The account has been established to
meet the probable liability for deaths or injuries to employees or
to others not covered by insurance.
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For 1993 and 1994, the company projected expenses of $1.679
million and $1.787 respectively. The company stated on MFR
Schedule C-28 that the desired balance for the reserve is based on
maintaining a balance sufficient to cover all incurred liabilities
both reported and unreported. Also, the desired balances are
determined based on historical record and review of the status of
current actions. The projected accrual to this reserve account is
significantly below the expense levels in prior years.

We find that the company's projected expense for injuries and
damages is reasonable. We note that this reserve is for general
liability claims against the company and not for storm damage
coverage. The future reserve balances shall continue to reflect a
balance sufficient to cover all incurred liabilities both reported
and unreported. This reserve is also consistent with a similar

reserve maintained by Florida Power Corporation and addressed in
its recent rate case.

8. Success Sharing Program

TECO requested costs associated with its Success Sharing
Program. As a result of the stipulation reached earlier in this
Order regarding the jurisdictional separation and based on evidence
of record, we find the appropriate jurisdictional projected expense
associated with TECO's Success Sharing Program to be $5,267,000
(65,487,000 System) for the 1993 Projected Test Year and $8,381,000
($8,763,000 System) for 1994.

TECO implemented an incentive program in 1990 for officers and
department heads whose actions and decisions directly affected the
success of the company. In 1992, this program was expanded to
include all employees and became known as the "Success Sharing"
program. Under this program, employees are eligible to receive
compensation in addition to their regular salary, 1if certain
company goals are obtained. Starting in 1992, the target award
amount is 2% of an employee's job market value increasing to a
maximum of 8% in 1995. This portion of an employee's compensation
is not guaranteed but is only received when the goals of the
company are obtained.

OPC believes that this program compensates employees to a far
greater degree than necessary to remain competitive in the
marketplace. Mr. Surgenor responded that this program takes the
place of the merit program for a few years; that in fact, the total
payroll costs would be less than under the traditional approach (TR
698). Late-filed Exhibit No. 55, entitled "Hypothetical Salary
Performance Through 1996," compares the old pay method with
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scheduled 5% merit increases to the new plan in which Success
Sharing dollars replace a portion of the merit increase dollars.
A comparison of the new plan to the old plan shows that an employee
with a hypothetical salary of $10,000 in 1992 under both plans
would have a total compensation about $200 less per year for 1993
and 1994 under the Success Sharing plan. The primary reason is
that the 3% merit in 1992 anticipates an additional 2% paid in
early 1993 if all corporate goals are met, and the bonus for 1993
will be paid in early 1994 and so on. Part of the bonus is
deferred until the next budget year. The ultimate percentage of
compensation at risk is unclear. MFR C-57, page 13 of 14,
indicates that 8% will be the maximum at risk under Success
Sharing; the testimony indicates that 10% will be the target
percentage (TR 716).

TECO plans to use a 5% factor for merit increases for years
after 1995 (TR 721). However, the information in Late-filed
Exhibit No. 55 indicates that the company plans to continue a
policy of granting 3% merit increases at least through 1996, the
last year shown on the late file. If the next year, 1997, is
extrapolated from the data on Late-filed Exhibit No. 55, using a 5%
merit increase for both scenarios, the Success Sharing side of the
chart begins to grow larger than the straight merit increase side
does beginning in 1997. For the year 1997, the $12,763 multiplied
by 1.05% equals a salary of $13,400 using a straight merit system
only. Using a 3% merit and an 8% bonus percentage on the $12,493
under the Success Sharing scenario, the total compensation is
$14,000. Part of the reason the Success Sharing side shows fewer
dollars than the straight merit side is that part of the bonus
earned each year is deferred until the following budaet year.
Also, the base pay under the Success Sharing plan changes by only
a 3% merit raise as opposed to the 5% merit ralse under the old pay
system. Oonce the percentage is stabilized at 8%, however, the

total compensation under the Success Sharing scenario will be
higher, beginning in 1997.

Before Success Sharing, the company would grant merit
increases of approximately 5% on a yearly basis, generally but not
exclusively based on company performance (TR 723). None of these
salary dollars were at risk. Once an employee was granted a merit
increase, the base pay was the old salary plus the new merit raise.
Under the new approach, however, the bonus portion of the salary
package is not guaranteed. Therefore, an employee's base pay only
changes by the merit portion of any increase, which for the next
several years will be 3%, rather than the existing 5%.
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Initially, the Success Plan dollars replace part of the
present merit pay system. However, we agree with OPC that TECO
employees are in no way underpaid for the performance of their
duties compared to the competition. Exhibit 57, page 4, lists
various job titles and salary information obtained by TECO surveys
of representative samplings of TECO job classifications. 1In a few
job classifications, TECO appears to be below its competition. In
most job classifications, however, TECO is several percentage
points higher than its competition.

We do not believe that Success Sharing represents an overall
higher level of compensation than present. However, we do share
OPC's concern regarding TECO's total level of compensation with or
without Success Sharing. Since TECO is one of the larger Tampa Bay
employers with excellent fringe benefits and promotional
opportunities, it would attract prospective employees even with
lower levels of pay. Oon the other hand, TECO has an excellent
record of controlling O&M costs (MFR C-53, page 1) and has an
overall average yearly turnover rate of only 3% (Exh. 72, p. 2),
which shows that TECO has a work force that would benefit from a
Success Sharing plan. Additionally, the company has indicated that
the part of compensation not at risk will gradually change to equal
its competition (Exh. 57). Accordingly, we approve TECO's Success
Sharing Plan and find the appropriate Jjurisdictional numbers
associated with TECO's Success Sharing Program to be $5,267,000
(65,487,000 System) for the 1993 Projected Test Year and $8,381,000
($8,763,000 System) for 1994. Future approval of costs associated
with this program, regardless of its general merit, may be based on
the achievement of parity with the market for the not at-risk
portion of compensation of TECO's employees.

9. Other Fringe Benefits

TECO requested Other Fringe Benefits in Account 926 in the
amount of $24,400,000 ($25,421,000 system) for the 1993 projected
test year and $25,344,000 ($25,809,000 system) for the 1994
subsequent test year. We find that no adjustment is necessary
other than the adjustment related to our approval of the Stipulated
Jurisdictional Separation. Thus, we find that the appropriate
jurisdictional numbers shall be amount for Other Fringe Benefits in
Account 926 shall be $24,400,000 ($25,421,000 system) for the 1993
Projected Test Year and $25,344,000 ($25,809,000 system) for the
1994 Subsequent Test Year.

This category of expenses is properly called Employee Pensions
and Benefits. Account 926 includes costs associated with pensions,
medical and life insurance premiums, workman's compensation, and
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other employee benefits such as educational or recreational
activities. The area of medical insurance premiums is the one
controllable area where expenses have grown at a much higher rate
than inflation. For several years the company has aggressively
pursued cost reductions through various means such as higher
deductibles for employees and the promotion of HMO's for employee
care. As a result, TECO compares favorably to other utilities in
average medical costs per employee. (Exh. 51) Nevertheless, this
expense category continues to rise at a rapid rate. However, the
company appears to contain costs as well as can be expected. Life
insurance costs have modestly increased. All other controllable
areas are budgeted for reduced amounts for 1993 from 1992.

10. Supplemental Executive Retirement Program

OPC, FCAN and PASCO argued that since this expense increased
26% over 1992 and, as of April 1992, actual expenses were less than
budgeted, an adjustment should have been made in the amount of
$331,000.

orCc recommended that all of the projected costs for this
program be removed because the benefit represented an additional
benefit provided exclusively to executives in addition to the
standard retirement benefits available to all employees. Mr.
Ssurgenor (TECO's witness) stated in his rebuttal testimony that
Supplemental Executive Retirement Plans (SERPs) :

are a common practice in industry today and are provided
for those employees earning above the allowed IRS maximum
1imit for purposes of qualified retirement plan credit.
The SERP is a component of our competitive compensation
and benefits package provided to our officers. (TR 669)

In addition, he stated Fhat in a 1991 Edison Electric Institute
study 76% of participating utilities provided SERP benefits for
officers and that SERPS are necessary to maintain a competitive pay

package for officers.

Previously, this Commission has approved the recovery of such
expenses of SERPs for other electric utilities, such as Florida
Power & Light Company and Florida Power Corporation. Plans of this
type increase costs of any utility which implements them. These
plans were originally deve;Oped_to mitigate the unfairness of the
IRS regulations in cappilng individual employees benefits.
Accordingly, we find that no adjustment to the level of
expenditures for its Supplemental Executive Retirement Program is




ORDER NO. PSC-93-0165-FOF-EI
DOCKET NO. 920324-EI
PAGE 63

necessary other than to adjust for the Stipulated Jurisdictional
Separation approved previously.

11. Non-recurring Expenses

All documentation submitted by a company during a rate case is
reviewed to determine whether there are any expenses that are
extraordinary in nature. Extraordinary expenses only occur
periodically and are not considered a routine, annual expense when
setting rates. The review did not reveal any expenses which meet
the definition of a non-recurring expense, nor was there any
testimony by any party in this proceeding related to non-recurring
expenses. Accordingly, we £ind that no adjustment is necessary.

12. Level of Other Post Employment Benefits

Tampa Electric requested Other Post Employment Benefits cost
level in the amount of $6,545,000 ($6,749,000 system) for the 1993
projected test year and $6,995,000 ($7,213,000 system) for the 1994
subsequent test year. However, after applying the separation
factors from the Stipulated Jurisdictional Separation approved
previously in this Order, we find that the appropriate amounts are
$6,450,000 ($6,749,000 system) for the 1993 projected test year and
$6,868,000 ($7,213,000 system) for the 1994 test year.

As discussed previously, we have decided to use FAS No. 106
for ratemaking purposes. TECO testified that its FAS No. 106 costs
for 1993 are $6,749,000 with $1,035,000 capitalized and $5,714,000
assigned to O & M expenses. For 1994, FAS No. 106 costs are
$7,213,000 with $1,107,000 capitalized and $5,106,000 assigned to
expenses. (EXH 62) Also, the company has instituted cost savings
measures to control its OPEB costs. (TR 819, 662)

In its brief, TECO states that the FAS No. 106 costs should be
$6,545,000 ($6,749,000 system) for 1993 and 96,868,000 ($7,213,000
system) for 1994. OPC's position is that the costs should be
reduced by $4,126,328 ($4,233,000 system). PASCO adopts the same
position as OPC.

Accordingly, we find that the company's FAS 106 costs for 1993
and 1994 are appropriate.
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13. Pension Expense

Tampa Electric requested Pension Expense in the amount of
$2,608,000 ($2,678,000 system) for the 1993 projected test year and
$2,778,000 ($2,852,000 system) for the 1994 subsequent test year.
We find the pension expense for 1993 and 1994 shall be $2,570,000
($2,678,000) and $2,728,000 ($2,852,000), respectively, using the
jurisdictional factors from the Stipulated Jurisdictional
Separation approved previously in this Order. No record evidence
was presented that convinces us that these numbers are not
appropriate.

14. Rate Case ExXpense

TECO requested $1,438,000 total rate case expense. Late-filed
Exhibit 71 shows that by September 30, 1992, $1,144,632 had
actually been spent. An additional $601,000 is expected to be
incurred through January, 1993, which would bring the total actual
to $1,745,632. Although actual expenditures were less than
budgeted in some areas, other areas exceeded the estimates. We
find it appropriate to limit recovery to the original $1,438,000
requested by the company in the MFRs.

The company proposed to amortize rate case expense over two
years, consistent with the amortization period approved in the
company's last rate case which was in 1985. TECO testified that it
will bring the Polk unit into service in 1995, and that it foresees
a need to come back in two years to get recovery of that plant in
rate base.

In Order No. 23573, Docket No. 891345-EI, this Commission
approved a four-year amortization period, baced on the actual
length of time since the company's most recent rate case, and the
fact that electric companies are required by chapter 366, Florida
Statutes, to file Modified Minimum Filing Requirements every four
years. Accordingly, we shall use an amortization period of four

years in this case as well.

Therefore, the total amount of $1,438,000 requested in the
MFRs shall be allowed, but annual expense shall be reduced by
$345,156 ($359,500 System) in 1993 and by $343,970 (359,500 System)
in 1994, to reflect amortization over four years rather than two.
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15. Sebring Utilities Acquisition

The appropriate NOI accounting treatment for Tampa Electric's
acquisition of the electric generation system and associated
transmission facilities of Sebring Utilities shall include the
amortization of the amount related to the acquisition adjustment in
the test year depreciation and amortization expense (reduces total
depreciation and amortization expense) . The corresponding rate

base treatment of this is discussed previously in this Order.
Accordingly, no adjustment is necessary.

16. Transactions with Affiliated Companies

One of the primary items that the staff auditors reviewed was
transactions of Tampa Electric with its affiliates. Other than the
sale of the Jackson Road Substation and the reclassification of
certain accounts payable to an affiliated company, the audit report
did not reveal evidence of improper transactions with affiliated
parties. No evidence was introduced at the hearing to support any
adjustment to the NOI effects of transactions with affiliated
companies, and therefore, we find that no adjustments are
necessary.

7. Total Fossil Production O&M Expenses

Tampa Electric requested Total Fossil Production O&M expenses
in the amount of $78,663,000 ($81,614,000 System) for the 1993
projected test year and $81,841,000 ($84,910,000 system) for the
1994 subsequent test year. Pursuant to the Jurisdictional
Separation approved previously, however, we find that the
appropriate jurisdictional amount is $77,108,000 for 1993 and
$79,401,000 for 1994.

Tampa Electric's projected Fossil Production O&M expenses are
below the Commission's O&M benchmark for both 1993 and 1994. Tampa
Electric cites its efforts at cost containment, despite having to
meet new, expanded and changed environmental regulations, as the
primary reason for its production expenses to be below the
benchmark by $3.52 million in 1993 and $3.67 million in 1994
(jurisdictional). The record does not contain any evidence that
would warrant an adjustment to such expenses in either 1993 or
1994. We find that Tampa Electric's requested level of Fossil
production O&M expenses for both the 1993 and 1994 test year is
appropriate, and that no adjustment shall be made to these

expenses.
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OPC and PASCO argued that Tampa Electric's level of Fossil O&M
expenses should be reduced by $8 million to reflect the removal of
the Hookers Point units from rate base. We disagree.

18. Fossil Production 0&M Expense Associated with Hookers
Point

Tampa Electric requested Fossil Production O&M expense in the
amount of $7,897,627 ($8,198,981 system) associated with the
Hookers Point generating plant for the 1993 and 1994 test years.
We find that Tampa Electric's Fossil O&M expenses associated with
the Hookers Point station were prudently incurred. However, we
find the appropriate amounts are $7,613,000 ($8,101,000 system) for
1993 and $7,880,000 ($8,433,000 system) for 1994, pursuant to the
Stipulated Jurisdictional Separation discussed earlier in this
Order.

We have determined that Tampa Electric needs the capacity from
the Hookers Point to meet the energy needs of its retail ratepayers
and to ensure reliability of its electric system. Since we have
previously determined that Hookers Point is needed and shall remain
in rate base, we find that the accompanying O&M expenses for this
plant are appropriate and that no adjustment be made.

19. Transmission O&M Expense

Tampa Electric requested Transmission O&M expenses in the
amount of $7,486,000 ($7,644,000 System) for the 1993 projected
test year and $7,971,000 ($8,139,000 system) for the 1994
subsequent test year. Tampa Electric's requested level of
Transmission O&M expenses are below the Commission's O&M benchmark
for both years. Tampa Electric notes the considerable growth of
transmission-related expenses experienced since 1ts last rate case,
and cites its efforts at cost containment as the primary reason
that these expenses are below the benchmark. The record does not
contain any evidence that would warrant an adjustment to such
expenses in either 1993 or 1994. Pursuant to the Stipulated
Jurisdictional Separation, however, we find that the appropriate
jurisdictional amount is $7,439,000 for 1993 and $7,906,000 for
1994.
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20. Distribution O&M Expense

Tampa Electric requested Distribution O&M expenses in the
amount of $28,279,000 ($28,284,000 system) in 1993 and $30,117,000
($30,122,000 system) in 1994. We disagree. Although Tampa
Electric's projected Distribution O&M expenses are below the O&M
benchmark, we find that these expenses shall be reduced by
$1,840,258 ($1,840,258 system) in 1993 and $1,959,553 ($1,959,553
system) in 1994 to account for our finding of excessive tree
trimming expenses and for the new Jurisdictional Separation study
approved previously. We found no other evidence that would warrant
any other adjustment to these expenses in either 1993 or 1994.
Therefore, we find that Tampa Electric's level of Distribution 0O&M
expenses shall be $26,438,742 ($26,443,742 system) in 1993 and
$28,157,447 ($28,162,447 system) in 1994.

Tampa Electric requested distribution expenses of $6,257,305
($6,257,305 system) for tree trimming expense for the 1993 and 1994
test years. We find that Tampa Electric's tree trimming expenses
shall be reduced to reflect a continuing four-year cycle. Expenses
for the 1993 and 1994 test years shall be reduced by $1,840,258
($1,840,258 system) and $1,959,553 ($1,959,553 system),
respectively. These adjustments reduce Tampa Electric's tree
trimming expenses in 1993 to $4,417,047 (4,417,047 system) and to
$4,704,120 ($4,704,120 system) in 1994.

Tampa Electric is gradually moving from a four-year to a two-
year tree trimming cycle and attempted to justify the change based
on a study performed in 1983 (Tr. 846, 610). Mr. Lefler (TECO's
witness) testified that it was approprlate to move to a two-year
tree trimming cycle to reduce momentary outages (Tr. 959).
However, Tampa Electric presented no evidence in the record to show
any reduction in momentary or total outages, in spite of the
additional money spent to date. Public Counsel bclieved that Tampa
Electric's request for a two-year cycle was not supported by the
low level of tree-related outages recorded by the company (Tr.
611). Mr. Lefler testified that only 600 of the 11,300
distribution circuit breaker outages in 1991 were tree-related, and
that only 25% of those 600 were momentary (Tr. 957-8). Tampa
Electric did not testify as to whether the number of momentary
outages has increased or decreased from prior years. Because Tampa
Electric failed to show any improvement in total outages to justify
the additional expenditures for tree trimming, we shall refrain
from approving the amounts expended.

Public Counsel argued that Tampa Electric's 1993 tree trimming
budget of $6,257,305 represents an increase of 24.4% over the 1991
actual expenses of $5,029,228. The 1993 test year tree trimming
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budget is substantially higher than the actual tree trimming
expense for the previous five years (Tr. 610). Public Counsel
noted that Tampa Electric's budget variance report for 1991
explained that $742,000 of the over-budgeted actual tree trimming
expense was due to additional work performed to move closer to the
desired two-year trim cycle. In addition, Public Counsel stated
that once the desired cycle is obtained, subsequent years' spending
should be less than the average tree trimming expenses for the last
two years (Tr. 610). We agree with Public Counsel's assertion that
tree trimming expenses over the last two years were over budget
because of Tampa Electric's attempt to convert its tree trimming
activities to a two-year cycle. Tampa Electric's proposed 1993
tree trimming expense should be less than its 1990 and 1991 two-
year average.

We find that Tampa Electric's move to a two-year tree-trimming
cycle is not supported by the record. Even if Tampa Electric were
justified in moving to a two-year cycle, subsequent years' spending
should be less.

The amount of allowed Distribution O&M expense for tree
trimming in 1993 and 1994 shall be calculated by escalating the
1984 actual tree trimming expenses, which we approved in Tampa
Electric's last rate case, by the CPI/customer growth multiplier:

$2,432,000 1984 O&M Benchmark for Four-Year Cycle
* 1.81622 CPI times customer growth (1984-1993)

$4,417,047 1993 allowed tree trimming expense (system)

$2,432,000 1984 O&M Benchmark for Four-Year Cycle
* 1.93426 CPI times customer growth (1984-1994)

$4,704,120 1994 allowed tree trimming expense (system)

The amount of adjustment to Tampa Electric's tree trimming
expenses in 1993 and 1994 shall be calculated by subtracting
allowed expenses from Tampa Electric's requested level of tree
trimming expense in those two years:

$6,257,305 TECO's requested 1993 tree trimming expense
- 4,417,047 Commission-approved 1993 expense

$1,840,258 Adjustment for 1993 (system)
* 1.00 1993 jurisdictional separation factor

$1,840,258 1993 adjustment (jurisdictional)
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$6,663,673 TECO's requested 1994 tree trimming expense
- 4,704,120 Commission-approved 1994 expense

$1,959,553 Adjustment for 1994 (system)
* 1,00 1994 jurisdictional separation factor

$1,959,553 1994 adjustment (jurisdictional)

21. Miscellaneous Prepaid Items

The Statement of Facts of Audit Disclosure 13 state that the
company contributed $6,412,036 to fund the retirement plan as
determined by an actuary in December, 1991. By the end of 1991,
$4,104,651 was charged to Miscellaneous Prepaid Items. The amount
is amortized by $153,000 per month out of the prepaid account. The
opinion in the Audit Disclosure is that the 1991 prepaid pension
amount should be reduced to reflect only one year's prepayment.
(EXH 83)

The company agrees with the Statement of Facts included in the
Audit Disclosure but does not believe that the balance of prepaid
miscellaneous items should be reduced to reflect only one year of
pension prepayments. The actuary determined the amount to be
contributed to the plan during 1991 under the ERISA guidelines.
The $6,412,036 is the maximum amount that was deductible for tax
purposes in 1991 and the minimum contribution required by ERISA.
(EXH 60)

The company argues that the prepayment benefitted the
customers in two ways. First, TECO was allowed a tax deduction.
Second, the 1992 pension expense was reduced by approximately
$400,000 because the asset was reflected for all of 1992 in the
calculation of the pension expense. No additional funding is
forecasted until December, 1993. (EXH 60)

Accordingly, we do not believe an adjustment to Miscellaneous
Prepaid Items for prepaid pensions is warranted. The prepaid asset
arose due to constraints placed on the contribution from tax and
ERISA considerations.

22. customer Accounts Expense

Tampa Electric requested Customer Accounts Expense in the
amount of $19,050,000 ($19,053,000 system) for the 1993 projected
test year and $20,289,000 ($20,292,000 system) for the 1994
subsequent test year. Customer Accounts expenses are recorded
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under five categories: supervision, meter reading expense,
customer records and collection expense, uncollectible accounts,
and miscellaneous customer accounts. TECO's projected expenses in
the Customer nccounts functional area are $5,908,000 below the
benchmark in 1993 and $1,000 over the benchmark in 1994.

The parties stipulated to the appropriate level of bad debt
expense in the amount of $2,041,000 ($2,041,000 system) for the
1993 projected test year and $2,174,000 ($2,174,000 system) for the
1994 subsequent test year. Staff calculated a three-year average
of net write-off as a percentage of sales (or .226%) which was
applied to the projected sales for 1993 and 1994 for purposes of
testing the reasonableness of this expense. This approach is
consistent with that used in prior rate cases, including the recent
Florida Power Corporation rate case in Docket No. 910890-EI.
Accordingly, we accept and approve this stipulation.

Based on the Jurisdictional Separation Factors approved
previously, we find that the appropriate level of Customer Accounts
Expense for the 1993 and 1994 test years is $19,045,000
($19,053,000 system) and $20,282,000 ($20,292,000 system)
respectively.

23. Customer Service Expense

Tampa Electric requested Customer Service Expense in the
amount of $2,923,000 ($2,923,000 system) for the 1993 projected
test year and $3,112,000 ($3,112,000 system) for the 1994
subsequent test year. other than adjustments to advertising
expense discussed previously in this Order, no parties proposed any
adjustments to Customer Service Expense. Accordingly, we find that
no adjustment is necessary.

24. Sales Expense

Tampa Electric requested Sales Expense in the amount of
$280,000 ($280,000 system) for the 1993 projected test year and
$298,000 ($298,000 system) for the 1994 subsequent test year. No
evidence was introduced at the hearing to support adjustment to
Outside Services Expense. Accordingly, we find that no adjustment
is necessary.
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25. Administrative and General Expense

Tampa Electric requested Administrative and General Expense in
the amount of $73,407,000 ($75,372,000 system) for the 1993
projected test year and $77,544,000 ($79,646,000 system) for the

1994 subsequent test year. Other than specific adjustments
discussed elsewhere, we find no additional adjustments to the
Administrative and General Expense. Accordingly, after making

adjustments elsewhere, the appropriate level of Administrative and
General Expense is $71,901,000 ($74,911,000 system) for 1993 and
$75,728,000 ($79,180,000 system) for 1994.

26. O&M Expenses Below the Benchmark

The Commission is expressly authorized by Section 366.041,
Florida Statutes, to consider a utility's costs of providing
service as part of the Commission's determination of fair, just,
and reasonable rates. In making this determination, it is
important to keep in mind that the benchmark is simply a tool or an
indicator. The benchmark is a test, not a reward or penalty
mechanism. It is not a floor or a ceiling. Certain expenses may
not grow at the benchmark level, while others may exceed the
benchmark level. In neither case are we precluded from looking
closely at O&M expenditures. The benchmark forces the company to
justify any inability it experiences in holding expenses within the
rate of inflation and customer growth. Allowing any expenses to be
included in rates automatically, simply because they are less than
a benchmark, will not give adequate consideration to the utility's
cost to serve and may fail to adequately evaluate the fair and
reasonable costs of rendering service.

During a rate case, the Commission Staff reviews all utility
0&M expenses. When imprudent expenses are identified, we can
disallow such expenses regardless of whether or not they are below
the Commission's O&M benchmark. Therefore, we find that O&M
expenses below the benchmark are already subject to a test of
prudence.

27. Operation and Maintenance Expense

Tampa Electric requested Operation and Maintenance Expense in
the amount of $217,355,000 ($222,686,000 system) for the 1993
projected test year and $228,732,000 ($234,340,000 system) for the
1994 subsequent test year. We find, however, that the appropriate



ORDER NO. PSC-93-0165-FOF-EI
DOCKET NO. 920324-EI
PAGE 72

Operation and Maintenance expense is $211,842,000 for 1993 and
$222,448,000 for 1994, based upon the findings in the other O&M
expense areas.

C. Depreciation Expense

1. Depreciation Expense Associated with the Acquisition of
Sebring Utilities

Tampa Electric proposed Depreciation Expense of $2,446,000
($2,542,000 system) for 1993 and $2,442,000 ($2,556,000 system) for
1994 associated with the acquisition of Sebring Utilities
Commission's Electric Generating System and associated transmission
facilities. We find that the company has correctly calculated the
depreciation expense for the generation system and transmission
facilities purchased from Sebring Utilities Commission. This
calculation was based on the plant in service and the depreciation
rates as prescribed by the Commission in Docket No. 910868-EI. The
jurisdictional amounts are the result of the Stipulated
Jurisdictional Separation.

P, Dravo-Wellman Bucket Unloader Contract

We find that no adjustments shall be made to Depreciation
Expense related to the Dravo-Wellman bucket unloader contract for
any test year. Further discussion related to the contract is

discussed previously in this Order.

= Adiustment to Reflect New Depreciation Rates

To properly reflect the depreciation rates approved by the
Commission in Docket No. 920618-EI, depreciation expense shall be
reduced by $1,612,000 ($1,799,000 system) for the 1993 test year
and by $1,750,000 ($1,970,000 system) for the 1994 subsequent test
year.

Late-filed Exhibit No. 66 provides the depreciation expense
for the test years 1993 and 1994 using the rates set forth in Order
No. PSC-92-1205-FOF-EI. Late-filed Exhibit No. 96 provides the
correct 1993 Jjurisdictional factor for determination of the
jurisdictional amount of 1993 expense; and Late-filed Exhibit No.
98 provides the correct 1994 jurisdictional factor for
determination of the jurisdictional amount of 1994 expense. Use of
these rates and factors results in a reduction by an amount of
$1,799,000 on a system basis for 1993 depreciation expense, and the
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corresponding jurisdictional adjustment is a reduction in the
amount of $1,612,000. For test year 1994, the depreciation expense
shall be reduced by $1,970,000 on a system basis, and the
corresponding jurisdictional adjustment is a reduction in the
amount of $1,750,000.

4. Depreciation Expense

Tampa Electric requested Depreciation Expense of $102,642,000
($107,168,000 system) for the 1993 projected test year and
$107,980,000 ($112,740,000 system) for the 1994 subsequent test
year. Based on adjustments discussed in this Order, we find the
appropriate calculations for depreciation to be $99,001,000 for
1993 and $103,697,000 for 1994.

D. Taxes Other Than Income Tax

1s Taxes Other than Income Taxes

Tampa Electric requested Taxes Other Than Income Taxes in the
amount of $39,762,000 ($41,662,000 system) for the 1993 projected
test year and $41,960,000 ($43,965,000 system) for the 1994
subsequent test year. Based on the Stipulated Jurisdictional
Separation Factors, adjustments decreasing taxes other by $569,000
($0 system) for the 1993 test year and $776,000 ($1,000 system) for
the 1994 test year are appropriate (Late-filed Exhibit No. 106).
No other adjustments are necessary. Consequently, we find that the
taxes other than income taxes shall be $39,193,000 ($41,662,000
system) for the 1993 projected test year and $41,184,000
(543,954,000 system) for the 1994 subsequen.L test year.

E. Income Tax Expense

o oy Interest Synchronization

In its filing, Tampa Electric's interest synchronization
adjustments decrease 1993 income tax expense Dby $1,418,000;
decrease the simple average 1994 income tax expense by $913,000;
and decrease the thirteen-month average 1994 income tax expense by
$743,000.

The company's request for increased rates was based on the
1994 simple average test year; however, we have previously decided
to use the 13-month average test year for 1994. Consequently, this
required that an adjustment be made for the 1994 test year. Also,
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we have approved the Stipulated Jurisdictional Separation Factors,
and, thus, adjustments for both test years are appropriate. We
have also considered adjustments that have been made to the cost of
capital components and rate base that have an impact on the
interest synchronization adjustment.

Therefore, after the adjustments are made and interest expense
is synchronized to the amount of debt in the capital structure
(following reconciliation to the rate base), we find that the
income tax expense shall be increased by $2,256,000 for the 1993
projected test year and increased by $3,264,000 for the 1994
subsequent test year for the effects of interest synchronization.

2. Income Tax Expense

Tampa Electric requested Income Tax Expense in the amount of
$47,028,000 ($50,097,000 system) for the 1993 projected test year
and $60,446,000 ($63,207,000 system) for the 1994 subsequent test.
We find that jurisdictional adjusted income tax expense, including
interest synchronization, shall be $51,624,000 for the projected
1993 test year and $47,726,000 for the 1994 subsequent test year.

Pursuant to the Stipulated Jurisdictional Separation Factors,
we find adjustments shall increase income tax expense by $1,680,000
for 1993 and decrease income tax expense by $465,000 for 1994.
Moreover, we find elsewhere in this Order other adjustments that
increase income taxes for 1993 by $660,000 and decrease income
taxes for 1994 by $15,519,000.

Finally, our decision regarding interest synchronization
adjustments increases 1993 tax expense by $2,256,000 and increases
1994 tax expense by $3,264,000. (The 1994 interest synchronization
adjustment of $3,264,000 includes an $173,000 reduction in tax
expense which results from our decision to use a thirteen-month
average test year, rather than the simple average test year upon
which the company's request was based.)

Accordingly, we find that income tax expense (including
interest synchronization) shall be $51,624,000 for the projected
1993 test year and $47,726,000 for the 1994 subsequent test year.

F. Net Operating Income

Tampa Electric requested Net Operating Income of $141,416,000
($150,030,000 system) for the 1993 projected test year and
$€173,465,000 ($181,809,000 system) for the 1994 subsequent test.
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Based on adjustments made elsewhere in this Order, however, we find
that the appropriate Net Operating Income is $142,724,000 for 1993
and $143,538,000 for 1994.

VITI. REVENUE REQUIREMENTS

A. Revenue Expansion Factors

Tampa Electric proposed revenue expansion factor of 62.1886
percent and the NOI multiplier of 1.608012 for 1993 and 1994.
(Schedules 6 and 12) No evidence was introduced at the hearing to
support an adjustment to the bad debt expense. Accordingly, the
revenue expansion factor of 62.1886 and the NOI multiplier of
1.608012 as proposed by TECO are correct for both 1993 and 1994.

B. Annual Operating Revenue Increase

Tampa Electric requested annual operating revenue increase of
$63,494,000 for the 1993 projected test year and $34,392,000 for
the 1994 subsequent test year. Based on our other decisions in
this Order, we find that a $1,163,000 increase is appropriate for
1993 and an increase of $17,412,000 is appropriate for 1994 for a
total of $18,575,000.

VIII. COST OF SERVICE AND RATE DESIGN ISSUES

Wwe have ascertained the company's revenue requirement and the
amount of revenue increase necessary to fulfill that requirement.
We now consider rate design: the rate of return currently earned by
each rate class; and how each class's responsibility will be spread
between the customer, energy, and demand charges.

The Prehearing Order reflects proposed stipulations on several
cost of service and rate design issues. We have carefully reviewed
the proposed stipulations, we approve them, and we adopt them as
our decisions on the relevant cost of service and rate design
issues in the case. Listed below are the stipulated r=solutions to
the cost-of-service and rate design issues reflected in the
prehearing order:

The criteria used to allocate any increase in revenue for 1993
and 1994 among rate classes shall include: 1) cost to serve the
various classes; 2) rate history; 3) public acceptance of rate
structure; 4) Customer understanding and ease of application; 5)
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consumption and load characteristics of the classes; and 6) revenue
stability and continuity.

The method used by the utility for calculating the increase in
unbilled revenues by rate class is appropriate.

The Sports Field provision in Rate Schedule GS shall be
eliminated, since we approve the low load factor provision for the
GS rate class in this Order.

The provisions on the General Service Nondemand (GS/GST) and
General Service Demand (GSD/GSDT) rate schedules that provide for
90 days notice before transferring a customer whose demand has
exceeded the maximum for the rate schedule to the GSD/GSDT or
GSLD/GSLDT rate schedules shall be eliminated.

The company's proposed revision to the definitions of some of
the standby service billing determinants is approved.

It is appropriate to eliminate the Street Lighting Service
(SL-1) and Outdoor Lighting Service (OL-2) rate schedules.

The parties who took positions on the remaining cost of
service and rate design issues in the case entered into a
comprehensive stipulation on those issues. We have carefully
reviewed the comprehensive stipulation, we approve it, and we adopt
it as our decision on all cost of service and rate design issues in
the case. A copy of a spread sheets of approved rates is attached
to this order as part of Appendix 1. Listed below are the
stipulated resolutions to the remaining cost-of-service and rate
design issues raised in this proceeding:

The treatment of interruptible service as a demand-side
management program will not be pursued in this case. The company
will file a cost study which allocates costs to this class(es)
based on their load characteristics and a study which develops a
Coincident CP KW credit based on avoided cost at the same time as
they file their MFR's in their next rate case. The company's
proposed treatment may be different from this filing.

TECO's IS-3 and IST-3 rates (or other applicable interruptible
rates) shall be made available to customers with a minimum demand
of 500 KW.

The existing closure and waiting list procedure associated
with TECO's interruptible rates shall not be eliminated.
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Tampa Electric will file the information required by Rule 25-
6.0438 regarding the cost-effectivencss of its proposed
interruptible rates within 60 days after the entry of the final
order in this proceeding. The Commission may then take such action
as it deems appropriate consistent with the purpose and intent of
the rule after notice and opportunity for hearing to all affected
customers.

Parties stipulate to the use of the 12 CP and 1/13th weighted
average demand cost of service methodology with the scrubber
portion of the environmental equipment for Big Bend 4 classified as
energy related as appropriate for use in this proceeding.

As an option, GSD customers for whom it is cost-effective to
take service under a non-demand rate with a non-fuel energy charge
equal to 120% of the GS energy charge may do so.

The power factor shall be stated as a range of 85% to 90%,
with a penalty for a power factor below 85% and a credit for a
power factor above 90%. The power factor penalty shall be set at
twice the level of the credit in an attempt to encourage Customers
to improve their power factor to at least 85%. The power factor
clause as proposed by the company and described in the company's
filing sets out the calculation of the appropriate credit or
penalty. The power factor should be stated as the average power
factor because power factor is important at all times, not just
during peak demand periods.

The appropriate transformer discount for GSLD Customers is 36
cents per KW at primary level and 59 <cents per KW at
subtransmission level and 23 cents for subtransmission level IS

Customers.

Tampa Electric's proposed changes in the Tariff Agreements for
the purchase of firm and interruptible standby and supplemental
service are appropriate.

The firm and interruptible standby service rate (SBF-1) will
be developed from the compliance cost of service study consistent
with the methodology contained in the Commission's standby rate
Order No. 17159 in Docket 850673-EU. A 12% outage rate will be
used in calculating the reservation charge. There will be no
adjustment of unit costs for cost of service methodology or the
rate of return of the full requirements class.

The interruptible standby service rates (SBI-1 and SBI-3) will
be developed from the compl}ance.cost of service study consistent
with the methodology contained in the Commission's standby rate
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order No. 17159 in Docket 850673-EU. A 12% outage rate will be
used in calculating the reservation charge. There will be no
adjustment of unit costs for cost of service methodology or the
rate of return of the full requirements class.

The power factor clause shall apply to the standby portion as
well as the supplemental portion of a standby service customer's
load.

The appropriate customer charges for 1993 and 1994 are
identical and are set out for each rate class in MFR Schedule E-
l16cC.

The appropriate service charges for 1993 and 1994 are
identical and are set out in MFR Schedule E-16d.

For the non-demand classes, the off-peak non-fuel energy cost
should be set at the class's energy unit costs, and the on-peak
energy charge should recover the balance of the class's revenue
reguirements less the customer charge revenue. For demand classes,
the off-peak non-fuel energy charge should be set at the class's
energy unit cost, the maximum demand charge should recover the
distribution unit costs, the on-peak demand charge should recover
transmission and production costs, and the on-peak energy charge
should recover the balance of the class's revenue requirements less
the customer charge revenues.

The following provisions shall be incorporated in the design
of the final street and outdoor lighting rate schedule charges for
1993 and 1994:

a) The energy charges for lighting fixtures will be set at
the per kwh unit cost for demand, non-fuel energy, and
customer costs as developed in the final compliance cost
of service studies for 1993 and 1994.

b) The monthly maintenance charges for 1993 and 1994 will be
set at the monthly maintenance costs as developed in the
Lighting Incremental Cost Study, which was filed by TECO
as a supplement to MFR Schedule E-17.

c) The fixture charges will be adjusted to collect the
additional revenue requirement for lighting fixtures and
poles.
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d) TECO will include in its tariff a provision indicating
that the company normally will replace burned out street
lights within three working days of notification by the
customer.

The appropriate level of the Emergency Relay Power Service
Charge is set out for the applicable rate schedules in MFR Schedule
E-16cC.

The CIAC shall be equal to the cost of additional facilities
required to provide emergency relay power service.

The amount of CIAC a customer is required to contribute to
purchase a Time-of-Day meter shall be equal to the difference in
cost between a regular meter and a Time-of-Day meter.

IX. OTHER ISSUES

A. Settlement Charges By Utley-James Oakes

Concurrently with the Staff financial audit, an engineering
audit of expenses associated with Big Bend 4 (BB4) was also
conducted (Exh. 85). Audit Disclosure No.4 of the Sstaff Aaudit
Report (Exh. 83) stated that due to resequencing of work, design
interferences, and schedule accelerations, Utley-James/Oakes billed
TECO for additional charges for an amount in excess of the $850,000
that through negotiations TECO agreed to pay to Utley-James/Oakes.
The audit opinion stated that the charges did not represent normal
costs of installation but were the result of poor performance by
various vendors and TECO, and that as a result these charges should
have been expensed rather than capitalized.

The construction of BB4 was very complex, and the record
indicates that there were numerous delays encountered during the
construction of this facility but it is not possible to determine
that any adjustment is warranted. In addition, there is no
explanation to support any adjustment amount, other than the fact
that the $850,000 is what TECO settled for. The compan) stated in
its response in Issue 9, that certain changes were outside its
direct control and that the plant was constructed on budget and was
placed in Rate Base on time. To assess TECO's judgment at this
point in time would be inappropriate. The original claim against
TECO amounted to $1,500,000; through negotiations this amount was
reduced to little more than half of the original figure. By
negotiating this settlement, TECO demonstrated that it attempted to
hold the ultimate construction costs of this plant to a minimum and
was not simply planning to ultimately pass through all costs of BB4
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to the ratepayers without a review. Thercfore, we find that these
settlement charges in the amount of $850,000 by Utley-James/Oakes
on contract BB4-04 were appropriate and should remain part of the
capitalized costs of BB4.

B. Capacity Associated With Purchase And Sharing Of Hardee Power
Station

The Commission granted a determination of need for the 295 MW
Hardee Power Station capacity to Seminole Electric Cooperative
(SEC). TECO Power Services (TPS) responded to the SEC Request for
Proposal (RFP) for backup power to back up Seminole's existing coal
fired units. The Commissicn bifurcated Docket No. 880309, the need
determination docket, and made two findings. First, in Order No.
20930 the Commission found that SEC had established a need for 450
MW of capacity in 1993, and second, in Order No. 22335 the
Commission found that the TPS proposal satisfied SEC's need in the
most cost-effective manner to SEC and provides adequate electricity
at a reasonable cost.

Tampa Electric's participation in the sharing of the Hardee
capacity with Seminole Electric results in the deferral of 225 MW
of combustion turbine capacity in the Tampa Electric Company's
twenty year plan. (TR 255) Seminole will use the Hardee unit to
meet its need for backup power during the spring and fall
maintenance outages of its existing units, while Tampa Electric's
new capacity needs are in the winter and summer months. (TR 255)
Tampa Electric will pay TPS an amount equal to 40% of the Hardee
capacity and energy charges, with Seminole responsible for the
remaining 60% of capacity and energy charges. (TR 529)

The Commission based the need finding on the economics
inherent in the wholesale contracts between TPS, SEC and Tampa
Electric. (Order No. 22335) In Phase I (1993-2003) TPS will
construct 295 MW of combined cycle capacity and TECO will sell 145
MW of Big Bend 4 capacity to SEC, and in Phase II (2003-2013) TPS
will replace the BB-4 capacity by constructing a 70 MW heat
recovery unit and one 75 MW CT at the Polk/Hardee site for sale to
SEC. (TR 254) The combination of the sale of existing BB-4
capacity and constructing new TPS capacity was preferred to the
option of SEC constructing two 220 MW combined cycle units in 1993.
The TPS proposal resulted in projected present worth of revenue
requirements savings to SEC of approximately $57 million (1987
dollars) and projected present worth revenue requirement savings of
$90 million (1989 dollars) to Tampa Electric based on the deferral
of 225 MW of previously planned CT capacity on Tampa Electric's
system. (Order No. 22335)
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The Commission also recognized the sharing of 295 MW of Hardee
Power Station capacity between Tampa Electric and SEC as purciiased
power in Tampa Electric's determination of need proceedings for the
Polk County IGCC unit. (Order No. PSC-92-0002-FOF-EI)
Accordingly, we find that Tampa Electric demonstrated that capacity
associated with the Hardee Power Station is needed for its retail

ratepayers in 1993 and 1994.

Y Capacity Costs Associated With The Purchase Of Power From
The Hardee Power Station

TECO has requested that the capacity costs associated with the
purchase of power from the Hardee Power Station flow through the
new Capacity Cost Recovery Factor. We find that the annual Hardee
Power capacity costs shall be recovered through the Capacity Cost
Recovery Clause.

The three parties to the Hardee Power Station, Tampa Electric,
TECO Power Services (TPS) and Seminole Electric Cooperative, have
negotiated wholesale contracts for the purchase and sale of the 295
MW of combined cycle capacity. Tampa Electric proposed to collect
the capacity charges associated with the Hardee Power Station
through the Capacity Cost Recovery Clause. (TR 256) The company's
contractually agreed upon monthly capacity charge paid to its
affiliate TPS pursuant to the wholesale contract is $1,095,932.
This number does not vary and could be allocated among rate classes
and recovered through base rates. We shall permit cost recovery
through the Capacity Cost Recovery Clause solely to keep components
of the Hardee costs together. Because of the straightforwardness
of the amount, we are actually indifferent to whether recovery is
through base rates or the capacity cost recovery clause.
Although arrangements such as the Hardee Power station may be more
complicated than what was envisioned by the decision to recovery
purchased power capacity costs through the Capacity Cost Recovery
Clause, we believe the contract to be monitorable for cost recovery

clause purposes.

The company's witness, Mr. Ramil, testified that Tampa
Electric could have built the Hardee Plant instead of TPS. (TR
536-37) If this plant were constructed and owned by Tampa
Electric, it would come under traditional cost of service
regulation subject to the Commission's authorized return on equity.
Because the plant is an Affiliated Power Production facility, it is
entirely possible that these earnings could exceed the level

approved by this Commission for rate base generating plant.
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In traditional regulation, the capital cost recovery of a
fixed asset such as a generating plant is included in rate base
with the expense reflected in base rate charges recovered on a per
kilowatt hour basis. Pursuant to the traditional treatment, the
earnings of the company's stockholders vary due to the seasonality
and variability of sales. This results in a certain level of risk
associated with capital cost recovery which is borne by the
stockholder for which they are compensated through the authorized
return on equity. However, in the TPS Hardee purchase power
contract, stockholder earnings are guaranteed pursuant to the
proposed Purchased Power cost recovery of the Hardee Power
capacity. Tampa Electric proposed to recover these capacity costs
on a fixed levelized basis independent of sales levels. In other
words, through the proposed recovery treatment, the parent company
has decoupled the cost associated with the Hardee Station from
sales.

D. Capacity Charges Through Hardee Power Station

TECO proposed $13,151,184 in annual capacity charges for the
Hardee Power Capacity. (Exhibit 37) In Order No. 22335 issued
December 22, 1989, the Commission approved the petition of Seminole
Electric, TECO Power Services (TPS) and Tampa Electric for a
Determination of Need for the Hardee Power Project as well as the
wholesale power sales contract between TECO, TPS and Seminole.
Annual capacity charges in the amount of $13,151,184 are in
accordance with the power sales contract. Tampa Electric's off-
system sales revenues from the Hardee Power Station for all
interchange sales shall flow through the Capacity Cost Recovery
Clause.

E. 0O&M Costs Associated With Purchase Of Power From Hardee Power
Station

TECO has requested that the fuel and O&M costs associated with
the purchase of power from the Hardee Power Station flow through
the Fuel Adjustment Clause. We shall allow recovery of actual
Hardee Power fuel costs through the fuel cost recovery clause
because these costs will vary with the amount of energy produced
and the market price of fuel. If actual O&M expenses exceed
projected amounts shown in Exhibit 37, Tampa Electric shall notify
the Commission prior to the hearing and Jjustify any O&M
expenditures which exceed the projected amounts during the period
1993-1997. Prior to 1997, the company shall provide Staff with
projected 0O&M costs for the remainder of Phase I through 2003.
This treatment will provide the company with the opportunity to
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recover O&M expenditures exceeding the projected levels after
providing justification for these expenditures as well as to
provide the Commission with additional cost information relating to
the total cost of Hardee Power Project.

Tampa Electric projects annual fixed and variable O&M costs
ranging from approximately 1.45 million to 3.0 million for the
period 1993-1997. (Exhibit 37) These cost vary from period to
period depending on the planned outage and maintenance schedules
for the Hardee Power Plant. The Commission contemplated Purchased
Power Capacity clause recovery of related O&M costs in the generic
investigation, Docket No. 910794-EQ. However, the Commission made
no finding in the proceeding and stated that "While there may be
merit in these suggestions, we do not have sufficient information
at this point to determine definitively what additional items may
be appropriate." The Commission indicated that inclusion of O&M
expenditures would require consideration in a rate case or other
generic proceeding to determine the exact nature and magnitude of
such charges. (Order No. 25773)

Because the O&M benchmark is based on projections and because
of the requirement for specific justifications to recover O&M costs
if exceeded, we find that actual fuel and O&M costs shall be
recovered through the Fuel Adjustment Clause. Tampa Electric shall
be required to justify annual O&M costs exceeding those amounts
projected by the Company in Exhibit No. 37 for the period 1993-1997
and provide updated projections for future periods.

F. Reward/Penalty For Corporate Performance

The issue of whether or not Tampa Electric should be given a
reward or penalty for its corporate performance in the areas of
residential rates, customer service, and energy efficiency programs
was raised by the Commission staff. We believe that staff has an
obligation to look into these matters and bring them to our
attention when appropriate. However, we are reluctant, unless the
conditions seem to be fairly extreme one way or the other, to grant
a reward or impose a penalty.

TECO has the highest rates on a per 1000 kwh basis of the
Peninsular IOU's, but its average residential revenue divided by
residential sales yields a rate that is between the other two
IoU's. With regard to customer complaints, Ms. Pruitt (staff's
witness) testified that justified complaints per 1000 customers has
been higher for TECO than the industry as a whole for three of the
past five years, but TECO's individual complaints have decreased
every Yyear, but one, since 1987. (TR 1483-1484) TECO's
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conservation efforts have been comparable with other IOU's in that
more emphasis is placed on demand reducing programs than energy
reducing programs. TECO's conservation programs have been approved
by the Commission and are consistent with the statutory requirement
that conservation programs be cost-effective.

Therefore, we find that TECO shall not be rewarded or
penalized in this rate case since it appears that TECO's management
has neither excelled nor failed in its corporate performance in the
areas of residential rates, customer service, and energy efficiency
programs.

G. Broker Sales

We believe that Tampa Electric Company has acted appropriately
in making off-system sales of excess capacity rather than as-
available one hour sales transactions through the Florida Energy
Broker System.

The Commission's treatment of surplus Big Bend capacity in
TECO's last rate case (Docket No. 850050-EI) encouraged what we
believe are appropriate actions to maximize off-system sales. 1In
TECO's last rate case, the Commission established an off-system
sales target for surplus Big Bend capacity by imputing $37.1
million in revenues for off-system sales. This gave TECO an
incentive to make as many non-Broker sales as possible since 100%
of non-Broker sales revenues offsets the sales revenue imputation
made by the Commission in the last rate case.

TECO has not, since the last rate case, achieved $37.1 million
dollars in annual off-system sales revenue. Thus, in some
respects, the shareholders have been disadvantaged by the
imputation of revenue.

Profits from as-available sales through the broker system are
split with 80% enuring to the benefit of the ratepayers and 20%
enuring to the benefit of the shareholders. It has been suggested
that in making off-system sales, TECO has bypassed the Broker
System so that more of the profits from these transactions would
accrue to the shareholders. The testimony we heard does not
support such a finding.

In its position, TECO states "If a utility can bring greater
revenue to its system by selling power through another interchange
agreement it should be encouraged to do so." We agree. By
imputing $37.1 million in revenues for off-system sales we
established an incentive for TECO to pursue off-system sales. The




ORDER NO. PSC-93-0165-FOF-EI
DOCKET NO. 920324-EI
PAGE 85

greater weight of the evidence suggests that TECO acted
appropriately in marketing its excess capacity.

H. Appropriate Treatment Of Revenues Associated With Off-System
ives

staff recommended that all capacity revenues from off-system
sales should be credited to the Capacity Cost Recovery Clause and
that all off-system O&M revenues credited to the Purchased Power
and Fuel Cost Recovery Clause. Staff proposed this treatment
because of the variability of off-system revenues, which depend on
the needs of Tampa Electric's neighboring utilities, the prevailing
market conditions, and competing fuel prices. Uncertainty in
projecting off-system revenues presents a problem when determining
base rates in a rate case.

If in future years, actual revenues are greater than the
forecasted amount included in base rate determination, the
ratepayers are penalized and the company retains the excess

revenues for its stockholders. The opposite is true if actual
revenues are less than the forecasted amount benefiting the
ratepayers. since forecasting the revenue impact of future off

system sales revenues is difficult because of the numerous
assumptions contained in the forecast which may or may not prove
accurate over time, staff recommended crediting off-system capacity
revenues to the Capacity Cost Recovery Clause, and removing the
projected off-system O&M revenues of $2.75 million in 1993 and
$3.88 million in 1994 from base rate revenues and crediting these
amounts to the Fuel Cost Recovery Clause.

Forecasting levels of off-system sales iz far from an exact

process. In his testimony, Tampa Electric's witness, Mr. Ramil,
projects $11.9 million of off-system transactions in 1993 not
including the Sebring and TECO Power Services sales. This is

roughly half of the 8 month actual/4 month forecast amount of $23
million of off-system sales revenues for the current year 1992.
Tampa Electric will likely have the opportunity for additional off-
system sales starting in 1993 when the Hardee Power Station

capacity of 295 MW comes on-line.

The revenue effect of incorrectly forecasting off-system sales
from year to year will be eliminated if the revenues are credited
through the Capacity Cost Recovery and Fuel and Purchased Power
Clauses. Oour treatment eliminates the potential inaccuracy from
forecasting the level of off-system sales to be included in the
calculation of base rate revenues.
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All revenues and expenses associated with the firm Schedule D
sales for the cities of New Smyrna Beach, St. Cloud and Wauchula,
the Reedy Creek Improvement District and the Florida Municipal
Power Association have been removed from the retail jurisdiction in
the stipulated jurisdictional separation study.

Accordingly, we find that all revenues from off-system sales
not allocated to the wholesale jurisdictional shall be included as
credits in the Capacity Cost Recovery and Fuel and Purchased Power
Cost Recovery Clauses. The capacity revenues shall be credited to
the Capacity Cost Recovery Clause with O&M revenues credited to the
Fuel and Purchased Power Cost Recovery Clause. We remove projected
O&M revenues from off-system sales of $2,750,000 jurisdictional in
1993 and $3,888,000 jurisdictional in 1994 from base rate revenues.

Tampa Electric has proposed a sharing of the benefits of
certain off-system sales described in Mr. Ramil's testimony
(modified in accordance with the revised jurisdictional
separation), in order to preserve an incentive for engaging in off-
system sales which was incorporated in Tampa Electric's last full
rate proceeding in Docket No. 850050-EI. TECO claims that
retention of this incentive will directly benefit Tampa Electric's
retail Customers.

Tampa Electric proposes to retain 60 percent of the capacity
revenues from off-system sales other than those in the wholesale
jurisdiction for the benefit of their stockholders and flow the
remaining 40 percent of these revenues through the Capacily Cost
Recovery clause for the benefit of the ratepayers.

staff recommended that the Commission reject Tampa Electric's
proposed 60/40 stockholder/ratepayer sharing of off system sales
capacity revenues as unnecessary. staff suggested that a
prudently managed utility would use its best efforts to market this
capacity and energy irrespective of whether it receives an
additional incentive for doing so.

If the Commission decides to explore incentives, staff
recommended that this issue be investigated in a generic docket.
At that time, the Commission can explore the issue of off-system
sales incentives as well as penalties for low levels of off-system
sales or continued high levels of surplus capacity. This
proceeding would allow the Commission the opportunity to adopt a
uniform approach for all companies if it determines that incentives
and penalties are needed for levels of off-system sales of
generating capacity.
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We believe that a generic proceeding to consider this issue is
appropriate. We direct staff to initiate a docket to investigate
and consider stockholder incentives for off-system sales.

By our decision to credit the revenues associated with off-
system sales through the Capacity Cost and Fuel and Purchased Power
cost recovery clauses, we have not maintained the status quo for
Tampa Electric Company. In addition to the imputation of 37.1
million dollars of revenue in the last rate case, in that case we
established a sharing of the annual revenues in excess of that
amount. The stockholders would have received 20% of the revenue
above that level and the ratepayers 80%. Since the target level of
off-system sales was never achieved, no sharing ever occurred.

We believe that incentives can be useful in maximizing the
level of off-system sales. Maximizing off-system sales makes the
best use of the available capacity and can help minimize rates.
The time necessary to conduct and decide a generic proceeding to
determine an appropriate, industry-wide policy is likely to yield
an effective date of October, 1993 at the earliest. This means
that there will be less incentive for TECO to pursue off-system
capacity sales and the carrying cost of any unused capacity will be
paid by the ratepayers.

As an interim method to maximize the potential off-system
revenues between the effective date of this Order and the decision
in the generic proceeding, we establish the following incentive for
Tampa Electric Company: We establish an $18 million dollar 1993
annual revenue target for off-system sales of excess jurisdictional
capacity. Below that level, all the revenues will be credited, as
discussed, through the Capacity and Fuel and Purchased Power Cost
Recovery Clauses. Above $18 million dollars; 80% of the revenues
shall be credited through Capacity and Fuel and Purchased Power
Cost Recovery Clauses and 20% of the revenues shall be retained by
the shareholders. The $18 million dollar target shall exclude
TECO's commitments to the Utilities Commission of the City of New
Smyrna Beach, the Reedy Creek Improvement District, the City of
Wauchula and the Florida Municipal Power Association (the
previously identified Schedule D sales).

I, Justifying Decisions Not To Competitively Bid Contracts For
Architect/Engineering Services For Power Plant Construction

This issue was developed as a result of Audit Disclosure No.
1 in the Staff Audit Report. All of TECO's generating plants that
are in rate base have been designed and engineered by Stone and
Webster Engineering Corporation (SWEC) under cost plus type
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contracts without benefit of competitive bidding. The audit
opinion section of Audit Disclosure No. 1 in the Staff Audit Report
states

The accepted industry-wide practice for selecting a
contractor for needed services, is the bidding process
where the owner requests proposals from qualified
vendors/contractors, then makes an impartial evaluation
of the bids and awards the contract to the lowest
evaluated bidder. By consistently sole sourcing with the
same A/E, it cannot be determined whether the company
received the best value for their money and therefore
provided the rate payer with the most economical rates
possible.

The report recommended that TECO should reverse its practice
of awarding A/E contracts to the same company, SWEC.

The Company in their response to the audit disclosure, and in
Mr. Ramil's rebuttal testimony states that since 1981, the Company
policy has been to competitively bid A/E services. TECO recognizes
that there may be instances where sole sourcing may be prudent and
would justify that approach when employed.

Accordingly we find that TECO shall be required to justify any
instance when it does not competitively bid for Architect
/Engineering services.

T Implementation 0of Revenue And Sales Decoupling; And
ITmplementation Of Demand Side Management Incentives

All Parties taking positions on these issues (LEAF, FIPUG and
TECO) entered in to a stipulation stating that Docket No. 920606-EG
(the Conservation Goals Rule)is an appropriate docket for the
Commission's consideration of decoupling, rate impact measure, and
DSM incentives. We agree. Accordingly we approve the stipulation
entered by the parties. We find that these issues are moot for the
purposes of resolving the matters necessary to reach a decision on
Tampa Electric Company's petition for a Rate Increase
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K. Use Of An Integrated Resource Plan And Development Of Least

eso e nn
Tampa Electric maintains that it:

has an integrated resource plan in place. This plan is
an essential element of Tampa Electric's provision of
reliable and cost-effective service to its Customers.
The definition of ‘"least cost" is critical to
understanding one's position on this issue. Tampa
Electric favors an analysis which provides "the least
cost" to its Customers consistent with considerations of
safety, reliability and Customer service standards. The
company adheres to the concept of minimizing revenue
requirements consistent with the maintenance of
appropriate safety, reliability and Customer service
standards and other strategic considerations.

The Legal Environmental Assistance believes TECO's current
approach is inadequate: "The only way TECO can determine if it is
providing services at lowest cost to customers is to fairly
evaluate and compare the costs and benefits of all potential
resources options and then plan to acquire those options on a least
cost basis--that is, to engage in what the industry calls
Integrated Resource Planning."

The real issue is the definition of "least cost." Tt was
apparent from the cross examination that the focal point of these
two issues was really which cost-effectiveness test should be used,
the Rate Impact (RIM) or Total Resource (TRC) test. This is an
issue that we believe is more appropriate for consideration in the
Conservation Goals rule docket, as the parties have stipulated.

X. OTHER MATTERS
A. LEAF's Motion To Strike FIPUG's Brief

The Legal Environmental Assistance Foundation, Inc. and John
Ryan (LEAF) and the Florida Industrial Power Users Group (FIPUG)
are both intervenors in this docket and participated fullv in the
discovery, hearing and post hearing phases of the consideration of
Tampa Electric Company's Application for a Rate Increase. Both
parties timely filed post hearing briefs on November 3, 1992. On
November 25, 1992 LEAF filed a Motion to Strike FIPUG's Post-
Hearing Brief. LEAF cited Florida Rule of Civil Procedure 1.140
which provides that material which is "immaterial, impertinent or
scandalous" may be stricken from any pleading at any time.
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FIPUG timely filed a response to the Motion to Strike on
December 7, 1992. In the response FIPUG states that it "deeply
regrets that the argument in its Post-Hearing Brief is perceived as
discourteous or disrespectful of any individuals comprising the
Legal Environmental Assistance Foundation, Inc. and John Ryan
* team. (LEAF)"

While some of FIPUG's comments are clearly sarcastic and
acerbic, they are not scandalous, impertinent or immaterial, within
the meaning of Rule 1.140, Florida Rules of Civil Procedure.
Accordingly, we deny the Motion to Strike.

B. OPC's Motion To Supplement The Record

Oon December 3, 1992 the Office of Public Counsel filed a
Motion to Supplement the Record. The motion sought to add the
Supplemental Staff Audit Report, filed November 17, 1992, to the
record. No party filed a response to the motion. Having reviewed
the motion, we find it should be granted. Accordingly, we grant
the Office of Public Counsel's Motion to Supplement the Record.

Accordingly, it is

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the
findings of fact set forth herein are approved. It is further

ORDERED that the stipulated issues and positions identified in
the Prehearing Order in this docket (Order No. PSC-92-1163-PHO-EI;
Issued October 9, 1992) and within the body of this Order are
hereby approved. It is further

ORDERED that the petition of Tampa Electric Company for
authority to increase its rates and charges is granted to the
extent delineated herein. It is further

ORDERED that Tampa Electric Company is hereby authorized to
submit revised rate schedules consistent herewith designed to
generate $1,163,000 in additional gross revenues annually beginning
February 4, 1993. It is further

ORDERED that Tampa Electric Company is hereby authorized to
submit revised rate schedules consistent herewith designed to
generate $17,412,000 in additional gross revenues annually
beginning January, 1994. It is further
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ORDERED that the rate changes authorized herein shall become
effective as follows: The 1993 increase shall become effective for
meters read on or after February 4, 1993, and the 1994 increase
shall become effective the first billing cycle of January, 1994.
It is further

ORDERED that Tampa Electric Company shall file, within 60 days
after the date of the final order in this docket, a description of
all entries or adjustments to its annual report, rate of return
reports, and books and records required as a result of the
Commission's findings in this rate case.It is further

ORDERED that Tampa Electric Company shall include in each
customer's bill in the first billing of which the increase is
effective, a bill stuffer explaining the nature of the increase,
average level of the increase, a summary of tariff charges, and the
reasons therefore. The bill stuffers shall be submitted to the
Division of Electric and Gas of the Florida Public Service
Commission for approval before implementation. It is further

ORDERED that this docket be closed should no petition for
reconsideration or notice of appeal be timely filed.

XI. DISSENTING VOTES

Chairman Deason dissented as follows:

1. From the Commission's vote concerning common stock
dividends payable included as current 1liability in
Working Capital.

I disagree with the Commission's method of treating common
stock dividends payable as a component of the capital structure

requiring a rate of return. TECO's dividends are declared
quarterly, and once declared, become a liability and a cost free
source of funds to the company. Allowing the inclusion of the

declared but unpaid dividends in the capital structure gives the
company the opportunity to earn an equity return on cost free
capital. This is results in a windfall to the company, since
investors calculate (and we establish) their required return Dby
taking into account the fact that dividends are paid quarterly.
Including dividends payable as a reduction to working capital is
the proper way to account for these funds.
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2. From the Commission's vote concerning TECO's forecasted
fuel prices included in fuel inventory for 1993 and 1994.

My concern with the majority's decision on this issue is one
of burden of proof. When determining the appropriate inventory
value of coal, the Commission was faced with testimony by TECO that
coal from its affiliate Gatliff was priced in inventory at
approximately $66 per ton, while the next highest value of coal in
inventory is priced at about $49 per ton. This issue was raised by
the OPC which did not offer any testimony or evidence as to the
appropriate valuation for the:.Gatliff coal. Apparently, the
majority feels constrained by the lack of other affirmative
evidence as to what the price of the Gatliff coal should be. I
appreciate the majority's difficulty and share their concern about
the scarcity of evidence. However, I am not convinced that it is
the OPC or any other intervenor's burden to affirmatively establish
the valuation of TECO's coal inventory. I believe it is TECO's
burden to prove to this Commission the fair valuation of its coal
inventory. I am especially concerned that, where the coal is from
an affiliate and our own staff has concerns about the fact that the
coal is priced at 35% above non affiliate coal, we feel constrained
to accept TECO's price. The Commission has plenty of latitude to
fashion appropriate relief is this type of situation.

3. From the Commission's vote concerning 1level of coal
inventory.

I dissent from the majority decision on this issue because I
agree with the staff's analysis that the Commission should decide
the appropriate level of inventory based on a reasonable number of
days burn regardless of the type of coal that is used to meet the
company's burn reguirements. Whether the company is utilizing
compliance coal or regular coal, they are still utilizing the coal
for generation purposes. Any use of compliance coal would merely
displace regular coal in meeting the company's daily generation
needs. Therefore, I would concur with the staff's method of
setting a target days burn, rather than treating compliance coal as
a supplemental or special need in the days burn requirement.
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Commissioner Lauredo dissented as follows:

1. From the Commission's vote concerning unamortized rate
case expense.

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, this 2nd
day of February ' 1993 .

STEVE ‘TRIBBLE, /Director —
Division of Regcords and Reporting
( SEAL)

RVE/DLC/MAP/MRC: bmi
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NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section
120.59(4), Florida  Statutes, to notify @parties of any
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice
should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief
sought.

Any party adversely affected by the Commission's final action
in this matter may request: 1) reconsideration of the decision by
filing a motion for reconsideration with the Director, Division of
Records and Reporting within fifteen (15) days of the issuance of
this order in the form prescribed by Rule 25-22.060, Florida
Administrative Code; or 2) judicial review by the Florida Supreme
Court in the case of an electric, gas or telephone utility or the
First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water or sewer
utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Director, Division of
Records and Reporting and filing a copy of the notice of appeal and
the filing fee with the appropriate court. This filing must be
completed within thirty (30) days after the issuance of this order,
pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Civil Procedure. The
notice of appeal must be in the form specified in Rule 9.900 (a),
Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure.
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XII. PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT

Pursuant to Rule 25-22.056, F.A.C. LEAF submitted twenty one
proposed Findings of Fact and two Proposed Conclusions of Law. 1In
compliance with Section 120.59, Florida Statutes, the Commission
ruled on each proposed Finding of Fact. The Commission is not
required to make a ruling on the Proposed Conclusions of Law. The
Commission declines to rule on the Proposed Conclusions of Law.

b I The primary goal of TECO's resource planning process is
to provide safe and reliable electric services to customers at
lowest net present value of revenue requirements. T 52, lines 17-
19; 84, lines 15-19; 85, lines 6-21; 89, lines 20-25; 90, lines 1-
10; 94, lines 10-21; 360, lines 3-12; 1626, lines 10-12; 1631,
lines 5-6; 1679, lines 23-25, 1680, lines 2-3; 1699, lines 6-8.

RULING: Rejected as unnecessary to decide the issues voted
on in this docket.

2. In order to provide reliable energy services with minimum
revenue requirements, the costs and benefits of all viable resource
options must be evaluated with eguivalent economic tests. T 94,
lines 22-25; 95, lines 1-13; 99, lines 22-25; 100, lines 1-2; 1626,
lines 12-14; 1627, lines 12-14.

RULING: Rejected as unnecessary to decide the issues voted
on in this docket.

2 TECO's resource planning process selects supply-side
options primarily on the basis of minimization of the net present
value of revenue requirements. T 378, 1lines 24-25, PSC Order
92002-EI.

RULING: Rejected as unnecessary to decide the issues voted
on in this docket.

4. TECO's resource planning process does not select demand-
side resource options primarily on the basis of minimization of the
net present value of revenue requirements. T 373, lines 5-25; 374,
lines 1-22; 377, lines 14-25; 378, lines 1-25; 1639, lines 6-23,
PSC Order 92002-EI, Rule 25-17.008, F.A.C.

RULING: Rejected as unnecessary to decide the issues voted
on in this docket.

5. TECO's resource planning process rejects all demand-side
resource programs that do not pass the Rate Impact ("RIM") Test set
forth in Rule 25-17.008, F.A.C., without considering whether
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revenue requirements would be less with those programs included in
the Company's DSM portfolio. T 365, lines 19-25; 366, lines 1-6;
374, lines 1-22; 377, lines 19-25; 378, lines 1-6, 24 25; 1639,

lines, 1-23; 1698, line 1; PSC Order 92002-EI.

RULING: Rejected as unnecessary to decide the issues voted
on in this docket.

6. All DSM programs that pass the Total Resource Cost
("TRC") Test set forth in Rule 25-17.008, F.A.C. are less expensive
(have lower revenue regquirements) than new generating resources
(even if said programs fail the RIM test). T 374, lines 3-10;
1639, lines 1-23; 1640, lines 1-3; Ex. 108, Part 6; Rule 25-17.008,
F.A.C.

RULING: Rejected as unnecessary to decide the issues voted
on in this docket.

T TECO's planning process does not assure resource choices
that minimize revenue requirements. T 52, lines 17-19; 84, lines
15-19; 85, lines 6-21; 89, lines 20-25; 90, lines 1- 10, 94, lines
10-21, 22-25; 95, lines 1-13; 99, lines 22-25; 100, lines 1-2; 360,
lines 3-12; 365, lines 19-25; 366, lines 1-6; 373, lines 5-24; 374,
lines 1-22; 377, lines 14-25; 378, lines 1-25; 1626, lines 10-12;
1627, lines 12-14; 1631, lines 5-6; 1639, lines 1-23; 1640, lines
1-3; 1679, lines 23-25, 1680, lines 2-3; 1698, line 1; 1699, lines
6-8; PSC Order 92002-EI, Rule 25-17.008, F.A.C., Ex. 108, Part 6.

RULING: Rejected as unnecessary to decide the issues voted
on in this docket.

8. The current regulatory connection between TECO's sales
and revenues creates strong economic disincentives to TECO's
selection of resource options that will reduce sales, even if those
options would reduce total revenue requirements and customer costs.
T 81, lines 11-18, 23-25; 82, lines 1-10, 13-21; 109, lines 1-9;
852, line 25; 853, lines 1-25, 854, lines 1-25; 855, lines 1-25;
856, lines 1-16; 1631, lines 16-21; 1632, lines 1-6, 10-21; 1633,
lines 1-14; 1636, lines 1-8; 1643, lines 1-20; 1644, lines 1-22;
1645, lines 1-15; 1694, lines 4-6; Ex. 108, Parts 3 & 8.

RULING: Rejected as unnecessary to decide the issues voted
on in this docket.

9. TECO's DSM programs reduce peak demand growth far more
than they rednce growth in energy use. T 1637, lines 10-22; Ex.
108, Part 5.
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RULING: Rejected as unnecessary to decide the issues voted
on in this docket.

10. TECO's focus on peak demand reduction has resulted in DSM
programs that have little impact on the customer group that has the
highest growth rate in kWh sales, the Commercial sector. T 1637,
lines 18-22; 1641, lines 20-21; 1642, lines 1-4; Ex. 108, Part 7,
PSC Order 92002-EI.

RULING: Rejected as unnecessary to decide the issues voted
on in this docket.

11. Decoupling revenues from sales removes a major financial
disincentive to TECO's DSM programs, which otherwise would result
in reductions in profits from reductions in sales. T 1627, lines
3-5. The citations in number 8, above are hereby adopted by
reference.

RULING: Rejected as unnecessary to decide the issues voted
on in this docket.

12. DSM Incentives can help TECO overcome the significant
economic and institutional barriers to DSM that remain after
decoupling revenues and sales. T 1627, lines 10-14, 20-21; 1632,
lines 6-15; 1637, lines 3-8; 1642, lines 2-4; 1656, lines 8-20;
1657, lines 1-21; 1658, lines 1-21, 1659, lines 1-27; 1660, lines
1-2, Ex. 108, Part 10.

RULING: Rejected as unnecessary to decide the issues voted
on in this docket.

13. Without changes in regulatory incentives, there will not
be a level playing field between demand and supply resources, and
TECO will not have adequate incentive to aggressively pursue those
DSM programs that reduce revenue requirements. T 1626, lines 10-
14; 1627, lines 3-10; 1635, lines 1-17. The citations in numbers
8 and 12, above are hereby adopted by this reference.

RULING: Rejected as unnecessary to decide the issues voted
on in this docket.

14. Regulatory changes such as decoupling and DSM incentives
are required to make successful implementation of a least cost plan
to provide reliable energy services TECO's most profitable course
of action. The citations in number 13, above are hereby adopted by
this reference.
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RULING: Rejected as unnecessary to decide the issues voted
on in this docket.

15. A shared savings DSM incentive mechanism would provide
regulatory support for TECO efforts to capture the available energy
efficiency and demand savings that cost less than supply-side
resources. T 1663, lines 1-22; 1664, lines 1-2; 1666, lines 3-25;
Ex. 108, Part 9. The citations in number 12, above are hereby
adopted by this reference.

RULING: Rejected as unnecessary to decide the issues voted
on in this docket.

16. The ERAM decoupling method, as implemented in California,
is an elaborate system and inveclves additional regulatory
procedures, "mini-yearly rate cases," where a set of adjustments
are made. T 1650, lines 1-21; 1652, lines 1-2.

RULING: Rejected as unnecessary to decide the issues voted
on in this docket.

17. The RPC decoupling method as described in Appendix A,
attached hereto and incorporated herein, is extremely simple and
creates very little, if any additional administrative burden. T
1647, lines 7-21.

RULING: Rejected as unnecessary to decide the issues voted
on in this docket.

18. The linkage between revenues and customers is at least as
soundly based in both theory and statistics as the current
regulatory linkage between revenues and sales. T 108, lines 24-25;
1647, lines 1-5.

RULING: Rejected as unnecessary to decide the issues voted
on in this docket.

19. The RPC method will cause no more attrition for TECO than
does current regulatory practice. T 1648, lines 16-20.

RULING: Rejected as unnecessary to decide the issues voted
on in this docket.

20. DSM incentives for TECO should be designed to make TECO's
least-cost resource plan its most profitable plan, provide
appropriate impacts on stockholder and customers, and be simple,
understandable and easy to administer (as more full described in
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Appendix B, attached hereto and incorporated herein). T 1660,
line 4-21; 1661, lines 1-22; 1662, lines 1-14.

RULING: Rejected as unnecessary to decide the issues voted
on in this docket.

21. TECO's economic rewards from DSM investments should be
limited to a percentage of the financial benefits created for its
customers, and incentives should encourage both maximizing energy
savings and obtaining savings at the lowest possible cost. T 1660,
lines 3-21, 1661, lines 1-22; 1663, lines 1-43; 1664, lines 1-2;
1666, lines 5-25, Ex. 108, Part 11.

RULING: Rejected as unnecessary to decide the issues voted
on in this docket.
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Company : Tampa Electric Company SCHEDULE 1
Docket No. : 920324-El 26-Jan-93

Test Year : December 31, 1993

LN COMPANY
NO COMPARATIVE RATE BASE (000) POSITION COMMISSION
1 RATE BASE PER FILING:

2

3 Plant in Service $2,488,652

4 Depreciation Reserve (916,214)

s T s

6 Net Plant in Service $1,572,438

7 Construction Work in Progress 89,608

8 Property Held for Future Use 50,105

9 Nuclear Fuel (Net) 0

10 Allowance for Working Capital 156,635

i By S " * o o &« 20 WA eEsssSeeseee

12

13 Total rate base $1,868,787 $1,868,787
14 Em==ZsSSSISEE SSSESSSTSISS
15

16 ADJUSTMENTS TO COMPANY FILING:

17

18 ISSUE:

19 4., Hookers Point 0 0
20 §. Overaccrual of AFUDC (78) (78)
21 10, Sebring Acgquisition 0 0
22 12. Plant-in-Service 0 (15,367)
23 14. CWIP Overprojection 0 (70,769)
24 16. Port Manatee Plant Site 0 0
25 17. Substation Site Reclassification (52) (52)
26 21. Unamortized Rate Case Expense 0 (1,026)
27 22. FAC & ECCR Overrecoveries 0 (12)
28 24. Dividends Payable 0 0
29 25. Success Sharing Plan 0 0
30 26. Acct. 183, Prelim. Survey & Invest. (432) (432)
31 27. SFAS 106 (1,742) (1,742)
32 28. Affiliated Transactions 0 (3,025)
i3 30. -Heavy 0il Inventory 0 (206)
34 32. Coal Inventory 0 0
35 33. Additional Coal Inventory 0 (3,494)
36 35, Depreciation rates/reserves 2,278 2,278
37 36. Accum. Depreciation 0 0
38 $100. Revised Juris. Separation Factors (25,497) (25,497)
39 Amount to Reconcile to Brief 26

T
41

42 Total Adjustment ($25,497) ($112,432)
84 T ewewsessrmes mmemeeceooes
44

45 ADJUSTED RATE BASE: $1,843,290 §1,749,355
‘5 EEEEESEDEISE INESNESERESE




ORDER NO. PSC-93-0165-FOF-EI
DOCKET NO. 920324-EI
PAGE 101

Company

Tampa Electric Company

Docket No. : 920324-El
Test Year : December 31, 1893

LN

APPENDIX I
(con't)

SCHEDULE 2
25-Jan-93
Page 1 of 2

AMOUNT cosT WEIGHTED
COMPARATIVE CAPITAL (o000) RATIO RATE COST
COMPANY
Long Term Debt $551,753 29.93% 7.84% 2.34%
Short Term Debt 37,238 2.02% 6.50% 0.13%
Preferred Stock 51,731 2.81% 6.49% 0.18%
Customer Deposits 44,918 2.44% 8.19% 0.20%
Common Equity 802,048 43.51% 13.75% 5.98%
Deferred ITC - Weighted Cost 63,983 3.47% 11.17% 0.39%
Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes 2 291,619 15.82% 0.00% 0.00%
ZeraCost ITCs = =mmesssesse= | smmeoe== moTEEES
Total Capital $1,843,290 100.00% 9.224
COMMISSION
Long Term Debt $514,895 29.43% 7.56% 2.23%
Short Term Debt 39,223 2.24% 4.28% 0.10%
Preferred Stock 48,274 2.76% 6.49% 0.18%
Customer Deposits 42,056 2.40% 8.19% 0.20%
Common Equity 748,447 42.78% 12.00% 5.13%
Deferred ITC - Weighted Cost 63,983 3.66% 10.06% 0.37%
Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes & 292,477 16.72% 0.00% 0.00%
Zero Cost ITCS  =essssss-e-s | ssss-=e=- 0 mmmmemss
Total Capital $1,749,355 100.00% B.20%

B A P RS PRI R R RO PO P b et et Bt ot ot s et e e
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Tampa Electric Company
920324-€1
December 31, 1993

Company H
Docket No. :
Test Year :

LN RECONCILIATION OF AVERAGE RATE BASE
NO AND AVERAGE CAPITAL STRUCTURE (000)

1 System Per Books

2 Non-Utility

3 Pro Forma Adjustments:
4 Pro Rata Adjustments

TECO Adjusted Retall Per MFR
Post-Filing Adjustments

R e oS P = =
SCHEDULE 2
26-Jan-93
Page 2 of 2
DEFERRED
TAX CREDITS INCOME TAXES
LONG-TERM SHORT-TERM  PREFERRED CUSTOMER COMMON VEIGHTED & 2LR0 COST TOTAL
DEBT DEBT STOCK DEPOSITS EQUITY cosT 1iCs CAPITAL
$591,455 $44,635 $54,958 §47,748 §844,451 $67,973 $307,969  §1,9%9,187
0 0 0 0 (18) 1,752
(5.453) (5,086 (14) 0 7.383 0
(26,617) (1,796 (2.458) (2,167) (38,682) (14,068)
$559,385 $37.183 §52,448 §45,539 $813,142 §64,868 $255.6531  §1.868,787
(7,632) (515) (ns) (621) (11.094) (e8s) {4,03¢) {25,496)
$551,753 $37.238 §51.731 $44,918 $802,048 $63,583 $291,619  §1,843,290

Compeny Position

Adjustments to Co. MFR Filing:
Recalculate 0il Backout

155UE:

Rate Base Adjustments (Specific)
Rate Base Adjustments (Pro Rata)

5
3
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14 Subtotal
15
16
17
18
19
20

Total A: justment

21

22

23 Adjusted Jurisdicticnal
24 Capital Structure

25

(1.817)

$549,936

50
(35,041)

($35.041)

§514,895

4,654 (172) 0 (2.665)
$41,892 §51,559 $44,918 $799,383
$0 30 50 10
(2.669) {3,285) (50.936)
($2.669) ($3.285) (§2.862) ($50,936)
$13.223 §48.274 $42,0% §748,447

mEmEsiscssss SESIASAASEES EEESESRESEES EASIlsCEaEae

0 0 0
$63,983 $291,619  §1,843,290
$0 $858 1858

0 0 (94,704)

50 1858 ($92,936)
$83,583 $292,477  §1,749,355

mEEsssssmsNs SEEASEAESEEN SESssENSEesN

¢O0T dIO¥d
*ON LIa¥dod

I3-¥2cole
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ORDER NO. PSC-93-0165-FOF-EI
DOCKET NO. 920324-EI

PAGE 103
Company Tampa Electric Company
Docket No. : 920324-El
Test Year December 31, 1993
LN COMPARATIVE NET OPERATING INCOME ({000)
NO OPERATING REVENU
1 OPERATING REVENUE PER FILINC:
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 1SSUE:
13
14 97. Off System Retail Sales Profits
15 97/98 0ff-System Capacity Revenues
16 $100. Revised Juris. Separation Factors
17
18
19
20 Total Adjustments
21
22

ADJUSTED OPERATING REVENUE

APPENDIX
(con't)

SCHEDULE 3
26-Jan-93
Page 1 of 4
COMPANY
POSITION COMMISSION
$536,010
12,152
$548,162 $548,162
$0 (%$2,750)
0 a
(1,068) (1,068)
($1,068) ($3.818)
$547,094 $544,344

===z====s=== SESISSZISSSES




ORDER NO. PSC-93-0165-FOF-EI APPENDIX I

DOCKET NO. 920324-EI (con't)
PAGE 104
Company : Tampa Electric Company SCHEDULE 3
Docket No. : 920324-El 26-Jan-93
Test Year : December 31, 1993 Page 2 of 4
LN COMPARATIVE NET OPERATING INCOME (000) COMPANY
NO OPERATION & MAINTENANCE EXPENSE POSITION COMMISSION
23 OPERATION & MAINTENANCE EXPENSES PER FILING:
24
25 Operation & Maintenance $217,355
2 mmemmmmeemees
27
28 Total Operation & Maintenance Expense $217,355 $217,355
29 szzsssss==sSs SSasaSSSESEs
30
31 ADJUSTMENTS TO COMPANY FILING:
32 y
33 ISSUE:
34 5. Overaccrual of AFUDC 0 0
35 12. Plant-in-Service 0 0
36 50. Advertising Expense 0 (7)
37 51. Industry Association QOues 0 (37)
38 54. Salaries and Benefits 0 0
39 57. Success Sharing Program 0 0
40 59. Supplemental Executive Retirement 0 0
41 60. OPEB Expense 0 0
42 63. Pension Expense 0 0
43 64. Rate Case Expense 0 (345)
44 65. Sebring Acquisition 0 0
45 69. Fossil O&M-Hookers Point 0 0
46 73. Tree Trimming Expense 0 (1.840)
47 78. Approved Depreciation Rates 0 0
48 $100. Revised Juris. Separation Factors (3,224) (3,224)
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
-
65
66 Total Adjustment ($3,224) ($5,513)
e 0000 T esesbeeenee s
68

69 ADJUSTED OPERATION & MAINTENANCE EXPENSES $214,131 $211,842

70 BESESNSEEEAN SOSSSESEssEES




ORDER NO. PSC-93-0165-FOF-EI

APPENDIX

DOCKET NO. 920324-EI (con't)
PAGE 105
.
Company Tampa Electric Company SCHEDULE 3
Docket No. : 920324-El 26-Jan-93
Test Year December 31, 1983 Page 3 of 4
LN COMPARATIVE NET OPERATING INCOME (000) COMPANY
NO DEPRECIATION & AMORTIZATION EXPENSE POSITION COMMISSION
71 DEPRECIATION & AMORTIZATION EXPENSES PER FILING:
72
73 Depreciation & Amortization $102,642
W esmemeeeeee-
75
76 Total Depreciation & Amortization Expense $102,642 $102,842
77 A ————
78
79 ADJUSTMENTS TO COMPANY FILING:
B0
Bl ISSUE:
82 5. Overaccrual of AFUDC (4) (4)
83 12. Plant-in-Service 0 (592)
B4 65/80 Sebring Acquisition 0 0
85 69. Fossil 0&M-Hookers Point 0 0
86 78. Approved Depreciation Rates (1.612) (1,612)
87 5100. Revised Juris. Separation Factors (1,433) (1,433)
88 Amount ta Reconcile to Brief 1,616
88 . messssss-s-o- ssssseosooss
90 Total Adjustment (1,433) (3.641)
e o EaiEeeressas mERERsssoERE
92
93 ADJUSTED DEPRECIATION & AMORTIZATION $101,209 $99,001
LN COMPARATIVE NET OPERATING INCOME (000) COMPANY
NO TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME POSITION COMMISSION
90 OTHER TAXES PER FILING $39,762 $39.,762
9] EESSESSEEIESE ESSSESZSEESS
92
93 ADJUSTHENTS TO COMPANY FILING:
94 ISSUE:
95 Tax Effect of Revenue Adjustments 50 30
96 $100. Revised Juris. Separation Factors (568) (563)
97 0 0
98 0 0
99 . eeesesssesss sdeecseasess
100
101 Total Adjustments ($569) ($569)
I
103
104 ADJUSTED OTHER TAXES $39,193 $39,193
105 SEZSECESEESE SIFEENSEEZSTS

106
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ORDER NO. PSC-93-0165-FOF-CE1

DOCKET NO.
PAGE 106

APPENDIX I

920324-EI (con't)
Company : Tampa £lectric Company SCHEDULE 3
Docket No. : 920324-E1 26-Jan-33
Test Year Decemper 31, 1993 Page 4 of 4
LN COMPARATIVE NET OPERATING INCOME (000) CCMPANY
NO INCOME TAX EXPENSE POSITION CCHMMISSION
107
108 INCOME TAXES PER FILING:
109 Current [ncome Taxes $48, 164
110 Deferred Income Taxes 2,822
llé Investment Tax Credit (4,258)
W 0020 TR EemEmeTETs
13
114 Total !ncome Tax $47.228 $47. 028
118 seemssansass sEmsmmaseecs
116
17 ADJUSTMENTS TO COMPANY FILING:
118 1S5UE:
119 Tax Effect of Other Adjustments 50 3660
120 Interest Expense Reconciliation 2 2,256
121 $100. Revised Juris. Separation Factors 1,530 1.680
122 Amount to Reconcile to Brief 267 a
123 0 ]
124 ) 9
125 b a
126 0 0
> .
128
129 Total Adjustments $1.347 $4,596
T T Tt
131
132 ADJUSTED INCOME TAXES $48.975 $51.624
133 o
134
135
136 OTHER ITEMS PER FILING:
137 (Gain)/Loss on Sale ($41)
138 Regqulatory Practices Reconcilation ]
00T omneeeRenREs
140
141 Total (341} (341)
142 mEscessEEssS sAANSSSLasLS
143 ADJUSTMENTS TO COMPANY FILING:
144 [SSUE:
145 $100. Revised Juris. Separation Factors il 51
146 ammmmmmmmmen messmesmmeen
147
148 ADJUSTED OTHER ITEMS [$40) (340)
149 asssssssssEs TEmEAsSEEERe
LN COMPARATIVE WET OPERATING [NCOME {oco) COMPANY
L] NET OPERATING INCOME / SUMMARY POSITION CCMMISSION
150 NET OPERATING [NCCME:
151 Operating Revenua $547,054 §544, 344
152 Operation & Maintenance Expenses (214.131) (211.342)
153 Depreciation & Amortization (101,209) (99.001)
154 Taxes Other than Income (39.193) (39.193)
155 Income Taxes (48,375) (51.624)
156 Other (tems 40 40
1 et --
158
159 Net operating income $141.526 $142.7 4
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1584-1993 Compound Multiplier

1993 O&H Benchmark - System
Add Sebring Units

Revised 1993 OLM Benchmark
1983 Ad). O&N - System

Benctmark Varlance
Staff Adjustments-System

Adjusted Variance-System

1993 08N Benchmark - System
Juris. Separstion Factors
1993 Benchmark - Jurls.
1993 Adj. O8M - Juris.
Juris. Benchmark v ~fance

Staff Adjustments-Jurls.

Adjusted Variance-Juris.

Mew Separation Study Effect
Adjusted Yariance-Juris.
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TaMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY

DOCKET NO. 920324-E1

0 & W BENCIMARK VARIANCE BY FUMCTION

1993

SCHEDULE 4
Page | of 4
26-Jan-53

LOT dJO¥d
*ON I3X00d

Steam Nuclear Other Trans-
Product lon Production Production misslon
[o00) (000) (o00) (000)
§57.173 $0 54978 15,618
1.41104 1.41104 1.81622
81.520 1,380 10,204
BE3 1,568 0
82,383 0 2,948 10,204
19,082 o 2,522 7,644
(3.257) 0 (426) (2.560)
L] 0 L] 0
(3,297) 0 {426) (2.5%60)
82,383 ] 2,948 10,204
0.9259 0.0000 0.9626 0.5732
-?;,4:5 0 2.838 9,930
76,185 0 2,478 1,486
(1.256) 0 {360) {2.445)
0 o 0 Q
($1,258) HY ($360) (§2,445)
mmssassasa  smssssssan asusensun sssssssan
(1,848) 0 (50) (47)
(3,102) 0 (410) (2,452)

Using the new separaticn study, TECO 1s §18,202,000 under the benchmark overall,

Customer

Distribution Accounts

(cao)
$17.728

1.81622

32,198
0

T80
(1.840)

(5.754)

maasissen

32,1498

($5.740)

(12)
(5.752)

(000)
13,744

1.81622

($5.903)

()
(s.508)

.61

3226

massssane

$40,707
1.81622

731,933

ssmesasens

226,868
2,437

229,305
215.1n

(14,124
(2.309

(18,443

229,305

220,817
210,090

(413,176

(53,026
(416,202

I3-¥CE0Z6

IF-304-G9T0-£6-0Sd

(3,uo02)
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Fossil
Production
(000)
S0 ADVERTISING EXPENSE
S1 INDUSTRY ASSOC, DUES
64 RATE CASE EXPENSE
3 TREE TRIMMIKG EXP.
TOTAL JURISDICTIONAL [

e — g

P ]

Other Power
Supply
(ooo)

Crwe, e e ——y gy (=t

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY
DOCKET NO. 920324-E1
1993 0 & M BENCImARK VARIANCE BY FUNCTION (JURISDICTIONAL)

Trans-
misslon

(1.&41;;

seszassas

(0o0)

]

SCHEOULE 4
Page 2 of 4
26-Jan-81
Taain. s

General Total
(000) (o0a)

(7

{97) (31)

(345) [345)

(1.840)

(442) (2.283)

messssanne

80T dOVd
“ON 133004

I13-v2ceoce6
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TAHPA ELECTRIC COMPANY SCHEDULE 4
DOCKET KO, 520324-F1 Page 3 of 4
1593 0 & M BENCIBMARK VARIANCE BY FUNCTION (SYSTEM) 26-Jan-5)
Fossi) Nuclear Other Fower Trans- Customer Customer dain. &

Production Production Supply mission Distribut lon Accounts Service Sales General Total

(000) (000) (eoo) (o00) (oo0) (000) (000} {o00) (coo) (oo0)
S0 ADVERTISING EXPENSE n 7)
51 INDUSTRY ASSOC. DUES (102) (102)
64  RATE CASE EXPENSE (360) [360)
13 TREE TRIMHING EXP. (1,840) {1.840)
TOTAL SYSTEM '] 0 0 o (1.840) 0 0 (2,303)
[ —— anmassssen sssnsmnen [R- - naassass asssssses mamsseses [ ——
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TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY Schedule 4
DOCKET KO. 920324-El Page 4 of 4
26-Jan-93
0 & M COMPOUND MULTIPLIERS

Total Customers

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

Compound Compound Inflation and Growth

Year Amount %Increase Multiplier Amount & Increase Multiplier Compound Multiplier
1984 372,257 1.00000 103.9 1.00000 1.00000
1985 391,026 5.0419% 1.05042 107.6 3.5611% 1.03561 1.08783
1986 407,788 4.2867% 1.09545 109.6 1.8587% 1.05486 1.15555
1987 423,839 3.9361% 1.13857 113.6 3.6496% 1.09336 1.24487
1988 436,439 2.9728% 1.17241 118.3 4,1373% 1.13859 1.33439
1989 447,157 2.4558% 1.20121 124.0 4.8183% 1.19346 1.43360
1830 455,672 1.8043% 1.22408 130.7 5.4032% 1.25794 1.53982
1991 462,260 1.4458% 1.24178 136.2 4.2081% 1.31088 1.62782
1992 469,906 1.6540% 1.26232 141.2 3.7000% 1.35938 1.71597
1993 479,151 1.9674% 1.28715 146.6 3.8000% 1.41104 1.81622

OTT 3OVd

*ON LIND0d
"ON ¥3qyo

I3-¥2£026
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ORDER NO. PSC-93-0165~-FOF-EI
DOCKET NO. 920324-EI
PAGE 111
Company : Tampa Electric Company
Docket No. : 920324-€l
Test Year December 31, 1993
LN
NO COMPARATIVE REVENUE REQUIREMENTS (000)
1 Adjusted Jurisdictional Rate Base
2
3 Required Rate of Return
4
5
5
7 Required Net Operating Incocme
8
9 Adjusted Achieved Test Year
10 Jurisdictional Net Operating [ncome
11
12
13
14 Jurisdictional NOI Deficiency (Excess)
15
16 Revenue Expansion Factor
17
18
19
20 Revenue Increase (Decrease) - Test Year
21 Penalty For High Rates
22
23
24 Total Base Rate Revenue [ncrease

APPENDIX I

(con't)

SCHEDULE §
26-Jan-93
COMPANY
POSITION COMMISSION
$1,843,290 §$1,748,355
9.22% 8.20%
$169,951 §143,447
143,626 142,724
$26,325 §723
1.608012 1.608012
$42,331 $1.163
0
$42,331 $1.163

EESSEEEESSSS SS=SSISESIEESS




ORDER NO. PSC-93-0165-FOF-EI
DOCKET NO. 920324-EI
PAGE 112

Company : Tampa Electric Company
Docket No. : 920324-El
Test Year : December 31, 1993

Revenue Expansion

Factor

APPENDIX I

(con't)

Schedule B
26-Jan-93

19
21

28

32

REVENUE EXPANSION FACTOR

_________ -

Revenue Requirement

Uncollectible Rate
Gross Reciepts Tax

Regulatory Assessment Fee
Net Before Income Taxes
State Income Tax
Rate
Amount
Net Before Federal Income Taxes
Federal Income Tax
Rate

Amount

Net Operating [ncome

Net Operating Income Multiplier

COMPANY
POSITION

.207600
.000000
.083330

708070
.055000

6

2.

188547

COMMISSICN

0.207600
0.000000

0.083330

99.709070

0.055000

€2.188547




ORDER NO.
DOCKET NO. 920324-EI
PAGE 113

Company

Docket Na. ;
Test Year

LN

.......................................................................
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PSC-93-0165-FOF-EI

Tampa Electric Company
920324-E1
December 31, 1994

COMPARATIVE RATE BASE (000)

BASE PER FILING:

Plant in Service
Depreciation Reserve

Net Plant in Service
Construction Work in Progress
Property Held for Future Use
Nuclear Fuel (Net)

Allowance for Working Capital

Total rate base

ADJUSTMENTS TO COMPANY FILING:

ISSUE:

3. Simple Average

4. Hookers Point

5. Overaccrual of AFUDC

10. Sebring Acquisition

12. Plant-in-Service

14. CWIP Overprojection

16. Port Manatee Plant Site

17. Substaticn Site Reclassification
21. Unamortized Rate Case Expense
22. FAC & ECCR Overrecoveries
24. Dividends Payable

2S. Success Sharing Plan

26. Acct. 183, Prelim. Survey & Invest.
27. SFAS 106

28, Affiliated Transactions
30. Heavy 0Qil Inventory
32. Coal Inventory
33. Additional Coal Inventary
35. Depreciation rates/reserves

36. Accum. Depreciation
$100. Revised Juris. Separaticn Factars

Amount to Recencile to Brief

Total Adjustment

ADJUSTED RATE BASE:

COMPARY
POSITION COMMISSION

$2,626.092
(996.699)

$1,629,393
213,831
62,036

0
168,207

$2,073,467  $2,073,467

sossSEEII==S SEISSSSSESESS

0 (1,513)

0 0

(74) (74)

0 0

0 (14,712)

0 (165, 459)

0 0

(52) (52)

0 (344)

0 (48)

0 0

0 0

(435) (435)

(5,318) (5,318)

0 (2,707)

0 . (225)

0 0

0 {1,098)

3,942 3,940

0 ]

(34,435) (34,497)
1,937

$2,039,032  $1,850,927

s===s

APPENDIX I

(con't)

SCHEDULE 7
25-Jan-93




ORDER NO. PSC-93-0165-FOF-EI APPENDIX I

DOCKET NO. 920324-EI (con't)
PAGE 114
Company : Tampa Electric Company SCHEDULE 8
Docket No. : 920324-El 26-Jan-93
Test Year : December 31, 1994 Page 1 of 2
LN AMOUNT CcosT WEIGHTED
NO COMPARATIVE CAPITAL (000) RATIO RATE CosT
1 COMPANY
2
3 Long Term Debt $622,827 30.55% 7.89% 2.42%
4 Short Term Debt 69,542 3.41% 5.50% 0.225
5 Preferred Stock 51,298 2.52% 6.49% 0.16%
] Customer Depcsits 48,625 2.38% 8.10% 0.19%
7 Common Equity 899,950 44 .14% 13.75% 6.074
8 pDeferred ITC - Weighted Cost 58,560 2.87% 11.19% 0.32%
9 Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes & 288,230 14.14%
10 Zerto Cost.iITCS. = 0000000 eSSSEEsERS msssesms SSeenEER
11
12 Total Capital $2,039,032 100.01% 9.38%
13 T=s==3TSSE=S s=sss=== ========
14
15
16 COMMISSION
17
18 Long Term Debt $556,320 30.06% 7.81% 2.35%
19 Short Term Debt 55,934 3.02% 5.37% 0.16%
20 Preferred Stock 45,329 2.45% 6.48% 0.16%
21 Customer Deposits 43,311 2.34% 7.86% 0.18%
22 Common Equity 797,331 43.08% 12.00% 5.17%
23 peferred [TC - Weighted Cost 59,035 3.19% 10.15% 0.32%
24 Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes & 293,567 15.87% 0.00%
25 fero Cost ITCs 220202020000 iessssesdeswa smmssess SSSEEES
26
27 Total Capital $1,850,927 - 100.00% 8.34%

28 EsssSsSssS==ss3 =
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Company : Tampa Electric Company SCIEOULE B
Docket No. : 92032:-El 26-Jan-93
Test Year December 31, 1994 Page 2 of 2
DEFERRED

TAX CREDITS INCOME TAXES

LN RECONCILIATION OF AVCRACE RATE BASE LONG-TERH SHORT-TERM  PREFERRED CUSTOHER COoMMON WEIGHTED & ZEKD COST TOTAL

NO AND AVERAGE CAPITAL STRUCTURE (000) DEBT DEBT STOCK DEPOSITS EQuiTY cost 11Cs CAPITAL

1 Systea Per Books $667,230 $74,500 $54,556 $52,092 $964,110 §62,7135 $308,779  §2,184,402
2 Noa-Utility 0 0 0 '] 0 ] ]
3 Pro Forms Adjustments: o b o 0 '] 0 0 o
4 Pro Rata Adjusiments (33,885) (3,783) (2.781) (2,645) (48.962) (3,186) {IS.E!I) (110,933)
g TR SRS . messsessmessosmmessesetsd Sweessesedes pdvesdetsnas Slw ot A g s mnm

6 TECO Adjusted Retail Per MFR $E33, 045 10017 §52,165 $49, 407 $315,148 359,549 $293,0%8

7 Post-Filing Adjustments (10,518) (1,125) (862) (822) 15,158) (983) (4,868)

8 ASsAAsESEAES SASSSNILLAEE SASASSAMEALE Sesssesamsss meses aes amsmasisssss masmssssavew

] Company Position §622,827 §69, 542 $51.298 $48,625 §£399,550 $58.560 $288,230

10 eeeesessmmen mammsesessee semmse=e—mas messmemesees =ss-ssssrass See-Sesessms seesssmsss=s o

11 Adjusteents to Co. MFR Filing:

12 Recalculate 011 Backout 3,198 (6,539) (241) 160 (1,856) 475 4,201 (2)
13 emeeeeeeeemeeeecmeeeseesaeae CemsseemesssSmmeesemmsmesieiasssesssessmesemsssssssssssaEsEEsssssessssssss
14 Subtotal 626,625 63,003 51,057 48,785 898,094 59,035 282,431 2,039,030
15 ISSUE:

16 Rate Base Adjustments (Specific) ] 0 0 0 $1.236 $1,236
17 Rate Base Adjustments (Pro Rala) (10, 305} (7.255) (5.474) (100,263) o ] (189,119)
I; .................... ssssssw Ssmssmssssrse seSsssssmsse SaAssssssssee
1

20 Tota) Adjustment ($70,305) ($7.083) [35,728) ($5.474) (5100 163) 10 §1.236 ($188,103)
21 esssssssssss soscooccesss mossScsscoss soscssmoscos smmeomostoas tmmems sessss memmsssssssse Smsssssscsas
22

23 Adjusted Jurisdictional

24 Capital Structure §556,320 $55.534 $45,329 $43.311 $7917,331 $59.035 $293,667  §1.8%0.927
25 Lmtassmessms ARSSSsisssss SeAtAsAASSiA BESAASSSEEE ERASASIANASS GSERSSSANEAE Seasssasasan adsssesssssn
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Company

Tampa Electric Company

Docket No. : 920324-El

Test Year

LN

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

December 31, 1994

COMPARATIVE NET OPERATING INCOME (000)
OPERATING REVENUE

QOPERATING REVENUE PER FILING:

Revenue From Sales of Electricity

Other Operating Revenue

Total Operating Revenue

ADJUSTMENTS TO COMPANY FILING:

ISSUE:

49. 1993 Co. Revenue [ncrease

49. 1993 Staff Rev. Increase/Decrease
97. Off System Retail Sales Profits

98. Off-System Capacity Revenues
§100. Revised Juris. Separation Factors

Total Adjustments

ADJUSTED OPERATING REVENUE

APPENDIX I
(con't)

SCHEDULE 9
26-Jan-93
Page | of 4

COMPANY
POSITION COMMISSION

$599,037
13,710

$612,747 §612,747

Emssss=S=S==I ZI=SSITIISII=2

$0 ($43,305)
0

1,180

0 (3,888)

0 0
(8,160) (8.1560)

($8,160) ($54,163)

$604,587 $558.584

EESCErEEESES SESSSSESIESS
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Company Tampa Electric Company
Docket No. : 920324-El
Test Year December 31, 1994
LN COMPARATIVE NET OPERATING INCOME (000)
KO OPERATION & MAINTENANCE EXPENSE
23 OPERATION & MAINTENANCE EXPENSES PER FILING:
24
25 Operation & Maintenance
26
27
28 Total Operation & Maintenance Expense
29
30
31 ADJUSTMENTS TO COMPANY FILING:
32
33 ISSUE:
34 5. Overaccrual of AFUDC
35 12. Plant-in-Service
36 0. Advertising Expense
37 51. Industry Association Dues
38 S4. Salaries and Benefits
39 57. Success Sharing Program
40 59. Supplemental Executive Retirement
41 60. OPEB Expense
42 63. Pension Expense
43 4. Rate Case Expense
44 65. Sebring Acquisition
45 69. Fossil 0&M-Hookers Point
46 73. Tree Trimming Expense
47 78. Approved Depreciation Rates
48 5100. Revised Juris. Separation Factors
43
50
51
52
53
54
S5
56
57
58
59
60
61
652
63
64
65
66 Total Adjustment
67
68
69 ADJUSTED OPERATION & MAINTENANCE EXPENSES

70

APPENDIX
(con't)

SCHEDULE 9
26-Jan-93
Page 2 of 4

COMPANY
POSITION COMMISSION

$228,732 $228,732

mzssssmszZoE= SoZSSSESSSSES

coooooo
—
—
(=]
"
—

(344)

0

0
(1,960)

0
) (3,871)

o o0oo0oQ oo

(3,87

($3,871) ($6,284)

$224,861 $222.448




ORDER NO. PSC-93-0165-FOF-EI APPENDIX
DOCKET NO. 920324-EI (con't)
PAGE 118
Company : Tampa Electric Company SCHEDULE 9
Docket No. : 920324-El 26-Jan-93
Test Year December 31, 1994 Page 3 of 4
LN COMPARATIVE NET OPERATING INCOME (000) COMPANY
NO DEPRECIATION & AMORTIZATION EXPENSE POSITION COMMISSION
71 DEPRECIATION & AMORTIZATION EXPENSES PER FILING:
72
73 Depreciation & Amortization $107,980
= E P
75
76 Total Depreciation & Amortization Expense $107,980 $107,980
17 =====zszazzss SSEs==SSSsSas
78
78 ADJUSTHENTS TO COMPANY FILING:
80
81 ISSUE:
82 5. Overaccrual of AFUDC (4) (4)
83 12. Plant-in-Service 0 (530)
84 65/80 Sebring Acguisition 0 0
85 69. Fossil O&M-Hockers Point 0 0
86 78. Approved Depreciation Rates (1,750) (1,750)
87 §100. Revised Juris. Separation Factors (1.833) (1,939)
88 Amount to Reconcile to Brief 1.754
8 s = . EeGTRemhARER MERReRReET
30 Total Adjustment (1,939) (4,283)
gy © BN .S 0  ZEsssssctRemRemmmmRemmees
92
93 ADJUSTED DEPRECIATION & AMORTIZATION $106,041 $103,697
LN COMPARATIVE NET CPERATING INCOME (000) COMPANY
NO TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME POSITION COMMISSION
30 OTHER TAXES PER FILING $41,960 $41.960
91 s=ssssssSs=s= sssSSSSZzs=a
92
83 ADJUSTMENTS TO COMPANY FILING:
94 ISSUE:
35 Tax Effect of Revenue Adjustments $0 $0
96 $100. Revised Juris. Separation Fezicrs (775) (776
97 0 0
98 0 0
@9 . mmmssooomomT momommmmeees
100
101 Total Adjustments ($775) ($776)
w2 - = T dessmomeneees -—
103
104 ADJUSTED OTHER TAXES $41,185 $41,184
lﬂs = ssm = -

106
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e ——————

R A emeemman -

Comoany

Daceat Na.
Tast Tear

4%

Tamos (lectric Company
20124-E1

Decomper 11, 1004

COMPARATIVE WET OPERATING INCCWE (000)
QPERATION & SAINTENANCE CXPENSE

OPERATION & MAINTENANCE DXPENSES PER FILING.

Operation & Maintensnce

Total Oparation & Maintenance Lapenia

ADJUSTHENTS TO CCMPANT FILING:

ADJUST

Cveraccrual of ARLDC
Plant=in-iervice

igeartining Lxgense

Inaustry Aasoctation Oues
Salaries and denafity

Success Sharing Program
Supolemental [recutive detiresent
OPEA Exgenie

Pension Expemse

Rate Caze {apenmie

Segring Acgursition

Fosanl Chx-mogkers Point

Tree Trisming Cxpense

loproved Depreciation dates
Revised Juris. Separation Factars

Total Adjustment

€0 OPERATION & MAINTENANCE EXPENSES

APPENDIX
(cen't)

SCHEQULE 9
15-Jan-33
Pege 2 of 4

COMPRNT
POsiTioN COoMMISSION

$28.702

s 128,12

Q

l
re)
(1ot

L]

il

L]
0

cooeoccocucaao

Q
(3¢4)
]

2

(1,360)

1]

1 {a.8m)

—ococ

[3.81

($3.971) (36.284)

1224861 je22.448

srmsaras srssssesssss
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g S —— s

B ok e e

P ——

e

Comoany

Oocuet %o
Test fear

Tamos Eleciric Camoany
320324-€]
Decomoer 1. 1994

COMPARATIVE WET OPERATING (NCOME (COQ)
SEPRECIATION & AMORTIZATION EXPENSE

APPENDIX I

(con't)
SCHECULE 9
25-lan-3)
Page ) of 4
CCMPANT

POSITICN comission

DEPRECIATION & AMGRTIZATION LXPENSES PER FILING:

Depreciation & swrtijation

Total Deprectation § Mmrtization Ligenie

ADJUSTRENTS 1O COWPART FILING:

Overaccrual of AFLDC
Plant-in-3ervice

§5/80 Sebring Aczuisition

1] CAM-roouery Paint

wed Depreciation ales

5100. fevised Juris, Secaration Factors
Amount to Aeconcile to Arief

Total Adjustment

ANJUSTED OEPRECIATION & AMGRTIZATION

3107.380

4107 980 1107.380

srsssmsss smmssssssmss

[4) (4
s (539)
0 0
] 0
.19 (1.05e1
(1.339) (1,339)
1,754
{1.939) (4,28)

$106.041 $101.89)

COMPARATIVE NET GPERATING INCCNE (000)
TAaxES OTHER THAW INCOME

OTHER TAXES PER FILING

ADJUSTMENTS TO CCMPANT FILING:
15508

Tax Effect of Revernue Adjustsents
5100. Revised Juris. Separation Factory

Total Adjustments

ADJUSTED QTHER TAXES

COMMISSION

141,360 341,360
erssmserrees sessmusessss
30 10

(¢EE3] (776)

0 L]

] L]
(377%) (3176)
$41,185 $41,18¢

- sesmssssssss
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R e ]

e

-y - oo

+ o —— pran 45

APPENDIX
920324-EI (con't)

Cerpany . Temoa [lectric Company SCHEDULE 9
Cocaet Mo, : 520324-1 26-Jan-33
Test Tear : Oecemcer )i, 1534 Page 4 of 4
] COMPARATIVE NET OPERATING INCIME (022) COMPANT
b] INCOME TAX EXPEMSE POSITION  ComMlIssiow
L7
ice INCOME TAXES PER FILING:
o Current Income Tases 161,840
e Beferred [ncomm Tases 2,820
11 Investeent Tax Credit (a,2:4)
iz esemrmmscaas
1
e Total [ncome Tax 160, 446 $E0. 446
1us semmemssssns Tmssssssssn
116
i ADJUSTHENTS TO COMPANT FILIhG:
s 1350C:
119 Tan Effect of Other Adjust=ents i (315.519)
120 [nterest fapense deconciliaticn Q 1,84
121 3. Simole 58 0 L]
122 5100, fevisea . Separation Factors (LY (4865)
123 L] 0
12 L)
125 ]
128 a
127 cessmsasmmee
178
179 Total Adjuatments (5ea) 1§22.72%3)
we 000 eURUREESRSR . gdiideyess =i i
131
[BF ADJUSTED IWCOME TAXES 160,358 $47.728
(B3] ssssssssssse sssssssesses
(1]
135
138 OTHER ITEMS PER FILING:
ar (Gatnj/Loss =n Sale (43)
118 Regulatory Praciices Aeconci lation 2
129 S
l4g
141 Total 1331 (39)
142 assasssssnse sessamsssne
143 ADJUSTMENTS TO COMPANT FILING:
14 SUb:
14% $100. Revised Juris. Separation Factors 50 i
148 Sresrtobity FFpanis Satme
147
148 ADJUSTED OTHER 1TDXS 1331 (39)
143 eesssesssssn sersssssasss
U] COMPARATIVE NET OPEAATING [NCOME (00C0) COmPANT
L] NET OPERATING INCOME / SUMMARY POSITION oMMl 500N
150 MET DPERATING [MCOME:
151 Joerating Revenue §604, 487 3558, 584
152 Ooeration & Maintenance Expenses (22¢.281) (222, 448)
153 Depreciation & Amortization (106,041) (103.697)
154 Tanes Other than Income (41,1851 (41, 104)
155 Income Tanes (60,358) [47.728)
136 Other ltems 9 3
157 ssanssmmane
158
159 Het operating income 172,18 $143,538
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TarPA ELECTRIC COmPANY senfoutt 10
DOCKET NO. §20324-80 Page | of 4
0 b W BERCHMARK VARIANCE BT FunCTION 26-Jan-93
1554
Fossll Wuclear Other Power  Trans- Custoser ) lq.h;n— [ other
Productlion  Production Swppl sisslon Distritution Accounts Service Sales General Adjusiments Tots)
(000) (oca) lUN} (00) (oa) (00 (022) [ (cec) (002} (000)
1553 FPSC Allowed OLH-Systea 419,092 10 1.5 §7.64e 118,08 §2.918 180 1451 50 1212, 062
1533- 1934 Compound Multiplier 1.04100 1.04100 1.04100 1 oeess 1.0645% [N 1) 106453 108499 0.00000
1554 OAM Benchmark - Systes 82,335 [] 2.62% [ W11 20,291 3. 106 238 19,780 [] LAt
1534 Ad). O8N - Syiles a2, 286 o B.133 0,092 e 58 19,848 Q 26,519
Besctmark Variance [49) ] 1) 1 & (19] (830} e 1.780
Staff Adjustments-System 0 ] ] ° (4e€) (2.a04
Adjurted Varlance-System (45) 9 [ 12} i (600) 0 ([ +1]
asssssssms  ssssssssss  sssssssis . cresasces  sessssssss  sssssssses
1594 OLM Benchmark - System 82,335 20,183 20,291 3. 106 158 0 12100
Juria. Separation Factors 0.9369 v 9534 0 5535 100 1.0000 0.0000
1954 Benchmark = Juris. 1,13 HBLY 20,381 1,106 258 [
1554 Ad). OLM = Juris. 19.262 o 20,1583 -]
Juris. Benchmark Varlance 2,123 1,580 ] § ]
Stall Adjustemnta-duris. L] ] (] 0 (1.963) ] { 0 0
Adjusted Varlance-Juris. 12,123 10 i€l 182 (12) i 112) ($13)
New Separation Study Effect (7.168) [} (63} (64) i m o [ (r.an) L] (41,814
Adjusted Yarlance-Jurin, (48] ] 1 (2 (1 I H4] 0) (sn) ] (e

Uslig Lhe e separation siudy, '(CO 1u 3624,000 under the benchmwerk overall,
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TanFA ELICIRIC COMPANT SOMDpULE 10
DOCEET M. S20324-E1 Page T of 4
1994 0 L W BINCrmARK VARIANCE BY FUNCTION (JURISDICTIOwAL) Te-Jan-51
huclear Other Powsr Trams- Cuntomar Customer Agsin. &
Production Proousctica Supply mizslon Distributlion Accounts Serwice Sales General Total
(000) (000) {ooa) 1003) (ooo) (ooa) (oon) (000) (000} (oon)
50 ADWERTISING EXPENSE (#) (8)
51 IMOUSTAT ASSOC. DUCS (o) (101}
[ BATE CASE EXPENSE [$LT (344}
73 TREE TRIMMING EXPENSE (1,980) (118 1]
L - &
TOTAL JUR1SD1CTIONAL T T 0 ° : o 3] o (4ay) (2,ay)

— P
o9
[olyv]
Jm«
-2
ot O
~
=
H



TAPA ELECIRIC COMPANT
DOCELT MO §20324-E1
1954 O & M BENCIPARK VARIASCE BY FunCTION (STSTEM)

SCHEDULE 10
Page Jof 4
16-Jen-33

Wuclear Other Power Trana- Cuttomer Customer Adsin,
Production Production Suppl misslon Distribulion Accounts Service Sales General Total
(L] (000) im{ {000} (000} toee) (000] feco) 1o

50 ADVERTISING EXPENSE (L]
H INDUSTRY ASSOC. DUES [106)
6 RATE CASE EXPENSE (160)
73 TREE TaImmING EXPERSE (1,960}
T01AL SYSTEM o 1} [ {1.360) ] (1] o (488] f2.4)
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Company
Docket No. :
Test Year

LN
NO

Tampa Electric Company
920324-El
December 31, 1994

COMPARATIVE REVENUE REQUIREMENTS (000)

APPENDIX
(con't)

SCHEDULE 11

——
O WO W -

bt bt e Bt e e e
WE~NOW!m e WwMN

~N N
-0

L B B
o W

Adjusted Jurisdictional Rate Base

Required Rate of Return

Required Net Operating Income

Adjusted Achieved Test Year
Jurisdictional Net Operating Income

Jurisdictional NOI Deficiency (Excess)

Revenue Expansion Factor

Revenue Increase (Decrease) - Test Year
Penalty For High Rates

Total Base Rate Hevenue Increase

26-Jan-33
COMPANY

POSITION COMMISSION
$2,039,032 $1.850,927
9.38% 8.34%
$191,261 $154,367
172,151 143,538
$19,110 $10,829
1.608012 1.608012
$30,736 $17,412

0 0

$30,736 §17.412
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DOCKET NO.
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o
o

Company

920324-EI

Tampa Electric Company

Revenue Expansion Factar

APPENDIX I

(con't)

Schedule 12
26-Jan-93

Docket No. : 920324-El
Test Year December 31, 1994
LN COMPANY
NO REVENUE EXPANSION FACTOR POSITION COMMISSICH
1 Revenue Reguirement 100.000C00  100.000000
2 .......................
K
4 Uncollectible Rate 0.207600 0.207600
S
6 Gross Reciepts Tax 0.000000 0.000000
7
8 Regulatory Assessment Fee 0.083330 0.083330
¢ T =Essssds | weesmem
10
11 Net Before Incocme Taxes 99.709070 99.703070
12
13 State Income Tax 0.055000 0.055000
14 Rate . mmmmsmss mEEEEETS
15
16 Amount 5.483999 5.483999
17 mmmmmmmme—n mmmss—————
18
19 Net Before Federal Income Taxes 94225071 94,225071
20 mmmmmmemmmn mmmmmmme
21 Feceral Income Tax
22 Rate 0.340000 0.340000
==
24
25 Amount 32.036524 32.036524
il e niasiin
27
28 Net Operating Income 62.188547 62.188547
29 sEusmscoassss CSSSSSSSSSS
30
31
32 Net Operating Income Multiplier 1.608012 1.608012




12:00:00 M
13-Dec-92

()

RATE
cooe

L4

(43
RS-GS

650
G5

630/G5L0

135

o-5L

Tor.RET

2

()
PROPOSED
RATE BASE

$980.311
$112,389
$1.092 €80
$380,013
S1e8, 785
§528.199
165,068
$62,808

$1.749,355

(3)

()

1993 w0l
PRESENT RATES

169,617
311,113
$80.730
$35,243
$13.164
$49,407
18,049
84,500

s,

TARPA CLECIRIC COMPANTY
DOCKET MO, §20324-L1

APROVED REVENUE INCREASE BY CLASS
BASED ON CONPANT'S 42 CF AND 1/13IH COST OF SERVICE STUOY

SUMMARY OF CLASS ROR'S AND X [WCREASE (000 DOLLARS)

[0

PRESEN

RORS  INOIX

rie/ om
s.esx/ L
1.Mx/ 09l
.54/ 117
285X/ 1.08
§.4X /7 1.8
¥/ 152
rax/ oom

BIEX/ 1.00

15}
(L))
STIFWLATED
INCREASE
SERVICE
CHARGES

§1.225
m
i
0
10

n.aae

1953

(€

(5)

PROPOSED

INCREASE

SALES OF
ELECTRICITY

n
(b)
ToTAL
APPROVED
INCREASED
ROVENUE

$1.238
mn
10
113
1125)
50

$1,183

#)

RIQUIRED
w1

$81 458
$36.251
$13,164
449,415
$7,9%6
$4,538

fra3, ar

SeRione |
(#)

T INCREASE
FROM SALES

FROPOSED
V/AJs
T4/ 0.91 .00
9.54x / 1.16 0.001
a.8sx/ 1.08 0.00%
FMI/ LM 0.00%
s/ 1.5 -0.1x
1.23% ] 0.88 0.00%
8200/ 1.00 -e.01x

(19)

IN REV
OF ELEC

BASE

1 jo | abuy
1 apreas
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M![ REVENUL ll‘ BATE lﬂlb\l( = CALCULATIO=S Fage | of 15

TLORIDA M!E ﬂlllf.t Cumss:u nmmm By uu w.hdulc e.lcululu revenuel nmhr preseat s=d propoved Type of data vhown:
rotes for the test yeor. I any customers sre n be translerred Trom one I l'rujntud Test ¥ Enced  12/31/93
COMPANY: TANPA [LECIRIC COMPANT schedule te ansther, show revenues u-uu or the transfer m Corraction —_ Projected Prior r Inded __J_J__
fectors are vied for historical test ye L I'hi total base r mtlmlul Prior Tesr Onded _/_J/__
DOCKET WO.: 820324-T1 by class sust equel that shown In !.:lmhl- E-18a. The billing wnity lu-ll. Witresn: L. R SHITH

equal those shown In Schedules -18a, E-182 M E-18c. Provide total
b 1113, WM and B1110ng KW for esch schedule {Incleding
{-Dey cuslomers) and lflll! group.

RATE SCMEDLE RS

e PRESENT REVENUE Cﬁlﬂ.llllﬂ PROPOLED IEHM CAI.CII.MIH

YPEQF 3 eecemsssssscsscssccsessessssssssmsmssesseessessses SSSsSSSsssssssecccddcacsssssmssssssssssemessseosse

Cuaaces wITS § REvINUE

Customer Charge:

Standare 5,062,918 Bills 43,035,641
Tiee-of-Day [:l Owned) so01 Bills 5,782
Time-of-Bay [(Cust. Owned) 12 .mn

Total

Inergy and Demand Charge:

Standard 5,776,482 i §41.30 238,558,707
Time-of-Day On-Peak 1 i 4108 40 w.u
Time-of-Day OFf-Peak B47 W §5.58 5119
Total ! 717,310 WM
Total Base Bevesus (Calculated) 205,078,004 836,495
Correction Factor 1.002000 1.000000
Total Base Reverue (Bocked) 05,828,004 281,636,455 (1.5)

l'lh -

Supporting Schedules: l-i;l. £-100, E-18c
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Schedule €-16¢ ASE REVENUE BT BAIL SOWOULE - CALCULATIONS Foge 2 00 28

FLORIDA FUBLIC SERVICE COMNISSION EXPLANAT ION: ste schedule, calculate revenues unde propeved
rates for the ‘ul yesr. 1 any custosers are Lo be Lr e om one r Ended 12/31/9)
COMPANT: TAMPA [LICTRIC COMPANY schedule to another, show resences neparately for (he Ended B
factory are wied for histocical test years oaly. The tot e Inded _/_J__

base revesve
COCEET wO.: 92032¢-E1 by class must equel that thown tn Schedule E-16a. The BI11Ing wnils must Vitress: L. R, SHITH
equal those thown iIn Schedules [-18a, E-18b and E-18c. Provide tolsl
WAl and 81111ng KV for each rate schedule (Including
) and transfer group.

RATE SCUEDULE 68
it PRESENT REVINUL CALCULATION PROPOSED REVENUE CALCULATION
CIMRGES =TS CHARGE /umlT § REVINUE
Costomer Charge:
Standard Metered 551,774 Bills .00 3,862,410
Standard Urmetered 30,797 Bills 6.00 104,782
Sports Flelds 1.128 Bills $12.00 13,838
Tiee-af-Day (Co. Owned) 101 Bills $10.00 r.on
Time-of-Oay (Cust. Owned) 12 8ills $7.00 L

Total

Emergy cng Demand Charge:

Standar 786140 WA (1]
Sports Flelds 4,300 W $3.31
Time-of-Day On-Feak W m $100.42
Time-of -Oay OFf-Peak 916 Ml 14 85
Total 191,582 W
Total Bave Revenue [Calculated) 37,650,602
Correction Factor 1.000000
Total Base Revenue (Booked) 38,405,642 37,690,602 (1.9)

Recap Schedules: [-16s, E-17

2 jo 7 abvy
2 3 neayag
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"ON ¥3Qay0

I3-¥2€0<C6

I3-J404-69T0-€6-0Sd

(3,uo0D)
I XIaNIddv



BASE REVINUE BY RATE SCHEDULE - CALCULATIONS rm Jof 13
CXPLANAT |0m: rote achedule, calculate revenves under preseal and proponed ‘ﬂ' cl data
rates for the test year. 1T any customers are to be transferred from one l‘roleclfd Teat Tear Unded 12/31/8)
Comfant: TARPA ELECTRIC COWPanT schecele Lo anolher, show revesces sepirately for the transler grovp. Correction — Projected Prior Tear Ended _J/ _J_
feclors are used for historical test years only. The tolal bave revenve - Historical ?nlar Year Ended _J_J_
DOCRET ®O.: S20314-C1 h;r chu weat equal that shown Ia Schedule E-18s. The Billing unlts must Vilness: L. R INIT

shown in Schedules £-18a, E-18b and E-18c. Provide totsl
Wr of Billy, ¥ and Bi11ing XV for each rate schedule (Including
Standsrd and Time-of- Day customers) and transler gresp.

RATE SCHEODULE 650

X
INCREASE
Lo e
Standard Secondary 104,527 Bills in.w 3,857,745 91,873 Bills 12.00 1,862,868
Standard Primary 107 8ills 35,00 31,660 581 B 42.00 37,254
1-0-0 Sec. (Co. Owned) . l|1ll §a2 00 115,374 N
1-0-0 Sec. (Cust. Owned) 17 8ils :!S 0o a0
1-0-8 Pri. (Co. ] Bills 42.00 0.568
Stasdard Secondary Optional
Stencerd Primary tional
-0 . {Co. Dwned) Optional
1-0-0 Sec. (Cust. Owned) Optignal
1-0-0 Pri, (Co. Owned) Optipnal
Total
Lrergy tmr!r.
Standard Secondary 3,152,968 M 1485 46,821,515 13.98 41,643,638
Standard Prisary 115, 647 Wl 14,85 1.714,3%8 13.98 533.3
1-0-D Sec. On-Peak 55.94 W 8.2 1,509,304 78 1.20.173
162,611 mal 19 18 1,587.083 1011 1,555,202
8447 Al 8.1 238,314 72 8) 192,77
24,788 Ml 1978 231,001 1011 245,400
Optional 43 56 8,631,117 -
Optionsl 49 56 285,763 -
Optiensl . 49. 48 HE, -
Optional 49 .56 434,939
Optional 15 56 -
Optional 9.5 17 -
3,519,723 55,880,311

Supporting Schedules: E-18s, E-18b, E-18¢
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ALVINUE BY RATE SCHEDULE - CALCULATIONS Page 4 of 25

venues under prevest and proposed 'Iﬁe of data shown

FLORIDA MSLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

! e to be transferred from one Projected Test Tear Ended 12/31/9)
COMPANT: Tas#a ELECTRIC COMPANT schedule to another, show revenues seps 1 for the tramaler group. Correction _ Projected Prior Tear Inded _J/_J_
factars sre weed for M'lnrlul lul yer The total base revenve Illnetlcnl Prior Year Ended _/_J__
DOCKET ™2 - S2034-E1 by cless must equel that shown 1n Schedule E- lIa The billing unMs mustl Vitness: L. R. SKITH

equal those shewa 1n Schedules l 182, E<18b and E-18c. Provice total
nurber of Bi11s, Ml and B111ing KV for each rate schedule (inciuding
Standard and 1iee-of -Day cuslomers) and transler wm

TIPL OF
CHARGES
Continued from Page 4
Demand Charge:
8.989,619 K 6.75 60,679,928 7,796,406 0 §1.00 54,154,842 31
L0 6.7% 2,300,045 291,620 W 1.00 1.08),340 37
513,891 KW 0.00 0 4!!.5!! w 2.2 1,006,833 -
83,159 ® (1) 6.75 3,161,320 398,618 v [1) €.52 1,961,201 (22.1)
15.85) W 0.00 15,004 ¥ 2.27 171,919 .
67,054 XV (1) 6.75 452,615 66,550 v (1) 4.92 120,40 (z2.1)
1,253,201 W 0.00 0 hs
310w ;0.00 [} -
130,308 0.00 L] %
85w (1) 000 0 -
109 W 0.00 [] -
» m 9.00 [] -
68,631,911 Tha80,000 1 59,707,628 (10.5)
Metering Level Discount:
Standsrd Primary 4,018,433 i -1 (e0.18¢ 3,616,680 ! -1t (35,187 0.0
1-0-0 FPriea: 928,020 1% (9.280 162,610 -1 1,676 0.0
Standard Frimary Dptional 285,763 § -1% 2,858 -
1-0-D Primary Optional 3 -1x L]
Totsl $ (49,484) )

{1) 1-0-D Pesk TV i3 Included In 1-D-D Bil1ling KV and is therelore excluded from total.

Conlinued on Page §

Supporting Schedules: E-18a4, E-18b, E-18c Recap sth-&l'!;'
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Sch\lull - !k
I'1.0'l0l MI[I’. Silllﬂ tﬂﬂl“lbﬂ
COHPANT: TAMPA [LECIRIC COMPANT
DOCKED WD.: 920)2¢-L)

1P OF
CHARGES

Continued from Page 4

Transformer Owner. Dlscount:
Standard Primary

1-0:0 Primary

Standard Prisary Optional

T-0-0 Pricary Optional
Total

Emergency Relay Charge:
Standard Secondary
Standard Primary

1-0-0 Secondary

1-0-0 Primary

Standard Secondary Optional

Standard Prieary Optionsl

T:0-0 Secondary Optional

1-0-0 Primary Optional
Total

Tota! Base Revenue [Calculsted)
Correction Factor

Tota) Base Revenue (Booked)

Supparting Schedules: E-18a, [-186,

.lﬂ LAl Page 5 of 28

posssnsnan P

o :
Teat Year Ended 12/31/9)
Pricr Year Ended _/_J/_
!r“r Tear Inded _J/_J_
sHitn

ed
uhedult Lo snother, thow revervel seps Iy ‘uq &uullm
Tactors are wsed for hitorical test ynn enl TM total bave revenue
by u-u st ewl teat shown in Schedule £-1 The billing units must
equsl those ahown in Schedules E-184, E-185 and [-18c. Provide total

Is, WM and B1l11ng IV for each rate schecdule [Including
Standard and Day cutrtomers) end trenaler groep.

RATE !»hlmt [33]

X
s CHARGL/UMIT § RpviwuE TS CHARGE/UNI i REVINUE IHCREASE

152,185 W (o3 51682 188,208 W 0.35
15,550 W 0.3 14876 5550 W 0.3
6526 3.3
° 0,38
238,305 W 238,308
9,391 W 0.50 2.158 9.160 W 0.60
140009 W 0’50 1,015 060
089w 9,50 1910 0 €0
° @ 0 4 €0
0 &0
0.60
0 60
0 60 B
TTTTham 0.0
122,802,802 120,113,299 (2.1
1.000000 1 000000
weemr 120,113,299 (2.1}
T T R
162, €1 35
bt
v
o=
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FLoR1oN mlt Sllilt! CDII!S“OI
COsPANT: TAMPA ELICTRIC COMPANT

DOCEET WO : 3203241

179 OF
CHARGES

Cortomer Charge:
Standard Secondary
Stendard Primary
Standard Sublrans,
1-0-D Secondary
1-0-D Primary
1-0-0 Subtrans

Tota)

[nergy Charge:
sumn‘t:-nq
Standard Primary
Standard Subtrans

+0 Sec. Off-Feak
Pri. On-Fesk
Pri. Qff-Peak

——————
aenco
coo

Total

Continued on Page 7

E-18a, E-18b,

Supporting Schedules:

Subtrany. Da-Pesk
DSvMun Off -Peak

BASC REVONUE BY SATE SCHIOULE - CALCULATIONS Page § of 25
EAPLAMAT | DM ; rale schedule, n!mlll.o revervens under pt
rates for the Lest year. If any customers are (o be tr
ancther, thow revenues separslely for the
used for historical test years ulL The total ba
by class must equal Lhat shown i Schedule [-1 The Bllling
equsl those shown In Schedules E-1%a, [-18% and E-18c. Provide tola)
nusber of Bills, MM and BI11ing KV for esch rate schedule (Including
su-and and Time-of-Day customers) snd tramsler group.

snd propoted m-ra-u-m
KX Projected 1o
. Projected Prio

r [nded 12/31/9)
Inded _J/_/_
T iisterical Prier Teer Inded _J_/_
Wileens: L. & $HITG

21,188 wal 14.85 4,763 642 azi.am

175,960 W1 1485 2.613.110 175,561
0wl 485 0 0

84,028 Ml mn z.an.2mn 88,022

230,443 KAl 2.9 130,44

87,151 WAl .12 5,258,501 181,751

453,124 W 19 4,812,850 5124
0 Mal a2 ] 0
0 Wi 9.7 L]

Recap Schedules: [-16a. E-17
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BASE RIVEWUL BY l.ll( SCHEDULE = CALCULATIDNS Page 7 of 28

LRPLAMATION: By uleuhu -nn-n under present and propoved Type of dets shown:
rates for the test year, lnr cullul!r ln to be translerred from one AL Projected lest Tear Ended  12/31/9)
COMPANY: TAMPA [LECTRIC COMPANY anather, show or m transler group. :mmlm — Projected Prior Inded _/ /.
ved for Muarlu\ lnt ynrl D’llL tots] base revesve ~ iistorical l'vlo ear Unded _J/_/__
DOCELT ¥0.: $28324-L1 it equal that shewn In Schedule E-1 The Billing units must Witnesa: L. R, ALIN

by e

equal those thown In Schedulen [-184, =180 and [-18. Provide total
mumber of .ll1| Mt and Bil1ing KW for each rate schedule (Including
!nndard and Time-of-Day customers) end trm!lr group.

T o PRESENT REVEWUE mcmnol PROMOSED REVENUE CALCULATION %
CHARGES. s Mlﬂlll § BEVEWUE uNITs CHARGE/UNIT § REvwuE INCREASE
lelmnd Trvll Fage 6
Demand Charge:
Standard Secondary 801,307 W 6.75 §,408 022 1.00 LR
Standard Primery 437,18) W 6.15 1,951.08 1.00 3
Standard Subtrans. 0 6.75 0 1.00 =
1-0-D Sec. Billing lli..”l. w 0.00 .17 2
T1-0-0 Sec. Peak 604.8 w1 6.75 4.92 (.
1-0-0 Pvl. i!l'l!q 1,308, ll! 0.00 .27 o
1-0-D Pri. Peak 1,763,509 & (1) §.75 4.92 .
1-0-0 Subtrans. Billing 0w 0.00 ra
1-0-D Subtrams. Pesk 0 w1 6.15 4.92 »
Total 6.3
Power factor Charge:
Standard Secondary 10,337 VA 615 €9.775 2.00 ,MJ]
Standard Primiry 9,050 KVA 6.7% 61,088 2.00 55.8
Standard Subtrens. 0 XvA 6.75 0 1.00 =
T1-0-0 Secondary 11,674 KVA 675 18000 2.00 5.6
T-0-D Priear 4472 .75 L1 ] 2.00 a8
1-0-0 Sublrams. 0 KvA L [ (] 1.00 =
Total 35,483 KVA (57.3)

(1) 1-0-D Peak EW 13 Included in 1-0-0 Bi11ing ¥V and i therefore excluded from total.

Continued on Page &

Supporting Schedules: ([-18s, [-18b, E-18¢ ecap Schedules: [-18s, E-1T 'Ei
~E
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FLORIDA PUBLIC lmlu ml!iin-
CONPANT: TARPA TLECTRIC CONPANY

DOCKET WO.: 928374-£1

BASE lll’lM

Page 8 of !S

EAPLANA| ate schedule, :a\c wenuan r yoe of data shown:

rates fo eat year. If any cuvlomers are to be tr rred l-l "rl]nlld Test Year nded  12/31/9)
:e e ther, show revenues weparately for the lrmlrr |ro-¢ terrntlm __ Prajected Prior Tear [

aclora ar r

aed l'w historical lnl yllu enl Ihn Inhl lu
by class susl equal that showa | l‘n

equal those shown In Schedules (-Ila E-ID ndl. Ik Pl'.il

5, MM and BIl1ing XV for each rate schedule (Including
-of -Day tustomers) and transfer grovp.

= mistorical Prior Tear Ended _/_/_
Witeess: L. R, SMLTH

et of
ClaRsis

PRESENT llﬂ“ Ul!l.l.ll ox
TS llm l'l.ﬂ i

Continued from Page |

Power Factor Credit:
Standard Secosdary
tandard h-l-nry
Standard Sublrams,
-0-0 Secondary
~0-D Privary
-0-0 Sublrans.

Total

Melering Leve! Discount:
Standard Prisary
Standard Subtrana.
1-0-0 Primary
T-0-D Subtrans

Total

Traniformer Owner. Olscount:
Standard Primsry
Standard Subtrany.
1-0-0 Primary
1-0-D Subtrary.

Tetal

Supporting Screcules: E-18a,

=185, [-1%

lu,n:l 1.00] (10,453
18,068 1.00 (LA
1.00
(43,812 1.00 3,022
(189,842 1.00 (52, m
0 51.00
(10,541)
5.584,16) 3 -}: l!s.tl;l 5,520,370 % -# (s5.204) (0.8)
0 2 . -
ll.un.n'l 1% (18s,401) 18,458,478 l -1z nn.usl (1.0)
- 0 0 -2% -
2an, ,;i"i'” ) (239, 789)
\o.Nny W $0.32 (125.030) W0 NS §0.36 (140,659) 12.5
0o 30 42 0o n 59 b
1,102,442 W jo.n {352,783) 102.4e7 Ky 0.36 ml‘un 1n.s
0w 10 42 0 0 o 59 ’.
1,458,166 @ {837.540) 1.5

Recap Schedules:
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BASE REVEWUE BY RATE SOMIDULE - CALCULATIONS Page 9 of 25

Schedule [-16c

FLORIDA PUBLIC SIRYICE COMHISSION TAPLANATION: By rate schedule, calculate revenves under present and propored
rates for the {nl year. If any customers are Lo be tranaferred from one

Inded  12/31/9)

COMPANT: TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY scheduln lo another, tige revesues separately for the tranafer grewp. Correction or Year [nded A
Tactory are ured for higtorical test years nl!‘. The tots] bave revenue lor Year Unded _/_J__
DOCKET WO.: §ro3de-(1 by class must equal that shown In Schedule -1 The bIT)ing wfily mat

eaual those thowa In Schedules E-18s, [-18b and i-18c. Provide totsl
meber of BI1Vs, ML and 81111ng KW for each rate schedule (Including
Standsrd and Time-ol tramsfer group,

PRESENT REVISUE CALCULATION
19PE OF g
CRSES s

Continued from Fage 8

imergency Relay Charge:
Standard Secondary
Standard Primary
Stendard Subtrass.
1-0-0 r:
1-0-0 Primary
T-0-D Subtrans.

Tetal Base Revenwe (Calculated) 43,108,145 0.0
Correction Facter 1.000000

Totsl Base Reverwe (Booked) 43,105,145 0.0
e PP T RSP A SRSt P e LAs SR en
Becap Schedules: E-16a, E-1) §'§

0?
oa
-Hl
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Schedule [-16c

FLORIOA FUBLIC SEAVICE ComMISSION
CoRPANT: TAXPA [LECTRIC COMPANT

ooCKEl MO, : 920024-L1

1-0-D Primary
1-0-D Subtrans,
Total

[ £ y Charge (Supplesental):
"m-l) Pll'.lh- Peak

«0-0 Prl. Off-Feak

g -0 Sebtrans. gn-hlk

-
L e

Dewand Charge {Supplemental):
1-0-0 Prl. Peak
1-0-D Subtrams. Peak
Denand Charge (Stancby):
1-0:0 Pri. Peak
Reservation Chg. Fri
Reservalion Chg. Pri
1-0-0 Sublrans. Peak
Reservation Chg. Subtrans.
Reservalion Chg. Sublrans.

Total

(1) Mot Included In totsl.
Cantinued on Fage

Supporting Schedules

wy

by =|us eyt equal that shown

rguel those shown in .'.c»mln { 1B

nusber of Bille, MM ;'I"
Yy

M!( IFUIM

[YPLASATION: By rate -M [N ulcu'luo
ratey for the teat year.

1T any customer
her, show revenusy 1ep

Nﬁllll‘l.

e Lo be Lrams rnd from one
y for thae tramfe

Ihe tolal base revence
The B111ing untty st
£-18b end [-18c. Provide total

ier each rate o:Mdull {incleding

growp, Correction

o Projected Pri
~ Histerical Prior Tear Ended _/__J
Witress: L. R SMITH

e SCIOULE S8F

u Bl

150 WAl
158 W

125,191 wal

08,504 @
[

166.4
51, sns We. ]
by IS; 668 mn., 1

Ri:‘.’; it

185,814
m,u;

117,452
93,601
5,362
3,084

1,816,239

1,410,305
0

$40,752

FROPOSED REVENUE CALCULATION

s CHARSE/NIT
@ Bl 280.00
n Bl 180.00

1 el

20,846 W 12.83
B HaH
o Kal [ERT
4,167 wal 3.79
10,205 WM 3.79
190 W 3 79
198 3 79
208,93 W §1.00
0w §7.00
1.9
u u' nm'u ‘ ] 10 84
1181668 KiDay sg i;
Rt l ‘ ¥
.28 WOy 50 n

lt:-p s:hmulu. - lh l l!

X
§ REVENUE INCREASE

13.440
120

1,462,528 7
0 -

613,952 W
81.782 15.%
182,000 100
159,613 ue
46,571 35.%
8652 1.0
2,785,108 mni

2
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COMPANT: TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANT
DOCEET MO.: §20324-E1

BASE REVIWUL BY I.IIE !D(lll’ = CALCULATIONS hﬂ 1 ef 3%
Tion ealculal n-«mﬂ -ndcr presenl and propesed lzo of d-ﬂl Ahown:

ratey for the fnl mr If say customers are to be transferred from ome l're}r:l«l lnt Tear Unded  12/31/9)
schedule to another, show revenues "pnuui, for the tranifer grouwp. Correction vojected Prior Tear Inded _/_J
factors are wned for Materical test years onl L The totsl base revenve lllﬂulul Prior Year [nded _J_J/__
by class must equal thet shown 1 Schedule E-16a. The bl11ing units must Viteess: L. R, SHITH

wqus) thote shown In Schedules €-18a, [-18b and £-18c. Provide totsl
m« of 81113, MM and Bi11ing KV for each rate schedule (Including
Standard and Time-of- Day customers) and Lransfer growp.

Continued rom Page ID

Power Factor mm (Supp.):
1-0-0 Prisa
l'u-trl 0-? s‘r (.M (s }
actor I' 1 H
1-0-0 Pri e W,
I-CDeruu

Power Factor Credit (Supe.):
1-0-0 9rlurr
1-0-D Subtra

Power Factor Cudll (Stby.):
1-0-D Primary
1-0-0 Subtrans,

Total

Meter Level Discount (Supp.):
1-0-0 Primar

0
1-0-0 Subltrans,
Meter Level Discount (Stby.):
1-0-D Primary
1-0-D Subtrans.

RATE SCMEDULE S8F

PRESENT REVEWUE CALCULATION

Eunumlt § REVONUE 1S CHARGE /U] T § REVINUL
[ L) ius [ .00 [] -
0 EVA 8.75 L] 2.00 ° -
i!-w L] -
2. ™ -
m -
(56,0991 29,91 WYARH ”l.u
e o WOARN 1
3,858 MVARM uu a0
0 HVARH 1.00
(56,099
3,000,245 1 -1 (30,002) 2.931.225 l -1X (.02 (2.3)
0 -I% 0 L] -1% ] -
1% (11,434 [WTLN Y] ! X (12,485
-x 52 0,821 - (

ar

4003040 §

lcnp hhnuln l‘1h. E-17

0 40 11 Megi
FREIL R

8ET dJOVd
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s:nu-n € |le BASE It\‘lll.l( l‘l‘ BAl Fage 17 of 7%

fl.ﬂlﬂ ’l.ll.lt SIRVICE Commission
COMPANT: TAMPA [LECTRIC COMPANT
DOCKET W0, : S20024-E1

rates for the Lest year. 11 |ll|' cua! n-t
schedule to another, thow revesues 3 . Projected Prior Year [nded
factors sre waed for historical lnt year L ha totsl be Hloluriul Prior Tear Ended _/_J__
by clays must equal that shown 1n Schedule E-16a. The BITIN "Gntia mat ViTness: L. R SHITH

#qua) those shown In Schedules E-18a, E-18b and E-1Bc. Provide lotal
mdnr of Bills, MM and 8111ing ¥ for each rate schedsle (Including
Standsrd and 1ime-of- Day customers] and Lrensfer growp.

BATE SCHEDULE SBF

l—r data shown:
Projected Test Tear Ended  12/31/91
A

tr Iln Illﬂfll‘ grm Correction
evenue

Continued from Page 11
Transf, Dwner. ﬂlu (Supp.):

CIARGE/un T

:j : HM l“.”; o HU n |50.!I=’ ISI.’J; E\‘f "g )5; (“.I’g} 12.%
Tranal, Dmlr Bllc. (stby.): ;
1-0-0 P nﬂ ﬂl I" ‘Zl] 176,400 XV uﬂ 8 49,392 31
1-0-0 Mll‘lll! 0.3%) 61,096 W 0.4 79,004 N
Tetal 8

hr; Relay Charge [Supp.):
1-0-0 Primary

82,606 X iu 5 41,130 82,608 TV 0.60 49,564 K
T-0-0 Subtrans. 2N - | 0.58 [ 0.60 [] -
; Belay Charge (Stby.):
D Prisary 151,200 ® zo 50 15,600 151,200 *V .80 $0,720 70,0
T-0-0 Sulitrans. (] 0.50 L] o o 0.60 ] -
Total 21,808 o 116,903 133,806 XV 140,284 w.e
Total Base Revenue (Calculated) 4,233,004 4,346,050 .7
Correction Factor 1.000000 1.000000
Total Base Revenve (Booked) 4,213,014 4,345,058 21

Swn'tlug Schedulen: l-w- E-18b, E-18c

6ET dIDVd
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Schedule [-16c Ill! III‘III-! l!' ll“ SCHEDULE - CALCURLATIONS Page 13 of 25

FLORIEA FUBLIC STAVICE COMMISSION (XPLANATION: By rate o:hduh ealcalate

nues under present and propoted |lr f dn. Whown ©
rates for the Leal year. Il any cuntomers are to be trensferred (rom one Projected 'ﬂ r Inded 12/31/03
COMPANT: TANPA [LECTRIC COMPANY snather, thow revenues separately for the transfar group. t.rvnllu — Projected P v [nded
factor wired for historieal test years only. The tetal hu — Malerleal Ptlut I'uv Inded —/_J/_
DOCKET WO, : 92032401 by class pust equal that shown 1n Schedule (-1 The Vilness: L. R, SHITH

" -ut
equal those shown In Schedules (-18a, E-18b and E-18c, Frov) latll
WAl and Billing 1 f |M1. [¥ncluding

CHARGE /NI T § REVENUE (U131 CHARGE /w11 EVENUE INCREASE

Standard Frlury
Stendard Subtrana,
1-0-0 Primary
1-0-0 Subtrans.

Total

Billy

Energy Charge:
Standard l:!ury
Standerd Subtrans,
1-0-0 Frl. Dn-Peak
1-0-0 Pri, Off-Peak
1-0-0 Subtrans. On-Peak
T-0-D Subtrans. OfF-Peak

Tetal
Demand Charge:
Standard Prisary 1.20 288,521 21,99 o
Standard Subtrans. 1.30 9,761 1.513 B
1-0-0 Primary 1.30 1,230,48% §46,520 o
1-0-0 Sebtrans. 1.30 2.749, 624 5,095 W
Total ; 291, ou o [ u.ss} 300,004 B
(1) Excludes 3,171 WA of Optional Provisien,
Contiaued on Page 14
Supporting Schedules: (-18a, [-18%, E-18c Recap Sehedules: E-16a, £-17
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Schedule £-16c

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE Cﬂl!!lﬂ
COMPANT: TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANT
DOCKET MO.: $20324-C1

TYPE OF
CHARGES

tnll!-" from Page 13

Power Factor Charge:
Standard Primary
Standard Subtrams,
1-0-D Primary
1-0-D Subtrany,

Total
Power Factor Credit:
Stendard Prismary
Standard Subtrana.
T-0-0 Pricary
T-0-0 Subtrans,
Total
MHetering Level Discount:
Standard Subtrans,
T-0-0 Subtrans.
Total
Tranaformer Cwner. Dlscount:
Standard Subtrena.
1-0-0 Sublrans.

Continued on Page 15

Supporting Schedules: ([-18a, E-18b, [-18¢

BASE TLVINUE BY RATE w‘ﬂll - mmmm

Page 14 of 2%

[IPLANATION: By rote schedy
rates for the test year. |
schedule Lo snother, thow

test ruru uﬂ
it egual that shewn In Schedule £-] bIInY
qual thote shown In Schedules [-182, €-18b end E-18c. Provi
number of Bi1ls, M and B111ing KW for gach rate schedule (including
Standard and lime-of-Oay customers) and !rml!f group.

Inded 12/31/93
— Projected Prluf l'nr Ended
malarlu! rrlur Yeor Unded _J_f_

vitness: L. B, $HITH

RATE SCDLE 15- l

PRESENT m'!m( CALCLRLATION
s CNGUWIT $ REVENUE

A 36.50
HVAN 36.50
MYAW 18.50
HYAN 36.50
LA

mtb Il“lt! CALCULATION

(13,513 2,609 MVARH 1.100
{643 82 KVARN 1.00
94 17, :m K¥ARiL 1.00
§1.00
216 49,30 % -1x
u_nﬁjw 1 12,208,248 § -1z
Nrnsiere § 12,9005
7,510 W 0.10 {151 7,510 o 10.23
2,004,099 W Ho.lo‘ {208,490 2,004,859 $0.23
2,092,417 W (209,241) _imam )
............................................... NPy PP e e R et DT T
Recap kl\-dul-l l Ih -1 §'§
=<
oA
L
=
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Schedule [-16c

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
COMPANT: TAMPA [LICIRIC COMPANT
oOCKET WO, : $2032e-L1

EASE REVIWUE BT RATE SCHEDWLE - Cllﬂklllm

EXPLANATION: e schedule, calculale revesues under
rates for the 'ul year. Il any customers are Lo be Urany lrrod from one
achedule Lo another, show revenves separately for the Lransfer growp t-rtnllu
Tectors are used for historical test years snly. The lolal Bave revesca
by class must equal that shows In Schedule [-18s. The billing untts st
egval those shown In Schedules (- l.l-l €-185 and E-18c. Provide total
I 811Ys, MM and BillNng KV each rate schedule (Including
tramafer group.

Type of data shown

1t Frojected Test Tesr Inded 12/31/9)
__ Projected Prier Tear [ i)
mllor!n'l Price Tear Enced _J_J/_

Vitress: L. SHITH

TYPE OF
CHARGES

Continued from Page 14
Tota] Base Revenve (Calculated)

Correction Facter
Total Base Revenue (Booked)

;;wovllu

IS CHARGE/UNIT
18,302,241 18,200,415 (0.8)
1.000000 1.000000
18,302,241 18,200,415 (0.8}

Recap Schedules: E-16s, E-1)
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BASE IIVIM BY RATE SEH!.‘“ = CALCULATIONS

L oISl
COMPANT: TAMPA CLECTRIC CONPANTY
DOCELT 0. : §20324-L1

Type of data shown
T?u}nteﬂ Test Teur [nded  12/31/9)
Projected Prior Tesr Unded
l(lllerlul 'tlnr Tear [rded
Vileens: L. R, SHIN

ome
hew revena lpl
factors are used for historical
by :hn ruat equal that shown in Mw b
equal those shown In Schedules £-18a, E-18b and [-1Bc. Provide lotsl
rumber of Billy, MM and Bil1Ing IV for esch rate schedule (Inciuding
T

of Ih; customers) and trasafer group.

RATE SCHEDWULE $81-1

PRESENT REVEWUE CALCULATION

PROPOSED REVEWUL CALCULATION

TYPE OF N R A AR L $ SR 4 R s S e ek AN S SRR R A S R L %
11 wirs CURSEAMIT  § REVEROL wirs CMBSENMIT  § REVENS INCREASE
Custoser Charge: o i . T e B
1-0-0 m-!; 0 Bills 595.00 ] [ 1,025.00 -
1-0-D Subtrans s Bl £95.60 31,360 @ Bl 1,025.00 s
Tetal 3,350 us
[ Cha Supp! 1
-0 "'o-!v":: ) o ma 11.9% 0 0 mal 1.y ] -
1-0-D Pri. OFf-Pesk 0 mal 11.9% t 0w 1 [l -
1-0-D Subtrens. On-Pesk 3.8 W 11.9% 92,108 32,841 WAl 1.3 aean ‘L!l
1-0-0 Subtrans. G(f-Pesk 101,205 MM 11.98 101,205 mal 11.34 114768 5.2
Esergy Charge (Standby):
100 el D11 Famk o oo iR 5 HE H :
1-0-0 Sublrans. On-Fesk 22,430 i ;u'n 12,430 W 9.5 20.1
1-0-0 Subtrans. Off-Peak £5.081 Mol 11.98 9.5 L
Total s ) Il”!
Demand Cha Suppemental]:
|u~orr'°(""-“] (B 1.30 [ 1.4% .
1-0-0 snbmm 164,400 K¥ 1.30 n3n0 1400 W 1.45 118,380 1.5
] l'r:"q — 0.1 t [] 388 [] -
tion Chy. Pri n v, 10 06 ] (] i 208 0 -
fon Chg. Pri a wmu z 0.0) [} (] n‘mr 0 ° =
ubtrans, ‘ 0.7 I.g:.:f; B . i lg g. ;;-:
#tlon Chy. Sublrans, :l! al‘ I:wlh 0.08 ol . -
vl Eh: Sebtrens: N H o H B T R ()
Total Vaos W 154,488 1204080 W 15.3
[l Eveludes 573 M of Optional Provision.
1) Mot included In tetsl.
Comtinued on Fage 17 . e i
Supporting Schedules: E-18a, [-18b, E-l1% Recap Schedules: [-18a, E-17 .fg
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Schedule [-16c BASE REVENUL BY RATE SCUEDWAE - Cﬁlﬂﬂ.lllﬂi

TLORIOA PUBLIC SLRVICE COPsISSION CIPLANATION: pri I'Il and p!‘ln"(
retes l'c' the test yur I any cortome w lo be tranaferred (rom one
COMPANY: TAMPA [LECTRIC COMPANY schedule Lo another, show resences seps anyfer group. Correction

factors ul wsed for historical test years only.
DOCEEY w0 S2002e-EI by closs sl tqnl that showa (a Schedule £-182. The bi
equal those shown tn Schedules E-12a, E-18b and [-i8c

nudnr of Bills, WAL and Bi11ing BV for each pche

1 ay cuslomers} and trans

ng
4 ce totsl
dule (Including

HESIH REVENUE CALCULATION
TYPL OF m——— —mmrmmmaan

CHARGES wirs CHARGE/um 1T § REVENUE
Continued from Page 16

Fower Factor D\lr.l (Supp.)
1-0-0 Prima ¢ WA ;Jl ) 0
T-0-0 Subtry 1,273 WVAM 3.5 46,485
hnl a ;c:tw thluc {Stby.)
T-0-0 Mlum

Total 1,213 M¥AH

Power Factor Credit (Supp.)

1-0-0 Primary 0 0 MVARH
1-0-0 Subtrans. (1n,742) 6,540 WVARH
Power mm Credit [Stby.)
1-0-D Primary 0 MYARH
1-0-9 er-ﬂ: 4,268 WVRRN
Total 10,808 WVARH
Meter Level Nmt (Supp.)
1-0-0 Subtr 1,816,810 % -11 (18,189) 1,758,462 §
ihlrr Level Dllemt (stby.)
T-0-0 Subtrans, 1,997,018 % <13 (19.870) 1,503,256
Total 3,803, %8 %

1 f. o-nr Dlt:
r:g 0 Subtr {30:) 154,400 *w (30.10) (15,440} 164,40 Y (30.23) (3r.812) 130.0

1 T, Dwnel
"o r m“ tthy:) ($0.08) (88,i13) 1,109,664 XV (30.20) (m !m 150.0

1-0-0 Subteans
Total (105.213) 1,274,084 ¥V

Continued on Page 18

Supporting Scheduies: €-18a, E-18b, E-l8c Recap Schedules: [-16a, [-17
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Schedule [-16c BASE R{VIWUE BT RATE SCHEOULE - CALCULATIOXS

FLORIDA PuBLIC SERVICT COMMISEION LRPLANATION: By rate schedyl venues under eal and propoted
rates for the test year. I any cestomers are Lo be traniferred from one

CosPany: TasPh ELICIRIC COWPANY schedule Lo snether, show revenves separately for the tramsfer group. Correction
Tactors

DOCKET W0, : 520324-11 by clasy mat equal that shown In Schedole £-

& yved for historical Test years wnu‘ The tots)l bava re

venue
The bil1ing walty must

equal those ghown In Schedules [-18a, E-18b and £-18c. Provide totsl
nusber of 8111y, M and 8111ing KV far each rale schedule (Including

1ime-of -Day custorera) aad tranafer group.

1 ©

ﬂ"m;m. Tear (nded 12/31/9)
_ Projected Prior Year Ended _J/_J_
__ Wisterical Prior Teor Ended _J_f__
Witness: L. R ONITH

RATE SCHEDWRE SB1-1

Contlnwed from Page 17

Total Base Bevenue (Calculated)
Correction Factor

Tetal Base Bevenue (Booked)

3,120,715
1.000000
312805

Recap Schedules:

a1, (.9
1.000000
1an,m (r.m)

E-16s, €-17
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BASE B llﬂ BT BATE K.N!ﬂl.l.[ mmallm l‘qu 190f 75

EXPLAMATION: II rete achedule ululnn revenues -mr urum and rwd ll Olll yhioem
" for the test year If any curtomers are Lo be traraferred from one ll Frojected Test Ended 12/31/9)
COMPANT: TAMPA ELLCTRIC COMPANY schedule Lo sncther, thow revenves separately for the tramafer group. Carrection _ Projected Prior Tear [nded =y
factors are wied lw Matericsl Lest :ruu only. The total Base taue Histerical l'rlu Tear Unded _J_J__
DOCKED WO, §28324-E1 by class munt equs) that shown in Schedule E- “tka. The Bliling enlts st Vitnens: L. B, SHITH

equal those shown ia Schedules E-100, - I. and E-18c. Provide t
8 for each rate schedule [Inciuding

@ Bl
0 Bl

1-0-D Primary
T-0-D Subtrans.

Total

Energy Charge:
!Illdlrllrnll-r'
Standard Sublram,
1-0-0 Pri. On-Pesk
1-0-0 Pri, OF
1-0-0 Subtrams.
1-0-0 Subtrams, Ofl' Pu\

Total

ﬂnrr:
Standard Frimary

1.30 240,013 184,625 WV 1.45%
Standard Subtrams, 130 (] 0 K 1.45
1-0-0 Primary 130 324121 M3 W 1.45
T-0-0 Subtrans 1.30 20,847 Ii 0e 1.45

Total

(1) Excludes 513 WH of Optlonal Frovision.

Continued on Fage 20

18, L1885, E-1

1 nnowyss

26 4o 61 ey

9vT JOVd
"ON LIX00d

I3-¥2E026

I3-404-G910-£6-0Sd

(3,uo00)
I XIaNIddv

“"ON ¥30d0



Schedule [~ ll-: BASE REVEWUE BY RAT( SE)IDUL[ « CALCULATICNS Page 20 of 7%
FLoRioa MHC ll"l(l !MI“IM
COMPANY: TANPA [LICTRIC COMPANT

DOCKLT 0.: $20324-L1

.
.'tll. peAT .
nother, show revenues sepa iy for
re waed for historicel Leat yesrs ul

Schedule I-:‘

11 sny custome v Inded  12/31/9)
Unded _J

Projec!

— Projected Prior i
Historics) Plhf Teor Ended _J_J_
Vitrase: L. 1L

PROPOSED REVENUE CALCULATION

117 OF B sssccassssmsnasasacanes 1
$ UnI1S CUARGE/NIT § REVEWUE INCRIAST
Conlinued from Page 19
Power Factor Crarge:
Standard Prisary 302 MVAH SA7 HYARM .00 1,094 {s0.1)
Standard Subtrans, oMYAl 0 MYARN .00
1-0-0 Primary 1,010 MYAH 2,160 HYARH 1.00 430 (88.3)
1-0-0 Subtrena 0 MVAN 0 MvaRn 2.00
Tetal U 2,711 KYARH s 188.7)

Power Faclor Credit:

Standard Primary (25.532) $.7712 MYARH (11.4)
Standard Subtrana, ] 0 WVARN .
1-0-D Primary (49,084

1-0-D Sublrana. 1. !ll

Total

Metering Level Discount:

Standard Subtrans. 0 i -1% ~1% 0 .
1-0-D Subtram 126,219 -1% -1% (1,307) 15
Totsl 126,219 § (r.300) 35
Transforsar Owner, Olscount:
Standard Subirans. Ilﬂ 10 0 [ E 0.13 ] =
T-0-D Sublrans. 10.10] (1,600) 16,016 0.2 (3, 608) 129.9
Total (1.604) 16,036 &V 13.688) 1299

=18, t 185, E-lBec Recap Schedules:
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Schedule [-16c

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERYICE COMMISSION

COMPANY: TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANT
DOCKET 0. : 97032¢-U1

TIPL OF
CHARGES

Cont inued from np'io

Tatal Base Revenus (Calculated)
Carrection Factor

Total Base Revenve {Booked)

BASE REVENUE BY BATE SCHEDIRE - uu.ulllm

..... Eiﬁﬂinu By rate ;;a-um ;-Ic ate revesses unde
{ul year. |T any customers sin Il be U

rates for the
achedule to snolher, show revenues

by clans must equal that shown in Schedule

separately for the
lactory are uted for Biatorical test years r:‘. The ln

111
equal thase shown In Schedules £-18s, E-18b and !~1l: hn::u tetal

nusber of Bills, WAL lnd BIIY
Stendard and 1

t

K for each
nd

schadule (Including

Witeens: L

3,668, 400
1.000000
3,668,040

Frojecied ley’
— Projected Prier
— Wisterical Prior

. R SHITK

Ended 12/31
Unded _J/_J_
Ended _J_J__

1]

Brcap Schedules:

lll\l

€17

20 40 17 whey
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FLORIDA FUBLIC l[h'IC[ ml!!!ﬂ

COMPANT: TAMPA [LECTRIC COMPANT
DOCKET ®O,: 370374-€1

Page 22 of 15
T o el snd propesed  Type of dats shown:
5.“. locl- the yo * la 4 !l'-'::t'B l'rl'r-jnuﬂ Test Year Ended  12/31/9)
pehedule to another, thow revesues 1epa l‘ l-r I ouwp. Correction _ Projected Prior Tear Ended
factors & ed l.r historical test yv revence " Wistorical Priar Tear Unded _/_J_
By clann must equal that shown In Schedule §- lL '!h BilVing unila must Witeeas: L. R SHITH

rqosl Those shown N Sehertotes £-106, 185 nd E-182. Provige fote]
eber of BIIly. M and BI11ing KV for eech rate schedule (Including
Standard and lime-of -Day custome

1-0<0 Prisary
1-0-0 Sublrany,
Total

1-0-D Subtrans, Qff-Peak
[ne Charge [Stancbyj:
1-0-0 Pri, On-Peak
1-0-0 Pri. OIf-Feak
7-0-0 Sublrans. On-Peak
T-0-0 Sublrany. OFf-Peak

Total

Demand Charge (Sepplemental):
1-0-0 Pri.
1-0-D Subtrans.

Desund mrw (Standby):
1-0-0 Pri
l-!urnlhn Chyg. Pri
Regervallon Chy. Pri
1-0-0 Subtrans,

rvallon Chy Sublrans

eservation Chg. Subtr

Total

RATE SCHEDULE 381-3

PROPOSD REVEWUL mmu o

nmuuu § Rivin wirs CRRGE Ml T
§735.00 9 o Billy $1.025.00 L] -
§715.00 35,100 8 Bills $1.025.00 49,200 9.5
35,780 45 Bllls
5.2 15,61 Q -
5.32 15.61 L] -
s 115 L1} 115,585 1.9
5.2 15.61 841,816 1.5
5.3 3 .56 o .
t H 9.56 o
5.1 956 154,662
5.0 9.58 952
T35 wal (1) s ()
0 K 1.30 L o oW 1.4% 0
207,600 W 1.30 269 880 101,600 W 1.48 31,020
oW $9.13 9 0w 30.86 []
0 KW/Ma. (2 §o.c8 ﬂ 0 KW/Mo. !2! $o0.08 ]
0 l\lfﬂlr tf 0 €3 L] IWDI]' 10.03
e B0 B8 us v B B
5.n, 'H K/ Day i l 0.0 H‘l 155 S.IH:.I;E ‘U.“lhj l t 0.0
l.(S}.’ﬂ‘ o IJH.U? 1,463,500 "

[Ii Excludes 345 i of Optional Provislon.

Not Included In total.
Continued on Fow 0

Supporting khwulu E-18a, E-18b, E-18c

hc‘p Schedules: E-18e, E-17
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FLCRIDA PUBLIC STRVICE COWMISIION
COMPANT: TAMPA CLECTRIC COMPANT
DOCKET WO, : §20324-L1

BASE REVENUE BY RATE SCHEDILE - CALCIRATIONS
{ rate schedule, calculale revesges under present and propased l,r
e i

I dala shown

ojected Tent Year Ended 12/31/9)

ojected Prior Year Ended _/_J/__
Encied

rates for the
achedule to snother, show
factors are wsed for histerical Lest years ult The tots] base reverve

ab year. If any customers are to be tranaferred from cne Pr
revenves separately for the transler group. Correctica r

by class susl equal that shown in Schedule E-1 The billing unlds sust
tqusl those shown in Schedules E-182, E-1Bb and E-18c. Provi total
nuster of 8111, MM and Bi11ing KV for each rate schedule [Including
Standard and Time-of-Day cuslomers) and trassfer group.

Continved from Page 72

Power Factor Charge (Sepp.)
1-0-0 Primary
1-0-0 Subtrans.

T-0-D Subtrans.
Total

Power Factor Credit (Sopp.)
1-0-D Prisary
T-0-D Subtrans.

Power Factor Credit [Stby.)
1-0-D Prieary
1-0-0 Subtrans.

Totsd

Meter Level Discount (Sepp.)
1-0-D Subtrany.

Weter Level Discount [Sthy.)
1-0-D Subtrans.

Total
Teamsf, Cwner. Diac. (Supp.)
1-0-0 Subtrans.
Transf. Owner. Disc, (Stby.)
T-0-0 Sublrans.

Total

RATE ;I‘(lll.l sei-3

L] 38.50 ] HYAR
% MVAM 36.50 1.09 1,095 MYARH
0 HYARS
996 HYARN
1.058 2,091 MYARN
] 0 MYARN $1.00 [] -
(a.780) 8,216 HYARH 11.00 (8,718} (78.2)
0 MYARN [ 1.00 [] -
1,477 MYARH 1.00 (r.a2) .
1,366,915 § 1% (13,885) 1418820 -1z (14,188)
7,085,998 § -1% (20.852) 1,819,517 1% {1n,795)
3482013 § (3¢,528) 3,058,008
707,600 KV ($0.10) (20.760) 200,800 T 130.23) (41,148) 130.0
1,256,304 WV {30 08) 1,756,300 W [$2.20) (281.251) 150.0°'

1,463,504 KV

Recap Schedules: E-16a, €-17
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T RATE SCWEGULE - CALCULATIONS Page 24 of 25

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COmelSSION EAPLANATION: B revenves wnder prevent and propered

rates for the Irom one Al Inded 11/1I/MY
CoMPANT: TANPA ELECTRIC COMPANY schedule 1o anather, show revences separ. the 1t growp. Correction olecied Prior Tear Ended =

factors are wied Tor historical lest yea Bave revenue sterical Prior Year Inded _J_J__
DOCKET MO, : $20024-01 by clons sl equal that shees | . 5 ln&-ﬁn -t

equal thote shown In Schedulen E-18x, £-18b and E-18c. Frovide total

number of lll::. MM and Bi111ng XV for esch ;tn schedule (Including

RATE SCHEDULE 581-3

PROPOSED REVINUE CALCULATION

TIPEOF  emeeeeseeessmesemssmseseee—eceaiesseseeseseises
CHARGES § REVENUE
Continued from Page 23 o = e ve—gy g
Total Baze Bevenue (Calcwlated) 3,295,787 1,004,040 (8.9)
Correction Factor 1.000000 1.000000
Total Base Bevesve (Booked) 3.295.157 3,004,040 (8.9)
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Schedule [-18c
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
COMPANT: TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANT

DOCKET W3 : 920324-L1

BASE REVINUL 87 l.ll( S(blﬂ.l[ = CALCULATIONS

[XPLANATION: By rate l:hldulo. cale

rates for tl- eat year. I any cv
schedul nother, M- revenue

! luﬂ far hlllurlul

t egual Lhat

equil 1
!l-btr a! OII'II A and BIID

Customer Charge:
Standerd
Total
[nergy and Demand Charge:
Standard
Totsl

Total Base Revenve (Calculated)
Correction Factor
Total Base Bevenue (Booked)

26,236

er grovp. Correction
. The tolsl base revenva
shown in Schedul The Billing wnifs must
shown In Schedules [-18a, €-18b and [-18c. Frovide tots)
ing KV for each rate schedule (Including
Standard and Time-of-Day cuslosers) and Lran group.

Jec
— Projected Prior Tear Ended
Illnloflul 'rllw Tear Ended

1
-

-
-
<
-
.
4
o
-
-
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BEVENUL BY RATE SCMOORE - LIGHTING SCMEDULE CALCULATION
CIPLABATICN: Caleulate revenue wnder present snd propoted ral for the te 1 of dita whown
for each Vighting schedule. Show revenues from charges for all Lypes of Tigh

] X Projected lest Tear Ended 12/31/9)
COMPANT : TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANT fistures, poles and conduclors. Peles thould be listed rately from fistures. __ Projected Prier Tear Inded _/_J/_
Shew separately revenues (rom customers who own Taciii 1 thote wlo — Misterica) Prier Tear Ended _J_J_

DOCKET WO, : 320324-E1 do not. Asnual TWH' must agree

1th the data prosided

. SRIIN

T PAGPaSED REVENUL CALCULATION

ANNUAL  EST. 10TAL ] 101AL ]
TYPE OF BILLING K ANNUAL FACTLITY ENERGY MAINT, mOATHLY T01AL FACILITY ENERGY MAINT. MONTILY T0TAL
FACILITY 1Ens /0. L] CHMARGE CHARGE CHARGE CHARGE ROVENUT CHARGE CIARGE CHARGE CHARGE REVENUE
Flatwre lyr:
4,000 Lumen Migh Pressure Sodium 215,190 20 4,200,800 $2.82 10.54 $1.21 1268 §0.43 117 38 1921013
5.000 Lumen High EC LU+ ] 821,97 85 079 LA 5 271 0.8 1.0 45) 128,358
9.500 Lumen High 90,208 5L 1495, i 1.3 L2 108 1Lar 88 1,580,091
16.000 Lumen High Pressure Sodium 42,510 70 2,978.700 346 1.50 1.8 354 119 o981 S 2,809
11,500 Lumen High Pressure Sediwm SA.608 110 6, 4450880 40 29 132 8l 408,751 .13 235 08m 145 436,630
50,000 Lumen High Pressure Sodium 12.708 170 2,160,360 e 4asl LY e 129,485 431 L8} Lo 5.0 114,153
5,800 Lumen Wigh Pressure Sodiue - .
Post Top 18,050 k] 465,450 L1 o9 L4 LR H 103,001 s 0B LM 1.6l 122,141
hdditiona) Fixture on @
Vood or Concrete Pole:
4,000 Lumen High Pri 130 0 .38 0.%4 -19 a8 1,48 4 04y L2 ol 1.3 1
5,800 Lumen High Pri 132 9 .39 073 L9 4N a7 240 0.62 1.20 A 562 ?
9,508 Lumen High Pr .o 51 . 1Le e 538 16,114 i 1L 1. 5.10 15,361 )
16.000 Lumen High Pr . 10 118 190 21 635 14,440 328 L4 09 585 12.848 1
27,500 Lumen High Pre: 1.45¢ 110 1% 299 LM [ N 12.002 Jat 235 087 116 10,697 1"
50.000 Lusen High Pressure Sodium 1o 194 461 L3S § 90 358 40 16 1.9 a.7% uns n
Additional Flxture on an
Alpmioygm Pole:
4,000 Lumen High Pressure Sodiue L] 0 0 .36 054 19 .0 0 e 04 L1 e 0
5,800 Lumen High Fressure Sodium [} 9 1] 8 019 19 4.3 L] 240 068 1.70 (] 0
9,500 Lumen Nigh Pressure Sodium L s1 24,788 .68 1.38 il 530 2,576 o1 wn 508 1.454 'l
18,000 Luwea High Pr. Sodium 180 10 12,600 5.1 1.99 H Ly 1,452 521 1.4% 091 18] 1,313 (]
11,50 Lusen High P Sod|um e 110 0 510 199 N 1w [ 58} 23 0.9 515 0
50,000 Lumen ligh Pressure Sodium o 1 ] E16 46l 238 e ] .30 36 1.09 1102 L]
Special Coaditions: .
Energy Cnly - - 9,147,408 - - # . 248,761 - * . - 195,208 [H]

Present [nergy Charge calculated @ 30.02714 per K
Proposed Enargy Charge calculated # §0.07134 per Wil
Continued on Page 2

2 4o 92 My

Supporting Schedul Fecap Schedules: C-16a, T-17
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TLORIOA PUBLIC SEAVICE COnmISSION
COMPANT: TamPA ELECIRIC COMPANT
DOCKLT M. : $20324-81

Continued from Page |

Finture lyr (c. 1. A, €0t
4,000 Lumen Migh Pressura Sodium
5,800 Lusen Migh Pressure Sodiom

§.500 Lumen High Pressure Sodium
16.000 Lumen High Pressure Sodium
21,500 Lumen High Pre: 1
50,000 Lumen High Pre: ]

5,800 Lumen Wigh Pressure Sodium -

Post Top
Additional F
¥ood or Conc

4,000 [usen

8,800 Lumen

9.500 Lumen High
16,000 Lumen Migh
27.500 Lumen W

Additioasl Finture on an
Aluminwm Pole (C. 1

Lumen Hig
5,800 Lumen High
9,500 Lumen High

21,500 Lumen Nigh
50,000 Lumen High

Total Fixtures and Kvil

Present [nergy Charge calculated @

for each lighting schedule, Show revesuey from cht,n
fistures, pales snd conductors. Peles should be 11sted »
$how separately revenues from cuslomers who own Faciliny
da mot, A—-—{lm.m h Lhe dat

RATE SCHEDULE SL-2

PRESENT REYENIE CALCTATION " pRorosED ROYENUL CALCULATION

Proposed Energy Charge calculated @ 30,0213 per BWH

Contlinued on Page 3

Supporting Schedules: E-18¢c

ANMUAL ST, TOTAL } TOTAL ‘
BILLING T ANWUAL FACILITY ENERGY MAINT. MONTMLY T0TAL FACILITY EMERGY MAINT, MONTMLY T0IAL
1ixs /W0, Lo CHARGE CHARGE CHARGE CIMRGE REVINUE CHRGE  CIARGE CHARGE CIARGE REVENUE
1 4] 1o - s L B g!l - 104 4117 fLE0 i II‘S
um o 1,388 = 079 1.2l 1™ 23,514 = 062 1.0 182 11,428 4.0
2,818 51 133,418 N 1.38 128 2.6 6,000 - 1.09 .22 i 6,043 nez
0 10 0 = 199 .28 in 0 - 1.45 0.51 L] 0 =
1,064 110 128,040 - 9 LR 5,017 - 23 09 3N 1,864 in..
2,8 170 485,510 - @5 1.3 5. 17,019 .- 363 1.0% wn 13,400 i)
L] el (] - 0.73 L4 .16 L] - 062 .M 3.3 1] -
[] 0 0 . 0.5 1.19 1.1 [] - o4 L. 1.60 L] -
(] " 0 = 0.79 1.1% 1.98 [] * 062 1.0 1.8 o »
[ 1] 0 & 1.8 L 82 0 = 1.9 122 231 0 -
0 1] L] - 1.90 1.7 aar 0 - 149 0.9 2.4 0 #
o 110 0 b 19 1.3 “n 0 - 235 oW N [] -
1 1 1,000 - LR S ) 558 n - 383 109 o“n L4 ()
1] 0 [ - 054 1.1% 1.7} o - 04 L 1. 80 ]
o s ] L] - 0.9 1.19 1.8 0 - 062 1.20 182 0
[] 51 0 - 138 LA 1.8 0 - 1o 1 r 1] o -
L] L] 0 = 1.%0 1.2/ in ] - 1.4 0391 140 0 &
@4 1 5.180 = .99 1M an 08 - 238 oW in 158 22
o m 0 - LI B B 1) 598 [] - jgy 1 wn ] -
693,047 42,802,199
$0.02714 per WL
2
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Schedule [-164 ROVENUE 8T RATE lﬂ!ﬂll - l.!mm Sentonl CaL
FLORIDA PUBLIC SIAVICL COMMISSION Cel nua under ’l‘“ﬂl‘l and propoted ¢
|h!ll. u!mhh lh—- revenves from charges lor
COMPANT: TAMPA [LECTRIC COMPANY fixtures, poles and conductors. Poles should be 1isied sepa
Show upoule! wenues from customers who own facilities u .t
DOCKET WO.: 520324 I 1wt agres wit data provided

Page Jof 1

enesmscscsssrmsessiisasassssnsnnens

pe of da howt
u rumnd Test Tear [nded 12/31/83
— Projected Price Tear [{
uerln'l ?l:g'rr Trar Ended _J_I1_
W

Tigh
T !fn flatures.
I n {I‘\au who

cesssssssrareranman—ns ‘......... - cissmsresssssmsssasessae

uukﬁﬁtu?

AMNUAL  EST. 10TAL 3 AL
TTPE OF BILLING W ANNUAL  FACILETY ENCRGY MAINT, MOWHILY  TOFAL FACILITY ENERGT MAINT. MONTHLY 101AL PERCENT
FACILITY ITEMs /W, L] CIMRGE CHARGE CHARGE (CHARGE REVINUE WRGE CYARGE CHARGE CHARGE REVIRUE INCREASE
Continved from Page 2
Pole / Wire Type:
Set Wood Peie - Overhead Wire (30 ll.i 9,642 $1.98 - - .9 §78,491 .n = - $88,005 .1
Set Wood Pole = Overbead Wire (35 It 12,612 2.0 - -y 8, 1.5 = - 3. 2.1
%ot Comcrete Pole - Overhead Wire 15.564 4.05 - - 405 B).0M 4.5 - - 4.5 10,505 s
Existing Pole - Underground Wire 10 375 - - 3.8 1.238 a2 - - a«“1n 1,388 1o
Set Concrete Pole - Underground Vire
4,000 to 5,500 Lumen) 188,130 8.56 - - 8.5 1,610,393 9.60 - - 9.60 1,606,048 121
Set tnncrﬂ: Pale - Underground Wire
{18,000 L 19,004 1.8 - = 1.8 .83 13.0) - - 130 248,53 1.0
Set Cwnu Pole - Underground Wire
(22,500 - 50,000 Lumen) 2.870 17.50 - - 11.58 46,939 19.70 - - 1870 52,598 il
Set Alusimm Pole - Underground Vire
(4,000 to 9,500 Lumen) 30,690 8.5 - - 8.92 271,755 .9 N * 5.99 308,593 120
Set Alusirum Pole - Undarlrwnd Vire
(16,000 Lumen) .o - - une 19,469 23.61 - - L8l 21.818 1l
Set Alumioum Pole - Underground Wire
(21,500 te 50,000 Lumen 2.8l - - e 101,68 5.5 = - 255 111,848 1
et Alusinum Pole - Underground Uire
(27,500 to 50,000 Lumen o - = WA 105,661 3188 - - 39 118,385
Decorative Post Top Fole -
Underground Wire 5.3 L] = L8 ] 86,510 6.0 - - foe 96,942
Total Poles and Base Revenue 38,716,756
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Schedule [-16d REVENUE BT RATE SCHEDULE - LIGHTING SCHEDULE CALCIRATION

........................................................... T

FLORIDA PUBLIC SIRYICE COMMISSION (XPLAMATION: Colculate revesys under present and propased r for the test T"' Type of data shown
for aach Vighting schedule. Show revesses from charges I types of lighting  IX Projected Tes

COMPANT: TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY Tixtures, poles #nd conductors, Foles should be Fialed 2 Iy from fiatures. — Projecied Prl
Show seph u‘I' revenuey who own facilitl Historical Prior

DOCKET MO, : §20324-E1 do ol 'y ov i R, SMITH

PROPOSED MEVENUE CALCULATION

ANNUAL  EST. TOTAL t TOTAL ]
TTPE OF BILLING KW ARNUAL FACILITY ENCRGY MAINI. WORTHLY T01AL FACILITY ENERGY MAINT, MONDILY TOTAL
FaciLim M5/ MO. (] CIURGE CHARGE CHARGE CHARGE  REVINUE CHARGE CIMBGE CHARGE CHARGE W
o hTO: .on ceeecess satess sarvs ssmvess smeveees
i, usen Migh Pressure Sodium 163,785 0 3215700 $2.75 $0.%4 §1.21 3450 §1MRLON) §2.82 $0.43 5117 M2 $123,930 1.8
£,800 Lumen Wigh Pressure Sodlum 122,628 29 1,556,154 m oo L 4. 88,152 .80 082 1.0 4.66 571,40 2.5
9.500 Lumen Wigh Pressure Sodium 163,302 51 13,428,402 116 1.2% 578 1524519 I 1.0 L.t 5.54 1,458,639 13
16,000 Lumea High Pressure Sodium 129637 70 9,074,550 163 150 .28 6.81 282,828 i LeG 09l 6.12 193,378 1w
21,500 Lumen Migh Pressure Sodivm 90,053 110 §.905.830 “an 1’ LR 8.5 168,152 4.2 235 oW 1.64 005 104
50,000 Luses Migh Pressure Sodiwm 102,960 170 17,501,200 4 481 1.3 10.40 L0700 a5 3183 Lo U §51,350 1.z
4,000 Lumen Wigh Pressure Sodium -
Post Tep 0 ° M 8% LO X L] 4 03 24 130 ]
5.800 Luses High Pressure Sodium -
Post Tep 30,893 n 835,897 s am L 5.82 204,512 446 082 N 7.82 141,58) LB}
Additiona] Fixture on a
Vood or Concrete Pole:

000 Lumen Migh Pressurs Sodium 0 9,220 4 el 1LY 4.0 1,936 2.5 043 117 4.13 1.904 1.7
5,800 Lusen Nigh Pressure Sodium e 17,110 H 719 119 48 2,60 .55 0.62 1.20 L1 2,518 1.5
9,500 Lumen Wigh Pressure Sodim L1 331,44 1 1L LU 5.45 35,680 2.9} Los 1.2 5.1 34,088 4.8
15,000 Lumen Wigh Pressure Sodiim 10 121420 1M 1% LU 6.51 §7.091 J42 14 09l 5.8 59,981 10

21,500 Lumen High Pressure Sodium 110 1,091,840 185 299 1L 8.8 81,873 00 2.3 oW 1.3% 13,041 ns
50,000 Lumen Wigh Pressure Sodium 170 3.330.650 4 4B 135 1000 w0l “ 318 1,09 8.95 178,508 14
Total Fintures and KW
Present Energy Charge calculated @ $0.02714 per BWH
Proposed [mergy Charge calculated 8 §0.02134 per KWl
Continued on Page §
Supporting s:r-m;u: E-18c Recap Schedules: [-16a, C-17
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T BATE WIM( = lIBIIIN MMI UI.WI'IU Page S of 7

. rmnvo u-\dn lrnc--l .nd plmud ra l r |"v of data shown:
schedale. Show revenves from charges for il types of lighting  1X Projected lest Tesr Dnded 12/31/9)
COMPANT; TAMPA [LICTRIC COMPANY poles and conductors. Poles sheuld be Ilaled separstely from Mlatlures. __ Projected Prior Tesr (nded _J/_J__
Show ul.ol{ revesves from customers who cwn facilities ar weil a3 thore who . Mistorical Prlnr Tear fnded _J)_J_
DOCKET ®D.: 920024-E1 do not. Anausl KWM's must agree with Lhe dala provided in Schedule [-162 Witress: L. Ll

ANNUAL  EST. TOTAL 1] ToTAL ]
TIPE OF BILLING 1 ANNUAL  FACILITY EWERGY MAINT, MONTILY  TOTAL FACILITY ENERSY MAINT, MONMIHLY 101AL PERCENT
FACILITY L] CIARGE  CHARGE C¥ HARGE L4 CHARGE CHARGE CHARGE CIARGE REVENUE
Continped from Fage 4
Pole [ Vire
Set \hod Po .- Mrﬁn‘ Vire l!ﬂ ll.l s, 031 2.1 - - $2.31  gsss.0n2 $7.%9 - - ny $634,630 2.1
Set Wood Pole - Cverhead Wire (35 It 148,008 1.5 = = 1.9 343,338 1.90 - - a2 12.0
Set Concrete Pole - Overhead Vire 35,087 4.51 - = 451 158,101 5.05 - - 5.08 177,018 2.0
Exlsting Pole - Underground Wire 4,36 L] - = A 18,210 40 - = 4 20,426 1.1
Set ten:rﬂl hll = Underground Vire
(4,000 to 9,500 Lumen) 64,199 9.0 - - .29 596,409 0. - - 10.4i £38,312 (8]
Set ton:rﬂ.r Pole - Underground Wire
(15,000 Lumea) M. 2.9 - - 1.8 435,280 14.04 s S L 487,728 1.1
Set Concrete Pole - Underground Wire
1,500 - 50,000 Lume)) 14,756 18.81 - - 188 211,560 .01 - - .0 310,509 1.0
lh:oul.ln Post Tep Pole -
round Vire lc 000 Lumen) 0 5.0 - - 5.9) ] 6.64 - - B o =
hcurul ve Posl lop Pole -
Underground Wire (5,800 Lumen) 59 - - 5.9) 153,19% 6.6 - - 6B 205,130 1.0
Total Poles and Pase Revenue 8,782,768 38,701,841 in.8)
-
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Schedule [-184 REVENUE BY RATL SCHEOULE - LIGHTING SCHEOULE CALCULATION

FLORIDA PUBLIC SLAVICE COMMISSION CXPLANATION: Caleulate revenus umiler presenl and propoted ar lype al dot |
Tor each 1ighting schedule. Shos revenues from charges Tor a1l Eypes of Nighting L Frojectes |
COMPANT : TARPA TLICINIC COMPANY fistures, poles and conduclors, Foles should be luf:d ] stely from lh!uun. _ Projected Frior
Show separately revenues from custoners who own facilities a3 we hove wha 4
DOCKET NO.: $2C324-(1 d3 not. Annual D' s munt agree W the dats provided in Schedy

wo o
»Oox
PRESENT PROPOSED REVENUE CALCULATION QCNo
AuAL  E5T. T01AL 3 T0TAL H mAMm
17PE OF BILLING WM ANNUAL  FACILITY EWERGY WAINT. Moty  TOTAL TY ENCOCY MAINT. MONTILY 101AL PERCENT m =
TacIunY 1ews /£ wo. Ll CHARGE  CIASGE CIMRGE CWARGE  RLVEWVE CARGE CHARGE CIMRGE CHARGE  REVINVE INCREASE g |
Flxture | T T ) i ) RS o i m z
A- 100 vatt 1S Classtc Post Top 2,654 81 135350 $13.t §1.08 5299 114 EA SI2.76 R1.08 22 $42.398 87 oZ0
8- 100 Vatt 15 Contesp. Post Top [T 32487 1400 1,38 305 1843 1,740 136 16 21 10,755 B4 O -
€- 100 Vatt iP5 Colonlal Post Top 1121 81 .01 12,87 1.8 198 19,068 nn 1.8 1 17,822 1.8
0= 100 Valt WP Shoebox 4,38 51 224,043 823 1.3 1L} 48,059 8O0 199 ). 45,901 4y .
£- 400 Vatt IPS Shoebox 2,141 10 34,000 1002 4 EL 140 4.352 g0t 38 1M 31,992 1.0 d
F- 400 Vatt M Shoebox 7.110 159 1,130,450 se8 4N .82 115,590 9.0 33 2. 110,561 1.5 O 0
G- 400 Vatt M Flood]ight 21 159 1,047 129 4y .40 36 Ty 33 2 2.985 8.5
H-1,000 watt M Floodl ight 2,268 381 864,108 §.15 1034 36l 52,391 090 813 4. 48,966 6.5 [ \*Np]
1- 400 Vatt 1®S Floodlight 8o 110 15,300 719 481 .28 1 699 181 1| 1.087 16 o |
J- 400 Vatt WM Decor, Cube 215 159 308 16,29 4.2 199 5,014 IS8 3103 2. “m 5.0
K- 400 Vatt WPS Decor. Flat 0 10 .00 48 2.0 D 240 386} 1 ] - w0
L- 250 Valt MPS Shoebox 5,388 110 557,680 8.1 295 1.36 70367 a4 235 1 .11 (8.0) N L
Additional Fisture on & Pole: Ll '
d- 100 Vatt KPS Shoebox 215 81 10,868 1.3 1.3 10,18 2.184 L 10 136 S 4.6 I ©
e- 400 Vail #P5 Shoebox 3,950 110 678,300 48 140 15 08 098 3183 1S4 M5 56,459 1.2 o
f- 400 Valt M1 Shoebox 2,621 199 417,69 0 432 2.52 1604 @1y Bl 113 248 a5 38,853 1.8 Mo
- 400 Vatt M! Floodlight 215 17,047 5 437 240 138 3,185 .76 133 2.3) .8 1.908 (]
1,000 Vatt #i Floodlight 2.006 el 905,256 1103 361 22.06 54,078 8% Bl &5 212 50,514 ] wm
- 400 vatr HPS Floodl ight s I 9.180 68 4EL 1.8 .M BE6 25 148 105 17 1
4 400 Vatt Wi Decor, Cube 0 1% 0 166} e 753 2034 0 16.16 3123 286 I2.51 ] -
k- 400 vatt 193 Decor. Flat 0 10 0 22.02 481 20 R .40 & 105 6.7 - m
1- 250 Vatt 95 Shorbox a1 1o 6,210 193 733 135 1228 5.0 nory e ns LR L (8.3} (@]
Tetal Fixtures 36,188 5,591,928 ";1
o]
|
Present [rergy Charge calculated @ $0.02714 per KW
Proposed Energy Charge calculated @ $0.02134 per BWH
Contlinued on Page 7 %’?
* Supporting Schedules: [-1l::-“ = Recap Schedules: E-1Ba. E-17 2?_
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Schedule £-16d ROVENUT Y RATE SCIEOULE = LIGHTIAG SCHEDULE CALCULAT

FLORIDA PUSLIC §
COMPANT: TAMPA [LECIRIC COMPANY s

pOCTEY MO, 920324-E1

EIPLARATION: Calewlate revesye under preseal and propored
h lighting schedule. Show reverves from charges Tor &

. poles and conduciory. Poles should be Italed u

ulol{ revenurs from cutlomers who oma faciiities o1 we
i s maat agren with the dats provided ta Schedl

ANNUAL [T, 10TAL §

17E OF BlLLING asWUAL  FACILITY ENERGY MAINT. MONTMLY  TOTAL

FACILITY ITEMS [ WO, L) CIARGE  CHARGEL CHARGE vimg

Continued from Page §
Pole Type:

1 Post Top, D Alum., Painted Plain 2.591 $20.85 = e s 155,540
2 Post Tep, DB Flberglass LE] nu - .0 s 14,100
3 Post Top, A Cast from, Palinted 0 a8l - 0N 8% []
4 Post Top. D8 Concrate 126 7. - 0e r.10}
&  Post Top. 08 Alum., Spun 1,237 4.8 - 0.0 18,382
§ Post Top, A2 Alum., Palnted Plain L] 15.98 = 0.0) []
7 Post Top, AS Alum., Painted Decorativ | 345 0.3 = 0N 18,351
& Post Top, D8 Alwm., Painted Vintage [ 514 - 0N ]
9 Shoebox, 08 Concrete, 35 fL. 1,119 20.12 - 6.0 29).384
18 Shoebox, AS Steel, Painled 1,598 3840 - 1.5 6,178
11 Shosbox, AR Alum. 0 W - 0.0} 10 0
11 Shoebor, DB Concrele, Octagonsl 1.031 512 - ooy 25.1% 7%.330
13 Floodlignt, 08 Concr B0 20.55 - 00} 10.% 14,200
10 Flood)ight, A8 Steel, Painted ] 300 - 1.5 3580
15  Decor. Area, A8 Steel, Painted nn - 1% 1N 8.310
16 Shoebox, D8 Comcrete, 30 fL. 1 - 00y 1880 49,855
17 09 Concrete, 45 fL. - - - - L

118

Total Poles and Base Revenve

Pole Types €3 & 1) - Comhine into 7 9 0O Concrete, 35 1t~ unier proposed
Pole lypes 10 ¢ 15 - Combine Inlo ~ 10 AY Steel, Painted  umder proposed ratey
Pole Type 17 - Mo cuslomers presently. Add rate ynder propoved rates

Supporting Schedules: E-18c

FACILITY ENCRGT WAINT.
CMRGE  CHARGE (C

2222282228 RRRRSRS

Tell »

é;ltlllllh

101AL ]
ROKTHLY TolAL PERCENT
WARGE CIARGE  REVIMUE INCREASE

12118 455,085 ‘I.Si
n.n 14,145 0.2
44.56 0 -
20.89 1.602 1.6
1.4 \l.lls L8
2068 ll.?l: (z.n
20.20 285,508 0

n “,ﬂ: (M}
.48 25.219 2.7
W0 l!.“: 1.6
18.25 8.2 |1 1
1\ 48,535 2.6
2.5 ° *

$1,101,259 (8]
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	1993 Roll 1-959
	1993 Roll 1-960
	1993 Roll 1-961
	1993 Roll 1-962
	1993 Roll 1-963
	1993 Roll 1-964
	1993 Roll 1-965
	1993 Roll 1-966
	1993 Roll 1-967
	1993 Roll 1-968
	1993 Roll 1-969
	1993 Roll 1-970
	1993 Roll 1-971
	1993 Roll 1-972
	1993 Roll 1-973
	1993 Roll 1-974
	1993 Roll 1-975
	1993 Roll 1-976
	1993 Roll 1-977
	1993 Roll 1-978
	1993 Roll 1-979
	1993 Roll 1-980
	1993 Roll 1-981
	1993 Roll 1-982
	1993 Roll 1-983
	1993 Roll 1-984
	1993 Roll 1-985
	1993 Roll 1-986
	1993 Roll 1-987
	1993 Roll 1-988
	1993 Roll 1-989
	1993 Roll 1-990
	1993 Roll 1-991
	1993 Roll 1-992
	1993 Roll 1-993
	1993 Roll 1-994
	1993 Roll 1-995
	1993 Roll 1-996
	1993 Roll 1-997
	1993 Roll 1-998
	1993 Roll 1-999
	1993 Roll 1-1000
	1993 Roll 1-1001
	1993 Roll 1-1002
	1993 Roll 1-1003
	1993 Roll 1-1004
	1993 Roll 1-1005
	1993 Roll 1-1006
	1993 Roll 1-1007
	1993 Roll 1-1008
	1993 Roll 1-1009
	1993 Roll 1-1010
	1993 Roll 1-1011
	1993 Roll 1-1012
	1993 Roll 1-1013
	1993 Roll 1-1014
	1993 Roll 1-1015
	1993 Roll 1-1016
	1993 Roll 1-1017
	1993 Roll 1-1018
	1993 Roll 1-1019
	1993 Roll 1-1020
	1993 Roll 1-1021
	1993 Roll 1-1022
	1993 Roll 1-1023
	1993 Roll 1-1024
	1993 Roll 1-1025
	1993 Roll 1-1026
	1993 Roll 1-1027
	1993 Roll 1-1028
	1993 Roll 1-1029
	1993 Roll 1-1030
	1993 Roll 1-1031
	1993 Roll 1-1032
	1993 Roll 1-1033
	1993 Roll 1-1034
	1993 Roll 1-1035
	1993 Roll 1-1036
	1993 Roll 1-1037
	1993 Roll 1-1038
	1993 Roll 1-1039
	1993 Roll 1-1040
	1993 Roll 1-1041
	1993 Roll 1-1042
	1993 Roll 1-1043
	1993 Roll 1-1044
	1993 Roll 1-1045
	1993 Roll 1-1046
	1993 Roll 1-1047
	1993 Roll 1-1048
	1993 Roll 1-1049
	1993 Roll 1-1050
	1993 Roll 1-1051
	1993 Roll 1-1052
	1993 Roll 1-1053
	1993 Roll 1-1054
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