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FLORID,A POWER CORPORATION 

DOCKET NO. 930G7G-Il l 

RE.BUTTAL TESTIMONY OF 
SAMUEL F. NIXON, JR. 

State your nams.  

My  name is Samuel F. Nixon, Jr. 

Are you the same S;amuel Nixon who filed Direct Test imony in these 

proceedings? 

Yes. 

What is the purpose of your rebuttal  test imony? 

My  test imony wi l l  address seven specific issues raised in the prefiled 

test imony of TECO and the cities of  Ft. Meade and Wauchula.  

-First, I will respond t o  TECO’s incorrect arid inappropriate speculat ion 

about Florida Power’s mot ives for ini t iat ing these proceedings. 

-Second, I wi l l  address the real focus o f  these proceediings: the 

application of the Griid Law.  

-Third, I wi l l  address the relevance o f  TECO’s arguments abOiJ7 the 

impact of TECO’s of fer  to construct  addit ional transmission facilities on  

its securing contracts to supply power  t o  the  Cities o f  Fort Meade and 

Wauchula. 
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-Fourth, I wi l l  respond 113 TECO's suggestion that ut i l i ty  corrimitrr.rjrifs 

(spec i f  ica I I y Florid (a Fo'vve r ' s ) t o  mako t l i t !  i r i r ;i r i s r! i i I; :; 1 ( )  11 1 !; y :; 1 t ! I 11; 

~ I V ~ I I I ~ J I I I ~  for use t)y o t t i c rs  are irisiriccre. 

-Fifth, I w i l l  explain w h y  the "transmission dependent utility'' argLJ r i i c i iT  

of TECO and the cities is irrelevant and i r i i l ( ; ( ; l l r ~ I ~ .  

-Sixth, I wi l l  address 'TECO's misinterpretat ion of a I i ! ~ ' ~ ~ r  from Florida 

Powcr t3  the City of  Fort Meade concerri ir ig Florida f'owor '!; sys1c:rri 

plaiiriing as  it rolatc!s to trarismissiori service to t t i o  CIIII!:,. 

-Seventh, and finally, I wil l  axplain w h y  TECO':; d l ! ; ( ; \ l ! ; ! ; l ( J f l  of t t l ( !  : ; , I I I I I  

Clout1 issue is incorrect a n d  ir iapt. 

Are you sponsoring any exhibits t o  your rebuttal test imony? 

Yes. I a m  sponsoring Exhibit 

to my prefiled rebuttal test imony. 

( S F N - l ) ,  a copy  of wh ich  i's a t tached  

H o w  specifically do you take issue with Mr .  Ramil's test imony 

concerning Florida Power's mot ives for  ini t iat ing these procr!ddings? 

Ever since Florida Power init iated these proceedings, T'ECO has 

at tempted t o  distralct the Commission f rom its investigation of the 

proposed TECO transmission project by mak ing  allegations about  Florida 

Power using this case t o  "retaliate" against TECO for winning the  

compet i t ion t o  provide wholesale power  t o  the two c i t ies.  A s  1 

explained in m y  direct test imony, this case actually cancerns only 

lransmission issues. Florida Power recognizes that TECO tins valid 
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wholos;ila coiilracls to provide bvlk power to tho  cttics Florida Powcr 

believes tha t  TECO can and should cont inue io serve t h e  cities i int ler  

these contracts,  but  should do  so in cnrTi\)li;itic(! wltti t t i c  Gr id I ;IW 

This will, w c  believo, prc!vt!rit rea l  ecorior1iic tinrrn t o  1 t i ( !  r e ta i l  ctis1ori:c:rs 

of bo th  utilities. The !r!stiiriony w(! have: fi l i !cj III 1 I ,  ~ ) r o ~ , i ! ( ! ( I ; i ~ ~ l  (!gt!fl  

dori ior istrnt i !s 1hat  t h o  r i i lcs thc cities wi l l  ( lay  to Tf-CO for bI.llk pgwer 

will be lower if TECO docs not  bui ld unneeded facili1i(!:;. 

Florida Power believes the Commission's dccisioi \ III th is   SI? wi l l  

provide valuable and nscessary fl[1kjari(:o to ill1 1 1 t i 1 ~ 1 1 1 ~ s  f ~ ~ ~ j i l r ~ J i t i ~ j  t t l ( !  

cipplicutiori of tho  Grid L a w  in circumstances such a s  these. 

Please state your understanding of  the transmission issues that should 

serve as the focus o f  these proceedings. 

When there exists an adeqluate and reliable third party path that has 

been and will cont inue t o  be available for transmission servic:e, this 

Commission should ~ p p l y  the provisions o f  the Grid L a w  to  prevent the 

construct ion o f  a redundant transmission faci l i ty when t h a t  constiruction 

wou ld  impose net costs tha t  are substantial ly higher than those that 

wou ld  accrue through the  use of a third party tr;iiisrni~;sion systcrr'. 

in this case, Florida Power o w n s  the "adequate and reliable" 

transmission facilities. The total  cost  dif ferential be tween using those 

transmission facilities 08r construct ing duplicate transmission facilities 

- 3 -  
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: i [)()roachcs a factor of ten.  Such a vast differc:r-\11;11 niakes thc: 

I i n  economic d u p I i c a t io n s e I f - e v i d e n t I y clear . I r 1 f ;I c t , T E C 0 ' s t (? s t I r I i o r 1 y 

concedes that their plan and their preference wou ld  h a v e  bcwi To 

Florida Power 's transmission facilities ni l0 !hat such use would h;ivc! 

substantially rcduccd tho to ta l  cost irivolvotl i f 1  : ; ~ I ! v I I I ! ~  [ I ) ( !  citif;s. (See 

Tcstiniony of John B. Rar r i i l  at  pages 21, line 9 and page 10, I I O C  2 5 . )  

TECO's claims only that  bccausc of tho dosircs of t t l t :  iwo cities, TECO 

was unable t o  use the Florida Power and still win the business. 

How do you respond 'to TECO's test imony tha t  the new transmission 

facilities are "necessary" becausa construct ion w a s  required for TECO 

to win the contracts with the cit ies? 

Whatever the line's importance in the negotiat ions, the  fact is that  

TECO and the cities n o w  have a contract  for the sale and purclhase of  

bulk power  and Florida, Power does not challenge the val idity of those 

contracts. Florida Power sirnply believes the Commission shoulld avoid 

uneconomic dupl ication of transmission facilities as prescribed b y  the 

Grid Law.  

What  conclusions can w e  draw about the we igh t  that  construct ion of  

the proposed transmission facilities had on the negotiat ions7 

W e  can essentially rule out that  any reliability problenrs with Florida 

Power's exist ing faci l i ty were a material factor in  the  negotiat ions. This 

is so for several reasons. First, it is clear from our evidence, and i t  is 

- 4 -  



1 

1 

1 

1 

1, 

l !  

1 (  

1 '  

1 t  

1: 

2 c  

2 1  

2 2  

23  

2 4  

unchallenged b y  TECO and the cities, that  reliability comparable To tha!  

of Florida Power's transmission facilities was t he  standard prescribed, 

a t  least b y  Fort Meade, f rom the beginning of  tht \  bid soIiciIa?iori 

Second, the direct restirnoriy of t h i t  two witnassc: f rom the c:itic!s 

contains no signif icoi i t  criIic:isrrr of airy ospoc I i j f  FI3rida Power 's 

transmission reliability. Third, TECO, as M r .  Rarnil hirriself testifies, was 

perfect ly wi l l ing to provide service through Florida Power ' s  trans,nission 

facilities. TECO wou ld  no t  have been wi l l ing to  do  t h i s  h a d  i,t had a ; ly  

reliability concerns aibout Florida Power 's facilities. Ttlls coricIubIon IS 

reinforced by the fact that  coordinated system planrrlrlq pr,ictic~es arriorig 

utilities in Florida gives them early and ample oppoi tun i ty  to make 

k n o w n  t o  us any such concerns. They have done so o n  other occasions, 

as have we.  W e  have received no  complaints regarding t h e  service 

reliability o f  Florida P1ower"s exist ing transmission facilities referred to in  

this case since TECO began using t h e m  t o  provide iransmission service 

t o  Wauchula in 1991. 

The nex t  conclusion w e  can d r a w  relates the construct ion o f  the n e w  

facilities and their costs.  First, it is important to observe tha t  the 

proposed transmission facilities' costs are no t  to be assigned direct ly t o  

the cities. Second, the proposed TECO transmission facilities' 

construct ion roprosonltotl o principal basis upon w h i c h  TECO was wil l ing 

t o  forego charging the cities for transmission servlces, beginning in 

1995. Therefore, the contracts relieve the cities f rom responsibility for  

- 5 -  
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3. 

direct payment for ?tiin critic;il arid las t  lirik i i i  t t io  f i l ( . l l l t i ~ ! * n  wil l i  (wt i i r : t i  

TECO plans to serve !:hem, whether or not ariy such n e w  f a c i l i t i e s  are 

ticrilt a n d  i r i  scrvicc tiy t h a t  tirric. Additiorially, r i c ! r l t i i t r  7 t CO IIOI i t > ( !  

cities have alleged that their contracts wi l l  fail i f  the Comn-.Ission orders 

TECO not  to  build the duplicate facilities. 

Is there any objeictive reason the cities could n o t  cont inuo to ba si!rvocl 

b y  TECO, if the Commission ordors TECO not to bui ld r h o  proposed 

transmission facilities 7 

No. There is no  reason TECO could not cont inoc to  scrvc thr? C I I I C : ~ .  ! r i  

fact,  the cities could cont inue to be served by TECO at somewhat 

cheaper costs than If the facilities were constructed. This is primarily 

because TECO can still relieve the cities f rom paying rransmission 

service costs and recover those costs f r o m  i ts entire customer base as 

it would any other transmission cost reasonable arid necessary for 

providing service. As explained further in M r .  Pollock’s tes:lmony, this 

wou ld  even result in sl ightly lower  rates for the cities. TECO’s ful l  

recovery of  i ts transmission service costs  means that the cities, TECO 

and TECO’s shareholders should all benef i t  f rom TECO cont inuing t o  

serve the cities, even i f  the duplicate transmission facilities are nor bui l t .  

What  about the cities’ allegations that  they are harmed economical ly, 

since by not  having t w o  trarisniissiori lirias they do r iot benefi t  from the 

compct i t i rn  between Florida Power and TECO? 

- 6 -  
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This is  a l l  part of the cit ies’ unwarranted apprehensioris regarding ! t i f ! i r  

transmission dependent status wh ich  I have rric~ritrorietl arid v~iill disc:\rss 

in mora detail later in  rny test imony. I wil l  obseivc! at th is  poinr, 

however,  that even if the cities did have valid CorIccriis I , I  t h i s  rc*g;,r(j, 

the term of their cori tract with TECO is so t o r i ( /  Ti rat ; t ic n c x t  

opportuni ty they wou ld  have to  use this hypott iet l l  I r ic rease i i i  t t i ca i r  

i i(!\loti;itlrl(j power ,wotiltf hr? t w o  dccadcs f rom i iow, a s s t i n i i i j < j  t he  

electric ut i l i ty industry as  w e  k n o w  it still exists.  

How do tho circumstanclos surrounding Fort M o n d f ? ’ s  and Wnuchuln‘s 

ef for ts to secure n e w  p o w e r  supply agreements cori travene the  r iot ion 

that they suffer as a result o f  being transmission dependbnt ut i l i t ies? 

M r .  Ramil’s test imony demonstrates that the Ci ty o f  Fort Meade 

received f ive bids that  it deemed compet i t ive.  Furthermore, the Ci ty  of 

Ft. Meade concedles h,aving received three w h i c h  were extremely 

competit ive. If Floridla Power Corporation had any abi l i ty to  wleld market 

power  t o  l imit Ft. Meade’s options, w h i c h  it does not, it is abundantly 

clear that  it w a s  not  excrc:ised. In fact, a bid that  canie f rom F,MPA was 

initially assessed as the most  economic. Ult imately, after TECO made 

cost  concessions related to the proposed duplicate transmission 

facilities, i ts bid was, accepted. These circumstances show that Florida 

Power Corporation had no1 excessive market p o w e r  w h i c h  worked 10 the 

detr iment of the cities. 

- 7 -  
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I w o u l d  a lyn  note thai: neither TECO nor the cities have (,rc!!,c!lilc!tl 

test imony (nor could thiere be any)  to demoristrate that Flortda Power 

C o r po rat ion ' s p o w e  r sup p I y c o n  t ra c t s va r y  s 11 b s t a r i  t i a : I y be t w c  e 11 

1 r ; I  r I!, r I I I !; s I O  r I tl  e ne ndr! n 1 and no  n - t fans mi i s  s ion d c p v  r )  r l  o n f CI t i I I t I c 7 

Mr. Saddler states ,that "Tampa Electr ic 's direct transmissioi,  ,c:rvice wi!l 

br ing addit ional competiitive sources t o  the City Gates" ( a t  page 5 ) .  I s  

that  statement accurate!? 

I believe it is not lICCIJri3tC. Florida Power has atlcquate transniission 

capaci ty and is legally commit ted to make that cal)acrty avatl:itJlt! I ~ J  :,(!I1 

power  to  Fort Meade and Wauchula or to  dcl ivcr cornpet i t 'v t i  sources o f  

power  to them, frolm TECO or another power supplier. Ttic p roposed 

TECO facilities wou ld  not make potent ia l  power  suppliers more 

compet i t ive.  They wou ld  merely dupl icate facilitics alreaay available. 

How is Florida Power legally commit ted to  deliver the cit ies' p o w e r  

purchased f rom another ut i l i ty over Florida Power 's transrnission 

system? 

The Company is legally commit ted to provide transmission service by 

Florida Power's transmis.sion tari f f ,  which is in effect as a rate schedule 

under the Federal Power A c t  (see Exhibit  - SFN- 1 ) .  Also, 

independent o f  the tari f f ,  the cities have r ights t o  transmission serv;:e 

under Sect ion 21 1 and 2 1  2 o f  the  Federal Power Ac t .  

- 8 -  
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Plo n s n b r ie f I y d c s c: r i b e lFlo r id a Po we r ' s t r o n s rn i s s i o r i  t ii r i f f  . 

The tariff sets OU; t t lc  tcrrr is arid condi t  toris c i r i t l f ! r  wllich Florida P o w e i  

is commit ted to  provide transmission service and ;tic ctiar{if!r,, f 3 o t t i  t t w  

terms and condit ions arid thc ctiarf jcs a rc  scrbject I O  rrtview b y  FEZC t o  

ensure that they are just and reasonable. The f a r i f f ,  ) I S  ; I  f r l r t , l  r;i:o 

st: t lotJci lo t i r i dc r  thc Fcdii?ral Power Ac t ,  has  the force aricl I 'feet 2f  a 

statute arid binds the Company t o  i ts tcrr i i .  Flori0;i f'owr!r t;f)rii;r!(~ci(!rit~y 

t ias ii Icoal obliuation to  provitlr! t t i o  scrvicc offercttl t r i  f t i r !  T a r l i t  i i r i t j c r  

the charges, terms a n d  coriditiori!; i t  f;orit;iiris. 

Please describe the cities' r ight  t o  transmission scrvicc uri :!cor t t i t i  tar i f f .  

The tari f f  provides that bo th  f i rm and non- f i rm transmisstori service are 

available to  "municipal electric utilities", among other types of utilities, 

for "all types o f  capaci ty and energy f rom sources to  w h i c h  the 

Company is direct ly or indirect ly electrically interconnected over the 

facilities o f  the Company" (Art ic les I and 1 1 ) .  The servlce is " to  or f rom 

exist ing points o f  delivery and such other points as may be established 

o n  the  Company's interconnected system" (Art ic le I ) .  

The service is of fered "where and as long as facilities have adequate 

capaci ty to permit the transmission requested b y  the Customer on a 

technical ly feasible basis" (Art ic le I ) .  I f  the  requested service wolr!d 

require n e w  facilities, or wou ld  cause Florida Power to  install facilities 

earlier than otherwise wou ld  be the case, or otherwise would cause it 

- 9 -  
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to incur except ional  expense, Florida Power m u s t  of fer  t h e  service 

"under a compensatory contract  or rate schedule subject  t o  the approvi i l  

to the Federal Energy Regulat ion Commission" (Art ic le I) .  

A s  rnLinicipa1 electric utilities w h i c h  have irltcrcorirlt!ctiorls w11 t i  Florida 

Power 's transmission system as exist ing poirits o f  tJoIiv(fir , 1 tic L I ~ I O S  

hdve the r ight under thle tar i f f  t o  transmission service for "a l l  types o f  

capaci ty and energy f r o m  sources to  w h i c h  the Company is direct ly or 

i nd i re c t I y i n t e rco n i i  ec t ed " (Ar t  ic I e I I ) . Flo rid a Po w c I is i n t e r c ri  ne c t ed 

to  TECO, among othor Florida utilitios. Thus, tho cit ios h;ivo t h c  r i { ;hr  

under the tariff t o  transmission for powcr  supI)Iictl t)y TECO or iirly olt icr 

supplier w i t h  w h i c h  Florida Power has adequate direct or indirect 

interconnections. TECO has a like r ight t o  have i ts p o w e r  (delivered to 

the cities, if it chooses t o  b e  the transmission customer.  

The tar i f f  rates are based o n  the average embedded costs o f  Florida 

Power's transmission system. The tar i f f  preserves Florida Power 's r ight  

to of fer  service under a special cont ract  a t  higher rates than those set 

ou t  in the tariff, but only i f  the service wou ld  cause Florida Power t o  

incur exceptional expense. The del ivery o f  power  f r o m  TECO t o  the 

cities would n o t  cause Florida Power to incur any such except ional  

expense. 

- 10 - 
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Has Florida Power ever refused a request for transmission servico uridar 

the tar i f f  stiico the tari f f  became effect ive in the early 1970’s. 

Yes, bu t  only w h e n  there were constralriccl f;lctlilttts l ) r f tv~!r t l t f l ( j  I l:Jr ld, l  

Power f rom providing the servlce requested 711ttre  are n o  Yuch 

constraints for del ivery of  TECO’s p o w e r  to the citic!s 

I f  Florida Power were t o  turn d o w n  a request by t ho  ci t ios  for 

trnrismission servlco undor the tari f f ,  wou ld  thoy have remedias to 

obtain the services, based o n  the Federal Power A c t ?  

Yes,  they certainly would.  They could file c~mp l i t i ~ i t : ;  witti F E R C  

requesting FERC t o  order Florida Power to comply w i t h  the te rn is  of i t s  

tar i f f .  Since, as stated earlier, the tar i f f  has the force arid ef fect  of a 

statute, i t  binds Florida Power t o  i ts terms. 

Do the cities have r ights under the Federal Power A c t  to  seek 

transmission service other than b y  enforcing the terms of  Floritia 

Power’s tar i f f? 

Yes. Sections 2 1  1 and 2 1 2  o f  the Federal Power Act ,  as implcniented 

b y  FERC in rulemakings, require a par ty  seeking transmission service 

first t o  make a c o o d  faith request. The recipient o f  the request must  

then supply a good fai th answer.  I f  the recipient can  provide service 

f r o m  exist ing capacity, the  answer must  include an executable service 

agreement. I f  i t  cannot supply service f rom exist ing capacity, the 

recipient must  ident i fy any constraints and of fer  a n  executable s tudy 
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Q. 

A .  

agreement to  evaluate the cost  of al leviat ing t h o s o  corislrair i ts After 

such an exchange, the irequesting party may ct ioosn c t i t t i r ! r  to 1 I r ) l o r  trlio 

tho study af lr(?Or~l~’! f l l  o r  to filr! ( I  roqucst for a transmission order vJith 

FERC. 

Can y o u  explain w h y  Florida utilities need guiclanc? f rom the 

Commission with respext t o  transmission Issuos ro la io( !  t o  wtjolascio 

p o w o r  supply? 

Y e s .  Florida Power initiated tticsc procccdings tiridor the! rirovisioris of 

the Grid Law,  which,  interestingly, TECO’s Direct Testirnony never  

ment ions.  Mr .  Ramil’s test imony essentially urges upon t t i i s  Commission 

the standard that, so long as net benefi ts exceed net costs,  then the 

const ruct ion o f  unnecessary facilities should be al lowed as justifiable in  

a n  economic sense. That standard is inconsistent w i t h  the stated 

purpose o f  the Grid Law.  Therefore, utilities need guidance regarding 

the Commission‘s, expectat ions concerning the development o f  

wholesale business w h e n  such development af fects  the interests o f  

retail customers.  Florida Power believes that  electrically unneeded 

dupl icat ion makes no sense, even i f  i t  is argued that a business 

transact ion involv ing substantial investment wou ld  no t  take place 

w i t h o u t  such duplication. I f  the Commission disagrees with us and 

agrees with TECO, however,  it is important for us to  k n o w  that,  so all 

utilities in Florida operate under a c o m m o n  set o f  ground rules. The 

reason w e  need this guidance now is to avoid situations wtrcrc 
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Q. 

ex pensive c o  m,pe t i t ion  occurs II n d  e r rat e ma k I n g ass II mi I:, 1 io: is t t i i l  f ti r r?  

Inter declared t o  be inval id. 

Essentially, our posi t ion is that  if retail rate cases wore the proper 

mcaris for addressing is.r,(ir!s srrcti ;IS l t l c r  o r i r !  riow t w f o r r :  thr: 

Commission, there w o u l d  never have been any need f o r  , I  G:id Law. To 

(livrt ar iy real rnn;iniri(l fo t t i r !  Grit1 l .aw, I I  rTit i : , t  ollc!r;itc! 1 1 0 1  ! ( I  

retroactively mit igate impacts  of unnecessary dupltc-ijtlve costs fur 

ratemaking purposes, but to nvoid uneconomic t lupticntion by prcvciritirifl 

unnecessary expendi ture of  those costs before t h e  economies are lost. 

Once the facilities are byilt, whoever  must  ul t imately pay for them, 

economic waste has  occurred. Florida Power 's overri(liriU I )urposo i r i  tt i is 

docket  is merely to obltain guidance for conduct ing u:ility business that  

will avoid the k ind of  waste the Grid L a w  w a s  designed t o  address. 

TECO's argument that  Commission rev iew o f  i ts proposed oroject is 

premature, is rooted in tradit ional ratemaking concepts and 

convenient ly ignores the Grid Law.  

H o w  do you respond to M r .  Ramil's statement at  Page 17 of his 

testimony that "all utilities with transmission market power hove to say 

that" in response to the question addressing Florida Power 's  

commitment to al low its transmission facilitios to bo used to dolivw 

p o w e r  from other suppliers? 
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4. 

On Page 17 o f  his Direct Testimony, Mr. Rami1 argues that Florida 

Power's November 14, 1993, letter to Mr. Smith conveys to the cities 

a message that they should have concerns about the avoilab'lity of 

transmission services if they were  not  long term Florida Power bulk 

power  customers. Is  that an accurate interpretation of that letter? 

No. Presumably MR Rarnil refers to the top  of page 2 of Mr. Richard 

David's letter. Mr. David is merely referr ing to a w ide  breadth of 

services tha t  are available t o  all-requirements customers.  Mr. David only 

s a y s  that  i f  they are n o t  all-requirements customers,  then the full range 

o f  planqing and services would not be available ro them.  
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A .  

TECO's us(! 0 1  tt i is I ( ! t t c ! r  uirt of  cor i tcx t  belies ttie long history o f  

c o m m i t m e n t  to open access trarisrTiisslori t t , ; \ I  t t i l s  ' ~ 0 ~ ~ ~ ~ ) i I ~ I v  t i t i s  

d c mi0 n s t rat ed . 

On  Pngo 4 of  his T~ is t l t r~c i r ry ,  Mr I\IIIIIII arty3 t l i n t  Florida Power 's  

Iirstltutlori of proceedings before FERC lnst Dncorri!.itr st t ( ;w! i  i i f t  n t t i b r r t l i t  

to uso rn(~ir lntory riirtliorlty 1 1 %  II W ~ I I ~ I I I I I  Irr tlrii wttoIo*iriIiI liciw~tr rtirirkot 

I t l r  r i  t nrr ndoqiin to clr nrnc t o r  lr n t lorr of Flor Itla Po wor ' P i t  I to t t  t i ( )  t I !i 1 I I I I I ~ I  I 

procooding7 

NII I1 Is I I i r r I l , I t r t t i  v l t i r i i  I IIIIIIII NII I ( i + , b i  1 1 1  W I I I I I I I * , I I I I I  IIII*.IIIII*,~, I I V  I I ~ I I I ~ I , I  

I ' I IWI I I  I t r 1 I  1 1 1  I I l t I  1 1 h I l I I I I I I I I I  I l l  I I I t (  ~ l l l l l  1 1 1 1 l I l 1 1 ( ~ ~ ,  1 1 1 1 1  I I I I I I  l l l l l l l l l , J ' ,  V"I1 

1 1 1 1 1 ( 1  1 1 1  I ) ~ I I . O I I I ~ ~ I I I  ( 1 1  I!)!).! witli I-LIIC: coriccrried a t tempts  by  the Ci ty  

of St .  Cloud t o  transfer certain benef i ts  under an  agreement w e  made 

with them.  It is a simple contract  d ispute b e t w e e n  Florida Power arid 

St .  Cloud. TECO is invo lved because it happened t o  be the  ut i l i ty  w h i c h  

agreed t o  repurchase f r o m  St. Cloud a por t ion  o f  t he  capaci ty  w h i c h  St. 

Cloud is under  cont rac t  t o  purchase f o r m  Florida Power .  Florida Power  

w o u l d  have brought  th is act ion a t  FERC, regardless of w h o  had agreed 

to repurchase power from St .  Cloud. W e  have asked FERC for a 

dec laratory  order o n  the  terms and cond i t ions  of tha t  con t rac t .  The 

case has no th ing  t o  d o  wiith l imi t ing another  en t i t y ' s  access to bulk  

power .  

Does this conclude your testimony? 

Yes. 
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FLORIDA POWER CORPORATION 
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1. 

Service hereunder is available over the Company's facilitics to or f rom cxlsting points 

of delivery and such other p i n &  a may be established on the Company's inkrconnccLd 

sysrcrn. Firm and non-firm tranjrnisston service i s  available whcrc 2nd w long as f a c ~ l i t ~ c s  

have adequate capacity to pennit the transmission requested by Customer on a 

technically fcasible basis. 

If the requested transmision service would require the Cornpay to install new 

facilities, would cause i t  to install facilities significantly earlier than i t  othcnvix would do. 

or would othenuisc cause it to incur exceptional expense, the Company reserves the nghr  

to decline to serve under this m e  schedule and shall offer transmission wmicz under a 

compensatory contract or rate schedule subject to approval of the Federal Energy 

Regulatory Commission (or such other regulatory agency as may have jurisdiction to h e  

premises). Such compensatory contract or rate s c h e d u l e  would, to the extent appropnav 

in the circumstances, follow the prlovisions of this transmission service rate schedule  u r d  ib 

associa!ed terms and conditions. 

I f  the requested transmission service involves msmission dimtIy or indirectly on ?.he 

facilities of a third utility system, \he Customer will make arrangements for u s e  of those 
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facilities d i rcc t ly  with that Ihird systcrn, and Ihc Company shall r i ( t I  hc obliged ~r, cumnicncc 

transmission service un t i l  such arrangements have been made. 

11. 

' l ' t i i $  r;itc w.ticdulc thilll apply to [tic transrnirsion for any ruraJ c l ~ t r i c  ctn)p:rat~~,c, 

municipal clectric utilities or other electric utilities of a11 tvpcs of c.apciry and cncrlv Irwn 

sources with which the Company is dircctly or indirectly clcttrically interconnectEd to Ihc 

Customer's system over facilities of the Company and to the transmission for any q u b f y l n g  

facilities and independent power producers of all types of capacity and energy over facilities 

of the Company to rural electric cooperatives, municipal electric utilities or other e:lcctric 

utilities directly or indircclly electrically interconnected to the Company's  hcilitia.. The 

service under this rate s c h c d u k  is 60 cycle alternating current of the phasc and Cornpany 

standard nominal voltage desired by  the Customer at the above described delivery poin ts ,  

provided elcctric service of the voltage desired by the Customer is available generally in the 

area in which such service is desired. 

111. M o n t h l y  R a t a  

Service reqdered hereunder shall be billed at the aggregate of h e  charges xi forth 
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below for the delivery p i n @ )  specified in the Service Agreement: 

A.  for TraCLSmLSwn Service . .  

. .  
( 1 )  The following chnrgcs stull Itc 

applicable to dl Firm Transmission Servicc: 

Monthly Rate: $1.16 per k W- Month 
Daily Riate: $0.038 per kW-Day 
Hourly Rate: $0.00255 per kWh 

. .  (2) ! 2 t l u c U l l  ' A charge of S.00159 per 

KWH shall be applicable to all Non-Firm Transmission Service. 

for Firm D- (1) The following additional charge: 
. .  . 

shall be appliciible to Firm Transmission Service for Distribution 

Facility delivery points: 

Monthly Rate: $0.453 per Kw 
Daily Rate: $0.02 I per KW-Day 
Hourly Rate: $0.00150 per KWH 

. .  . (2) ChareeforNon"FirmDlstnbub0n SeM *= The additional charge of 

$.00086per KWH shall bc applicable to all Non-Film Transmission 

Service for Distrkbution Facility delivery points. 
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. ,  
C. ns of F- I f ,  bemuse of consmnts on the 

C:ompany's transmission system, f i rm transmission xrvicc m n o t  be delivered at the level 

anticipated in the Service Agreement for more than hvo consecutive hours in any day, then 

the charge for that day shall be adjusted to the lowest level of service rendered during the 

pr iod  of constmini; and the bill for the remainder of the month shall be computed under 

the above daily m e .  

D. Dcfinlrlons 
. .  (1) -~vstcm: For purposes of this tariff, the Company's 

Transmission System shall be deemed to consist of all transmission 

facilities operating at voltages of 69 KV and above. 

(2) F a d m  Distribution facilities consist of all distribution 

facilities operating at voltages of less than 69 KV. 

(3) Service; Firm transmission service isdefined as that 

type of transmission service which is requested and supplicd on a 

continuous availability basis similar to service prcvided under the All 

Requirements Resale Service Rate Schedule RS-2. 

(4) Firm Service ; Non-firm transmission scMce is a .  

defined as that type of transmission service which is q u e s t e d  and is 

supplied on a when, as and if available basis and which is intemptible 
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at the sole option of the Company. The Company will endeavor to 

give as much notice of interruption as practicable. I n  the event the 

Customer fails to intcrrupt or curtlil its usc of Non-Firm Tnnsmiu ion  

Service within one hour upon notification to do  50 by the Company, 

then such service shall bc considered as Firm Transmission Service and 

billed as such by the Company for the current and succeeding eleven 

billing months. Non-Firm Transmission Servict is available at hours 

specified by the Company. Non-firm Service is not available for 

transmission of firm power. 

. .  IV. e t c r w t s  f o r m  T r a n s w o n  Sem 

A. The kW demands,  for commitment periods of a month or greater, to be used 

during the term of the transmission service agreement for billing of each firm transmission , 

xmice commitment shall be either: 

(1) If transmitted powcr and energy hereunder  represents the Customer's L 

total system power requirements a! the delivery point(s), the billing 

demand shall be the maximum mcarurcd 60-minute integrated KW 

demand established during the c u m t  billing period, but not less than 

the maximum such demand established at the delivery point(s) during 
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the twelve months ended with the current billing perkd nor less than 

the contract demand. 

or 

(2) I f  t ransmimd power and energy hereunder rrprcxnts less than the 

Customer's  total system power requirements at the delivery poinl:(s), 

the billing demand shall be the maximum hourly K W  demand 

scheduled to be deliver& during the commitment pcricd but not less 

than  the contract demand. 

B. The kW demands,  for commitment p o d s  of less than a month but p a l t e r  

than 12 hours, to be used during the term of the transmission x rv icc  a g r u m e n t  for billling 

of each daily firm transmission service commitment shall be the greater of: 

(1) The maximum hourly kW demand scheduled to be del ivend  during the 

daily commitment period 

or 

(2) The contract demand. 

The energy quantity, for commitment periods of 12 hours or less, to be used C. 

during the term of the transmission service agrcemcni for billing cach firm trans.a.irsion 
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service commitment shall be determined based on M hourly dispatch schedule as n i u t u d l y  

agreed to between the Company and Customers. 

. .  V. m D e _ t t t m i n m t s  f o r t o n  S e w k  

The energy quantity to be used for billing Non-Firm Transmission Service shall bc 

determined based on an hourly dispatch schedule as mutually agrccd to betwccii the 

Company and Customers. 

VI. of T m  Power and F m  

It shall be the responsibility of the Customer to m a n g e  a satisfactory schedule for 

transmitted power and energy and to notify Company of such s c h d u l c  prior to 

commencement of the msact ion.  Where practicable, the Customer .shall furrush the 

Company a 24-hour schedule by 3:a)p.m. of the prior day. The amount scheduld to be 

delivered will be rounded to the nearest whole MWH for dispatching purposes only. ‘The 

difference between the scheduled deliveries to the Customer and the actual deliveries shall 

be classed as inadvenent energy. Inadvertent energy shall be returned in kind (on-peak or 

off-peak), as defined by North American Power Systems Interconnetion Committee 

(NAPSIC) or its succcssor at times mutually agreed upon. 
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VII .  

Billing hereunder shall bc subject KO an addibonal charge i f  power and energy IOSSCS 

m to be furnished from the Company's generation system t o s s  quantities and charges LO 

'be applied shall be mutually agreed u p o n  bctwtxn the parues pnor  to the commencement 

o f  thc transmission setvicc transaction. 

'VII I .  Po wcr F a c u  

It shall be the responsibility of the Customer receiving transmission services to supply 

enough reactive power to maintain the power factor of aansmincd  power as near unity as 

practicable. In the evcnt a minimum ,power factor of 97% is not maintained, monthly billing 

I hereunder may be subject to an additional charge qual to 6.3 tens per KVAR for the 

KVAR's  nectssary to correct the power factor of  the whcelcd p w e r  to such q u i d  

minimum. Such charge shall be based on the maximum such KVAR requirements 

established during the 12-month penad ending with the current billing month. 

Ex. 

Service under this Transmission Service Rate S c h d u l e  is subject to the General 

Terms and Conditions applicable to transmission service as the Same may be in effect from 

time to time pursuant to the filing and other provisions o f  the Federal Power Act. 
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GENERAL TERMS A N D  CONDITIONS 
FOR THE PURCHASE OF TRANSMISSION SERVICE 

RESALE RATE SCHEDULE T-1 

MncE 1 .  ob liutions of Corapa~lv and 

The Company willoffer to the Customers the service described in the Transmission 

Service Resale Rate Schedule T-I.  Acceptance of such service by the Customer binds thc 

Curlorncr IO all provisions of ihc tnnnsmission service rclnlc mic schedulc arid aswxiaicd 

general terms and conditions, includnng those regarding payment, as they may be in effect 

rfrom time to time. 

Prior to commencemeni of service, a service agreement shall be exccutcd betwm 

the Customer and the Company. The service agreement shall conform with the sample 

agreement and supplements thereto contained in the Company's FERC Electric Tanff, 

Second Revised Volume No. 1, as the Same may be in effect from time to time pursuant to 

the filing and other provisions of the Federal Power Act. 

All obligations of the Company and the Customer are subject to action of the F d e d  

Energy Regulatory Commission (or such other regulatory agency as may have jurisdiction 

in the premises). 
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2. EdULlgs of Intarmatlaa 

Thc Company and Customer will keep each other currently informed of plans for 

transmission services and facilities which would affect the planning of h e  olher. Ihe 

Company will a d v i x  the Customer of whether and how the Customer's transmission plims 

or transmission service plans can be accommodated wihin the Company's transmission plims 

at the l a s t  cost 10 both parties. In the event that the Company, purs*ant to the first 

paragraph of the Availability Clause of the Transmission service Resale Rak Schcdulc 7'- 1 ,  

dcclincs lo offer transmission service under a contract or other rate rched~.le or under the 

second paragraph of that clause declines to offer =nice under this rate schedule, Ihe 

Company will furnish a detailed explanation accompanied by relevant transmission flow 

charts. 

. .  
3. T m l u n a b ~  o f ~ ~ q t  

Unless other provision for termination of seMcc is made in a serrice agreement, 

service may be terminated as follows: 

a. If transmission service is for an unspecified, open-ended period, either party may 

terminate the service agreement or service under the transmission senice rate schedule by 

giving two years written notice. 
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b.  I f  trnnwiission scrvicc I S  for a rpccificd period ol more Lban four yran, the 

Customer may  terminate the xrvice agreement or scrvicc under the transmission fervicc 

m e  schedule prior to the end of the specified period by giving two years' written notice. 

c. I f  transmission xrvice is for a specified period of four years or Icss, thc Cuslolrwr 

Customer may icrminate the service agrement or service under the tnismission nik 

xhcdule prior 10 the end of the specified period by giving one week's oral notice, with 

confirming written notice mailed on the Same day. 

e. If the Company builds special facilities to render the transmission service pursuant 

to an agreement between the Company and the Customer, the Customer, regardless of any 

other provision of this Article 3, shall not terminate the service agreement or xrvia under 

the transmission service rate schedule without paying the Company for the undepnxiatcd 

balance, less salvage, of the Company's investment in the special facilities. 

f. The provisions of this Article 3 shail apply separately to each transmission 

transaction under a transmission xnice agreement or the transmission rate schedule if  there: 

is more than one such transmission transaction. 
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E 4.  chanpcj inw 

The provisions of this transmission service rate schedule and associated krms and 

conditions may bc amended from time to time or superseded by the Company by notifying 

I hc  Customer i n  writing of such change and making the appropnak filing with the F d e n l  

Energy Regulatory Commission (or such othcr regulatory agency as may have jurisdictiion 

i n  the prcmixs); provided, however, no such filing (unlcss a g r m j  to hy the rvttomcr in 

writing) will bc mndc wirhout givlnp the Customcr at Icast sixty (63) days written noticc of 

thc filing. 

ARTICLE 5.  Servi= W b =  a ~ d  M w  . . .  

a. The Company and the: Customer each will furnish, install, maintain, own and 

operate at its sole cost and expense, all lands and equipment locatcd on its side of Ithe 

delivery point(s) unless othenvise specified in the service agreement. 

b. W h e r e  practicable, the electric service demand and energy shall be measured by 

metering equipment to be furnished and installed by the Company at or adjacent to slid 

point of delivery, which metering equipment shall constitute the basis of computation of b:ills 

for demand and encrgy consumption. The Customer likewise may provide similar mcfering 

equipment as check meters for measuring demand and energy contracted for herein at the 

said po in t  of delivery. 
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c. Where i t  is impracticable to meter services mndcred under the Transmission 

Service Tariff, a mutually agrcsd u p o n  schedule of quantities delivcrcd shall constitute the 

basis of computation of bills for demand and energy consumption. 

d .  The Customer, u p o n  notice to the Company, shall have the right in the presence 

of an officer, agent or designated employee of the Company, io rmd and chcck i i ~ c  

Company's meter: and/or mcicring equipment, should i t  so dcsirc, and should t h e n  be any 

disagreement as to the correctness of the readings and/or accuracy of the wid meters and/or 

metcnng equipment, the parties hereto shall jointly test said meters. In the event of 

disagreement as to tests and/or accuracy of same, the parties hereto shall have the right to 

have the said meters and metering equipment tes t4  by a competent and imparhal engineer 

mutually acceptable to the parties hereto, and the decision of said engineer shall be 

considered find as to the accuracy of the said meters and/or metering equipment, but i t  is8 

hereby stipulated that the said meters and metering cquiprnent shall be considered accurate 

provided calibration is within two (2) percent, Fast or slow, of accuracy. Should either or 

both of said meters be beyond the said range of accuracy, an adjustment shall be made for 

the period of known inaccuracy, b a d  on the average of the three (3) months' consumption 

prior to the period in question, bur no adjustment shdl extend over a pen'od of morc than 

thrcc (3) months. 
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Unless covered i n  a separate interchange agrement ,  the C o n i p y  uill have the nght, 

authority and privilege 10 enter u p o n  the premises of the Customer at all r w n a b l e  times 

for the purposes of reading meters, inspetting or r e p n n g  apparatus used in connection with 

the xrvicc, removing its property and/or for any other purposes lo wry on h e  work of thr 

Company i n  connection with the dclivcry of energy herein provided for, and to do dl things, 

ncccssary and expedient in the proper operation of its said business, but in exercising its said 

right and privilege, the Company shall assume all liability for damage or personal injury 

caused by the negligence of the Company, 

ARTICLE 7. ux of&* 

The Customer and the Company will cooperate in obtaining the most efficient UK 

of their facilities and will avoid, insofar as practicable, the imposition of low p o w a  factor 

or widely fluctuating loads or unbalanced loads. 

8. m t  of 

Bills for service shall be rendered m m t h l y  by Company and shall be due when 

rendered and payable within fen (IO) days from date of bill. Bills not paid within IE (10) 

days from the date of bill shall be deemed delinquent and shall accme interest at the current 

annual rate provided for refunds made under the Federal Power Act by the Federal Energy 
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Regulatory Commission or any successor agency. In h e  absence of such an inkrest rate, 

intcrcst will accrue at the rate of one ( I )  pcrccnl per month. In thc case of a disputbd bi l l ,  

payment of the disputed portion either ( 1 )  may be made by the Curiomcr to the Company 

during thc tcn (IO) day payrricnt pcriod, in which ax, MY portion finally d e t e r m i d  not 

10 be owing will bc refunded by the Company with interest computed as set out abwc for 

thc pcrrtnl after ihc icn ( I O )  t h y  pnyrncrit IwrcxI,  or (2) m y  bc withhcld by thc ('uriorricr 

until  the dispute is finally resolved, in which case, the Customer will pay the amount finally 

dctcrmined to be owing with interest computed as set out above the period after thc ten 

(IO) day payment period. 

In the event of non-payment of a bill by Customer, Company shall have the right to 

terminate service sixty (60) days subsequent to the date of the bill. Company shall be 

required to notify Customer in writing of its intent to terminate service for non-payment of 

bill at l a s t  thirty (30) days prior to the actual date of termination of service. 

. .  
BRTELE 9. Contmlty of Rwia 

The Company shall exercise due care and diligence to supply electric wrvict 

hereunder free from intemption; provided, however, the Company shall not be responsible 

for any failure to supply electric service, nor for intemption, rrverral or abnormal voltage 

of the supply, if  such failure, intemption, reversal o r  abnormal voltage is without negligence 

on its part. Whenever the integrity of the Company's system or the supply of electricity is 
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thratcncd by conditions on its system or on !he systems with which i f  is directly or indirectly 

interconnected, or whenever i t  is necessary or desirable to aid i n  the restoration of service, 

the Company may in conformance with sound operating and engineering practices and with 

the application of standards no more interruptive than applied ip wrvicc to its mail 

curiorncrs in  like circumsianccs; curtail or intcrrupt elcttric service or r a l u c e  volhge to 

some or all of its Customers and such cunailmcnt, inttrruption or d u c t i o n  shall noi 

constitute negligence by the Company. 

TIqJ 10. L l U  
. . .  

Each parry hereto expressly agrees lo indemnijl and save harmless and defend the 

other against all claims, demands, costs or expense for loss, damage or injury to pcrsons or 

property in any manner directly or indirectly C O M C C ~ C ~  with or growing out of, the 

generation, transmission or distribution of electric energy on its own side of the p i n t  of 

delivery hereunder, unless such claim or demand shall arise ou: of or mutt from the 

negligence or willful misconduct of the other party, its agents, servant or employees. 

ARTICLE 11.  Deli v m  Vol- 

The delivery voltage at each p o i n t  of delivery shall be that generally available in thc 

area that service i: desired; provided, however, where mom than a single voltage is available 

the: Customer shall have the right to select the delivery vo1tage.h 

. ;  

t t  

r !  
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The Company and Customcr shall maintirin close cwrtlinatlon with respccr lo future 

dclivcry points i n  the intcrcsts of system reliability and averall economics. Each party will 

endeavor, to the extent practicable, to keep thc ohcr party adviscd of significant 

dcvcluyrncnu related to their respective power supply facilities. 

'The curloriicr 1hnll  f i i rnld\ (Iic ( 'ortipmy wltli nl l  pcrrtlits arrd casements which UT 

r iccc\ury for the  construction and maintenance of the facilities required for delivery of 

service to the Customer's substation. The obligations of the Company and the Customa art 

subject to and conditioned u p o n  their securing and retaining all permits and easements and 

other rights and approvals ncceSSary for seervice to be rendered. 
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FLORIDA POWER CORPORAnOY 
SERVICE AGREEMENT FOR 

'TR A N S M IS S ION S ER V IC E R ES A Lli 
RATE SCHEDULE T-1 

Dated: 

Parties: Florida Power Corporation 
3201 - 34th Street South 
Post Office B o x  14042 
SI. Pcrcrsburg, Florida 33733 

(The Company) 

and 

(The Customer) 

1, Scopc of Service 4greemm 

The Company agrees, subject to availability, to furnish transmission scnict to the 

Customer, and the Customer agrees to p u r c h m  and pay for such service. ?he terms on 

which the transmission service is offered and acceptaj arc set out in the following exhibits: 

(a) Exhibit The applicable rate provisions for sewice under this Agreemen1 

are contained in the 'Transmission S e M c c  Resale Rate Schedule T-l'in the 

Company's FERC Electric Tariff, S a n d  Reviscd Volume No. 1 or as the 

same may be amended from time to time or superseded pursuant to the fi l ing 

and other provisions of the Federal Power Act. The 'Transmkion Service 
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Resale Rate Schedule T-I a in the tariff as ia effect from time to time is hcrcby 

incorporated by reference and made a pan of this Agrccmcnt as Exhibit A .  

(b) The general terms and conditions of service under this Agrement 

as set out in the "General Terms and Conditions for the Purchax of 

Transmission Service Resale Rate Schedule T-I' in the Company's FERC 

Electric Tariff, Second Revised Volume No. I or as the same may bc 

nmcndcd from time lo iimc or supcrscdcd pursuant to the filing and other 

provisions of the Federal Power Act. The 'Genera! T e n s  and Conditions for 

the Purchase of Transmission Service Resale Rate Schedule T-1 in the tariff 

i z l ~  in  effect from time to time is hereby incorporated by reference and made 

a part of this Agrement as Exhibit B. 

(c) i t  C, Supplemental Service Specifications for Transmission &nice 

under this Agreement are set out in Exhibit C attached hereto. Exhibit C may 

be amended or supplemented as agreed upon  by the Company and the 

Customer. - 
This agrement shall become effective on ,19-, and remain 

in effect thereafter until and unless terminated by either party in accordance with Article 3 
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or Article 8 of the General Terms and Conditions of the Transmission Scrvicc Rrtc 

S c h et! LI I e ,  - 
The address of he Company for written communication is 3201 - 34th Strut South,  

Post Office B o x  14042,  SI. Pcfersburg, Florida, 33733. (Corrcspondencc should be d i m a d  

to the attention of the Manager, Energy Control.) 

The address of the Customer for such p u r p o ~ s  is: 

- 
This Service Agreement shall inure to the benefit of, and shall  bind, the ~uc(xsso~’s 

of the parties hereto but shall not be assignable. 
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I N  WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hem0 have c r u d  this instmmcnt to he 

exccured by their respecrive authorized officials. 

(C u s tomer) 

BY - 
(-7.1 tlc) 

Attest: 

Dated: 

FLORIDA POWER CORPORATXON 
(Company) 

BY 

(Ti tlc) 

At test: 

Dated: 
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EXHIBIT C 
SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE SPECIFICATIONS 

FOR TRANSMISSION SERVICE 
RESALE RATE SCHEDULE T-1 

Customer: ----- 

Point(s) of Delivery: --- 
Dclivcry Facilities a1 I'oint(s) of Dclivcry ( this  designation is to be used in billing under 

Exhibit A of th is  Agreement): -- 

(Note: I f  multiple points of delivery other than interconnections wvercd by sepalrate 
agreement are involved i n  rendering transmission service, attach additional 
page(s) to this Exhibit C listing the points of delivery and the delivery facilities 
at each point.) 

It is the intent of the Company and the Customer that transmission transictions under th~s 

Agreement be arranged between them as the opportunity for them occurs and as they ?&we 

the parties' mutual benefit. Specific firm transactions for time periods of one year or less 

and all non-firm transactions may be ananged orally, unless either party q u e s t s  wrim 

agreement or confirmation. Specific firm transactions for time periods of mon than one 

year shall be covered by the execution of a Supplement to this Exhibit C. (All such 

Supplements shall be numbered consecutively.) 

AGREED this day of * 19-. 

FLORIDA POWER CORPORATION - 
(Company) (Customer) 

BY - 
(Title) 

BY 
(Title) 

SUPPLEMEMT NO. -TO EXHIBIT c 
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SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE SPECIFICATIONS 
FOR TRANSMISSION SERVICE 
RESALE RATE SCHEDULE T-1 

-- Customer: 

(Note: To be cxecuted only for specific firm transmission transactions for time periods of 
mort than one year. If no such transactions arc anticipated during the initial operations 
under this AgrcemenI, please enter 'None" on the first line below and do not exccu~c th~s 
Supplement.) 

Customer's Powcr Supplier: 

Point(s) of Receipt on Company's System: 

(Note: I f  point(s) of delivery for firm transmission service under the supplement arc not Ihe 
same as those set forth in Exhibit C, attach additional page(s) to this supplement fishing 
point(s) of delivery involved in the transaction covered by this supplement spccifylng 
allocations of power, if any, to each delivery point.) 

- 

- Duration of Commitment: 

Contract Demand: 

(Note: If the commitment involves delivery of an ownership share of a generating unit, the 
initial contract demand shall be based on the nominal capacity rating and, thertaher, 
adjusted as appropriate to reflex subsequently established ratings.) 

Addenda: - 

AGREED this day of 9 19-. 

FLORIDA POWER CORPORATION 
(Company) (Customer) 

BY BY 
(Title) (Title) 
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FLORIDA POWER CORPORATION 

DOCKET NO. 930676-El 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF 
JEFFRY POLLOCK 

Please state your name and business address. 

Jof f ry  Pollock; 7730 Forsyttl Blvd., S t .  Louis, Missoorl 63105 

Aro you tho mmo Joffry Pollock w h o  hn9 proviously f i lod Diroct 

Testimony on  behalf of Florida Power Corporotion (FPC) iri th is  docket? 

Yes. 

What is the purpose of your rebuttal test imony? 

I shall respond t o  certain allegations raised in the test imony and exhibit 

of  Mr. J o h n  R .  Ramil o n  bchnlf  of Tampa Electric Conloany (TECO). 

Specifically, Mr .  Ramil alleges that  TECO's "retail Customers wi l l  still be 

better o f f  by approximately $16.3 million, as a result of our obtaining 

these t w o  power supply agreements." (Testimony o f  John B. Ramil at 

Page 7, Lines 13 through 17.) I shall demonstrate the serious f laws in 

Mr .  Ramil's cost-benefit analysis which, w h e n  corrected, result in a net  

loss t o  TECO's retail customers. 

Second, Mr. Ramil states that  FPC has consistently overlooked the fact 

that  the Transmission Project "...was necessary, indeed absolutely 

essential, for us to obtain the benefits of these t w o  power  supply 



( 

I 

! 

I (  

1 '  

1;  

1: 

1 4  

1 5  

1& 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Mr. Rnmil nlso lrnpllos 1 t i ; i t  ftio issiicts rliisod Iri ttiis L ) f t ( ; k ( i l  (:iiri tw t l o ; r l t  

wltli Iri TECO's noxt r t i l i t i l  rriio c ~ i s o .  (Tosflrrioriy o f  J(~liri U. h r i i i l  r i f  

Page 29, Lines 8 through 15; Page 37, Line 12 through 16.1 My  

response is that neither the Commission, the utilities nor retaii 

customers in this State can afford to  wai t  until TECO's next rate case 

to  resolve this issue. 

Finally, Mr. Ramil's claim that direct transmission service would so lve 

the dilemma facing a transmission dependent utility (TDU) is false. 

(Testimony of John 6. Rami1 at Page 20, Lines 3 through 10.) Any 

disadvantage otherwise resulting f rom the cities being transmission 

dependent is greatly diminished by the transmission access provisioris 

o f  the Energy Policy Act of 1992 and FPC's willingness to  wheel 

electric power and energy. Also the excessively long (21 year) term of 
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A 

The Commission Should Resolve Now 
$he Issues Raised in FPC’s Pet it ion 

Q. Why shouldn’t t h e  Commission wa i t  until TECO’s next  rate case to  

resolve the issues raised by FPC’s Petition in this docket? 

A .  As stated in my direct testimony, only by acting n o w  can the 

Commission be assured that  it will prevent the harm to  both FPC and 

TECO retail customers which will result f rom the unnecessary 

expenditure of capital for the TECO Transmission Project. This will 

protect the  interests of TECO’s retail customers since they will no t  have 

t o  bear the costs of a transmission line wh ich  is duplicative and 
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uncconomic, and FPC’s retail customers will continue to benefit from 

t ha revenues derived froni transmission scrvicr,. 

As was demonstrated in Exhibit (JP-7) attacried to my direct 

testimony, the annual cost of wheeling ftirough FPC I S  only $289,000 

on  a lovelizcd not prasanr value basis. By contrast, tt1(! lcvel i ied annual 

revenue requirement of the Fort Meade-Wauchuh CIJ 4V Iriinsrnissior\ 

line is over $2.3 million, ncarly eight timcs grcatvr rtiqn t t ip  whwliri lg 

cost. Thus, rctnil ciJstr,rriurs will bcrwlit i f  I t io C(~rrirrii!,:;iori orlloir 11,  

construction of the line. 

Unless TECO would agree to have its shareholders ;:tisorb this annual 

$2.0 million of excess cost to  construct the Trarismissiori Project 

($2.313 million less S.289 million), it will be rolled into TECO’s overall 

transmission cost of service. A portion of this excess cost will b e  

allocated to the FERC jurisdiction. This will result in higher rates paid 

by  the t w o  cities. Thus, if the Commission grants the relief sought by 

FPC in this Docket, the cities will also benefit because the wholesaie 

cost of service will be lower. 

By pursuing a lower cost option (i.e., wheeling) rather than constructing 

a duplicative and uneconomic transmission line, TECO IS  more likely to 

be allowed to  recover all costs associated with the sales to Fort Meade 

and Wauchula. This is because wheeling, like any other transmission 
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Q. 

A .  

cost, would be a rcasoriablo arid ricccssary t!xl)crisc! of provitltrlg sf!rvt(uc 

to tho two citios. Full cost rocovory wotiltl nic!ari [ha1 TFCO arld if:; 

st lareholders would beriofit if tho Corriniission ~ ; ; ~ I I I : ;  t t i r ,  rc l tof  so \ i ! j t i r  

by FPC in this Docket. 

In summary, tho Cornrriission, by acting now ratt ier than wsitirig to 

rrisolvc! this Iss~ro iri TECO's r m x t  rrilo cri!;ii, C ~ I I ~  I ) I ( I I I * ( : !  ttio i r l f ( j r t i ! ; i ! i  of 

thc retai l  customcrs, ttw two citics, FPC arid TECG 

Ars thoro any othor masons why tho Cornmission should nct In ttils 

tfockot to rosolvn tho I S S I I O S  rnlsnrl In Floritln Powor'!; p o t l l l o r i ?  

Yes. The Commisslori has historically acted ;is ; I  "surroilntc" f o r  

competition. With the trend toward more competition in the utility 

industry, it becomes essential for the Commission to establish policy 

guidelines to  avoid the very problem raised by FPC's petition; namely 

the construction of a duplicate and uneconomic transmission line. 

Commission inaction colild be misinterprctod as altowino parties to 

circumvent its authority to review the need for facilities t3 ensure their 

compatibility with the "Grid" law.  Failure to clarify the meaning of the 

"Grid" law n o w  could therefore lead to  other potentially duplicative and 

uneconomic generation, transmission and/or distributiori facil i tks. It 

could also erroneously imply that utilities can build unneeded facilities 

regardless of the impact on retail customers. To the extent that other 

utilities seek to force retail customers to underwrite these duplicative 
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TECO's Cost -Ben e f i t Analy sls is W r o n g  

Q. 

A .  

Q. 

A.  

Iw orily 6 1 ) ,(I!IO I I I I I I I I ) I I  (Itolt i OII r i  (:IIIIIIIIIIIIVI) i I r ! t  1 ) r c r ; v i i t  wortti 

retail customers allegedly would be almost $1 6.3 million bet 

because TECO secured these t w o  power supply agreements. 

rasis), 

cr off 

Is Mr. Ramil's analysis correct? 

No. Mr. Rami1 compared the non-fuel revenues to bc ricrived from salt:s 

to Fort Meade and Wauchula only to  the cost of constructing the 69 k V  

Transmission Project. This comparison is misleading and wrong. For 

example, it ignores all incremental generation and transmission plani: 

costs and corresponding expenses that will be incurred to provide f i r m  

service to Fort Maodo snd Wnuchula. By ignoring these costs, TECO 

has made the implicit assumption that the Fort Meade and Wauchula 

- 6 -  
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21 

22 

power supply agreements wou ld  have no  impact whatsoever on future! 

gcnoration and transmission planning. This is r;ort;iirily rio! !ti(! ciisrt 

First, tho Fort Mando nrit! W i i ~ ~ c h ~ r l n  I [ i r i t ls  i i r o  f irm. T)irs riioiiris 1t i4 i t  1 1  I 

Fort Meade and Wauchula loads are considered by TECO in assessiriq 

the  reliability o f  both thc gcncration and trnnsrriissio,, systcrn. It is ( t i l  

projected f i rm demands that determine h o w  much  generation capacity 

TECO requires to  maintain reliable service to  all of i t s  customcrr,. 

including Fort Moado n r d  Wnuchuln. 

Socond, TECO is plonnlri(l to ndc! f jor ior r i t ior i  ci ip[icity ovor Itw r i o x t  ! ( ! I '  

years. The Fort Meade and Wauchula power sul;ply agreements are flor 

a 21-year term. 

Third, the fact the  TECO is projecting t o  build n e w  generation capacity 

means that it will no t  have surplus capacity from wb.ich service can be 

provided t o  Fort Meade and Wauchula. However, even if TECO were 

projecting t o  have surplus capacity throughout the entire 21 -year terrn 

of the  Fort Meade/Wauchula contracts, Mr. Ramil's analysis wou ld  st i l l  

be flawed. This is because he failed t o  consider non-fuel variabls 

operation and maintenance (O&M)  expenses associated with thesc sales 

in his cost-benefit analysis. 
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A .  

0. 

A.  

Flr1tilly, Mr. nilrl  

tho salas to t 

r o s po r 1 s I b I I I t y bc 

Is Mr. Ramil correct in stating that TECO's retail customers will 

inevitably benefit because the non-fuel revenues in excess of the 

Transmission Project revenue requirements will make a contribution to 

fixed costs? 

No. As mentioned previously, Mr. Ramil understated the fixed costs by 

ignoring generation and transmission plant in his cost-benefit aGalysis. 

However, even assuming that TECO would have surplus generation and 

transmission capacity throughout the 21-year term of the Fort Meade/ 
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Wauchula contracts, i t  still does not  fo l low that retail cmtomcrs  WO[JI(J 

b i tnof i t  from thoso incrornorital wtwl(!s;ilo sai ( !s .  

tho  rwods of Its rotnll  ciistorriurs. Cor isoc~~ ior~ t ly ,  : t i ( !  ~:orrirr i issiori  sc!t 

aside the costs  associated with 214 MW of capacity associated with 

TECO’s Big Bend Unit No. 4 in determining retail revenue requirements. 

In other words, retail customers were support ing the costs 

associated with this 214 MW of  Big Bend Unit No. 4 capacity in base 

rates. Thus, any sales made from this surplus capacity wou ld  have 

benefitted TECO’s shareholders, not  retail customers. 

Applying this same regulatory principle t o  Mr. Ramil’s cost-benefit 

analysis, which implicitly assumes that  TECO will have surplus capacity 

throughout the  21 -year term of the  Fort Meade/Wauchula contracts, it 

doesn’t fo l low that  pursuing these sales would alleviate the cos t  

rosponsibility borne by retail customcrs. I t  is cqually plausibto is that tho 

Commission wou ld  simply take this surplus capacity into account by 

- 9 -  
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A.  

excluding the associated costs f rom retail base rates. Ttlus, any !.ale o f  

s 11 r p 111 s C D  pac i t y wo IJ Id o r i  I y bo r 10 f i t TE C 0 ’ s s I i i i  rot 10 Id i I I I; . 

Have you corrected Mr.  Ramil’s cost-benefit analysh to  include 

generation and transmission costs? 

Yes. A corrected cost-bencfit analysis is provided in  Fxliibit -(JP-8). 

Columns 1 and 6 woro taker1 directly frorri fhrriil’s Extirbil -_ 

( JBR- l ) ,  Document No. 4. In order t o  incorporate gener;ltion and trans- 

rrilnnlori ( : ( ~ t ~ t n  I i i t ( ~  ttiri rtririlynln, I i : i i lci i l i t t t t i j  1 1 i t i  o t t i  i t 1 1 1 1  rtivtiiiti(t 

requirement associated w i th  these functions using the stipulated Cost 

of Service Studies (Lato Filotf Exhibit Nos. 98 arid 9s) f rom TECO’s last 

base rate case, Docket No. 920324-El. The derived 

generation/transmission plant cost is $1 47 per kW-year. The 

generation/transmission plant cost associated w i th  Fort Meade and 

Wauchula (Column 4) is the product of the generation/transmission plant 

cost  per kW-year (Column 3) and the  projected average monthly Fort 

MeadeNauchu la  loads (Column 2). The total revenue requirement 

associated with the Fort MeadennJauchula sales is shown in Column 5, 

wh ich  is the sum of Columns 1 and 4. Comparing the total revenue 

requirement (Column 5) t o  the Fort Meade/Wauchula nonfuel revenues 

(Column 6) yields the net benefits, which are shown in Column 7. 
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As can bo seen, the net bcncfi ts arc projcctcd to  bc ricuativc in all 21 

years of thc contracts. On a c~rmulnt ivo riot prcsi!t\t viilirct IJ;I!;~S, tlio riot 

I )o t ic t f l t~  to r o t r i l l  (:~t~itoriitirti w ~ i ~ i l t l  I ) t r  11 r iuu i i \ lvu  3 1 ( I  : l;i I ~IIIIIIIIII 

TECO n o w  has wholesale power contracts w i th  bo th  o f  the cites. 

It is diff icult t o  understand why the cities would not  continue t o  

accept service f rom TECO wi thout  the transmission line, so long as the 

price factors remain the same. As I have explained, any wheeling costs 

incurred by  TECO o n  behalf of Ft. Meade and Wauchula are likely to be 

considered reasonable and necessary expenses. The cities will not have 

t o  pay t w o  transmission charges because TECO is apparently obligated 

not  t o  seek any further reimbursement f rom the cities for wheeling costs 

after July o f  1995. 
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TECO's Claim thot Dlroct Transmission Sorvlco was Nocoss3ry  
to Offset the Disadvnntngas and Uncortaintios of a 
Trnnsniission Doaondont  Utility Is Folso 

0. 

A .  

c l l l n ~ '  rlrrdrnR for ctlrnr;t nntvlccr froi l l  I t , ,  wliolt~~irilti n i i ~ ~ ~ i l t t t i  11tr  

corialdorotl h y  tho Corririiindori Iri oviiluntlri[j wtiotlirlt 1 1 1 r t  l)ropi)!iii(I 

1 I (lo ~t1fl)ttllt Io nli "1111#r11t11lt111lr! ~ l l l ~ l l l l ! n t i r ~ l l ~ '  I l l  I l ' ( : ' Q  l ~ M I h 1 1 l l ( ~  fnl:11111ltn t 

No. Mr. f l r i r i i l l  totr~lly I(l~iorr!ri 1110 triiii!iiiii!~!iioti I I ( : ( :o!~-,  ~ l f O V ~ ! ~ l ~ J l l ! i  ('otl 

tained in the Energy Policy Ac t  of 1992 (EPAct), wh ich  was enacted 

last September. The EPAct amended Section 21 1 of the Federal Power 

Ac t  as follows: "Any electric utility, Federal power marketing agency, 

or any other person generating electric energy for sale for resale may 

apply t o  the Commission for an order under this subsection requiring a 

transmitting utility t o  provide transmission services (including any 

enlargement o f  transmission capacity necessary t o  provide such 

services) t o  the  applicant." Thus., contrary t o  Mr. Ramil's test imony on  

Pago 16, Lines 18 through 21, wholcsalo power purchascrs can cnjoy 

the  full options available t o  them as are available to  other entities. 
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The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) also has the 

authority to  order a transmitting utility "to provide wholesale transrnis- 

sion services  a t  ra tes ,  charges ,  terms,  and  conditions which perrnit t h e  

recovery by s u c h  utility of all the costs Incurred in connection with the 

transmission services and nocessary associntod sorvir.r!s, including, but 

not limited to ,  an  appropriate share ,  i f  any ,  of legitrrnatc, verifiable and 

economic costs including taking into account  nriy Iwnofits to t t io 

transmission sys t em in providing the  transmission service,  and the c o s t s  

of ony onlargomont of trarisrnission fncilitins." 

Tho tiottorri llrio Is tliril F I T  corrltl riot rofri!;u to w1iirr:l ult~(;lrlf; powtir 

and energy on behalf of the  cities of Fort Meade and Wauchula.  

Further, as discussed in Mr. Nixon's tes t imony,  t he  cities could initiate 

a filing a t  t h e  FERC and play a n  important role in determining the rates ,  

t e rms  and conditions under which FPC would provide transmission 

service.  

All of this a s sumes ,  without evidence, that  FPC would be unwilling to 

provide transmission services a t  reasonable  ra tes .  Mr. Nixon's 

tes t imony demonst ra tes  the  contrary.  Further, a s  Mr. Rami1 concedes ,  

TECO currently wheels  electric power and  energy to suppor t  other of its 

wholesale power  sa les  (Testimony at Page  23, Lines 4 - through 6 ) .  
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A. 

Would the construction of tho Fort Meade-Wouchula 69 kV trunsrnivnion 

lino result In tho citios bolng loss tronsmission dopondont? 

No. As Mr. StillwnUori tostlf lns, p r ~ ) ~ ( i r i t  Iilrrrin c:riII f o r  t ti0 rorilovrll o f  

FPC's oxistino intcrconnoctions wi th  tho two  citios. Furtticr, rio 

provisions tiovo iioori rrindti t r i  r w ~ ~ i ~ ~ i i ) l i ! i t i  iiii l i i t i i r i : ~ ) i i r i i i ~  IIOII witti Ff'C 

By r J l 1 r r ) l r i r i t  l r1g t t i r )  FPC Intorcoririoctlori, t t i 0  clt 1119 wlll tiiivo (jivori i iwi iy 

thoir lovcrage to  negotiate mor0 favorablo trnnsrriissiori r a t t ! s ,  torrr is  t i r i d  

(:orid I t  lor 19 I r o r i i  TE C 0, I Ii 111 I l y , 1 1  I o H r ;  I111 i i ( j rr  I ( ) r  I I i r  I t  I :  1 1 r III I w I I I 7, f i  I( 11 I 

service, tho t w o  citios ogrood to 21 -yoitr powor siij)ply i i ( j r t m r i i o r i f : i  wlfli 

TFCO. Thln i s  nn nxrrnninly lori(j contrrict tnrni i r i  this tlny ;ind ;i{jfi with 

the advent of exempt wholesale goncrntors, qunlifyiricj fiI(;ilit 10s iird 

independent power producers. The excessive length of these twg 

power supply agreements, in my opinion, will make the cities ewerl more 

transmission dependent on TECO than would have been the case had 

they remained as wheeling customers of FPC. Thus, i would not agree 

with Mr.  Ramil's claim that direct transmission service was necessary 

t o  solve the dilemma facing a transmission dependent utility. This is 

therefore simply not a pertinent factor for Commission consideration in 

this docket. 

Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 

Yes, it does. 
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I TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 

Corrected Cost-Benefit Analysls of 
Fort Meade-Wauchula 69 kV Tranrmlrsion Projoct 

,~~rn~untll l ln3h~rnnd,)_...-._.. - 

t "rrvll 

I I UOJ t n  I I 1 . J  $141 I 7 , n ~ l  I 7,1111 { , 7 f l h  ( 4  ' 1 4 1 )  

Y lUU4 f l  iu n 141 T,r l l l  Y,HI l  f , h l 4  1411 
3 1995 1,432 1 0 . 0  141 t,B41 4,115 r,nur I i,nni) 
4 1996 2,797 20.4 147 2.995 5,792 2,746 ( 3 ,046)  
5 1997 2.699 20.8 147 3.061 5.760 2,979 ( 2.781) 

3.128 

. - .  

5.734 3.059 1 2.675) 
7 1999 2.516 21.7 147 3; 194 SI710 3I3x i 2 : 3 7 2 3  

3.247 5.677 3.593 i 7 . n ~ i i  _._ - -.- -.- 
9 2001 2.348 22.6 i47 3,313 5,661 3,648 i 2:0i3j 
10 2002 2,268 23.0 147 3.380 5.640 3.709 ( 1.939) 

1 1  2003 2.190 23.4 147 3,433 5,623 3,959 ( 1.664) 
12 2004 2.112 23.8 147 3,502 5,614 4.012 ( 1,602) 
13 2005 2,034 24.3 147 3.570 5.604 4.065 ( 1.539) 
14 2006 1,956 24.7 147 3.625 5,581 4,339 ( 1,242) 
15 2007 1.878 25.2 147 3.694 5.572 4,395 ( 1.177) 

16 2008 1,800 25.7 147 3,767 5.567 4.450 ( 1.117) 
17 2009 1,722 26.2 147 3.042 5.564 4.506 1.058) 

I 

3.918 5.562 4.561 f I-OOl! _I.._ _._._ .-._ _.-__, 
19 201 1 1.566 27.2 147 3,995 5,561 4.903 i 658) 
20 2012 1,488 27.7 147 4.074 5,562 4.962 ( 600) 
21 2013 1,410 28.3 147 4,155 5.565 5.025 ( 540) 

$32,627 550.277 $33,956 ff16.321:) 

(3) 

(4) C o l m  (2) t i m s  C o l m  (3) 

Product fon/transmisslon nonfuel revenue r e q u l r w n t s  pet 12 CP average kW 
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FLORIDA POWER CORPORATION 

DOCKET NO. 930676-El 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF 
DONALD R. STILLWAGON 

What is the  purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 

In my diroct tostimony, I prosontod data  using Florida Eloctric Power 

Coordinating Group (FCG) loadflow databank c a s e s  to  describo tho 

odoquncy o f  tho oxlstlng Florlrln Powor Corporation (FPC] transmission 

facllltlos In tho or00 that sorvo tho cltlos of Ft. Moritln mid Wnuchulri. I 

also presented reliability data  based upon records kept by FPC’s System 

Planning Department that  demonstrated the  availability of the 

transmission lines serving the  cities. Finally, my direct testimony 

presented a n  analysis of the  planned FPC improvements in t h e  area,  

and how they would a f fec t  the  service to  the  cities. In this rebuttal 

testimony, I will address  s ta tements  by the  Tampa Electric Company 

(TECO) witnesses  in their direct testimony which at tempt  to challenge 

the  information in my direct testimony. 

In his direct testimony, TECO witness J o h n  E. Rami1 discusses  the FPC 

transmission facilities. Does TECO consider the existing FPC facilities 

currently serving the  cities of Ft. Meade and Wauchula to be adequate  

and reliable? 
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Q. 

A. 

Yes. In his direct testimony, Mr. Ramil states that TECO considered 

using FPC trnnsmlsslon fncllltioe not only lnltlrilly but norirly throughotit 

the entire negotiation. (Tostlmony of John B. Remil, pa00 21, lines 4 - 

201 Thin conflrms thnt TECO n l ~ o  I)allovon tliri oxhllri(j  FPC nynlrirri to 

bo adequato and reliable. Further, Mr. Ramil states that FPC witness 

Dinchoff dld not nood to tllscusa tho ntloquncy nnd rollnt)lilty of t t i r i  

Apparontly rolorrlng to my dlroct tostlmony In tlioso procoodfngs, TECO 

witness T. Leonard Porter states that, "Mr. Stillwagon acknowledges 

that momentary outages are a critical measure of reliability," and then 

states his opinion that this omission (of momentary outage data) by FPC 

neglects an important part of system reliability. (Testimony of T. 

Leonard Porter, page 22, lines 3 - 12) Is this true? 

e 

No. Nowhere in my direct testimony do I state such a conclusion. 

First, all power companies want their customers to have reliable service 

within a reasonable cost. FPC recognizes, as does the utility industry, 

that the major economic impact to  customers occurs for outages of a 

duration longer than one minute. Thus the FPC Planning Department 

has assembled a historical data base containing this outage data for the 

purpose of measuring this most important aspect of reliability. In my 
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testimony it is this data  base  that  is discussed. However, FPC's 

Transmission Dosign Dopartmont doos maintain dnte on broaker and 

switch operations which can  be  used to  calculate line outages  including 

momontory outagos. This doto baso Is usod to rnonltor tho hlstoricel 

performance of lines, and to  indicate whan problems may exist. FPC 

does  consider momentary outages  important, and designs and maintains 

z 

its system to  hold momentary outages to an  acceptable level. 

Dooe the dntn boso whlch Includos momontory  outngos lndlcato thnt tho 

lines serving Ft. Meade and  Wauchula are reliable? 

Yes. When thls data is examined for tho llno sorving F:. Moodo, it is 

found that over the  last ten years t h e  outage frequency is 5.4 per year 

which includes 4.0 momentary trips, and 1.4 outages with a duration 

longer than one  minute. Data for the  Avon Park - Wauchula 69 kV line 
*a. 

serving the  City of Wauchula, s h o w s  the outage frequency for t he  

period from 1 9 8 1  t o  the  present is 8.54 outages per year, comprised of 

7.85 momentary trips and 0.69 outages of a duration longer than one  

+ 

minute. 

These outage rates compare to the  FPC sys tem average of 29.4 per 100 

miles per year for all FPC 69 kV transmission lines, which would equate  
2 

to 4.6 outages per year for t he  14.29 mile line serving Ft. Meade (which 

has  15.79 miles of exposure when tap  lines are added) ,  and 6.77 

outages per year for the  23.03 mile line serving Wauchula. Thus,  you 

. 2. 
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can soe that the historical performance o f  the FPC lines serving Ft. 

Meade and Wauchula is very close t o  the system average of  all FPC 69 

kV linos. 

Mr.  Porter disputes that Ft. Meade and Wauchuls  enjoy IooDed 

transmission service. (Testimony of T. Leonard Porter, page 13, lines 

22 - 25, page 16, lines 16 - 19) Can you explain how TECO and FPC 

differ on thla posit ion? 

Yes. Mr. Porter contends that since tho 400 foot top in to  tho Ft. Moods 

substnt ion nnd tho 300 foot tnp into tho Wauchuln substation or0 sinolo 

lines, the Cities do  no t  enjoy "loopod" transmission service. FPC will 

agree that  the respective 300 foot  and 400 foot  UD lines are n o t  

looped, but $he transmission sys tem serving the taps is IooD.&, since 

each end connects t o  a source, and either of the cit ies can be served 

f rom either end o f  the transmission lines that  serve them. The question 

here is whether having 300 feet ou t  of 23.03 miles or 400 feet out of 

14.29 miles "unlooped" is signif icant in terms o f  impact o n  reliability. 

The answer t o  that  question Is clearly, "no". 

In his direct  testimony, Mr. Porter states that  the proposed TECO 69 kV 

lines will provide superior service t o  the Ci ty of Ft. Meade compared t o  

that  delivered by the exist ing FPC transmission system (Testimony of T. 

Leonard Porter, page 16, llnes 9 - 12). Is thf3 true? 

- 4 -  
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A. I believo it will be comparable to the service provided by the existing 

FPC syetom, rnthor thon sliporlor, Of mom Irnportnncn IR tho fact thnt 

tho existing FPC transmission lines sorvino Ft. Moodo and Wouchrilrt nro 

adoquote ond rolloblo. Thoro Is no nood for nnothor trnnsmisslon lino, 

whether or not it may provldo a marginally dlfloront porforrnanco. Mr. 

Portor is basinn his opinion an tho substation upgmdo at tho City of Ft. 

Meade substation and the design TECO is using on ttioir proposud 28 

milo 69 kV lino. Tho substation upQrado will provido o new terminal into 

which to connoct tho transrrilsslon lino, thus olimlnatirig i t 1 0  slriulo 400 

foot tnp lino thot prosontly oxists. In addition, this upgrndr! will provido 

suporvlsory control of ftta Ilrin awltctirjrr, wtilctt will mdiiw i t i r r  nwltc;lilrig 

times when longer duration outages do occur. This substation 

improvement by the City of Ft. Meade eliminates the exposure to 

outages on the single 400 foot tap line that exists today. However, 

using historical outage data, an outage of this short line section is 

significantly less likely to occur than a terminal outage (an outage 

caused by substation equipment). 

The major concern I have with Mr. Porter's contention tha t  the TECO 

line will be more reliable is that TECO's design improvements will be 

incorporated into a line that will be 28 miles in length. The proposed 

improvements by the City of Ft. Meade to their substation cou:d be 

made and the existing, much shorter, FPC line reconnected into the 

substation. Further, later this year [in 1994) with the installation of the 

- 5 -  
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FPC Homeland switching s ta t ion,  t h e  FPC line will bo shortened from 

14.29 mllos t o  6.1 1 mllos. It is vory difficult to boliova that  TECO c a n  

construct  a n e w  28-mile line t h a t  will bo noticoably moro roli;hlo thnn 

6.1 1 miles of t h e  existing FPC 69 kV line. 

Mr. Porter makes  t h e  point tha t  t h e  Wauchula swltching station 

proposod by TECO wlll roduce tho numbor of momontary outogos t o  

Wauchula.  (Testimony of T. Leonard Porter, p a g e  17, llrios 11 - 20)  

Why dooa thls occur? 

If TECO d o c s  not install a switchinO station at Wouchulo with tm* c l  k nrs, 

ihon nny outngo of tho prnpaaod GO-milo trnnmiiRRiori linr, will cnirno nn 

outage  a t  Wauchula. By installing breakers,  tho oxposuro to rriorriorilnry 

o u t a g e s  is almost  eliminated, s ince  t h e  lines to either s ide c a n  trip 

independently. However, Wauchula c u s t o m e r s  will still see voltage dips 

which may c a u s e  "blinks," s ince  line faults will c a u s e  a voltage drop 

until t h e  breakers o p e n  and  d isconnec t  t h e  faulted line. Currently, 

Wauchula will experience t h e  momentary o u t a g e s  on  t h e  23.03-mile 

FPC line. For longer duration o u t a g e s  o n  t h e  line, FPC c a n  quickly 

isolate the line sect ion with the  problem by operating t h e  supervisory 

controlled switch at t h e  Wauchula tap,  and  re-energize t h e  o ther  line, 

restoring service. If TECO a n d  Wauchula  c a n  justify the switching 

s ta t ion to reduce momentary outages ,  it could be added  to t h e  sh,mer 

existing FPC line. 

- 6 -  
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Mr. Porter states that the proposed FPC Homeland switching S 

(1994) and the proposod Bowling Groen 230169 kV subststlo 

irrelevant to  the issue of the proposed TECO lino. [Testimony 

Loonnrd Portor, pa00 22, llnoa 23 - 25, nnd pa00 23, l lnos 1 - 4) I 

true? 

Certainly not. The proposod FPC Homeland substation improves the 

existing FPC transmission system which serves Ft. Meade by reducing 

tho lino exposure botwoon breakers from 14.29 miles to  only 6.11 

miles. Evan though thoro is fio riood to iipUrndo ttro crlpnblllty of tho 

oxisting tino for tho purposo of  sorvino Ft. Mcado, tho city will bonefit 

from the 1994 construction of Horriolorid substotion. Tho plnrinad 

substation at Bowling Green (1 996) is required to  source the Ft. Meade 

- Vandolah 69 k V  line. In the event that future improvement o f  the local 

system serving Wauchula is required, Wauchula will benefit by being 

located only approximately 8.5 miles from this new 230/69 kV 

substation, which is much closer than any other 230/69 k V  source 

substation. Therefore these projects are relevant since they further 

demonstrate that there is no need for TECO to  build a n e w  69 kV 

transmission line. 

Mr. Porter argues that  the only facilities that FPC will have unused and 

be required to  remove are the 400- foot  and 300- foot  tap lines that serve 

the Cities, and thus, he states that FPC will have no other facilities 

- 7 -  
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A. 

impact. (Testimony of T. Leonard Porter, page 15, lines 16 - 24, page 

17 lines 22 - 25, and pogo 18, llnos 1-3) la tlila win? 

No, FPC plnnnod nntf corintructod Ita oloctrlc systom to providrt for 

serving tho Ft. Moado nnd Wnuclrirln 1ontl.s to( loi t i rrr  wlfll nil tho othor 

londs aorvod by tho FPC aloctrlc systom. It is not possible to split out 

specific facilities that  serve Ft. Moado and Wauchula since the electric 

sys tem functions as an  integrated grid and portions of many facilities 

are required to servo any load on tho grid. Mr, Porfcrr IIm tlinciiwIt1d 

anly t tin ncttrnl coiiiiticflori I r tc : i l l l l r in ,  wli1c:h nrti 011ly H ) ~ i t ~ r t I l  1 ) n r t  of I i l o  

fnclll t Ion ~ i l c  t tire, 

Mr. Portor s t a t e s  you imply that only FPC o w n s  and operates  significant 

facilities in southern Polk county. (Testimony of T. Leonard Porter, page 

20, lines 7 - 13) Did you intend to  imply that TECO does  not  o w n  and 

operate transmission facilities in the south half of Polk County? 

No. The color map (DRS-1) provided in my prefiled direct testimony 

clearly s h o w s  transmission ownership. From this map  you can  see that  

while FPC o w n s  t h e  transmission facilities closest  to Ft. Meade and 

Wauchula, TECO also o w n s  lines in Polk County. Further, the  map 

s h o w s  that  North Bartow is connected to a TECO 230 kV line (and to 

FPC’s West  Lake Wales substation via a 69 kV line). The map  also 

s h o w s  very clearly tha t  Ft. Meade and Wauchula are well within the  

FPC electric grid. The point I made in my direct testimony is that FPC 

is t h e  only transmission service provider within approximately 8 to 10 

- 8 -  
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A. 

Q. 

A. 

miles o f  the Cities, that  FPC is presently providing transmission service 

t o  this area, and that FPC's bulk (230 kV) transmission lines are the 

closost to t ho  cltlos. 

Mr. Porter states that i t  is common for u t l l l f h  to o w n  facilities wi th in 

the service territory o f  another utility. (Testimony of T. Leonard Porter, 

page 20, iinos 18 - 23) I f  this i s  true, h o w  may such constructlon be 

justified? 

Such ownership is not  unusual, and usually rosults whon existing tinos 

aro surroundod as n o w  torrltorlai boundarlos aro dovolopod, or when 

express lines are built through a service territory to  resolve an 

inadequacy of  the existing grid. Another situation that may occur iL 

when territorial protrusions extend into adjacent utilities, and it is not  

feasible for each utility to  avoid the others' service territory when 

constructing n e w  lines. 

Mr. Porter states that FPC owns approximately 10 miles o f  69 kV lines 

which have been constructed within TECO's service territory in the 

Trilby - Zephyrhills area. (Testimony o f  T. Leonard Porter, page 20, line 

25 - page 21, line 5) I f  this Is true, when and why did FPC construct 

the line? 

FPC initially constructed the line t o  serve local load. I am not  certain o f  

the construction date of  the original line; however, I offer Exhibit - 
(DRS-81, which shows the state electric system in 1955 when the 
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sys tem w a s  composod of various 66 kV and 11 5 kV lines. This map 

s h o w s  that  FPC has the  only lines in this area,  indicating that perhaps 

the TECO 69 kV line extending from TECO’s River substation up to  the 

Dade City arms was constructod Istor, FPC rocords indlcsto that tho 

FPC - TECO ties in the Dade City area were made in 1957. 

Further, I offer Exhibit - (DRS-9), which is a map of t he  1826 Florida - 
Goorgln alnctrlc systnm, which s h o w s  that  FPC thcn had an existing 66 

kV line connected to  substations a t  Croom, Trilby, Dodo City orid 

Zcphyrhills, with no dcpiction of a tio t o  TECO a1 Dado City. The 

present 69 kV line w a s  constructod In 1970, nrrd tho 0,52 nrld 0.54 

mile connections to  the cogeneration facility a t  Union Hall were added 

in 1993. Transmission improvements were required to connect  the  

cogenerator into the system, whether  FPC or TECO made the  

connection. The TECO Dade City substation and transmission system 

would have required modifications costing approximately the  same  a s  

the  improvements to the  FPC system. This cogenerator is very close to 

a 69 kV line that  FPC has  owned for over 68 years. 

It should also be noted that  FPC has a 230/69 kV grid source  point a t  

Zephyrhills North, immediately s o u t h  of t h e  area in question, and that  

t h e  TECO transmission support  to the Dade City area is via a long 69 kV 

line with a rating of approximately 63 MVA to the  TECO River 

substation located in Hillsborough County. The FP C transmission 
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Q. 

A. 

system in the area normally supports the TECO transmission system in 

tho nron, nnd i f  TECO woro to  disconnoct from FPC, thrry woiilt l  hnvn 

a radial transmission system to  their Dade City retail area. 

Are you aware of other Ilnos FPC may o w n  through TECO service 

torrltory? 

Yes. I do not know o f  all such situations, but a major crossing is the 

kilngins - Ft, Monda 11 5 kV cfoublo clrctllr Ilno, which wna corinlriicfotl 

In 1952 for tho purposo of connoctlrig tho  (ttion) n o w  H I ~ j ~ I r i s  Plnnt nnd 

tho locnl FPC syRtnm Into t t io FPC ~ I c l ~ j o  nrnii RyRtor f i ,  From rny 

provloun Extill)lt - (DltS-U), It rtpponre t t i l n  wun iiocuBRnry, nlrico ttiorn 

were no other major facilities to conduct power f rom Higgins ta  Ft. 

Meade. 

Mr. Porter states that  your line loading calculations fail to  take into 

account the  single contingency power f low methodology when stating 

f low reductions due to  TECO removing the Ft. Meade and Wauchula 

loads from the FPC system. (Testimony o f  T. Leonard Porter, page 24, 

lines 13 - 18) Can y o u  explain why you  made the calculations as you  

did, and h o w  the methods relate? 

Yes. In my testimony I list the peak loads on  the lines in the 1993 

system model, the contingency loadings in the 201 3 system model, and 

describe the "unloading" of the lines in the 1995 model. There was, 
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Q. 

A. 

The important thing to remember here  is t h a t  t h e  existing FPC 

transmission linos oro odoquoto to sorvo tho  oxistino load nnd 

anticipotod futuro loads of tho Citics a n d  othor locol cifstomors.  Thoro 

is sufficient margin in t h e  existing s y s t e m  to provido fot single 

cont ingency outages.  There is no s y s t e m  need to remove load from t h e  

lines to provide a margin for normal or cont ingency loads. Indeed, with 

future  local generation additions tha t  a r e  plannod or under construction, 

tho local s y s t e m  is in a mode of oxporting powor.  Thoro Is no need to 

L)tilltl riow 09 kV Irnrwnlsslon IItlon into tho n r m  l r o r r i  oi i t~ ldo  wtirco 

subs ta t ions  t o  support  tho local loads. Rather, tho most  likaly futuro 

dovelopment will bo t o  stronothon t h e  bulk grid t o  carry siOnificant 

a m o u n t s  of power o u t  of t h e  area.  

Does this conclude your testimony 

Yes. 
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9. 

FLORIDA POWER CORPORATION 

DOCKET NO. 930676-El 

REBUITAL TESTIMONY OF 
DR. ROBERT BRUCE PARENTE 

What is your nome, occupatton, ond business addross I 

M y  name is Robert Bruce Parente. I am an Electricnl Epgineer MV 

business address is Post Office Box 241987, Los Arigcics, California 

90024-9 78 7. 

Are you the same Dr. Robert Bruce Parente who  previously submilred 

direct testimony on behalf of the Florida Power Corporation in this 

docket? 

Yes. 

What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony here? 

The purpose of my  rebuttal testimony is t o  rebut the direct testimony 

of the Tampa Electric Company (TECO) witnesses, John E. Ramil, T. 

Leonard Porter, Warren May Jr., and Charles C. Saddler, I l l ,  and also 

to  clarify several matters they raised in reference to  my direct 

testimony. To d o  that I must first focus on  the real issue of  this docket: 

The fact that  the proposed construction by TECO of  a 60-mile long 69- 

kV transmission line to  serve the Cities of Wauchula and Fort Mcade 

would be an uneconomic duplication of Florida Power Corporation's 
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Q. 

A. 

(FPC’s) existing adequate and reliable transmission facilities. It is 

undisputed that FPC’s existing 69-kV transmission lines serving the 

Cities of Wauchula and Fort Meade are adequato and reliablo. Thoro is 

no need for another transmission line to  serve those t w o  cities. 

Although my intent is to rebut the testimony of the TECO witnesses by 

refocusing on the central issue before the Commission, my rebuttal will 

also address the specific issues raised by the TECO witnesses which 

may serve to  detract from the real issue in this docket. 

What main points of your direct testimony were criticized by the TFCO 

witnesses? 

I summarized my direct testimony on behalf of  FPC in six points as 

follows: 

”TECO‘s proposed line is a duplication because: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

FPC’s facilities already exist; 

FPC’s existing facilities already serve the cities of 

Wauchula and Fort Meade; 

FPC’s existing facilities have adequate capacity t o  serve 

the cities of Wauchula and Fort Meade now and in the 

foreseeable future; and 

FPC’s existing facilities serve the cities of Wauchula and 

Fort Meade reliably. 
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"If TECO builds its proposed duplicate line, that would be an 

uneconomic duplication of FPC's existing facilities because: 

1. TECO's increased revenue requlremonts nil1 excoed the 

wheeling fees which TECO currently pays to FPC to use 

FPC's exl8ting facilities, and 

2. FPC's revenue requirements will not be reduced by 

TECO's duplication of FPC's facilities." 

(Direct Testimony of Dr. Robert Bruce Parente, page 7, lines 6 - 28) 

None of TECO's witnesses disputed my first two points: That FPC's 

facilities already exist, and those existing facilities already serve the 

cities. 

None of TECO's witnesses directly disputed my third point: That FPC's 

existing facilities have adequate capacity. Although Mr. Ramil observes 

that, "Dr. Parente concludes that Florida Power's existing facilities are 

adequate to  serve the Cities of Fort Meade and Wauchula," he does not 

dispute my conclusion. (Direct Testimony of John B. Ramil, page 34, 

lines 8 - 10) Although Mr. Porter questions my use of the word "idle" 

with respect to  FPC's existing facilities i f  the cities are disconnected, he 

does not dispute my point that FPC's existing facilities have adeqtiate 

capacity i f  the cities continue to be served. (Direct Testimony of T. 

Leonard Porter, pages 27 - 29) 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

The criticism by tho TECO witnesses about my diroct testimony that I 

will address here begins with my fourth point: "FPC's existing facilities 

serve the Cities of Wauchula and Fort Meade reliably." 

What criticism by the TECO witnesses about your testimony regarding 

reliability do you need to address? 

Although Mr. Ramil states, "Tampa Electric did not seek to contest the 

operational reliability of any of Florida Power's fecllities, " (Dirclct 

Testimony of John B. Ramil, page 32, lines 21 - 23) Mr. Porter criticizes 

my analysis of that reliability for not including momentary (less than ono 

minute) outages, and my discussion of line lengtli in analyzing the 

reliability of the proposed TECO 69-kV line. (Testimony of T. Leonard 

Porter, page 30, lines 1 - 21) 

Why are momentary outages excluded? 

In my direct testimony, I referred to Mr. Stillwagon's testimony and his 

statistics showing that Fort Meade enjoyed service 99.996 percent of 

the time, and that Wauchula enjoyed service 99.995 percent of the 

time. (Direct Testimony of Donald R. Stillwagon, pages 14-1 6) When 

Mr. Porter criticizes those percentages, he is correct that Mr. 

Stillwagon's statistics do exclude momentary outages of less that) one 

minute duration; however, it is important for the Commission to  

understand that, for the past twenty years this has been FPC's standard 

statistical practice for recording reliability data for all of its customers 
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Q. 

A. 

-- not just the Cities of Wauchula and Fort Meade. Historically, Florida1 

Power has concentrated on significant non-momentary outages that 

contribute to  unavailability and has chosen not to include momentary 

outages in these calculations. 

As Mr. Stillwagon notes in his rebuttal testimony, FPC's Transmission 

Design Department does maintain dote on broaksr and switch operatioris 

which can be used to calculate line outages including momentary 

outages. That data also indicates the FPC lines serving Wawhula and 

Fort Meade are reliable. Mr. Stillwagon quite properly points out in his 

rebuttal testimony that the total outage rates for Wauchula and Fort 

Meade are comparable to FPC's system average. 

What has line length got to do with reliability? 

In my direct testimony, I stated, "Each individual lower voltage 

transmission line's reliability is related to its length, location, support 

structures, protective relays, and circuit breakers. For example, the 

longer the line, the more it will be vulnerable to lightning strikes, road 

accidents, and the hunter who 'mistakes' the insulators on the support 

structure for a deer." (Direct Testimony of Dr. Rotert Bruce Parente, 

page 15, lines 15 - 19) I also said that, "Because its longer lengths add 

exposure to a contingency, TECO's proposed line can be expected to be 

less reliable than FPC's existing facilities." (Direct Testimony of Dr. 

Robert Bruce Parente, page 29, lines 28 - 30) 
- 5 -  
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Mr. Porter concedes that, "If all other things are equal, yes, tho IonQcr 

the line, the more vulnerable they are to lightning strikes." (Direct 

Testimony of T. Leonard Porter, page 8, lines 14 - 15) Mr. Porter then 

goes on to list the design features that TECO proposes to introduce to 

offset and compensate for Its longer line length. (Direct 

Tostlmony of T. Leonard Porter, page 3, lines 15 - 21; page 6, lines 3 - 

8 and 17 - 25; and page 7, lines 1 - 3 and 7 - 13.) 

When reading Mr. Porter's list o f  compensating design features, the 

Commission should not be misled into the false belief that FPC's service 

to the cities is not reliable, nor should the Commission be misled into 

the false belief that TECO's long line can provide the cities with more 

reliable service than FPC short lines can provide. 

Currently, FPC's lines are reliable. In the future, if some change made 

them less reliable, then FPC could introduce its own list of 

compensating design features and restore its reliability. FPC will always 

enjoy a reliability advantage because of its shorter lines. For example: 

If the State of Florida were to suffer a change in climate such 

that lightning strikes became far more frequent, then FPC 

could restore its transmission reliability to  the cities by 

installing a switching station in the City of Wauchula, and by 

adding supervisory controlled substation switches in the City 

of Fort Meade substation -- just like the switching proposed 

- 6 -  



by TECO -- all for far less cost than TECO's proposed 60-mile 

long 69-kV line. 

If the State of Florida were to suffer a population explosion 

in woodpeckers or drunk drivers such that damage to wood 

poles became excessive, then FPC could restore its 

transmission rallobility to the cities by phesing-in concrete 

poles -- just like the concrete poles proposed by TECO -- all 

for far less cost than TECO's proposed 60-mile long 69-kV 

line. 

rn 

I am not saying that TECO's proposed line cannot be rolioble. I om 

saying that, to  achieve the same reliability as FPC's Short lines, TECO's 

60-mile long line must cost more. 

Q. What criticism by the TECO witnesses about uneconomic duplication do 

you need to address? 

Nr. Ramil states, "It is not until the last two pages of his testimony 

that Dr. Parente states his basis for concluding that Tampa Electric's 

proposed facilities would be an 'uneconomic' duplication of Florida 

Power's transmission facility." (Direct Testimony of John B. Ramil, 

page 35, lines 7 - 10) In criticizing my conclusion that Tampa Electric's 

proposed line fails an engineering economics test, Mr. Ramil states that 

my analysis looks only at the relative costs of t w o  delivery options. 

(Direct Testimony of John B. Ramil, page 35, lines 19-22) Then Mr. 

A. 
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Ramil disputes that wheeling through Florida Power's system and 

Tampa Electric's construction of its own transmission facilities were 

interchangeable options. (Direct Testimony of John B. Ramil, page 36, 

lines 4 - 8) 

Mr. Ramil is quite right in that I did conduct an englnoartng oconornica 

test of two alternatives: Which costs less: (1) TECO paying wheeling 

fees to FPC to use FPC's existing facilities? or (2) TECO building a 

duplicative new transmission fine? 

Mr. Ramil is also quite right in that I needed less than two  pages to 

conduct that engineering economics test of the two altornetlvos: (1 1 

TECO paying wheeling fees of less than $300,000 per year to use 

FPC's existing facilities costs a great deal less than (2) TECO building 

a new duplicative transmission line for $1 1.8 million. 

Mr. Ramil is quite wrong, however, in disputing that "wheeling through 

Florida Power's system and Tampa Electric's construction of  its own 

transmission facilities were interchangeable options." They were, are, 

and will continue to  be interchangeable options. But construction of a 

new 60-mile long TECO transmission line duplicating FPC's existing 

transmission facilities is a far more expensive option than wheelhg 

power over FPC's existing facilities. 
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Q. 

A. 

How does TECO claim that wheeling and construction were not 

interchangeable options? 

TECO claims that wheeling and construation were not interchangeable 

options by maintaining that construction of a new transmission line was 

essential to got Fort M00d0'8 and Wauchule's buslnoss. It appears, 

however, that TECO acted upon the cities' erroneous belief that building 

a second transmission line would somehow alleviate perceived 

disadvantages the cities associated with being a transmission dependent 

utility. 

The concerns of the cities with being transmission dependent utilities 

were articulated by TECO witnesses Saddler and May. Mr. Saddler 

states, "Fort Meade is a transmission Dependent Utility (TDU). Fort 

Meade has no generation on its system and currently depends on its 

single interconnect with Florida Power." (Direct Testimony of Charles 

C. Saddler, 111, page 2, lines 24 -25, and page 3, lines 1- 2) He adds, 

"Transmission pricing and access is also a key concern to Fort Meade 

. . . This issue has the potential, and I believe the threat, of forcing a 

TDU like Fort Meade out of business." (Direct Testimony of Charles C. 

Saddler, 111, page 3, lines 15-20] Mr. May, from tho City of Wauchula, 

says that, "The City's electric system has only one transmission tie to  

the Florida Grid and insufficient generation on its own . . . the City is 

currently dependent on a single transmission service provider, Florida 

Power Corporation." (Direct Testimony of Warren May, Jr., page 2, 
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lines 14 - 20) Mr. May adds, "The potential is there for a transmission 

service provider to make it economically and/or operationally infeasible 

for a TDU to purchase power from any utility other than the 

transmission provider." (Direct Testimony of Wlbrren May, Jr., page 3, 

lines 3 - 25, and page 4, lines 1 - 21 

In fact, there is no basis for the fears expressed by Mr. Saddler and Mr. 

May, because of tho rogulatory powors and policios of tho Fodoral 

Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). Over the years, FERC has made 

it clear that any utility which provides wheeling will not be allowed to 

stop providing wheeling. FPC provides its wheeling under a FERC tariff, 

Thus, FPC's price for wheeling is set and essentially predictable. 

Therefore, neither of the cities has any reasonable basis for fear as to 

either access to FPC's transmission service, or FPC's price. 

Nonetheless, Mr. Ramil reiterates, ". . . Tampa Electric's judgement that 

agreeing to  build the transmission line was necessary to win the 

business." (Direct Testimony of John B. Rarnil, page 6, lines 7 - 9) 

As a regulated utility, TECO cannot be naive about the FERC, its 

policies, and the regulations and statutes under which it operates. 

Thus, from Mr. Ramil's admission, I conclude that it appears TECO 

acted upon the Cities' unfounded fears in order to  win a contract by 

agreeing to  build an uneconomic duplication of FPC's existing 

transmission facilities. 
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Q. 

A. 

Does this conclude your testimony? 

Yes. 

- 11 - 


