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COMMISSIONERS: OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 
NANCY ARGENZIANO, CHAIRMAN ANN COLE 
LISA POLAK EOOAR COMMISSION CLERK 
NATHAN A. SKOP (850) 413-6770 
DAVID E. KLEMENT 
BEN A. "STEVE" STEVENS III 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

JIublir~£rbir:£ O.lommizzion 
February 26, 2010 

FPSC? CLK - CORRESPONDENCE 

Vicki Koufman 
Florida Industrial Power Users Group 
Anchors Law Firm 

----. Admillistrative Pames Consumer 
DocuMENT No.QS0'1 3 -0<6 
DISTRIBUTION: 

118 North Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Re: Review ofInvoice No. 11005 dated January 26,2010 for preparing the record on appeal to 
the Supreme Court, Case No. CS09-1723 (partial payment of total cost of $2,207.85) 

Dear Ms. Koufinan: 

This letter is in response to your request to review the above-referenced invoice and cite the 
statutory authority for such charges. 

The Public Service Commission's Charges for Copies is available from the Web site by selecting 
"Dockets and Filings" and "Copy Charges for Commission Records," a copy of which is attached. 
The authority for these charges may be found in Sections 28.24, 119.07, and 350.06, Florida Statutes. 
For your convenience, copies of these Florida Statutes are also attached. 

Upon further review, I have voided Invoice No. 11005. Attached please find a revised invoice 
concerning preparation of the record on appeal in Docket No. 080317 -E!, in the amount of one­
fourth of the cost of preparing such record. 

If I can be ofany further assistance, please feel free to contact me. 

Very truly YUJ 
~ 

Commission Clerk 

lac 

Enclosures 

CAPITAL CmCLE OFFICE CENTER. 2540 SHUMARD OAKBOULEVARD. TAUAHASSEE, FL32399-0850 
An Affirmative Action I Equal Opportunity Employer 

PSC Website: http://wwwJ1oridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.O.us CD 

mailto:contact@psc.state.O.us
http:http://wwwJ1oridapsc.com
http:2,207.85


-----

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

Date: 02126/10 INVOICE NO 11018 
l' l' l' 

This number must appear on all checks or 
correspondence regarding this invoice. 

Vicki Gordon Kaufman, Esquire 

John C. Moyle, Esquire 
 Date Paid 
Keefe Anchors Gordon & Moyle PA 

Amount Paid Pending
118 N Gadsden St. 

o Check #Tallahassee, FL 32301 
o Cash o Mailed-in Check 

PRR 0 Document Request 0 Other [2] CLK Initials KMP 

Please makc checl\.s pa)'able to: FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
QUANTITY TYPE DESCRIPTION PRICE AMOUNT 

11,039 

OCD 

ODVD 

[2] PAGES 

o sse 

Copying and preparation of Docket 080317-EI on appeal to Supreme 
Court, Case No. SC09-1723, (Partial payment of total cost of 
$2,207.85) $0.05 $551.95 

1 

OCD 

ODVD 

o PAGES 

OSSC Certificate of Director (Partial payment of total cost of $4.00) $1.00 $1.00 

OCD 

ODVD 

o PAGES 

iOSSC $0.00 

OCD 

OOVD 

o PAGES 

OSSC $0.00 

OCD 

OOVO 

o PAGES 

OSSC $0.00 

TOTAL $552.95 
-

*Special Service Charge (SSe). Pursuant to Section 119.07(4)3.(d), Florida Statutes, if the nature or volume of public records requested to be inspected or 

copied pursuant to this subsection is such as to require extensive use of information technology resources or extensive clerical or supervisory assistance by 

personnel of the agency involved, or both, the agency may charge, in addition to the actual cost of duplication, a special service charge, which shall be 

reasonable and shall be based on the cost incurred for such extensive use of information technology resources or the labor cost of the personnel providing the 

service that is actually incurred by the agency or attributable to the agency for the clerical and supervisory assistance required, or both. 

Ifyou would like to deliver payment and pick-up the requested information, the Office of Commission Clerk is located at 
the Betty Easley Conference Center, 4075 Esplanade Way, Room 110, Tallahassee, Florida. 

PSC/CCA )()()(-C Rev. 09/09 @ 



FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

Date: 01126/10 INVOICENO 11005 
1- 1- 1­

This number must appear on all checks or 
correspondence regarding this invoice. 

Vicki Gordon Kaufman, Esquire 

John C. Moyle, Esquire 
 Date Paid 
Keefe Anchors Gordon & Moyle PA 

Amount Paid Pending118 N Gadsden Sf. 
o Check # Tallahassee, FL 32301 
o Cash 0 Mailed-in Check 

PRR 0 Document Request 0 Other [2] CLK Initials JQ4£ 

1)I...ase mali'" checks pa)abl... to: FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COlVll\lISSION 
QUANTITY TYPE DESCRIPTION PRICE AMOUNT 

OCD 

ODVD Copying and preparation ofDocket 080317-EI on appeal to Supreme 
[2] PAGES Court, Case No. SC09-1723. (partial payment of total cost of 

22078 OssC $2,207.85) $0.05 $1,103.90 

OCD 

ODVD 

[2] PAGES 

1 OssC Certificate of Director (Partial payment of total cost of$4.00) $2.00 $2.00 

OCD 

ODVD 

o PAGES 

OssC $0.00 

OCD 

ODVD 

o PAGES 

ipssc $0.00 

OCD 

ODVD 

o PAGES 

OSSC $0.00 

TOTAL $1,105.90 

·Special Service Charge (SSC). Pursuant to Section 119.07(4)3.( d), Florida Statutes, if the nature or volume of public records requested to be inspected or 

copied pursuant to this subsection is such as to require extensive use of information technology resources or extensive clerical or supervisory assistance by 

personnel of the agency involved, or both, the agency may charge, in addition to the actual cost ofduplication, a special service charge, which shall be 

reasonable and shall be based on the cost incurred for such extensive use of information technology resources or the labor cost of the personnel providing the 

service that is actually incurred by the agency or attributable to the agency for the clerical and supervisory assistance required, or both. 

Ifyou would like to deliver payment and pick-up the requested information, the Office of Commission Clerk is located at 
the Betty Easley Conference Center, 4075 Esplanade Way, Room no, Tallahassee, Florida. 

PSC/CCA xxx-C Rev. 09109 ~ 
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COMMISSIONERS: OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 
NANCY ARGENZIANO, CHAIRMAN ANN COLE 
LISAPOLAKEOOAR COMMISSION CLERK 
NATHAN A. SKOP (850) 413-6770 
DAVID E. KLEMENT 
BEN A. "S1EVE" S1EVENS III 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

lfluhliI:~:erhiI::e <!lnmmizzinn 

February 26,2010 :;;'PSC~ eLK ~ CORRESPONDENCE 

~AdmiDistrative_Parties_Consumer 
DOCUMENT NO.OS 09&-0$ 

Robert Scheffel Wright DISTRIBlITION: 
John T. LaVia 
Young Law Finn 
225 South Adams Street, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Re: Review ofInvoice No. 11006 dated January 26, 2010 for preparing the record on appeal to 
the Supreme Court, Case No. CS09-1723 (partial payment oftotal cost of $2,207.85) 

Dear Mr. Wright and Mr. La Via: 

I have been asked to review the costs associated with the above-referenced invoice and, upon 
further review, I have voided Invoice No. 11006. Attached please find a revised invoice 
concerning preparation of the record on appeal in Docket No. 080317-EI, in the amount of one­
fourth of the cost of preparing such record. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 

~~ 

Ann Cole 
Commission Clerk 

lac 

Enclosure 

CAPITAL CmCLE OFFICE CENTER. 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD. TALLAHASSEE, FL32399-0850 
An Affirmative Action I Equal Opportunity Employer 

PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.comInternet ~mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us 

CD 

mailto:contact@psc.state.fl.us
http://www.floridapsc.comInternet
http:2,207.85


FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
2540 Shwnard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

Date: 02/26/10 INVOICE NO 11019 
l' l' l' 

This number must appear on all checks or 
correspondence regarding this invoice. 

Robert Scheffel Wright, Esquire 

John T. LaVia, Esquire 
 Date Paid 
Young Law Firm 

Amount Paid Pending
225 S Adams St., Ste. 200 

o Check #Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Cash o Mailed-in Check 

PRR 0 Document Request Other 0 CLK Initials -KM£ 

Ple~lse make checks payable to: FLORII)A I)lJHLlC SERVICE COMMISSION 

QUANTITY TYPE DESCRIPTION PRICE AMOUNT 

11,039 

OCD 

ODVD 

o PAGES 

OSSC 

Copying and preparation ofDocket 080317-EI on appeal to Supreme 
Court, Case No. SC09-1723. (Partial payment oftotal cost of 
$2,207.85) $0.05 $551.95 

1 

OCD 

ODVD 

o PAGES 

OSSC Certificate ofDirector (Partial payment oftotal cost of$4.00) $1.00 $1.00 

OCD 

ODVD 

o PAGES 

OSSC $0.00 

OCD 

DDVD 

o PAGES 

OSSC $0.00 

OCD 

ODVD 

o PAGES 

OSSC $0.00 

TOTAL $552.95 

*Special Service Charge (SSC). Pursuant to Section 119.07(4)3,(d), Florida Statutes, if the nature or volume of public records requested to be inspected or 

copied pursuant to this subsection is such as to require extensive use of information technology resourceS or extensive clerical or supervisory assistance by 

personnel of the agency involved, or both, the agency may charge, in addition to the actual cost ofduplication, a special service charge, which shall be 

reasonable and shall be based on the cost incurred for such extensive use of information technology resources or the labor cost ofthe personnel providing the 

service that is actually incurred by the agency or attributable to the agency for the clerical and supervisory assistance required, or both. 

Ifyou would like to deliver payment and pick-up the requested information, the Office of Commission Clerk is located at 
the Betty Easley Conference Center, 4075 Esplanade Way, Room 110, Tallahassee, Florida. 

PSC/CCA xxx-C Rev. 09/09 ® 



FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

Date: 01126/10 INVOICE NO 11006 
l' l' l' 

This number must appear on all checks or 
correspondence regarding this invoice. 

Robert Scheffel Wright, Esquire 
John T. LaVia, Esquire Date Paid 
Young Law Firm 
225 S Adams St., Ste. 200 

Amount Paid Pending 

Tallahassee, FL 32301 o Check # 

Cash o Mailed-in Check 
PRR 0 Document Request 0 Other [2] CLK Initials KMP 

Plcasl' make checks pa)ahlc to: FLORII)A PllBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

QUANTITY TYPE DESCRIPTION PRICE AMOUNT 

22078 

OeD 
DVD 

o PAGES 

o sse 

Copying and preparation of Docket 080317-EI on appeal to Supreme 
Court, Case No. SC09-1723. (Partial payment of total cost of 
$2,207.85) $0.05 $1,103.90 

1 

OeD 
ODVD 
[2] PAGES 

o sse Certificate of Director (partial payment of total cost of $4.00) $2.00 $2.00 

OeD 
OOVD 

o PAGES 

o sse $0.00 

OeD 
.ODVD 
o PAGES 

Ossc $0.00 

OeD 
ODVD 

o PAGES 

Ossc $0.00 

TOTAL $1,105.90 

'Special Service Charge (SSC). Pursuant to Section 119.07(4)3.(d), Florida Statutes, if the nature or volume of public records requested to be inspected or 

copied pursuant to this subsection is such as to require extensive use of information technology resources or extensive clerical or supervisory assistance by 

personnel of the agency involved, or both, the agency may charge, in addition to the actual cost of duplication, a special service charge, which shall be 

reasonable and shall be based on the cost incurred for such extensive use of information technology resources or the labor cost of the personnel providing the 

service that is actually incurred by the agency or attributable to the agency for the clerical and supervisory assistance required, or both. 

Ifyou would like to deliver payment and pick-up the requested information, the Office of Commission Clerk is located at 
the Betty Easley Conference Center, 4075 Esplanade Way, Room 110, Tallahassee, Florida. 

PSC/CCA XJO(-C Rev. 09/09 Q) 



STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMISSIONERS: OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 
MATTHEW M. CARTER II, CHAIRMAN ANN COLE 
LISA POLAK EDGAR COMMISSION CLERK 
NANCY ARGENZIANO (850) 413-6770 
NATHAN A. SKOP 
DAVID E. KLEMENT 

JIuhlir~£r&ir£ QInmmizzinn 
November 4, 2009 

FPSe, CLK - CORRESPONDENCE
~AdlDiaistrative_Parties_Consumer 

Patricia A. Christensen, Esquire 
JR Kelly, Esquire 

DOCUMENT NO. 0 
DISTRIBUTION: 

So 9 3 :::.0 g 

Stephen Burgess, Esquire 
Office of Public Counsel 
c/o The Florida Legislature 
111 W. Madison St., Rm 812 
Tallahassee, FL 32399~1400 

Re: Supreme Court of Florida Case No. SC09-1723 - Citizens of The State of Florida, Office of 
Public Counsel, et at. vs. Matthew M. Carter, II, etc., et al. (Docket No. 080317-EI) 

Dear Ms. Christensen, Mr. Kelly, and Mr. Burgess: 

Enclosed is the Index to the record on appeal regarding the above-referenced docket. Please 
review this index for content of the record. 

If you have any questions regarding this Index, please feel free to contact me. The record will 
be filed in the Supreme Court ofFlorida, on or before January 2, 2010. 

Sincerely, 

~&£! 

Ann Cole 
Commission Clerk 

AC:kmp 
Enclosure 

cc: Cecilia Bradley, Esquire Bill McCollum, Esquire 
Vicki Gordon Kaufman, Esquire Jon C. Moyle, Esquire 
John W. McWhirter, Jr., Esquire Robert Scheffel Wright, Esquire 
John T. La Via, Esquire James Beasley, Esquire 
Lee Willis, Esquire Mike Twomey, Esquire 
Paula Brown Mary Anne Helton, Office of General Counsel 
Samantha Cibula, Office ofGeneral Counsel Richard Bellak, Office ofGeneral Counsel 

CAPITAL CmCLE OFFICE CENTER. 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD • TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399~0850 

An Affirmative Action I Equal Opportunity Employer 


PSC Website: http://www.f1oridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.f1.us 

mailto:contact@psc.state.f1.us
http:http://www.f1oridapsc.com


STATE OF FLORIDA 

COMMISSIONERS: OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 
MATTHEW M. CARTER II, CHAIRMAN ANN COLE 
LISA POLAK EDGAR COMMISSION CLERK 
NANCY ARGENZIANO (850) 413-6770 
NATHAN A. SKOP 
DAVID E. KLEMENT 

JIuhlic~:er&ic:e QIommizzion 
November 4, 2009 

Cecilia Bradley, Esquire 
Bill McColltun, Esquire 
Office of the Attorney General 
The Capitol PL-O 1 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1050 

Re: Supreme Court of Florida Case No. SC09-1723 - Citizens of The State of Florida, Office of 
Public Counsel, et al. vs. Matthew M. Carter, II, etc., et at. (Docket No. 080317-EI) 

Dear Ms. Bradley and Mr. McCollum: 

Enclosed is the Index to the record on appeal regarding the above-referenced docket. Please 
review this index for content of the record. 

If you have any questions regarding this Index, please feel free to contact me. The record will 
be filed in the Supreme Court of Florida, on or before January 2, 2010. 

Sincerely, 

~U) 

Ann Cole 
Commission Clerk 

AC:kmp 
Enclosure 

cc: Patricia A. Christensen, Esquire JR Kelly, Esquire 
Stephen Burgess, Esquire Vicki Gordon Kaufman, Esquire 
Jon C. Moyle, Esquire John W. McWhirter, Jr., Esquire 
Robert Scheffel Wright, Esquire John T. La Via, Esquire 
James Beasley, Esquire Lee Willis, Esquire 
Mike Twomey, Esquire Paula Brown 
Mary Anne Helton, Office ofGeneral Counsel Samantha Cibula, Office ofGeneral Counsel 
Richard Bellak, Office ofGeneral Counsel 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER. 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD • TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Affirmative Action! Equal Opportunity Employer 

PSC Website; http;/lvIww.f1oridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.f1.us 

mailto:contact@psc.state.f1.us
http:http;/lvIww.f1oridapsc.com


STATE OF FLORIDA 

COMMISSIONERS: OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 
MATTHEW M. CARTER II, CHAIRMAN ANN COLE 
LISA POLAK EDGAR COMMISSION CLERK 
NANCY ARGENZIANO (850) 413-6770 
NATHAN A. SKOP 

DAVID E. KLEMENT 

Jluhlir~£rbir£ QIommizzion 
November 4,2009 

Vicki Gordon Kaufinan, Esquire 
John C. Moyle, Esquire 
Keefe Anchors Gordon & Moyle P A 
118 N Gadsden St. 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Re: Supreme Court of Florida Case No. SC09-1723 - Citizens of The State of Florida, Office of 
Public Counsel, et al. vs. Matthew M. Carter, II, etc., et al. (Docket No. 080317-EI) 

Dear Ms. Kaufinan and Mr. Moyle: 

Enclosed is the Index to the record on appeal regarding the above-referenced docket. Please 
review this index for content of the record. 

If you have any questions regarding this Index, please feel free to contact me. The record will 
be filed in the Supreme Court ofFlorida, on or before January 2, 2010. 

Sincerely, 

~aJ 

Ann Cole 
Commission Clerk 

AC:krnp 
Enclosure 

cc: Patricia A. Christensen, Esquire JR Kelly, Esquire 
Stephen Burgess, Esquire Cecilia Bradley, Esquire 
Bill McCollum, Esquire John W. McWhirter, Jr., Esquire 
Robert Scheffel Wright, Esquire John T. La Via, Esquire 
James Beasley, Esquire Lee Willis, Esquire 
Mike Twomey, Esquire Paula Brown 
Mary Anne Helton, Office ofGeneral Counsel Samantha Cibula, Office ofGeneral Counsel 
Richard Bellak, Office ofGeneral Counsel 

CAPITAL CmCLE OFFICE CENTER. 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD • TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Affirmative Action! Equal Opportunity Employer 

PSC Website: http://www.lloridapsc.comlnternetE-mail: contact@psc.state.ll.us 

mailto:contact@psc.state.ll.us
http://www.lloridapsc.comlnternet


STATE OF FLORIDA 

OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 

MATTHEW M. CARTER II, CHAIRMAN 
COMMISSIONERS: 

ANN COLE 

liSA POLAK EDGAR COMMISSION CLERK 

NANCY ARGENZIANO (850) 413-6770 
NATHAN A. SKOP 

DAVID E. KLEMENT 

Jfublir~£r&:ir£ QInmmizzinn 
November 4, 2009 

John W. McWhirter, Esquire 
Mc Whirter Law Firm 
PO Box 3350 
Tampa, FL 33601 

Re: Supreme Court of Florida Case No. SC09-1723 - Citizens of The State of Florida, Office of 
Public Counsel, et al. vs. Matthew M. Carter, II, etc., et al. (Docket No. 080317-EI) 

Dear Mr. McWhirter: 

Enclosed is the Index to the record on appeal regarding the above-referenced docket. Please 
review this index for content of the record. 

If you have any questions regarding this Index, please feel free to contact me. The record will 
be filed in the Supreme Court of Florida, on or before January 2,2010. 

Sincerely, 

~&O 

Ann Cole 
Commission Clerk 

AC:krnp 
Enclosure 

cc: Patricia A. Christensen, Esquire JR Kelly, Esquire 
Stephen Burgess, Esquire Cecilia Bradley, Esquire 
Bill McCollum, Esquire Vicki Gordon Kaufman, Esquire 
Jon C. Moyle, Esquire Robert Scheffel Wright, Esquire 
John T. LaVia, Esquire James Beasley, Esquire 
Lee Willis, Esquire Mike Twomey, Esquire 
Paula Brown Mary Anne Helton, Office ofGeneral Counsel 
Samantha Cibula, Office of General Counsel Richard Bellak, Office of General Counsel 

CAPITAL CmCLE OFFICE CEl'TER • 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD • TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Affirmative Action I Equal Opportunity Employer 

PSC Website: http://www.l1oridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.l1.us 

mailto:contact@psc.state.l1.us
http:http://www.l1oridapsc.com


STATE OF FLORIDA 

COMMISSIONERS: OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 
MATTHEW M. CARTER II, CHAIRMAN ANN COLE 
LISA POLAK EDGAR COMMISSION CLERK 
NANCY ARGENZIANO (850) 413-6770 
NATHAN A. SKOP 

DAVID E. KLEMENT 

JIuhlir~er&ire QInmmizzinn 
November 4, 2009 

Robert Scheffel Wright, Esquire 
John T. LaVia, Esquire 
Young Law Firm 
225 S Adams St., Ste. 200 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Re: Supreme Court of Florida Case No. SC09-1723 - Citizens of The State of Florida, Office of 
Public Counsel, et al. vs. Matthew M. Carter, II, etc., et al. (Docket No. 080317-EI) 

Dear Sirs: 

Enclosed is the Index to the record on appeal regarding the above-referenced docket. Please 
review this index for content ofthe record. 

If you have any questions regarding this Index, please feel free to contact me. The record will 
be filed in the Supreme Court of Florida, on or before January 2,2010. 

Sincerely, 

~UJ 

Ann Cole 
Commission Clerk 

AC:kmp 
Enclosure 

cc: Patricia A. Christensen, Esquire JR Kelly, Esquire 
Stephen Burgess, Esquire Cecilia Bradley, Esquire 
Bill McCollum, Esquire Vicki Gordon Kaufman, Esquire 
Jon C. Moyle, Esquire John W. McWhirter, Esquire 
James Beasley, Esquire Lee Willis, Esquire 

Mike Twomey, Esquire Paula Brown 
Mary Anne Helton, Office of General Counsel Samantha Cibula, Office of General Counsel 
Richard Bellak, Office ofGeneral Counsel 

CAPITAL CmCLE OFFICE CENTER. 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD • TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 

An Affirmative Action I Equal Opportunity Employer 


PSC Website: hltp://www.noridapsc.com Internet E-mail: conlact@psc.slate.n.us 

mailto:conlact@psc.slate.n.us
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STATE OF FLORIDA 

OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 

MATTHEW M. CARTER II, CHAIRMAN 
COMMISSIONERS: 

ANN COLE 

LISA POLAK EDGAR COMMISSION CLERK 

NANCY ARGENZIANO (850) 413-6770 
NATHAN A. SKOP 
DAVID E. KLEMENT 

JIuhlir~£rfrir£ QInmmizzinn 
November 4, 2009 

James Beasley, Esquire 
Lee Willis, Esquire 
Ausley Law Firm 
PO Box 391 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Re: Supreme Court of Florida Case No. SC09-1723 - Citizens of The State of Florida, Office of 
Public Counsel, et al. vs. Matthew M. Carter, II, etc., et al. (Docket No. 080317-EI) 

Dear Sirs: 

Enclosed is the Index to the record on appeal regarding the above-referenced docket. Please 
review this index for content of the record. 

If you have any questions regarding this Index, please feel free to contact me. The record will 
be t1led in the Supreme Court ofFlorida, on or before January 2, 2010. 

Sincerely, 

~tJJ 

Ann Cole 
Commission Clerk 

AC:kmp 
Enclosure 

cc: Patricia A. Christensen, Esquire JR Kelly, Esquire 
Stephen Burgess, Esquire Cecilia Bradley, Esquire 
Bill McCollum, Esquire Vicki Gordon Kaufman, Esquire 
Jon C. Moyle, Esquire John W. McWhirter, Esquire 
Robert Scheffel Wright, Esquire John T. LaVia, Esquire 
Mike Twomey, Esquire Paula Brown 
Mary Anne Helton, Office of General Counsel Samantha Cibula, Office of General Counsel 
Richard Bellak, Office of General Counsel 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER. 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD • TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Affirmative Action I Equal Opportunity Employer 

PSC Website: http://www.noridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.n.us 

mailto:contact@psc.state.n.us
http:http://www.noridapsc.com


STATE OF FLORIDA 

COMMISSIONERS; OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 
MATTHEW M. CARTER II, CHAIRMAN ANN COLE 
LISA POLAK EDGAR COMMISSION CLERK 
NANCY ARGENZIANO (850) 413-6770 
NATHAN A. SKOP 

DAVID E. KLEMENT 

1fluhlic~cruice QInmmizzinn 
November 4,2009 

Paula Bro\\TI 
Tampa Electric Company 
PO Box 111 
Tampa, FL 33602 

Re: Supreme Court of Florida Case No. SC09-1723 - Citizens of The State of Florida, Office of 
Public Counsel, et al. vs. Matthew M. Carter, II, etc., et aL (Docket No. 080317-EI) 

Dear Ms. Brown: 

Enclosed is the Index to the record on appeal regarding the above-referenced docket. Please 
review this index for content of the record. 

If you have any questions regarding this Index, please feel free to contact me. The record will 
be filed in the Supreme Court of Florida, on or before January 2,2010. 

~g;} 
Ann Cole 
Commission Clerk 

AC:kmp 
Enclosure 

cc: 	 Patricia A. Christensen, Esquire JR Kelly, Esquire 
Stephen Burgess, Esquire Cecilia Bradley, Esquire 
Bill McCollum, Esquire Vicki Gordon Kaufman, Esquire 
Jon C. Moyle, Esquire John W. Mc\Vhirter, Esquire 
Robert Scheffel Wright, Esquire John T. LaVia, Esquire 
James Beasley, Esquire Lee Willis, Esquire 
Mike Twomey, Esquire Mary Anne Helton, Office ofGeneral Counsel 
Samantha Cibula, Office of General Counsel Richard Bellak, Office of General Counsel 

CAPITAL CmCLE OFFICE CENTER. 2540 SHVMARD OAK BOULEVARD • TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Affh-mative Action I Equal Opportunity Employer 

PSC Website: http://www.noridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.n.us 

mailto:contact@psc.state.n.us
http:http://www.noridapsc.com


STATE OF FLORIDA 

COMMISSIONERS: OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 
MATTHEW M. CARTER II, CHAIRMAN ANN COLE 
LISA POLAK EDGAR COMMISSION CLERK 
NANCY ARGENZIANO (850) 413-6770 
NATHAN A. SKOP 

DAVID E. KLEMENT 

lfIuhli:c~£r&i:c£ Olnmmizzinn 
November 4,2009 

Mike Twomey, Esquire 
AARP 
PO Box 5256 
Tallahassee, FL 32314-5256 

Re: Supreme Court of Florida Case No. SC09-1723 - Citizens of The State of Florida, Office of 
Public Counsel, et al. vs. Matthew M. Carter, II, etc., et al. (Docket No. 080317-EI) 

Dear Mr. Twomey: 

Enclosed is the Index to the record on appeal regarding the above-referenced docket. Please 
review this index for content of the record. 

If you have any questions regarding this Index, please feel free to contact me. The record will 
be filed in the Supreme Court of Florida, on or before January 2,2010. 

Sincerely, 

~W 

Ann Cole 
Commission Clerk 

AC:kmp 
Enclosure 

cc: Patricia A. Christensen, Esquire JR Kelly, Esquire 
Stephen Burgess, Esquire Cecilia Bradley, Esquire 
Bill McCollum, Esquire Vicki Gordon Kaufman, Esquire 
Jon C. Moyle, Esquire John W. McWhirter, Esquire 
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Docket No. 080317-EI (document number 09996-08) for 18 months 
from issuance date of order ......................................................................... 4516-4520 

01120/09 	Order PSC-09-0047-CFO-EI granting TECO's request for confidential 
classification and motion for temporary protective order filed in 
Docket No. 080317-EI (document number 11425-08) for 18 months 
from issuance date oforder ......................................................................... 4521-4525 

01/20109 	Order PSC-09-0048-CFO-EI granting TECO's request for confidential 
classification and motion for temporary protective order filed in 
Docket No. 080317-EI (document number 11651-08) for 18 months 
from issuance date of order ......................................................................... 4526-4530 

01/20109 	Order PSC-09-0049-CFO-EI granting TECO's request for confidential 
classification and motion for temporary protective order filed in 
Docket No. 080317-EI (document number 11562-08) for 18 months 
from issuance date of order ......................................................................... 4531-4535 

01/21/09 	Order PSC-09-0050-CFO-EI granting TECO's request for confidential 
classification of document numbers 11564-08 for 18 months from 
issuance date of order and TECO's motion for temporary 
protective order ........................................................................................... 4536-4540 

01121109 Volume 1 of transcript of hearing held January 20, 2009, pages 1-71 
(reference court reporter's original page numbers in this 
volume) .................................................................................... ATTACHMENT ONE 

01121/09 Volume 2 of transcript of hearing held January 20,2009, 
pages 72-300 ............................................................................ ATTACHMENT ONE 

01122/09 Volume 3 of transcript of hearing held January 21,2009, 
pages 301-402 · .. · ...... · .... ··· ....................................................... ATTACHMENT ONE 

01122/09 Volume 4 of transcript ofhearing held January 21, 2009, 
pages 403-541 ........ · .. · ............................................................. ATTACHMENT ONE 

01/22/09 	Order PSC-09-0051-CFO-EI granting TECO's request for confidential 
classification ofdocument number 00439-09 for 18 months from 
issuance date of order and granting TECO's motion for temporary 
protective order ........................................................................................... 4541-4545 
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Date 	 Pages 

01122/09 	 Order PSC-09-0052-CFO-EI granting TECO's request for confidential 
classification of document number 00441-09 for 18 months from 
issuance date of order and granting TECO's motion for temporary 
protective order ........................................................................................... 4546-4550 

01126/09 	TEeO's letter dated January 26, 2009, with attached Hearing Exhibit 
Nos. 93 and 96 of witness Gordon L. Gillette (continues in next 
volume) ....................................................................................................... 4551-4600 

Volume 25 

01126/09 TECO's letter dated January 26,2009, with attached Hearing Exhibit 
Nos. 93 and 96 of witness Gordon L. Gillette (continued from previous 
volume) ....................................................................................................... 4601-4677 

01/26/09 	FRF's notice of filing Exhibit No. KWO-6 and updated Exhibit 
Nos. KWO-I through KWO-4 [to Kevin O'Donnell's direct 
testimony] .................................................................................................... 4678-4689 

01126/09 	FIPUG's errata sheet to testimony of Jeffry Pollock ................................... 4690-4694 


01127/09 TECO's hearing Exhibit No. 96, revised and supplemental, of 
Gordon L. Gillette ...................................................................................... 4695-4703 

01/28/09 	 TECO's letter dated January 28,2009, with attached revised Bates 
stamp pages 5, 6, and 7 ofhearing Exhibit No. 96 of witness Gordon 
L. Gillette .................................................................................................... 4704-4707 


01128/09 Volume 5 of transcript ofhearing held January 27,2009, 
pages 542-744 .......................................................................... ATTACHMENT ONE 

01128/09 Volume 6 of transcript of hearing held January 27,2009, 
pages 745-874 ......................................................................... ATTACHMENT ONE 

01128/09 Volume 7 of transcript of hearing held January 27,2009, 
pages 875-1080 ........................................................................ ATTACHMENT ONE 

01128/09 Volume 8 of transcript of hearing held January 27, 2009, 
pages 1081-1263 ...................................................................... ATTACHMENT ONE 

01129/09 	Volume 9 of transcript of hearing held January 28,2009, 
pages 1264-1397 .. · .... ···· ........................................................... ATTACHMENT ONE 
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IN D E X (BY DATE) 


PSC DOCKET NO. 080317-EI 


Date Pages 

01129/09 Volume 10 of transcript of hearing held January 28, 2009, 
pages 1398-1544 ..................................................................... ATTACHMENT ONE 

01129/09 Volume 11 oftranscript of hearing held January 28,2009, 
pages 1545-1740 ..................................................................... ATTACHMENT ONE 

01129/09 Volume 12 of transcript of hearing held January 28, 2009, 
pages 1741-1948 ..................................................................... ATTACHMENT ONE 

01129/09 Volume 13 of transcript of hearing held January 28, 2009, 
pages 1949-2151 ...................................................................... ATTACHMENT ONE 

01130/09 Volume 14 of transcript of hearing held January 29, 2009, 
pages 2152-2332 ..................................................................... ATTACHMENT ONE 

01130/09 Volume 15 of transcript of hearing held January 29, 2009, 
pages 2333-2455 ...................................................................... ATTACHMENT ONE 

01130/09 Hearing Exhibit Nos. from January 20-21 and 27-29,2009, 
hearing .................................................................................... ATTACHMENT TWO 

02/05/09 TECO's letter dated February 5, 2009, with attached listed late-filed 
hearing Exhibit Nos. 107, 109, 112, 115, 116, 123, and 126 ...................... 4708-4739 


02/05/09 FIPUG's notice of filing Late-filed hearing Exhibit No. 123 ...................... 4740-4743 


02/05/09 FRF's notice of filing Late-filed hearing Exhibit No. 123.......................... 4744-4753 


02/05/09 OPC's letter dated February 5, 2009, advising OPC will be 

adopting FRF's late-filed hearing Exhibit No. 123 ..................................... 4754-4755 


02/17/09 OPC's post-hearing brief (continues in next volume) ................................. 4756-4799 


Volume 26 


02/17/09 OPC's post-hearing brief (continued from previous volume) ..................... 4800-4837 


02117/09 TECO's brief and post-hearing statement of issues and positions .............. 4838-4944 


02117/09 AG's post-hearing brief................................................................................ 4945-4948 
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I N D E X (BY DATE) 


PSC DOCKET NO. 080317-EI 


Date 	 Pages 

02/17/09 	FIPUG's post-hearing statement of issues and positions and 

post-hearing brief (continues in next volume) ............................................ 4949-4999 


Volume 27 

02/17/09 	FIPUG's post-hearing statement of issues and positions and 

post-hearing brief (continued from previous volume) ................................ 5000-5015 


02117/09 	FRF's post-hearing statement and brief.. ..................................................... 5016-5080 


02117/09 	AARP's post-hearing statement. ................................................................. 5081-5088 


03/05/09 	Memorandum dated March 5, 2009, from Commission's Division of 

Economic Regulation, Office of Strategic Analysis and Governmental 

Affairs, and Office of General Counsel to Office of Commission 

Clerk (continues in next volume) ................................................................ 5089-5199 


Volume 28 


03/05/09 	Memorandum dated March 5, 2009, from Commission's Division of 

Economic Regulation, Office of Strategic Analysis and Governmental 

Affairs, and Office of General Counsel to Office of Commission 

Clerk (continued from previous volume) .................................................... 5200-5349 


03/24/09 Transcript of discussion ofItem 9 of March 17,2009, Agenda 

Conference (continues in next volume) ..................................................... 5350-5399 


Volume 28 


03/24/09 Transcript of discussion ofItem 9 of March 17,2009, Agenda 

Conference (continued from previous volume) ......................................... 5400-5582 


03/26/09 	Memorandum dated March 26, 2009, from Commission's Division 

of Economic Regulation and Office of General Counsel to Office of 

Commission Clerk (continues in next volume) ........................................... 5583-5599 


Volume 29 

03126/09 	Memorandum dated March 26, 2009, from Commission's Division 

of Economic Regulation and Office of General Counsel to Office of 

Commission Clerk (continued from previous volume) ............................... 5600-5606 
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Date 	 Pages 

03126/09 	TECO's development of final rates step 1 rate increase; includes 

compliance allocated class cost of service study ........................................ 5607-5761 


03/30/09 	TECO's letter dated March 30, 2009, with attached revised Bates 

stamp pages 104-109 of the development of final rates step 1 rate 

increase, including compliance allocated class cost of service study ......... 5762-5768 


04103/09 	 FIPUG's objection to administrative approval ofTECO's IS, 1ST, 

and SBI tariffs and rate design .................................................................... 5769-5775 


04/06/09 	Memorandum dated April 6,2009, from Caroline Klancke, 

Commission, to Office of Commission Clerk, with attached 

documents for docket file ............................................................................ 5776-5782 


04/06/09 	TECO's response to FIPUG's objection to administrative approval 

of its IS, 1ST, and SBI tariffs and rate design ............................................. 5783-5790 


Volume 30 


04114/09 	TECO's letter dated April 14,2009, with attached revised rate case 

tariff sheets in final format.. ........................................................................ 5791-5953 


04115/09 	TECO's letter dated April 15,2009, providing follow-up of 

April 14,2009, filing; with attached revised rate case tariff sheets in 

legislative format (continues in next volume) ............................................. 5954-5990 


Volume 31 


04115/09 	 TECO's letter dated April 15,2009, providing follow-up of 

April 14,2009, filing; with attached revised rate case tariff sheets 

in legislative format (continued from previous volume) ............................. 5991-6129 


04117/09 Transcript of discussion ofItem 13 of April 7, 2009, Agenda 

Conference ................................................................................................. 6130-6150 


04/30/09 	Final Order PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI granting in part and denying in 

part TECO's petition for rate increase ......................................................... 6151-6190 


Volume 32 


04/30/09 	Final Order PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI granting in part and denying 

in part TECO's petition for rate increase ..................................................... 6191-6302 
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Date 	 Pages 

05/15/09 OPCIFRFIFIPUG/AARP/AG's request for oral argument [of 

intervenors' motion for reconsideration of Order 

PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI] ............................................................................... 6303-6306 


0511 5/09 OPCIFRF IFIPUGI AARPI AG's motion for reconsideration [of 

Order PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI] .................................................................... 6307-6322 


05115/09 	TECO's motion for reconsideration [of Order PSC-09-0283-FOF -EI] ...... 6323-6334 


05/22/09 	TECO's response to intervenors' motion for reconsideration [of 

Order PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI] ..................................................................... 6335-6350 


07/06/09 	Memorandum dated July 6,2009, from Commission's Division of 

Economic Regulation and Office of General Counsel to Office of 

Commission Clerk ....................................................................................... 6351-6381 


07/29/09 Transcript of discussion of Item 17 of July 14,2009, Agenda 

Conference (continues in next volume) ..................................................... 6382-6390 


Volume 33 


07/29/09 Transcript of discussion of Item 17 of July 14, 2009, Agenda 

Conference (continued from previous volume) ......................................... 6390-6496 


07/29/09 	TECO's letter dated July 29, 2009, providing summary of all 

entries or adjustments to its annual report, earning surveillance 

reports, and books and records, per Order PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI.. ............ 6497-6500 


08/21109 	Order PSC-09-0571-FOF-EI denying intervenors' joint motion for 

reconsideration, clarifying Order PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI, and 

granting in part TECO's motion for reconsideration ................................... 6501-6538 


08/24/09 	Amendatory Order PSC-09-0571A-FOF-EI. ........................................................6539 


09/14/09 OPCIFIPUGI FRF/AG's joint notice of administrative appeal 

(continues in next volume) ......................................................................... 6540-6590 


Volume 34 


09114/09 OPCIFIPUGI FRF/AG's joint notice of administrative appeal 

(continued from previous volume) ............................................................. 6591-6734 
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09/24/09 	Supreme Court of Florida's acknowledgment of new case, Case No. 

SC09-1723 .................................................................................................. 6735-6736 
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Kimberley Pena 
_w___,_~.. ~w_~___·___..~____~_.._.. _.~_~~.~_._..~~__~_______~_~__~_________. 

From: Kimberley Pen a 

Sent: Friday, October 23, 20097:36 AM 

To: Richard Bellak 

Cc: Marguerite McLean; Ann Cole; Samantha Cibula 

Subject: REVISED Index for 080317-EI 

Importance: High 

Attachments: SC Index 080317.doc 

Richard, per your instructions, I have revised the index to include the documents related to confidential 
requests, notices of intent, redacted versions, and orders granting confidential classification. Let me know if 
you need further changes. 

10/23/2009 




Page 1 of 1 

Kimberley Pena 
-","" ..-~.------~,,"..."'-'..... ",,----­
From: Kimberley Pena 

Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2009 1: 12 PM 

To: Richard Bellak 

Cc: Ann Cole; Marguerite McLean; Samantha Cibula 

Subject: Index for Appeal record for Docket 080317 -EI 

Importance: High 

Attachments: Confidential Docs.doc; SC Index 080317.doc 

Richard, please find attached the index for the appeal record for Docket 080317-EI. I have also attached a 
listing ofconfidential documents in this docket. As you may see, most of them have been returned to the 
source. Let me know what you would like to do. Thanks for your help and patience. 

10/21/2009 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMISSIONERS: OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 
NANCY ARGENZLANO, CHAIlUviAN ANN COLE 
LISA POLAK EDGAR COMMISSION CLERK 
NATHAN A. SKOP (850) 413-6770 
DAVID E. KLEMENT 
BEN A. "STEVE" STEVENS III 

lfIuh1irc£$£rhir£ QInmmizzinn 


February 26, 2010 

FPSC; ClK .. CORRESPONDENCE 

Vicki Koufman 
Florida Industrial Power Users Group 
Anchors Law Firm 

21\dmlntlnUv8_,aruu_Consumer 
DOCUMENT NO. ()'50C1'tJ. ()8 
DISTRIBUTJON: _____ 

118 North Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Re: Review ofInvoice No. 11005 dated January 26, 2010 for preparing the record on appeal to 
the Supreme Court, Case No. CS09-1723 (partial payment of total cost of $2,207.85) 

Dear Ms. Koufinan: 

This letter is in response to your request to review the above-referenced invoice and cite the 
statutory authority for such charges. 

The Public Service Commission's Charges for Copies is available from the Web site by selecting 
"Dockets and Filings" and "Copy Charges for Commission Records," a copy of which is attached. 
The authority for these charges may be found in Sections 28.24, 119.07, and 350.06, Florida Statutes. 
F or your convenience, copies of these Florida Statutes are also attached. 

Upon further review, I have voided Invoice No. 11005. Attached please find a revised invoice 
concerning preparation of the record on appeal in Docket No. 080317 -E!, in the amount of one­
fourth of the cost of preparing such record. 

If! can be of any further assistance, please feel free to contact me. 

Very truly Ya,; 
~ 

Commission Clerk 

lac 

Enclosures 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CE!".TER • 2540 SHUMARD OAK BouuvARD • TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Affirmative Action I Equal Opportunity Employer 

PSC Website: http://m\w.l1oridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.l1.us 

------------_....._- ­

mailto:contact@psc.state.l1.us
http:http://m\w.l1oridapsc.com
http:2,207.85


FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

Date: 02/26/10 INVOICE NO 11018 
l' l' l' 

This number must appear on all checks or 
correspondence regarding this invoice. 

Vicki Gordon Kaufman, Esquire 

John C. Moyle, Esquire 
 Date Paid 
Keefe Anchors Gordon & Moyle PA 

Amount Paid Pending
118 N Gadsden St. 

o Check #Tallahassee, FL 32301 
o Cash Mailed-in Check 

PRR 0 Document Request 0 Other 0 CLK Initials 

Please make checlis pa)ahle to: FLORII>A &-lIHUC SEKVICE COMMISSION 
QUANTITY TYPE DESCRIPTION PRICE AMOUNT 

11,039 

OCD 

ODVD 

o PAGES 

Ossc 

Copying and preparation of Docket 080317-EI on appeal to Supreme 
Court, Case No. SC09-1723. (Partial payment of total cost of 
$2,207.85) $0.05 $551.95 

1 

OCD 

ODVD 

o PAGES 

OssC Certificate of Director (Partial payment of total cost of$4.00) $1.00 $1.00 

OCD 

ODVD 

o PAGES 

OSsC $0.00 

OCD 

ODVD 

o PAGES 

OSsC $0.00 

OeD 

ODVD 

o PAGES 

o sse $0.00 

TOTAL $552.95 

*Special Service Charge (SSC). Pursuant to Section 119,07(4)3,(d), Florida Statutes, If the nature or volume of public records requested to be inspected or 

copied pursuant to this subsection is such as to require extensive use of information technology resources or extensive clerical or supervisory assistance by 

personnel of the agency involved, or both, the agency may charge, in addition to the actual cost of duplication, a special service charge, which shall be 

reasonable and shall be based on the cost incurred for such extensive use of information technology resources or the labor cost of the personnel providing the 

service that is actually incurred by the agency or attributable to the agency for the clerical and supervisory assistance required, or both, 

Uyou would like to deliver payment and pick-up the requested information, the Office of Commission Clerk is located at 
the Betty Easley Conference Center, 4075 Esplanade Way, Room 110, Tallahassee, Florida. 

PSC/CCA XJO(-C Rev. 09109 



FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 


Office of Commission Clerk 


Charges for Copies 


Internal 

Affairs 
 Staff Staff 

Agendas NoticesDocuments Orders Transcripts • Recommendations Reports Tariffs 

Municipalities & Counties I
Federal Agencies $.05fpg$.05/pg $0 $0 $.05fpg $0$0 $.05/pgNews Media 
Officials of Other States 

$.05/pg$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0Florida State Agencies $0 

Parties to Proceedings and $.05fpg $.05fpg $0 $.05/pg$0 See Below $0 $.05fpgtheir Attorneys 

Requests for Information in 
Specific Dockets by the See $.05fpg $.05fpg $.05/pg $.05fpg$.05/pg $.05fpg $.05fpgBelow 
Persons 
Public or other Interested 

Cost of duplication is 5 cents for each single or double-sided page. In cases where the fee would amount 
to less than $1.00, there is no charge. If the nature or volume of public records requested to be inspected 
or copied is such as to require extensive use of information technology resources or extensive clerical or 
supervisory assistance by personnel, or both, an addition to the actual cost of duplication, a "special 
service charge" of $14.00 per hour will be added to the charge for copies. Persons are Invoiced for 
duplication services. Payment must be received before copies can be released. A Copy Reguest Form is 
available at www.floridapsc.com, by selecting "Dockets & Filing." This request can be emailed to 
Clerk@psc.state.fl.us or faxed to the Office of Commission Clerk at (850) 413-7118. Copies of 
documents can be certified by seal for $1.00 each or certified by a "certified statement" for $4.00 each. 
For further information, contact the Office of Commission Clerk at (850) 413-6770. 

AUTHORITY: Sections 28.24, 119.07, and 350.06, Florida Statutes 

• 	 Staff Recommendations are available to the Public Counsel, parties, and interested persons in applicable 
dockets, at no charge, for 45 days from the date of filing. 

• 	 The docket mailing lists are provided upon request, at no charge. 

• 	 Commission Conference Agendas are available at www.floridapsc.com. by selecting Agenda & Hearings. 
The Agendas are also available, free of charge, the day of the conference, otherwise, they are $1.00 each. 
There is no charge for Govemmental Agencies or News Media. 

• 	 Notices are available, at no charge, if requested prior to the date of the event being noticed, otherwise, 
applicable fees apply. 

• 	 Videotapes are $5.00 each, or $2.50, if a new replacement tape is supplied. 
Governmental agencies must provide a replacement tape or pay a fee of $2.50 per videotape. 

• 	 Audiotapes are $2.00 each. 

• 	 DVDs are $5.00 each. 

• 	 Computer diskettes and CD-ROMs are $1.00 each. There is no charge for Public Counsel. 

• 	 Zip Diskettes are $10.00 each. 

PSC/ClK 289 (Rev. 05/07) 	 C:\Temp\289-Charges for Copies.dot 

http:www.floridapsc.com
mailto:Clerk@psc.state.fl.us
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Select Year: 2009 IGo I 

The 2009 Florida Statutes 
Iitle_Y Chapter 28 YJew Entire Chapter 

JUDICIAL BRANCH CLERKS OF THE CIRCUIT COURTS 

28.24 Service charges by clerk of the circuit court.--The clerk of the circuit court shall charge for 

services rendered by the clerk's office in recording documents and instruments and in performing the 

duties enumerated in amounts not to exceed those specified in this section. Notwithstanding any other 

provision of this section, the clerk of the circuit court shall provide without charge to the state 

attorney, public defender, guardian ad litem, public guardian, attorney ad litem, criminal conflict and 

civil regional counsel, and private court-appointed counsel paid by the state, and to the authorized staff 

acting on behalf of each, access to and a copy of any public record, if the requesting party is entitled by 

law to view the exempt or confidential record, as maintained by and in the custody of the clerk of the 

circuit court as provided in general law and the Florida Rules of Judicial Administration. The clerk of the 

circuit court may provide the requested public record in an electronic format in lieu of a paper format 

when capable of being a'ccessed by the requesting entity. 

Charges 

(1) For examining, comparing, correcting, verifying, and certifying transcripts of record in appellate 

proceedings, prepared by attorney for appellant or someone else other than clerk, per 

page ............ 5.00 

(2) For preparing, numbering, and indexing an original record of appellate proceedings, per 

instrument ............ 3.50 

(3) For certifying copies of any instrument in the public records ............ 2.00 


(4) For verifying any instrument presented for certification prepared by someone other than clerk, per 
page ............ 3.50 

(5)(a) For making copies by photographic process of any instrument in the public records consisting of 
pages of not more than 14 inches by 81 inches, per page ............ 1.00/ 2 

(b) For making copies by photographic process of any instrument in the public records of more than 14 
inches by 81 inches, per page ............ 5.00/ 2 

(6) For making microfilm copies of any public records: 

http://\\'\Vw.lcg.statc.fl.us/statutcs/index.cfm?App__modc=Display _ Statutc&Scarch _ String=... 2126/2010 
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(a) 16 mm 100' microfilm roll ............ 42.00 


(b) 35 mm 100' microfilm roll ............ 60.00 


(c) Microfiche, per fiche ............ 3.50 


(7) For copying any instrument in the public records by other than photographic process, per 


page ............ 6.00 


(8) For writing any paper other than herein specifically mentioned, same as for copying, including 


signing and sealing ............ 7.00 


(9) For indexing each entry not recorded ............ 1.00 


(10) For receiving money into the registry of court: 


(a)1. First $500, percent ............ 3 


2. Each subsequent $ 100, percent ............ 1.5 


(b) Eminent domain actions, per deposit ............ 170.00 


(11) For examining, certifying, and recording plats and for recording condominium exhibits larger than 

14 inches by 81/ 2 inches: 


(a) First page ............ 30.00 


(b) Each additional page ............ 15.00 


(12) For recording, indexing, and filing any instrument not more than 14 inches by 81/ 2 inches, including 

required notice to property appraiser where applicable: 

(a) First page or fraction thereof ............ 5.00 


(b) Each additional page or fraction thereof '" ......... 4.00 


(c) For indexing instruments recorded in the official records which contain more than four names, per 


additional name ............ 1.00 


(d) An additional service charge shall be paid to the clerk of the circuit court to be deposited in the 


Public Records Modernization Trust Fund for each instrument listed in s. 28.222, except judgments 


received from the courts and notices of lis pendens, recorded in the official records: 


1. First page ............ 1.00 


http://\Nww.leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm?App _ mode=Display _Statute&Search~String=... 2/26/2010 
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2. Each additional page ............ 0.50 


Said fund shall be held in trust by the clerk and used exclusively for equipment and maintenance of 

equipment, personnel training, and technical assistance in modernizing the public records system of the 

office. In a county where the duty of maintaining official records exists in an office other than the office 

of the clerk of the circuit court, the clerk of the circuit court is entitled to 25 percent of the moneys 

deposited into the trust fund for equipment, maintenance of equipment, training, and technical 

assistance in modernizing the system for storing records in the office of the clerk of the circuit court. 

The fund may not be used for the payment of travel expenses, membership dues, bank charges, staff· 

recruitment costs, salaries or benefits of employees, construction costs, general operating expenses, or 

other costs not directly related to obtaining and maintaining equipment for public records systems or for 

the purchase of furniture or office supplies and equipment not related to the storage of records. On or 

before December 1, 1995, and on or before December 1 of each year immediately preceding each year 

during which the trust fund is scheduled for legislative review under s. 19(f)(2), Art. III of the State 

Constitution, each clerk of the circuit court shall file a report on the Public Records Modernization Trust 

Fund with the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives. The report must 

itemize each expenditure made from the trust fund since the last report was filed; each obligation 

payable from the trust fund on that date; and the percentage of funds expended for each of the 

following: equipment, maintenance of equipment, personnel training, and technical assistance. The 

report must indicate the nature of the system each clerk uses to store, maintain, and retrieve public 

records and the degree to which the system has been upgraded since the creation of the trust fund. 

(e) An additional service charge of $4 per page shall be paid to the clerk of the circuit court for each 

instrument listed in s. 28.222, except judgments received from the courts and notices of lis pendens, 

recorded in the official records. From the additional $4 service charge collected: 

1. If the counties maintain legal responsibility for the costs of the court-related technology needs as 

defined in s. f.2~_OQ§(1)(f)2. and (h), 10 cents shall be distributed to the Florida Association of Court 

Clerks and Comptroller, Inc., for the cost of development, implementation, operation, and maintenance 

of the clerks' Comprehensive Case Information System, in which system all clerks shall participate on or 

before January 1, 2006; $1.90 shall be retained by the clerk to be deposited in the Public Records 

Modernization Trust Fund and used exclusively for funding court-related technology needs of the clerk as 

defined in s. 29.QQ§(1 )(f)2. and (h); and $2 shall be distributed to the board of county commissioners to 

be used exclusively to fund court-related technology, and court technology needs as defined in s. 19~Q§ 

(1 )(f)2. and (h) for the state trial courts, state attorney, public defender, and criminal conflict and civil 
regional counsel in that county. If the counties maintain legal responsibility for the costs of the court­

related technology needs as defined in s. 29-!.QQ§(1 )(f)2. and (h), notwithstanding any other provision of 

law, the county is not required to provide additional funding beyond that provided herein for the court­

related technology needs of the clerk as defined in s. 29.00§(1 )(f)2. and (h). All court records and 

official records are the property of the State of Florida, including any records generated as part of the 

Comprehensive Case Information System funded pursuant to this paragraph and the clerk of court is 

designated as the custodian of such records, except in a county where the duty of maintaining official 

records exists in a county office other than the clerk of court or comptroller, such county office is 

deSignated the custodian of all official records, and the clerk of court is designated the custodian of all 

http://www.leg.state.f1.us/statutes/index.cfm? App _mode=Display _ Statute&Search_ String=... 2/26/2010 

http://www.leg.state.f1.us/statutes/index.cfm


Statutes & Constitution :View Statutes :->2009->Ch0028->Section 24 : Online Sunshine Page 4 of5 

court records. The clerk of court or any entity acting on behalf of the clerk of court, including an 


association, shall not charge a fee to any agency as defined in s. 119.011, the Legislature, or the State 


Court System for copies of records generated by the Comprehensive Case Information System or held by 


the clerk of court or any entity acting on behalf of the clerk of court, including an association. 


2. If the state becomes legally responsible for the costs of court-related technology needs as defined in 

s. 2,9.008(1 )(f)2. and (h), whether by operation of general law or by court order, $4 shall be remitted to 


the Department of Revenue for deposit into the General Revenue Fund. 


(13) Oath, administering, attesting, and sealing, not otherwise provided for herein ............ 3.50 


(14) For validating certificates, any authorized bonds, each ............ 3.50 


(15) For preparing affidavit of domicile ............ 5.00 


(16) For exemplified certificates, including signing and sealing ............ 7.00 


(17) For authenticated certificates, including signing and sealing ............ 7.00 


(18)(a) For issuing and filing a subpoena for a witness, not otherwise provided for herein (includes 


writing, preparing, signing, and sealing) ............ 7.00 


(b) For signing and sealing only ............ 2.00 


(19) For approving bond ............ 8.50 


(20) For searching of records, for each year's search ............ 2.00 


(21) For processing an application for a tax deed sale (includes application, sale, issuance, and 


preparation of tax deed, and disbursement of proceeds of sale), other than excess 


proceeds ............ 60.00 


(22) For disbursement of excess proceeds of tax deed sale, first $100 or fraction 


thereof ............ 10.00 


(23) Upon receipt of an application for a marriage license, for preparing and administering of oath; 


issuing, sealing, and recording of the marriage license; and providing a certified copy ............ 30.00 


(24) For solemnizing matrimony ............ 30.00 


(25) For sealing any court file or expungement of any record ............ 42.00 


(26){a) For receiving and disbursing all restitution payments, per payment ............ 3.50 


(b) For receiving and disbursing all partial payments, other than restitution payments, for which an 

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm? App ~mode=Display...Statute&Seareh _ String=... 2/26120 10 

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm


Statutes & Constitution :View Statutes :->2009->Ch0028->Section 24 : Online Sunshine Page 5 of5 

administrative processing service charge is not imposed pursuant to s. 28.246, per month ............ 5.00 


(c) For setting up a payment plan, a one-time administrative processing charge in lieu of a per month 


charge under paragraph (b) ............ 25.00 


(27) Postal charges incurred by the clerk of the circuit court in any mailing by certified or registered 


mail shall be paid by the party at whose instance the mailing is made. 


(28) For furnishing an electronic copy of information contained in a computer database: a fee as 


provided for in chapter 119. 


History.--s. 1, ch. 3106, 1879; RS 1394; GS 1839; RGS 3084; ss. 1, 2, ch. 11893, 1927; eGL 4867; s. 2, ch. 


29749,1955; s. 1, ch. 63-45; s. 5, ch. 70-134; s. 1, ch. 77-284; s. 1, ch. 78-367; s. 1, ch. 79-266; s. 12, 


ch. 79-400; s. 1, ch. 82-205; s. 35, ch. 85-180; s. 2, ch. 85-249; s. 22, ch. 87-95; s. 2, ch. 87-145; s. 1, 


ch. 88-176; s. 1, ch. 92-200; ss. 5, 13, ch. 94-348; s. 5, ch. 95-214; s. 2, ch. 2000-144; s. 90, ch. 2003­
261; s. 28, ch. 2003-402; s. 16, ch. 2004-265; s. 6, ch. 2005-236; s. 14, ch. 2007-62; s. 6, ch. 2008-111. 
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Select Year: 2009 IGo I 

The 2009 Florida Statutes 
TitLe XXVII ChapteLl5Q View E;ntire 

RAILROADS AND OTHER REGULATED FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE Chapter 

UTILITIES COMMISSION 

350.06 Place of meeting; expenditures; employment of personnel; records availability and fees.·· 

(1) The offices of said commissioners shall be in the vicinity of Tallahassee, but the commissioners may 

hold sessions anywhere in the state at their discretion. 

(2) ALL sums of money authorized to be paid on account of said commissioners shaH be paid out of the 

State Treasury only on the order of the Chief Financial Officer. 

(3) The commissioners may empLoy clericaL, technicaL, and profeSSional personneL reasonably necessary 

for the performance of their duties and may also employ one or more persons capable of stenographic 

court reporting, to be known as the official reporters of the commission. 

(4) When needed, the commission may engage supplementary qualified reporters at their usual rate of 

compensation; however, the supplementary reporters shall furnish the commission the original certified 

transcripts of testimony taken by them. 

(5) The commission shall make available to the public counsel the originaL copy of all transcripts for use 

and study in the commission offices. If the commission makes any copies of transcripts for internal use 

and if the public counsel has so requested in writing to the clerk of the commission, the commission 

shall supply the public counseL with a copy of the transcript at no charge. 

(6) The commission shall collect for copying, examining, comparing, correcting, verifying, certifying, or 

furnishing orders, records, transcripts of testimony, papers, or other instruments no more than the same 

fees that are allowed clerks of the circuit courts of this state. In cases where the fee would amount to 

less than $1, no fee shall be charged. 

(7) Copies of commission orders furnished to public officials, newspapers, periodical publications, 

federaL agencies, state officials of other states, and parties to the proceeding in which the order was 

entered and their attorneys shall be without charge. However, the commission may in its discretion 

charge fees for the furnishing of more than one copy of any order to any of the foregoing. 

(8) The commission shall keep accounting records in which all fees collected by it as provided for herein 

shall be recorded, together with the amount and purpose for which collected. The accounting records 

shall be public records. All moneys collected pursuant to this section by the commission shall be 
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deposited in the State Treasury to the credit of the Florida Public Service Regulatory Trust Fund. 

History.··s. 2, ch. 4700,1899; GS 2887; s. 1, ch. 5625, 1907; s. 1, ch. 7811,1919; RGS 4612; s. 1, ch. 

11365,1925; s. 2, ch. 12218, 1927; CGL6697; s. 1, ch. 15720, 1931; s. 2, ch. 75-109; s. 2, ch. 81-318; s. 


9, ch. 85·61; s. 6, ch. 87·50; s. 23, ch. 87-225; s. 534, ch. 95-148; s. 377, ch. 2003-261; s. 5, ch. 2006· 

214. 
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Select Year: 2009 IGo I 

The 2009 Florida Statutes 
Title X Chapt~r 119 View Entire Chapter 

PUBLIC OFFICERS, EMPLOYEES, AND RECORDS PUBLIC RECORDS 

119.07 Inspection and copying of records; photographing public records; fees; exemptions.-­

(1 )(a) Every person who has custody of a public record shall permit the record to be inspected and 

copied by any person desiring to do so, at any reasonable time, under reasonable conditions, and under 

supervision by the custodian of the public records. 

(b) A custodian of public records or a person having custody of public records may designate another 

officer or employee of the agency to permit the inspection and copying of public records, but must 

disclose the identity of the designee to the person requesting to inspect or copy public records. 

(c) A custodian of public records and his or her designee must acknowledge requests to inspect or copy 

records promptly and respond to such requests in good faith. A good faith response includes making 

reasonable efforts to determine from other officers or employees within the agency whether such a 

record exists and, if so, the location at which the record can be accessed. 

(d) A person who has custody of a public record who asserts that an exemption applies to a part of such 

record shall redact that portion of the record to which an exemption has been asserted and validly 

applies, and such person shall produce the remainder of such record for inspection and copying. 

(e) If the person who has custody of a public record contends that all or part of the record is exempt 

from inspection and copying, he or she shall state the basis of the exemption that he or she contends is 

applicable to the record, including the statutory citation to an exemption created or afforded by 

statute. 

(f) If requested by the person seeking to inspect or copy the record, the custodian of public records 

shall state in writing and with particularity the reasons for the conclusion that the record is exempt or 

confidential. 

(g) In any civil action in which an exemption to this section is asserted, if the exemption is alleged to 

exist under or by virtue of s. 112.071(1 )(d) or (f), (2)(d),(e), or (f), or (4)(c), the public record or part 

thereof in question shall be submitted to the court for an inspection in camera. If an exemption is 

alleged to exist under or by virtue of s. 119-<.Q71(2)(c), an inspection in camera is discretionary with the 

court. If the court finds that the asserted exemption is not applicable, it shall order the public record or 

part thereof in question to be immediately produced for inspection or copying as requested by the 

person seeking such access. 
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(h) Even if an assertion is made by the custodian of public records that a requested record is not a 

public record subject to public inspection or copying under this subsection, the requested record shall, 

nevertheless, not be disposed of for a period of 30 days after the date on which a written request to 

inspect or copy the record was served on or otherwise made to the custodian of public records by the 

person seeking access to the record. If a civil action is instituted within the 30-day period to enforce the 

provisions of this section with respect to the requested record, the custodian of public records may not 

dispose of the record except by order of a court of competent jurisdiction after notice to all affected 

parties. 

(i) The absence of a civil action instituted for the purpose stated in paragraph (g) does not relieve the 

custodian of public records of the duty to maintain the record as a public record if the record is in fact a 

public record subject to public inspection and copying under this subsection and does not otherwise 

excuse or exonerate the custodian of public records from any unauthorized or unlawful disposition of 

such record. 

(2)(a) As an additional means of inspecting or copying public records, a custodian of public records may 

provide access to public records by remote electroniC means, provided exempt or confidential 

information is not disclosed. 

(b) The custodian of public records shall provide safeguards to protect the contents of public records 

from unauthorized remote electronic access or alteration and to prevent the disclosure or modification 

of those portions of public records which are exempt or confidential from subsection (1) or s. 24, Art. I 

of the State Constitution. 

(c) Unless otherwise required by law, the custodian of public records may charge a fee for remote 

electronic access, granted under a contractual arrangement with a user, which fee may include the 

direct and indirect costs of providing such access. Fees for remote electronic access provided to the 

general public shall be in accordance with the provisions of this section. 

(3)(a) Any person shall have the right of access to public records for the purpose of making photographs 

of the record while such record is in the possession, custody, and control of the custodian of public 

records. 

(b) This subsection applies to the making of photographs in the conventional sense by use of a camera 

device to capture images of public records but excludes the duplication of microfilm in the possession of 
the clerk of the circuit court where a copy of the microfilm may be made available by the clerk. 

(c) Photographing public records shall be done under the supervision of the custodian of public records, 

who may adopt and enforce reasonable rules governing the photographing of such records. 

(d) Photographing of public records shall be done in the room where the public records are kept. If, in 

the judgment of the custodian of public records, this is impossible or impracticable, photographing shall 

be done in another room or place, as nearly adjacent as possible to the room where the public records 

are kept, to be determined by the custodian of public records. Where prOVision of another room or place 
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for photographing is required, the expense of providing the same shall be paid by the person desiring to 


photograph the public record pursuant to paragraph (4)(e). 


(4) The custodian of public records shall furnish a copy or a certified copy of the record upon payment 


of the fee prescribed by law. If a fee is not prescribed by law, the following fees are authorized: 


(a)1. Up to 15 cents per one-sided copy for duplicated copies of not more than 14 inches by 8' 12 inches; 

2. No more than an additional 5 cents for each two-sided copy; and 

3. For all other copies, the actual cost of duplication of the public record. 

(b) The charge for copies of county maps or aerial photographs supplied by county constitutional 


officers may also include a reasonable charge for the labor and overhead associated with their 


duplication. 


(c) An agency may charge up to $1 per copy for a certified copy of a public record. 

(d) If the nature or volume of public records requested to be inspected or copied pursuant to this 


subsection is such as to require extensive use of information technology resources or extensive clerical 


or supervisory assistance by personnel of the agency involved, or both, the agency may charge, in 


addition to the actual cost of duplication, a special service charge, which shall be reasonable and shall 


be based on the cost incurred for such extensive use of information technology resources or the labor 


cost of the personnel providing the service that is actually incurred by the agency or attributable to the 


agency for the clerical and supervisory assistance required, or both. 


(e)1. Where provision of another room or place is necessary to photograph public records, the expense 


of providing the same shall be paid by the person desiring to photograph the public records. 


2. The custodian of public records may charge the person making the photographs for supervision 


services at a rate of compensation to be agreed upon by the person desiring to make the photographs 


and the custodian of public records. If they fail to agree as to the appropriate charge, the charge shall 


be determined by the custodian of public records. 


(5) When ballots are produced under this section for inspection or examination, no persons other than 


the supervisor of elections or the supervisor's employees shall touch the ballots. If the ballots are being 


examined before the end of the contest period in s. j02,J68, the supervisor of elections shall make a 


reasonable effort to notify all candidates by telephone or otherwise of the time and place of the 


inspection or examination. All such candidates, or their representatives, shall be allowed to be present 

during the inspection or examination. 


(6) An exemption contained in this chapter or in any other general or special law shall not limit the 


access of the Auditor General, the Office of Program Policy Analysis and Government Accountability, or 


any state, county, municipal, university, board of community college, school district, or special district 
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internal auditor to pubLic records when such person states in writing that such records are needed for a 

properLy authorized audit, examination, or investigation. Such person shaLL maintain the exempt or 

confidentiaL status of that public record and shaLL be subject to the same penaLties as the custodian of 

that record for pubLic disclosure of such record. 

(7) An exemption from this section does not imply an exemption from s. 286.Ql1~ The exemption from 

s. 2.86.Qll must be expressly provided. 

(8) The provisions of this section are not intended to expand or limit the provisions of Rule 3.220, 

Florida Rules of Criminal Procedure, regarding the right and extent of discovery by the state or by a 

defendant in a criminal prosecution or in collateral postconviction proceedings. This section may not be 

used by any inmate as the basis for failing to timely litigate any postconviction action. 

History.--s. 7, ch. 67-125; s. 4, ch. 75-225; s. 2, ch. 77-60; s. 2, ch. 77-75; s. 2, ch. 77-94; s. 2, ch. 77­

156; s. 2, ch. 78-81; SS. 2, 4, 6, ch. 79-187; s. 2, ch. 80-273; s. 1, ch. 81-245; s. 1, ch. 82-95; s. 36, ch. 

82-243; s. 6, ch. 83-215; s. 2, ch. 83·269; s. 1, ch. 83·286; s. 5, ch. 84-298; s. 1, ch. 85-18; s. 1, ch. 85­

45; s. 1, ch. 85-73; s. 1, ch. 85-86; s. 7, ch. 85·152; s. 1, ch. 85·177; s. 4, ch. 85-301; s. 2, ch. 86·11; s. 

1, ch. 86-21; s. 1, ch. 86·109; s. 2, ch. 87-399; s. 2, ch. 88-188; s. 1, ch. 88-384; s. 1, ch. 89-29; s. 7, 

ch. 89-55; s. 1, ch. 89-80; s. 1, ch. 89-275; s. 2, ch. 89-283; s. 2, ch. 89-350; s. 1, ch. 89-531; s. 1, ch. 

90-43; s. 63, ch. 90·136; s. 2, ch. 90-196; s. 4, ch. 90-211; s. 24, ch. 90-306; ss. 22, 26, ch. 90-344; s. 

116, ch. 90-360; s. 78, ch. 91·45; s. 11, ch. 91-57; s. 1, ch. 91-71; s. 1, ch. 91-96; s. 1, ch. 91-130; s. 1, 

ch. 91-149; s. 1, ch. 91-219; s. 1, ch. 91-288; ss. 43, 45, ch. 92-58; s. 90, ch. 92-152; s. 59, ch. 92-289; 

s. 217, ch. 92-303; s. 1, ch. 93-87; s. 2, ch. 93-232; s. 3, ch. 93-404; s. 4, ch. 93-405; s. 4, ch. 94-73; s. 
1, ch. 94·128; s. 3, ch. 94-130; s. 67, ch. 94-164; s. 1, ch. 94-176; s. 1419, ch. 95-147; 5S. 1,3, ch. 95­

170; s. 4, ch. 95-207; s. 1, ch. 95-320; S5. 1,2,3,5,6,7,8,9,11,12,14,15,16,18,19,20,22,23,24, 

25,26,29,30,31,32,33,34,35,36, ch. 95-398; s. 1, ch. 95-399; 5.121, ch. 95-418; s. 3, ch. 96-178; s. 
1, ch. 96·230; s. 5, ch. 96-268; s. 4, ch. 96-290; s. 41, ch. 96-406; s. 18, ch. 96-410; s. 1, ch. 97-185; s. 

1, ch. 98-9; s. 7, ch. 98-137; s. 1, ch. 98-255; s. 1, ch. 98-259; s. 128, ch. 98-403; s. 2, ch. 99-201; s. 27, 

ch. 2000-164; s. 54, ch. 2000-349; s. 1, ch. 2001-87; s. 1, ch. 2001-108; s. 1, ch. 2001-249; s. 29, ch. 

2001-261; s. 33, ch. 2001-266; s. 1, ch. 2001-364; s. 1, ch. 2002-67; SS. 1,3, ch. 2002-257; s. 2, ch. 

2002-391; s. 11, ch. 2003-1; s. 1, ch. 2003-100; ss. 1,2, ch. 2003-110; s. 1, ch. 2003-137; ss. 1,2, ch. 

2003-157; ss. 1, 2, ch. 2004-9; SS. 1, 2, ch. 2004-32; ss. 1, 2, ch. 2004-62; ss. 1, 3, ch. 2004-95; s. 7, ch. 

2004-335; ss. 2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,19,20,21,22,23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 

30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 38, ch. 2005-251; s. 74, ch. 2005-277; s. 1, ch. 2007-39; SS. 2, 4, ch. 2007­

251. 
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0803/7-EJ 


COfl.1MISSIONERS: OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 
NANCY ARGENZIANO, CHAIRMAN ANN COLE 
LISA POLAK EOOAR COMMISSION CLERK 
NA'nIAN A. SKOP (850) 413-6770 
DAVID E. KLEMENT 
BEN A. "STEVE" STEVENS III 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

'uhlir~:erbir:e OIomntizzion 

February 26,2010 

FPSC;CLK-CORRESPONDENCE 

Robert Scheffel Wright 
John T. LaVia 
Young Law Firm 

_YAdmlnietmtlvG_parUoa_Consumer 
DOCUMENT NO. tJSOQa-D'8 
DISTRIBUTION: _____ 

225 South Adams Street, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Re: Review of Invoice No. 11006 dated January 26,2010 for preparing the record on appeal to 
the Supreme Court, Case No. CS09-1723 (partial payment oftotal cost of$2,207.85) 

Dear Mr. Wright and Mr. LaVia: 

I have been asked to review the costs associated with the above-referenced invoice and, upon 
further review, I have voided Invoice No. 11006. Attached please find a revised invoice 
concerning preparation of the record on appeal in Docket No. 080317 -EI, in the amount of one­
fourth of the cost of preparing such record. 

Ifyou have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 

VZruJ 

Ann Cole 
Commission Clerk 

lac 

Enclosure 

CAPITAL CmCLE OFFICE CENTER. 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD. TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Affirmative Action / Equal Opportunity Employer 

PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us 

mailto:contact@psc.state.fl.us
http:http://www.floridapsc.com
http:of$2,207.85


FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

Date: 02/26/10 INVOICE NO 11019 
l' l' l' 

This number must appear on all checks or 
correspondence regarding this invoice. 

Robert Scheffel Wright, Esquire 

John T. LaVia, Esquire 
 Date Paid 
Young Law Firm 

Amount Paid Pending
225 S Adams St., Ste. 200 

o Check #Tallahassee, FL 32301 
o Cash o Mailed-in Check 

PRR 0 Document Request 0 Other CLK Initials ..KMe 

Pkasc Illake dll'cks pa)ablc to: FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COI\1MISSION 

QUANTITY TYPE DESCRIPTION PRICE AMOUNT 

11,039 

OCD 

ODVD 

PAGES 

OSSC 

Copying and preparation of Docket 080317 -EI on appeal to Supreme 
Court, Case No. SC09-1723. (Partial payment of total cost of 
$2,207.85) $0.05 $55l.95 

1 

CD 

ODVD 

PAGES 

OSSC Certificate of Director (Partial payment of total cost of$4.00) $1.00 $1.00 

OCD 

ODVD 

o PAGES 

OSSC $0.00 

OCD 

DVD 

PAGES 

OSSC $0.00 

CD 

DVD 

PAGES 

OSSC $0.00 

TOTAL $552.95 

*Special Service Charge (SSC). Pursuant to Section 119.07(4)3.(d), Florida Statutes, if the nature or volume ofpublic records requested to be inspected or 

copied pursuant to this subsection is such as to require extensive use of information technology resources or extensive clerical or supervisory assistance by 

personnel of the agency involved, or both, the agency may charge, in addition to the actual cost of duplication, a special service charge, which shall be 

reasonable and shall be based on the cost incurred for such extensive use of information technology resources or the labor cost of the personnel providing the 

service that is actually incurred by the agency or attributable to the agency for the clerical and supervisory assistance required. or both. 

Ifyou would like to deliver payment and pick-up the requested information, the Office of Commission Clerk is located at 
the Betty Easley Conference Center, 4075 Esplanade Way, Room 110, Tallahassee, Florida. 

PSC/CCA xxx-C Rev. 09109 
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CoMMISSIONERS: 
NANCY ARGENZIANO, CHAIRMAN 
LISA POLAK EDGAR 

NATHAN A. SKOP 

DAVID E. KLEMENT 
BEN A. "STEVE" STEVENS III 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 


ANN COLE 

COMMISSION CLERK 


(850) 413-6770 


cJ 
-< 

:.., ... 

". 
() 

Jluhli.c~cr&i.cc QIommizzi 
January 25, 2010 

Thomas D. Hall, Clerk 
Florida Supreme Court 
500 South Duval Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1927 

S2 '0 .-1,.''r. G8
::1 

<--- . , 
.. ,.>~~ 

N C' .,cJ\ 
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C'l - t: 
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Re: Supreme Court Case No. SC09-1723: Citizens of the State of Florida Office ofPublic 
Counsel, et al. vs. Mathew M. Carter, II, Chairman, etc., et al. (Docket No. 080317-EI) 

Dear Mr. Hall: 

Enclosed please find the Record on Appeal in the above-referenced matter, consisting of thirty-four 
binders, Attachment One (Hearing Transcripts - 15 Volumes), and Attachment Two (Hearing Exhibits - 75 
folders), for filing with the Supreme Court of Florida. Please initial and date the copy of this letter provided as 
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01120/09 Order PSC-09-0044-CFO-EI granting TECO's request for confidential 
classification and motion for temporary protective order filed in 
Docket No. 080317 -EI (document number 07080-08) for 18 months 
from issuance date of order ......................................................................... 4506-4510 

01/20109 	Order PSC-09-0045-CFO-EI granting TECO's request for confidential 
classification and motion for temporary protective order filed in 
Docket No. 080317 -EI (document number 11945-08) for 18 months 
from issuance date of order ......................................................................... 4511-4515 
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01120/09 	Order PSC-09-0046-CFO-EI granting TECO's request for confidential 
classification and motion for temporary protective order filed in 
Docket No. 080317-EI (document number 09996-08) for 18 months 
from issuance date of order ......................................................................... 4516-4520 


01120/09 	Order PSC-09-0047-CFO-EI granting TECO's request for confidential 
classification and motion for temporary protective order filed in 
Docket No. 080317-EI (document number 11425-08) for 18 months 
from issuance date of order ......................................................................... 4521-4525 


01/20/09 	Order PSC-09-0048-CFO-EI granting TECO's request for confidential 
classification and motion for temporary protective order filed in 
Docket No. 080317-EI (document number 11651-08) for 18 months 
from issuance date of order ......................................................................... 4526-4530 

01120/09 Order PSC-09-0049-CFO-EI granting TECO's request for confidential 
classification and motion for temporary protective order filed in 
Docket No. 080317-EI (document number 11562-08) for 18 months 
from issuance date of order ......................................................................... 4531-4535 

01121109 Order PSC-09-0050-CFO-EI granting TECO's request for confidential 
classification of document numbers 11564-08 for 18 months from 
issuance date of order and TECO's motion for temporary 
protective order ........................................................................................... 4536-4540 

01121109 Volume 1 of transcript of hearing held January 20, 2009, pages 1-71 
(reference court reporter's original page numbers in this 
volume) .................................................................................... ATTACHMENT ONE 

01121109 Volume 2 of transcript of hearing held January 20, 2009, 
pages 72-300 ............................................................................ ATTACHMENT ONE 

01122/09 Volume 3 of transcript of hearing held January 21, 2009, 
pages 30 1-402 ......................................................................... ATTACHMENT ONE 

01/22/09 Volume 4 of transcript of hearing held January 21, 2009, 
pages 403-541 ......................................................................... ATTACHMENT ONE 

01122/09 	Order PSC-09-0051-CFO-EI granting TECO's request for confidential 
classification ofdocument number 00439-09 for 18 months from 
issuance date of order and granting TECO's motion for temporary 
protective order ........................................................................................... 4541-4545 
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01/22/09 	Order PSC-09-0052-CFO-EI granting TECO's request for confidential 
classification of document number 00441-09 for 18 months from 
issuance date of order and granting TECO's motion for temporary 
protective order ........................................................................................... 4546-4550 

01/26109 	TECO's letter dated January 26, 2009, with attached Hearing Exhibit 
Nos. 93 and 96 of witness Gordon L. Gillette (continues in next 
volume) ....................................................................................................... 4551-4600 

Volume 24 

01126/09 TECO's letter dated January 26,2009, with attached Hearing Exhibit 
Nos. 93 and 96 of witness Gordon L. Gillette (continued from previous 
volume) ....................................................................................................... 4601-4677 

01/26/09 	FRF's notice of filing Exhibit No. KWO-6 and updated Exhibit 
Nos. KWO-1 through KWO-4 [to Kevin O'Donnell's direct 
testimony] .................................................................................................... 4678-4689 

01126/09 	 FIPUG's errata sheet to testimony of Jeffry Pollock ................................... 4690-4694 


01127/09 TECO's hearing Exhibit No. 96, revised and supplemental, of 
Gordon L. Gillette ...................................................................................... 4695-4703 

01/28/09 	 TECO's letter dated January 28, 2009, with attached revised Bates 
stamp pages 5, 6, and 7 of hearing Exhibit No. 96 of witness Gordon 
L. Gillette .................................................................................................... 4704-4707 


01128/09 Volume 5 of transcript of hearing held January 27, 2009, 
pages 542-744 .......................................................................... ATTACHMENT ONE 

01128/09 Volume 6 of transcript of hearing held January 27, 2009, 
pages 745-874 ......................................................................... ATTACHMENT ONE 

01128/09 Volume 7 of transcript of hearing held January 27, 2009, 
pages 875-1080 ........................................................................ ATTACHMENT ONE 

01/28/09 Volume 8 of transcript of hearing held January 27, 2009, 
pages 1081-1263 ...................................................................... ATTACHMENT ONE 

01/29/09 Volume 9 of transcript of hearing held January 28, 2009, 
pages 1264-1397 ...................................................................... A TTACHMENT ONE 
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01129/09 Volume 10 of transcript of hearing held January 28, 2009, 
pages 1398-1544 ..................................................................... ATTACHMENT ONE 

01129/09 Volume 11 of transcript of hearing held January 28, 2009, 
pages 1545-1740 ..................................................................... ATTACHMENT ONE 

01/29/09 Volume 12 of transcript of hearing held January 28, 2009, 
pages 1741-1948 ..................................................................... ATTACHMENT ONE 

01129/09 Volume 13 of transcript of hearing held January 28, 2009, 
pages 1949-2151 ...................................................................... ATTACHMENT ONE 

01130/09 Volume 14 of transcript of hearing held January 29, 2009, 
pages 2152-2332 ..................................................................... ATTACHMENT ONE 

01130/09 Volume 15 of transcript of hearing held January 29, 2009, 
pages 2333-2455 ...................................................................... ATTACHMENT ONE 

01130/09 Hearing Exhibit Nos. from January 20-21 and 27-29,2009, 
hearing .................................................................................... A TTACHMENT TWO 

02/05/09 TECO's letter dated February 5, 2009, with attached listed late-filed 
hearing Exhibit Nos. 107, 109, 112, 115, 116, 123, and 126 ...................... 4708-4739 


02/05/09 FIPUG's notice of filing Late-filed hearing Exhibit No. 123 ...................... 4740-4743 


02/05/09 FRF's notice of filing Late-filed hearing Exhibit No. 123 .......................... 4744-4753 


02/05/09 OPC's letter dated February 5, 2009, advising OPC will be 

adopting FRF's late-filed hearing Exhibit No. 123 ..................................... 4754-4755 


02/17/09 OPC's post-hearing brief (continues in next volume) ................................. 4756-4800 


Volume 25 


02117/09 OPC' s post-hearing brief (continued from previous volume) ..................... 4801-4837 


02/17/09 TECO's brief and post-hearing statement of issues and positions .............. 4838-4944 


02117/09 AG's post-hearing brief.. .............................................................................. 4945-4948 
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02/17/09 	FIPUG's post~hearing statement of issues and positions and 

post-hearing brief (continues in next volume) ........................................... .4949-5000 


Volume 26 


02/1 7109 	 FIPUG' s post-hearing statement of issues and positions and 

post-hearing brief (continued from previous volume) ................................ 5001-5015 


02117/09 	FRF's post-hearing statement and brieL..................................................... 5016-5079 


02/17/09 	AARP's post-hearing statement. ................................................................. 5080-5088 


03/05/09 	Memorandum dated March 5, 2009, from Commission's Division of 

Economic Regulation, Office of Strategic Analysis and Governmental 

Affairs, and Office ofGeneral Counsel to Office of Commission 

Clerk (continues in next volume) ................................................................ 5089-5200 


Volume 27 


03/05/09 	Memorandum dated March 5, 2009, from Commission's Division of 

Economic Regulation, Office of Strategic Analysis and Governmental 

Affairs, and Office of General Counsel to Office of Commission 

Clerk (continued from previous volume) .................................................... 5201-5349 


03/24/09 Transcript of discussion ofItem 9 of March 17,2009, Agenda 

Conference (continues in next volume) ..................................................... 5350-5400 


Volume 28 


03/24/09 Transcript of discussion ofItem 9 of March 17,2009, Agenda 

Conference (continued from previous volume) ......................................... 5401-5582 


03/26/09 	Memorandum dated March 26, 2009, from Commission's Division 

of Economic Regulation and Office of General Counsel to Office of 

Commission Clerk (continues in next volume) ........................................... 5583-5600 


Volume 29 


03/26/09 	Memorandum dated March 26, 2009, from Commission's Division 

of Economic Regulation and Office of General Counsel to Office of 

Commission Clerk (continued from previous volume) ............................... 5601-5606 
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03/26/09 TECO's development of final rates step 1 rate increase; includes 

compliance allocated class cost of service study ........................................ 5607-5761 


03/30/09 TECO's letter dated March 30, 2009, with attached revised Bates 

stamp pages 104-109 of the development of final rates step 1 rate 

increase, including compliance allocated class cost of service study ......... 5762-5768 


04/03/09 	FIPUG's objection to administrative approval ofTECO's IS, 1ST, 

and SBI tariffs and rate design .................................................................... 5769-5775 


04/06/09 	Memorandum dated April 6, 2009, from Caroline Klancke, 

Commission, to Office of Commission Clerk, with attached 

documents for docket file ............................................................................ 5776-5782 


04/06/09 TECO's response to FIPUG's objection to administrative approval 

of its IS, 1ST, and SBI tariffs and rate design ............................................. 5783-5790 


Volume 30 


04114/09 	 TECO's letter dated April 14,2009, with attached revised rate case 

tariff sheets in final format. ......................................................................... 5791-5953 


04115/09 	TECO's letter dated April 15, 2009, providing follow-up of 

April 14, 2009, filing; with attached revised rate case tariff sheets in 

legislative format (continues in next volume) ............................................. 5954-5990 


Volume 31 


04115/09 	TECO's letter dated April 15, 2009, providing follow-up of 

April 14, 2009, filing; with attached revised rate case tariff sheets 

in legislative format (continued from previous volume) ............................. 5991-6129 


04117/09 Transcript of discussion of Item 13 of April 7, 2009, Agenda 

Conference ................................................................................................. 6130-6150 


04/30/09 	Final Order PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI granting in part and denying in 

part TECO's petition for rate increase ......................................................... 6151-6190 


Volume 32 


04/30/09 	Final Order PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI granting in part and denying 

in part TECO's petition for rate increase ..................................................... 6191-6302 
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05115109 OPC/FRF/FIPUG/AARP/AG's request for oral argument [of 

intervenors' motion for reconsideration of Order 

PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI] ............................................................................... 6303-6306 


05115/09 OPCIFRFIFIPUG/AARP/AG's motion for reconsideration [of 

Order PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI] .................................................................... 6307-6322 


05/15109 	TECO's motion for reconsideration [of Order PSC-09-0283-FOF -EI] ...... 6323-6334 


05/22/09 TECO's response to intervenors' motion for reconsideration [of 

Order PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI] ..................................................................... 6335-6350 


07106/09 	 Memorandum dated July 6, 2009, from Commission's Division of 

Economic Regulation and Office of General Counsel to Office of 

Commission Clerk ....................................................................................... 6351-6381 


07/29/09 Transcript of discussion of Item 17 of July 14, 2009, Agenda 

Conference (continues in next volume) ..................................................... 6382-6390 


Volume 33 


07/29/09 Transcript of discussion of Item 17 of July 14,2009, Agenda 

Conference (continued from previous volume) ......................................... 6391-6496 


07/29/09 	TECO's letter dated July 29, 2009, providing summary of all 

entries or adjustments to its annual report, earning surveillance 

reports, and books and records, per Order PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI.. ............ 6497-6500 


08/21109 	Order PSC-09-0571-FOF-EI denying intervenors' joint motion for 

reconsideration, clarifying Order PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI, and 

granting in part TECO's motion for reconsideration ................................... 6501-6538 


08/24/09 	Amendatory Order PSC-09-0571A-FOF-EI.. ........................................................ 6539 


09114109 OPCIFIPUGI FRF/AG'sjoint notice of administrative appeal 

(continues in next volume) ......................................................................... 6540-6590 


Volume 34 


09114/09 OPCIFIPUGI FRF/AG'sjoint notice of administrative appeal 

(continued from previous volume) ............................................................. 6591-6734 
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09124/09 Supreme Court of Florida's acknowledgment of new case, Case No. 

SC09-1723 .................................................................................................. 6735-6736 
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State of Florida 

(5803(7 

RECEIVED--F~k.ric~.erfrir.e OInttttttimttnn 
09 SEP I 6 i!MP3t26:'LE OFFICE CENTER. 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850 

COMMISSION -M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U-M­CLERK 

DATE: 	 September 16, 2009 

TO: 	 Ann Cole, Commission Clerk PSC, Office of Commission Clerk 
Hong Wang, Management Review Specialist, Office of Commission Clerk 
Cecelia R. Diskerud, Deputy Clerk, Office of the General Counsel 

FROM: 	 Samantha M. Cibula, Attorney Supervisor, Office of the General counse~ 
Wanda Terrell, Administrative Assistant, Office of the General Counsel 

RE: 	 Citizens of the State ofFlorida Office ofPublic Counsel, Florida Industrial Powers 
Users Group, Florida Retail Federation and the Attorney General v. Florida Public 
Service Commission; FPSC Docket No. 080317-EI; Florida Supreme Court. 

Please note that Richard Bellak is handling the above appeal. The Notice of 
Administrative Appeal was filed on September 14,2009. The case schedule is as follows: 

Date 

From day of 
filing: 

10/20109 

11/03/09 

11113109 

11/23/09 

12/08/09 

12/13109 

01102/10 

Item 

c.L..w. 
Draft of Index of Record from ~ to Appeals 

Attorney. 


Index of Record served on Parties. 


Copy of Record to Appeals. 


Appellant's Initial Brief Due. 


Draft Commission Answer Brief Due. 


Commission's Answer Brief Due. 


Appellant's Reply Brief Due. 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMISSIONERS: OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 
MATTHEW M. CARTER II, CHAIRMAN ANN COLE 
LISA POLAK EDGAR COMMISSION CLERK 
KATRINA J. McMuRRIAN (850) 413-6770 
NANCY ARGENZIANO 

NATHAN A SKOP 

Juhlic~£r&ice QInmmizzinu 
September 15,2009 

FPSC, CLK - CORRESPONDENCE 
"'" Admiaistrative Parties Consnmer 

Thomas D. Hall, Clerk DoCUMENT No.osa9 3 ...0 ~ 
Florida Supreme Court DISTRIBUTION: 
500 South Duval Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1927 

Re: Petition for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company, PSC Docket No. 080317-EI 

Dear Mr. Hall: 

Enclosed please find a certified copy of a Joint Notice of Administrative Appeal, which 
was filed with the Public Service Commission on September 14, 2009, along with attachments, 
Order Nos. PSC-09-0571A-FOF-EI, PSC-09-0571-FOF-EI, and PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI. This 
appeal was filed on behalf of Citizens of the State of Florida Office of Public Counsel, Florida 
Industrial Powers Users Group, Florida Retail Federation, and the Attorney General. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

~w 
Ann Cole 
Commission Clerk 

AC:mhmc 
Enclosure 

cc: Patricia A. Christensen, Esquire John W. McWhirter, Jr. Esquire 
J.R. Kelly, Esquire James Beasley, Esquire 

Stephen C. Burgess, Esquire Lee Willis, Esquire 

Cecilia Bradley, Esquire 	 Samantha Cibula, Esquire 

Bill McCollum, Esquire Mr. Mike Twomey 

Vicki Kaufman, Esquire Ms. Paula Brown 

Jon C. Moyle, Jr., Esquire 

Robert Scheffel Wright, Esquire 

John T. LaVia, Esquire 


CAPlTAl~ CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER. 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD • TALLAHASSEE, F1~ 32399-0850 
An Affirmative Action I Equal Opportunity Employer 

PSC Website: http://www.OoridapSl:.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.n.us 

mailto:contact@psc.state.n.us
http:http://www.OoridapSl:.com


RAy SANSOMJEFF ATWATER 
Speaker a/the House ofPresident afthe Senate STATE OF FLORIDA Representatives 

OFFICE OF PUBLIC COUNSEL 

c/o THE FLORIDA LEGISLA TURE 


[11 WEST MADISON ST. 


ROOM 812 


TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-1400 


850-488·9330 


EMAIL: OPC WE8SlTElivLEG STATEFLUS 

WWW.FLORIDAOPC.GOV 
 :ll 

J.R. Kelly $ to 

Public Counsel 0
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{11September 14, 2009 	 C"» -#" 
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Q 
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Ms. Ann Cole, Commission Clerk -c::> 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0870 

RE:, Docket No. 080317-EI 

In re: Petition for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company. 


Dear Ms. Cole: 

Enclosed, for filing, on behalf of the Citizens of the State of Florida, is the original and 
15 copies of Joint Notice of Administrative Appeal. . 

Please indicate the time and date of receipt on the enclosed duplicate of this letter and 
return it to our office. 

Sincerely, 
i'{·.f'J~ 	 I)


rJ:....--~ 

C t 

-1--­ Gb-7" 
'r-	 Patricia A. Christensen 

Associate Public Counsel 
~t;'f." I 
~ ...... ' ........, 


SGA( 

Al"JM 
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J'lCC: Parties of Record 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMSSION 098& 14 PH 3, 2/ 

COMHI 
CL · SSION

ERK 
In Re: Petition for rate increase Docket No. 080317-EI 
by Tampa Electric Company 

September 14,2009 

JOINT NOTICE OF ADMINSTRATIVE APPEAL 

NOTICE IS GIVEN that the Citizens of the State of Florida Office of Public 

Counsel, Florida Industrial Powers Users Group, Florida Retail Federation and the 

Attorney General, Appellants, appeal to the Florida Supreme Court, the following 

orders of the Florida Public Service Commission, Order No. PSC-09-0571-FOF­

EI, rendered August 21, 2009, amended by Order No. PSC-09-0571A-FOF-EI, 

rendered August 24,2009, and Order No. PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI, rendered April 

30, 2009. A copy of these orders is attached. 

The nature of Order Nos. PSC-09-0571-FOF-EI and PSC-09-0571 A-FOF-EI 

concern Intervenors' Joint Motion for Reconsideration of the Final Order, an 

authorized and timely motion to alter or amend a final order. Order No. PSC-09­

0283-FOF-EI is the Final Order of the Commission disposing of Tampa Electric 

Company's PetitiPi\!Hfiif9lU_iWlt 'iQlIijiVRNb tb raise their basic rates based 
CORRECT COPY OF THE ORIGINAL 
DOCUMENT THAT WAS mID WlTR THE OOCUH[Ni NLH!3[R Cf..E 
~~SY~~ION 0949 \ SEP 14 g;

ANN COLE. COMMISSION CLERK 
• (or OffIce of C(loDlDlislioD Cler~ designe.!! FPSC-COHMISSIOH CLEm', 



.4~. Kelly 

on the Commission approved test year and the Order imposes a step-increase in 

basic rates in a following year based on a subsequent decision of the Commission. 

DATED this 14th day of September, 2009. 

Public Counsel 
Florida Bar No. 0768359 
Office of the Public Counsel 
c/o The Florida Legislature 
III W. Madison St., Room 812 
Tallahassee, F132399-l400 

ATTORNEY FOR THE CITIZENS OF 
THE STATE OF FLORIDA 

().i~ ~ ~~~ 

Vicki Gordon Kaufman 
Florida Bar No. 286672 
Jon C. Moyle Jr. 
Florida Bar No. 727016 
118 North Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

A TTORNEY FOR THE FLORIDA 
INDUSTRIAL POWER USERS 
GROUP 

~p. 

Cecilia Bradley 
Senior Assistant Attorney General 
Florida Bar No. 363790 
Office of the Attonley General 
The Capitol-PLO 1 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1050 

ATTORNEY FOR THE STATE OF 
FLORIDA 

Jo1m T. LaVia 
Florida Bar No. 853666 
Young Law Firm 
225 South Adams Street, St 200 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

ATTORNEY FOR THE FLORIDA 
RETAIL FEDERATION 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
DOCKET NO. 080317-EI 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Joint 
Notice of Administrative Appeal, has been furnished by electronic mail and u.s. 
mail to the following parties on this 14th day of September, 2009. 

James Beasley/Lee Willis Jean Hartman/Jennifer Brubaker 
Ausley Law Firm Keino Y oung/ Martha Brown 
P.O. Box 391 Florida Public Service Commission 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

Vicki Kaufman/Jon Moyle R. Scheffel Wright 
Florida Industrial Power Users Group Young Law Firm 
Anchors Law Firm 225 S. Adams Street, Ste. 200 
118 N. Gadsden Street Tallahassee, FL 32308 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Paula Brown Mike Twomey 
Tampa Electric Company AARP 
P.O. Box III P.O. Box 5256 
Tampa, FL 33602 Tallahassee, FL 32314-5256 

John W. McWhirter, Jr. Bill McCollum/Cecilia Bradley 
McWhirter Law Firm Attorney General's Office 
P.O. Box 3350 The Capital - PLO 1 
Tampa, Florida 33601 Tallahassee, FL 32399-1050 

~~ ;;;-----­
Patricia A. Christensen 
Associate Public Counsel 
FI. Bar No. 989789 



BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 


In re: Petition for rate increase by Tampa DOCKET NO. 080317-EI 
Electric Company. ORDER NO. PSC-09-0S71A-FOF-EI 
_______________---11 ISSUED: August 24, 2009 

AMENDATORY ORDER 

BY THE COMMISSION: 


On August 21, 2009, we issued Order No. PSC-09-0S71-FOF-EI. However, the 
following language was inadvertently omitted from the Ordering Paragraphs: "ORDERED that 
the Intervenors' Joint Motion for Reconsideration is denied." Therefore, Order No. PSC-09­
OS71-FOF-EI is amended to include this ordering paragraph. 

Based on the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that Order No. PSC-09-0S71­
FOF-EI is hereby amended to reflect that the Intervenors' Joint Motion for Reconsideration is 
denied. It is further 

ORDERED that Order No. PSC-09-0S71-FOF-EI is reaffirmed in all other respects. 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission this 24th day of August, 2009. 

foikLuJ 

(SEAL) 
I CERTIFY THAT THIS IS A TRUE AND 
CORRECT COPY OF THE ORIGINAL 
DOCUMENT THAT WAS WITH THE 
FLORIDA UC 'OMMISSION 

KY 

ANN COLE 
Commission Clerk 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for rate increase by Tampa DOCKET NO. 080317-EI 
Electric Company. ORDER NO. PSC-09-0571-FOF-EI 
--------_______----11 ISSUED: August 21, 2009 

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of this matter: 

MATTHEW M. CARTER 11, Chairman 

LISA POLAK EDGAR 


KATRINA J. McMURRlAN 

NANCY ARGENZIANO 


NATHAN A. SKOP 


ORDER DENYING THE INTERVENORS' JOINT MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION, 

CLARIFYING ORDER NO. PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI. AND GRANTING IN PART TAMPA 


ELECTRIC COMPANY'S MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 


BY THE COMMISSION: 

On August II, 2008, Tampa Electric Company (TECO or the Company) filed a petition 
for a permanent rate increase. TECO requested an increase in its retail rates and cbarges to 
generate $228.2 million in additional gross annual revenues. TECO based its request on a 
projected test year ending December 31, 2009. The Office of Public Counsel (OPC), Office of 
Attorney General (OAG), AARP, Florida Industrial Power Users Group (FIPUG), and the 
Florida Retail Federation (FRF) intervened in the proceeding. 

We held an administrative hearing on TECO's proposed rate increase on January 20,21, 
27-29, 2009. Thereafter, on April 30, 2009, upon consideration of the evidentiary record, the 
post-hearing briefs of the parties, and our staffs recommendation, we issued Order No. PSC-09­
0283-FOF-EI (Final Order), granting TECO an increase in its retail rates and charges to generate 
$104.3 million in additional gross annual revenues, with a step increase in rates to generate $33.5 
million of additional revenue effective January 1, 2010, for a total $137.8 million. The Final 
Order indicated that the step increase was designed to address the additional costs TECO would 
incur to construct five combustion turbines (CTs) and a new rail unloading facility at Big Bend 
Station (Rail Facility) to be placed in service toward the end of 2009. 

On May 15, 2009, the Intervenors in the case jointly filed a Motion for Reconsideration, 
contesting our decision to grant the step increase. TECO also filed a Motion for Reconsideration 
contesting our adjustments to reconcile capital structure to rate base. TECO questioned our 
decision to make the necessary adjustments over only investor sources of capital rather than over 
all sources of capital as TECO had proposed. TECO filed a response in opposition to the 
Intervenors' Motion on May 22, 2009. The Intervenors did not file a response to TECO's 
Motion. 

I cERTIFY THAT THIS IS A TRUE AND
CORRECf COPY OF THE. ORIGINAL IOOl'LML Ii: I-iti"8Ef{ -Ct,;! 

OOCUMENT THAT WAS FILED wrm THE ", 8 7 
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The Intervenors filed a separate Request for Oral Argument on their Motion. TECO filed 
a Conditional Request for Oral Argument on the Intervenors' Motion, stating that while it did not 
believe oral argument was necessary, if we did grant oral argument, it requested permission to 
participate. TECO did not request oral argument on its own Motion. The reconsideration 
requests came before us on July 14, 2009. 

We have jurisdiction pursuant to Sections 366.06(2) and (4), and 366.071, Florida 
Statutes. (F.S.) 

REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT 

Rule 25-22.0021(1), Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.), provides for oral argument 
before the Commission as follows: 

Oral argument must be sought by separate written request filed concurrently with 
the motion on which argument is requested, or no later than ten (10) days after 
exceptions to a recommended order are filed. Failure to timely file a request for 
oral argument shaH constitute waiver thereof. Failure to timely file a response to 
the request for oral argument waives the opportunity to object to oral argument. 
The request for oral argument shall state with particularity why oral argument 
would aid the Commissioners, the Prehearing Officer, or the Commissioner 
appointed by the Chair to conduct a hearing in understanding and evaluating the 
issues to be decided, and the amount of time requested for oral argument. 

The Intervenors properly filed their request for oral argument concurrently with their motion for 
reconsideration. TECO also timely filed a response and conditional request for oral argument if 
we saw fit to grant the Intervenors' request. TECO asked that it be granted the same amounlof 
time to argue its position as the Intervenors collectively. The Intervenors alleged that oral 
argument would aid us in comprehending and evaluating the facts and policies that, according to 
the Intervenors, we overlooked or misstated in our Final Order. Specifically, they stated that oral 
argument would help us evaluate whether their due process rights were violated when we 
adopted a step rate increase for TECO, whether we overlooked our own rules and statutes in 
implementing the step increase, and whether we properly applied the "statutory standard" set 
forth in Chapter 366, F.S., and our rules. We granted oral argument on the Intervenors' motion 
for reconsideration. Because the matters raised are fairly complex, the Intervenors adequately 
demonstrated that oral argument would assist us in resolving them. Fifteen minutes were allotted 
per side. 

TECO did not request oral argument on its own motion for reconsideration, and the 
Intervenors did not file a response to TECO's motion. However, at our Agenda Conference, 
TECO requested the opportunity to address its motion, and the Commission, in its discretion 
under Rule 25-22.0021(2), F.A.C., granted TECO's request for oral argument. We also allowed 
oral argument by the Intervenors on TECO's reconsideration motion. 
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INTERVENORS' MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 

Intervenors' Argument 

In their joint motion for reconsideration, the Intervenors request that we reconsider 
certain aspects of our decision memorialized in our Final Order, and issue a revised order 
denying the step increase in 2010 for the five new CTs and Rail Facility. The Intervenors 
contend that we should reject the step increase for the following reasons: (1) granting the step 
increase was a departure from the essential requirements of law and violated the parties' due 
process rights; (2) the proposed implementation of the step increase violated the fundamental 
requirement of the Florida Administrative Procedures Act that parties be given a point of entry 
and opportunity for a hearing on any decision affecting their substantial interests; (3) our Final 
Order does not reflect the vote sheet from the Agenda Conference; (4) the step increase is not 
allowed by the applicable statutes; and (5) the step increase is not allowed by our rules. The 
Intervenors contend that even if the step increase were on procedurally firm ground, the step 
increase would result in a substantive mismatch between TECO's costs and sales in the future 
period (2010) in which the increased rates are to be in effect. 

Due Process 

The Intervenors assert that the step increase was not requested by TECO in its petition, 
was not requested by any of TECO's witnesses in direct and rebuttal testimony or on cross­
examination, and was not included in TECO's Minimum Filing Requirements (MFRs). They 
also contend that the step increase was not raised as an issue verbally or in writing in TECO's 
prehearing statement or at any other point in the prehearing process, and was not added as an 
issue after hearing. They stated that it was not addressed by the parties in post-hearing briefs. 
The Intervenors contend that they did not address the issue of the step increase in their testimony 
because they did not know that it was at issue in the case, or that we were going to consider such 
treatment. They contend that it was only raised as a passing comment by one of TECO's 
witnesses during cross-examination by a Commissioner. 

The Intervenors argue that we should grant the motion for reconsideration because due 
process requires that parties be given adequate notice and an opportunity to be heard on this 
issue. They cite Bresch v. Henderson, 761 So. 2d 449, 451 (2nd Fla. DCA 2000), as precedent 
for their position. In Bresch, a party facing the allegation of civil contempt did not receive notice 
prior to the hearing. The court held that a person subject to civil contempt sanctions is entitled to 
a proceeding that meets the fundamental fairness requirement of the due process clause of the 
Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution. Failure to provide any notice 
whatsoever constituted a lack of due process which would require the court's order to be vacated. 
The Intervenors contend that since the step increase was not proposed by TECO and was first 
presented the day that we voted on the issues, after the post-hearing briefs of the parties were 
filed, we not only failed to consider the due process implications of voting to approve the step 
increase, we also failed to comply with the fundamental fairness required by due process. 



ORDER NO. PSC-09-0571-FOF-EI 
DOCKET NO. 080317-EI 
PAGE 4 

Violation of Chapter 120, Florida Statutes 

The Intervenors also contend that our approval of a step increase for the cost of the CTs 
and the Rail Facility was a violation of Chapter 120, F,S, They submit that Chapter 120, F.S., 
provides that before any agency may implement a decision that affects the substantial interest of 
any person, the agency must provide a point of entry giving any substantially affected persons 
the opportunity to request and have a hearing on the merits of any disputed issues of material 
fact. The intervemors contend that we granted our staff the authority to approve the step 
increase upon staff s determination that the cri teria articulated in the Final Order, including 
whether the CTs are needed for service in 2009 or 20 I 0, have been met. The Intervenors 
disputed that the September CTs are needed and argued that our proposed step increase, 
implemented per the Final Order, would deny them a point of entry to timely litigate that issue 
before the units are built. 

The Intervenors also assert that their motion for reconsideration should be granted 
because the Final Order does not reflect our vote on this matter. They argue that we voted for 
the following language from staffs handout at the Agenda Conference: "the decision to 
complete any or all of these projects by year end, considering changed circumstances such as, 
but not limited to, decreased electricity consumption, is subject to Commission review and rate 
adjustment." The Final Order stated that the decision "shall be subject to our staffs review and 
approva1." The Intervenors contend that the subtle change in the wording creates a significant 
change in the meaning and implementation of the step increase review. Moreover, nnder the 
original language, the substantial decision-making remained with us, subject to a further vote. 
They argue the change in the language was not voted on or discussed, and placed the substantial 
decision making on final rates with Commission staff. Thus, the Final Order's language failed to 
reflect the actual vote that was made, and could create an unlawful delegation of our authority to 
defer substantial decisions to staff. 

Violation of Statutes and Commission Rules 

The Intervenors contend that their motion for reconsideration should be granted because 
the step increase pro forma adjustments are based upon speculative projected costs for the 
portion of 2009 when the projects are not used and useful in the public service. The Intervenors 
argue that rates should be based upon the actual and legitimate cost of the utility's property that 
is actually used and useful in the public service, in accordance with Section 366.06(1), F.S. 
They contend that the approved step increase treatment provides for additional Commission staff 
review and adjustment based upon potentially changing circumstances, underlines the 
speculative nature of the CTs and Rail Facility costs, and violates Section 366,06, F,S, 

The Intervenors also contend that approval of the step increase violated Commission 
rules, because it does not conform to the 13 month average requirement. The Intervenors 
contend that in its test-year notification letter, TECO chose to use a projected test-year ending 
December 31,2009, based upon a historic test year ended December 31,2007, and the projected 
test-year utilized the average 13 month balance for the projected 2009 test-year. However, in 
contravention of Rule 25-6.043(h), F.A.C., and without any request for variance from the rule, 
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the step increase attempts to use a year-end balance as of December 31, 2009. The Intervenors 
contend that the step increase selectively applies a year-end balance for only the three plant 
accounts relevant to the CTs and Rail Facility, while applying Rule 25-6.043(h), FA.C., 13 
monthly average balances for all other plant accounts. They argue that this is a variation from 
required procedure and unfair because notice was not given to the Intervenors. 

The Intervenors also argue that because there are no meaningful rules that have been 
promulgated to allow for such subsequent adjustment wlder a "limited proceeding," the step 
increase would create a facial violation of Section 120.54, F.S. The Intervenors contend that the 
statute regarding a limited proceeding under Section 366.076(2), FS., provides that "the 
commission may adopt rules which provide for adjustments of rates based on revenues and costs 
during the period new rates are to be in effect." According to the Intervenors, we never 
promulgated meaningful rules to implement this section of the statute. Rule 25-6.0425, FAC., 
merely restates the language of the statute, and provides no guidance as to how this statutory 
provision would be implemented. They argue that we should grant their motion for 
reconsideration claiming the step increase violated the requirements governing the conduct of 
rate cases. 

The Proposed Step Increase Would Result in a Substantive Mismatch of Revenues and Sales 

Finally, the Intervenors contend that their motion for reconsideration should be granted 
because the proposed step increase would result in a substantive mismatch of revenues and 
sales. I They assert that by approving the step increase, we have proposed to allow TECO to 
raise its rates in January 2010, based upon the company's 2009 sales (billing determinants). 
They argue that this is fundamentally wrong as a matter of regulatory practice. If not corrected, 
the Intervenors say the resulting rates will be unfair, unjust, and unreasonable because the rates 
will have been calculated for a projected year using that projected year revenue requirements 
divided by a previous year's sales. 

TECO's Response 

In its response, TECO contends that the Intervenors' motion is nothing but a reargument 
of their general opposition expressed throughout this proceeding to the base rate recognition of 
the benefits TECO's customers will derive from the company's significant investment in CTs and 
the Rail Facility. According to TECO, the Intervenors' motion exceeds the allowed purpose of a 
motion for reconsideration and should be denied. 

TECO asserts that there was no departure from the essential requirements of law because 
the step increase was an implicit fom1 of base rate relief within the relief originally requested by 
the company. By approving the step increase, we recognized TECO's significant investment in 
the CTs and rail facility, but deferred the recovery of these investments from May 7, 2009, to 

Wlule the Intervenors variously use the terms "revenues and sales" and "cost and sales" in their Motion, we 
understand that the argument is to address a mismatch between 2010 revenue requirements and 2009 billing 
determinants. 

l 
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January I, 20 I 0, in order to resolve the matching concerns raised by the Intervenors with respect 
to these investments. TECO contends that our approval of the step increase was procedurally 
sound and is supported by the record. According to TECO, we could have approved the 
annualization of CTs and Rail Facility as requested. However, we elected to defer the recovery 
of the cost for the CTs and Rail Facility, and granted less than the base rate relief requested by 
TECO. Thus, we acted within our broad scope of authority to set rates. TECO cites several 
cases in which the court held that we have considerable discretion and latitude in the ratemaking 
process. 

TECO contends that we have the authority to approve prospective rate increases and that 
we routinely do so. TECO notes that our authority to approve prospective rate increases has 
been expressly recognized by the Florida Supreme Court in Floridians United for Safe Energy, 
Inc. v. Public Service Commission, 475 So. 2d 241 (Fla. 1985). In Floridians United, Florida 
Power & Light Company was granted a rate increase for 1984 and a subsequent rate increase in 
1985. Floridians United challenged the Commission's authority to grant the subsequent year 
increase based on the newly created Section 366.076, F.S. The Supreme Court found that the 
Commission had authority, and had always had authority, to grant subsequent year rate increases. 

TECO argues that the fact that it specifically requested annualization of the CTs and the 
Rail Facility over the lesser form of rate relief that we ultimately adopted (the step increase), 
does not remove the latter from our range of alternatives or create error in our selection of the 
step increase alternative. TECO argues that in virtually every rate decision, we weigh competing 
evidence and use our judgment to achieve a result within the range of alternatives supported by 
record evidence. It cites as an example our decision regarding the amortization of rate case 
expense. TECO's witness proposed amortizing rate case expense over a three year period. 
OPC's witness contended that three years was too short a period of time, and recommended a 
five year amortization. We ultimately approved a four year amortization. However, the fact that 
neither witness addressing the subject supported a four year amortization does not invalidate the 
judgment call we made within the range of alternatives supported in the record. 

TECO asserts that there were no surprises and no lack of notice in connection with the 
step increase. TECO states that the record of the proceeding includes testimony supportive of 
the step increase that we approved, and TECO discussed the subsequent year adjustment for the 
CTs and Rail Facility in its brief. 

No Violation of Due Process Rights 

TECO contends there was no violation of the Intervenors' due process rights. TECO 
asserts there is no due process violation in not being allowed to respond to a staff 
recommendation or any revision to a staff recommendation. The step increase provided less rate 
relief than could have been granted had we approved the annualization sought by TECO. 
Moreover, according to TECO, any party to the proceeding knew from the outset that the rate 
impact of the annualization, or any lesser relief authorized, were potential outcomes, given the 
breadth of ratemaking discretion vested to the Commission. 

~~~---~- ..----­
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No Violation of Chapter 120, Florida Statutes 

TECO contends that the Intervenors' Chapter 120 "point of entry" argument is no more 
than a weak variation of their general re-argument in opposition to any base rate recognition of 
the five CTs and Rail Facility. TECO asserts that we did not authorize staff "to approve the step 
increase." The Final Order itself approves the step increase and only charges staff with the 
ministerial duty to ensure that the clearly articulated conditions in the Final Order are met prior 
to implementation of the step increase. Thus, TECO argues that the Intervenors Chapter 120 
"point of entry" argument is based on a mischaracterization of the nature of the relief granted in 
the Final Order. 

No InconsistencYl:>etween the Qrder and the Commission's Vote 

Moreover, TECO contends that our order is consistent with our vote. The Final Order 
only authorizes staff to police TECO's compliance with the step increase conditions contained in 
the Final Order. If the conditions are not met, it is incumbent upon staff to inform the 
Commission, so it can take whatever action is deemed appropriate. 

No Violation of Statutes or C()mmission Rules 

TECO contends that there is no violation of Commission rules or statutes. It asserts that 
the Intervenors' argument that costs for ratemaking purposes must be current and not speCUlative 
in nature ignores the fact that the costs associated with the CTs and Rail FaciHty are presently 
being incurred and will be fully incurred before the step increase becomes effective. Moreover, 
the Intervenors' argument is an assault against the use of a projected test year and our judicially 
recognized authority to approve prospective rate increases. TECO argues that the Intervenors 
have failed to demonstrate anything that the Commission overlooked or failed to consider in 
providing for such rate relief. 

TECO also contends that there was no violation of the requirements governing the 
conduct of rate cases. TECO asserts that in approving the step increase, the Commission granted 
only a portion of the rate relief it requested, a decision clearly under the Commission's authority. 
TECO discounts the Intervenors' argument regarding the limited proceeding statute, Section 
366.076, F.S. TECO asserts that the Commission has authority to approve prospective increases 
as stated in Floridians United, supra. 

The Proposed Step Increase will not Resultin a Substantive Mismatch of Rcvenues and Sales 

TECO asserts that the Intervenors have shifted their posltIOn on matching, and now 
attempt to suggest some mismatch in sales and revenues stemming from our decision to defer 
any base rate increase for the CTs and Rail Facility to 2010. TECO contends that there is no 
mismatch of revenues and sales, and that we have overlooked nothing in deciding to defer the 
Increase. 



-----
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Analysis and Discussion 

Standard of Review 

The standard of review for a motion for reconsideration is whether the motion identifies a 
point of fact or law which was overlooked or which we failed to consider in rendering our Final 
Order. Stewart Bonded Warehouse, Inc. v. Bevis, 294 So. 2d 315 (Fla. 1974); Diamond Cab Co. 
v. King. 146 So. 2d 889 (Fla. 1962); and Pingree v. Quaintance, 394 So. 2d 161 (Fla. 1st DCA 
1981). In a motion for reconsideration, it is not appropriate to reargue matters that have already 
been considered. Sherwood v. State, III So. 2d 96 (Fla. 3d DCA 1959), citing State ex. rel. 
Jaytex Realty Co. v. Green, 105 So. 2d 817 (Fla. 1st DCA 1958). 

No Violation of Due Process Rights 

Due process requires that parties to a proceeding be given adequate notice and an 
opportunity to be heard on the issue. Bresch v. Henderson, 761 So. 2d 449,451 (Fla. 2nd DCA 
2000). However, the concept of due process in an administrative proceeding is less stringent 
than in a judicial proceeding, although it nonetheless applies. Hadley v. Department of 
Administration, 411 So. 2d 184, 187 (Fla. 1982). As stated in Hadley, "the extent of procedural 
due process protections varies with the character of the interest and nature of the proceeding 
involved." Thus, "due process is flexible and calls for such procedural protections as the 
particular situation demands." Id. at 187, citing Mathew v. Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319, 334 (U.S. 
1976). Due process envisions a law that proceeds upon inquiry, and renders judgment only after 
proper consideration of the issues advanced by adversarial parties. Scull v. State, 569 So. 2d 
1251, 1252 (Fla. 1990). Due process is satisfied if the parties are provided notice of the hearing 
and an opportunity to be heard. Jennings v. Dade County, 589 So. 2d 1337, 1340 (Fla. 3rd DCA 
1991). 

Here, the fntervenors were provided notice of the hearing and given an opportunity to be 
heard on the two issues about which they allege their due process rights were violated. First, the 
issues regarding whether the cost for the CTs and the Rail Facility should have been included in 
the company's test year, were included in the Prehearing Order and fully litigated at the hearing.2 

The issues litigated at the hearing were: 

Is the pro forma adjustment related to the annualization of five simple cycle 
combustion turbine units to be placed in service in 2009 appropriate? 

Is the pro forma adjustment related to the annualization of the Big Bend Rail 
Project to be placed into service in December 2009 appropriate? 

Both sides presented witnesses' testimony and exhibits that they believed we should consider 
when making our decisions whether pro-forma adjustments related to the annualization of the 

... ---....-.~.---

1 Order No. PSC-09-0033-PHO-EI, issued January 16, 2009, in Docket No. 080317-EI, In re: Petition for rate 
increase by Tampa Electric CornpaI1Y. at 17·18. 
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CTs and Rail Facility were appropriate for the 2009 test year. The Intervenors were given an 
opportunity to argue why pro forma adjustments for the CTs and Rail Facility in 2009 were not 
appropriate and to present us with possible alternative ways to account for the cost of the CTs 
and Rail Facility. 

Second, during the hearing, TECO's witness Chronister recommended a step increase as 
an alternative that we could use to account for the expenses the company would incur to place 
the CTs and Rail Facility in service. Witness Chronister stated: 

If not included in this particular proceeding ... then we would come back because 
they are significant projects and ask for recovery of them, you know, as they went 
in service. So, you know, I know everybody -- we have been talking about rate 
case expense and no one wants to come back in for rates. You know, there is an 
interim step that you can do, too, where you can have a step increase, you know, 
when a facility goes in after a rate case, and that is an option available, as well. 

Moments after this statement, the Chairman gave each Intervenor's counsel an opportunity to 
cross-examine witness Chronister. Each Intervenor's counsel failed to cross-examine witness 
Chronister about the step increase that he recommended as an alternative method of recovery for 
the expenses the Company would incur to place the CTs and Rail Facility in service. Thus, the 
Intervenors were given an opportunity to challenge any alternative treatment for the CTs and 
Rail Facility. 

Moreover, TECO requested in Exhibit 112, filed February 5, 2009, that we use a step 
increase as an alternative to account for the expenses the company would incur to place the CTs 
and Rail Facility in service if we determined that pro forma adjustments were not appropriate for 
the 2009 test year. 3 The Intervenors did not object to this exhibit being admitted into the record, 
nor did they address it in their post-hearing briefs. 

Third, the Intervenors were given an opportunity to argue against a step increase 
deferring recovery of the cost for the remaining portion of the CTs and the cost for the Rail 
Facility in their post-hearing briefs. The Intervenors failed to take advantage of this opportunity, 
but TECO argued in its brief for a step increase. In its brief, TECO stated: 

Should the Commission determine that one or more of the September 2009 CTs 
should not be annualized, Tampa Electric would urge that a subsequent year 
adjustment to base revenues be ordered effective January I, 2010. This 
adjustment would allow the company an opportunity to earn a fair return on this 
significant investment while delaying the associated base rate increase until after 
the units are placed in service. It would also help avoid the effort and expense of 

) Late-fIled Exhibit No. 112 states "Tampa Electric continues to support the appropriateness of an annualized 
adjustment for the CTs and Rail facility with in-service dates that occur subsequent to the implementation of new 
rates in May However. it also recognizes that concerns raised by various parties and, as was suggested by company 
witnesses dunng the hearing, it could also support a 'step increase' in base rates after the assets are placed in 
service." 
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having an additional base rate proceeding to recover the significant costs 
attributable to the addition of these CTs. 

TECO made a similar argument for the rail facility. 

Fourth, the step increase was not a departure from the essential requirements of law and 
not a violation of the Intervenors' due process rights because it was within the range of 
alternatives that we could consider when setting rates for TECO. Section 366.041, F.S., 
provides: 

In fixing the just, reasonable, and compensatory rates, charges ... for service within 
the state by any and all public utilities under its jurisdiction, the commission is 
authorized to give consideration, among other things, to the ... cost of providing 
such service and the value of such service to the public; the ability of the utility to 
improve such service and facilities ... 

We have discretion in fixing rates and charges for public utilities. Our discretion in the 
ratemaking process is well documented in decisions by the Florida Supreme Court. For example, 
in Gulf Power Co. v. Bevis, 296 So. 2d 482, 487 (Fla. 1974), the Court held that "as pointed out 
by the Commission, it has considerable discretion and latitude in the rate fixing process;" in 
Storey v. Mayo, 217 So. 2d 304, 307 (Fla. 1968), the Court held that "the regulatory powers of 
the Commission ... are exclusive and, therefore, necessarily broad and comprehensive;" and in 
City of Miami v. Florida Public Service Commission, 208 So. 2d 249,253 (Fla. 1968), the Court 
held that "it is quite apparent that these statutes repose considerable discretion in the 
Commission in the ratemaking process." It is presumed that the Legislature is aware of the 
judicial constructions of a law. Essex Ins. Co. v. Zot!!, 985 So. 2d 1036 (Fla. 2008). The 
Legislature is presumed to have adopted prior judicial constructions of a law unless a contrary 
intention is expressed in the statute. ContractPoint Florida Park, LLC v. State. 958 So. 2d 1035 
(Fla. 1S

\ DCA 2007). The Legislature has not amended Section 366.041, F.S., since these 
decisions were issued. 

We agree with TECO that the step increase that we approved is within our broad 
ratemaking authority. The step increase was within a range of alternatives we considered when 
deciding whether a pro forma adjustment relating to the annualization of the cost for the CTs and 
Rail Facility was appropriate for 2009. After extensive testimony at the hearing about 
annualizing the cost and considerable discussion at the Agenda Conference, we decided to defer 
the cost recovery for a portion of the cost for the CTs and the cost of the Rail Facility instead of 
annualizing the cost for both for the entire 2009 test year. By doing so, we acted within our 
discretion and sought to balance the public interest by ensuring ratepayers were not paying the 
total amount for the CTs and Rail Facility that were not in service, with the Company's interest 
of recognizing the significant capital expenditures TECO will be undertaking to place the CTs 
and Rail Facility into service. 

---.... ...---..-~-- ~~ 
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Our ability to choose a reasonable alternative is well documented in Gulf Power 
Company v. Florida Public Service Commission, 453 So. 2d 799, (Fla. 1984). In Gulf Power 
Company v. Florida Public Service Commission, the Court held that: 

The PSC was confronted with competing testimony from Gulf and the 
commission staff regarding what is to be a reasonable coal inventory. It is the 
PSC's prerogative to evaluate the testimony of competing experts and accord 
whatever weight to the conflicting opinions it deems necessary. United 
Telephone Co. v. Mayo, 345 So. 2d 648, 654 (Fla. 1977). Although the PSC 
rejected both Gulfs 60-day nameplate policy and the staffs 90-day projected bum 
level as necessarily proper, it was presented with sufficient evidence to enable it 
to choose a reasonable alternative. Inasmuch as the PSC was not convinced that 
Gulfs position was supported by substantial competent evidence, it was left with 
three possible alternatives; to allow Gulfs fuel inventory proposal without 
c0rr-petent substantial evidence, to allow Gulf no coal inventory at all or, to make 
some other reasonable determination. The PSC properly recognized its 
responsibility of not only setting fair and reasonable rates but also of "promoting 
the convenience and welfare of the public and securing adequate service or 
facilities to those reasonably entitled thereto." Section 366.05(1), F.S. Cognizant 
of the fact that Gulf needs coal to fire its base-load facilities, the PSC was 
precluded by statute and common sense from totally disallowing all funds for coal 
inventory. 

Id. at 805. 

Our exercise of discretion in approving the step increase is similar to exercising our 
discretion to increase TECO's storm damage reserves from $4 million to $S million, our decision 
to approve a higher return on equity than that requested by the Intervenors, or amortizing rate 
case expense over four years, instead of TECO's proposed three years or the Intervenors' 
proposed five years. Final Order, pp. IS, 48, and 65-67. Thus, we believe that the step increase 
was an appropriate rate-making mechanism, an exercise of our authority "to make some other 
reasonable determination," and within our discretion to use when setting rates for the test year 
and future years.ld,. at S05 

The Step Increase is not a Violation of Chapter 120, Florida Statutes 

Approval of the step increase deferring the recovery of the cost for the CTs and Rail 
Facility was not a violation of Chapter 120, F.S. Section 120.569(2)(b), F.S., provides that 
before any agency implements a decision that affects the substantial interest of any person, the 
agency must provide a point of entry giving any substantially affected persons the opportunity to 
request and have a hearing on the merits of any disputed issues of material fact. Here, the 
Intervenors were given a meaningful, fair, reasonable, and timely point of entry to dispute 
whether the September CTs were needed and whether those CTs should be annualized over the 
2009 test year, and they took full advantage of their opportunities to argue those points. 

http:years.ld


ORDER NO. PSC-09-0571-FOF-EI 
DOCKET NO. 0803J 7-EI 
PAGE 12 

The Intervenors disputed the need for the September CTs on cross-examination of 
TECO's witnesses, on direct examination of their respective witnesses, and In their briefs. For 
example, TECO's witnesses were cross examined during the hearing on whether the September 
CTs were needed. The Intervenors argued in their briefs that the September CTs were not 
needed.

4 
We weighed the evidence and the parties' arguments and decided that the September 

CTs were needed. We included part of the cost to complete the September CTs in TECO's 
revenue requirement for the 2009 test year and deferred the recovery of the remaining 
unannualized cost to complete the September CTs cost until January I, 2010, conditioned upon a 
continuing need for the CTs. Final Order, pp. 6 and 134. Also at the Agenda Conference, when 
responding to a question, our staff stated that "a part of the cost to construct the September CTs 
was included in the recommended revenue requirement for 2009." 

The Final Order did not grant staff the authority to approve the step increase. The Order 
itself approved the step increase. The Final Order states: 

To avoid a significant cost to the consumers and significant length ofhme to conduct 
a limited proceeding, we have decided to grant TECO a step increase in rates, 
effective January 1,2010, for the cost of the five CT units. We authorize an increase 
in base rates to a maximum of $28.3 miJ1ion for the five CT units in a manner 
consistent with the cost allocation methodology we have approved in this Order with 
the condition that these investments are completed and in commercial operation by 
December 31, 2009. TECO shall submit a revision of the revenue requirement 
impact for these projects. This step increase is based upon the condition that the units 
must be needed for load generation. 

Final Order, p. 6. The Final Order stated certain conditions TECO must meet to recover the 
deferred cost for the September CTs. Our staffs role is to continue its assessment of the 
continuing need for the September CTs, based upon the conditions discussed at the Agenda 
Conference and reflected in the Final Order. A new docket will be opened to evaluate whether 
there continues to be a load generation need for the CTs, including whether there has been a 
change in circumstances to warrant the Company not completing the CTs, and to verify and 
evaluate the reasonableness of the cost associated with these projects. Interested persons may 
conduct an independent evaluation of the continuing need for the September CTs and the 
associated cost to place those CTs in service. Before TECO recovers the costs for the CTs 
through base rates, our staff will prepare a recommendation for our consideration. Staffs 
recommendation will be limited to whether the conditions established in the Final Order have 
heen met. Persons who may be substantially affected will have an opportunity to protest our 
decision on staffs future recommendation. 

The Commission Order Does Not Reflect the Commission's Vote 

Our approval of the step increase is within our discretion. However, the Intervenors' 
argument that our Final Order does not reflect our vote at the Agenda Conference has merit and 
should be clarified. The Final Order states: 

d OPC BR 6; FRF BR 14; FIPUG BR 7-8; AG adopted OPC's position, and AARP adopted OPC's position_ 
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the decision to complete any or all of these projects by year end, considering 
changed circumstance such as, but not limited to, decreased electricity 
consumption, shall be subject to our staffs review and approvaL 

Final Order, p. 6. The language that the company's decision "shall be subject to our staffs 
review and approval" was a scrivener's error. The Final Order should have stated "subject to 
Commission's review and rate adjustment," as we voted at the Agenda Conference. Therefore, 
the Final Order shall be modified to correct this error. 

The Step Increase was not a Violation of the Used and Useful Reguirement 

Our approval of the step increase deferring the recovery of the remaining portion of the 
cost to complete the CTs and the cost of the Rail Facility was not a violation of the used and 
useful requirement prescribed by Section 366.06( I), F.S. When approving the step increase to 
defer the recovery of the cost for the CTs and Rail Facility, we weighed the evidence and 
determined that the costs were legitimate. We included part of the cost in TECO's revenue 
requirement for the 2009 test year. We then deferred recovery of $26.5 million for the CTs and 
$7 million for the Rail Facility until January I, 2010, predicated on TECO meeting specific 
requirements. We found the projected costs for the CTs and Rail Facility to be reasonable and 
appropriate and not speCUlative. Thus, our approval of the step increase deferring the recovery 
of the remaining portion of the cost to complete the CTs and the cost of the Rail Facility until 
they are placed in service is not a violation of the used and useful requirement prescribed by 
Section 366J)6(1), F.S, but a decision made in compliance with it. Therefore, we deny the 
Intervenors' motion for reconsideration on this ground. 

The Step Increase was not a Violation of the Requirements Governing the Conduct of Rate Cases 

Our approval of a step increase deferring the recovery of the remaining portion of the 
cost to complete the CTs and the cost of the Rail Facility was not a violation of the requirements 
governing the conduct of rate cases. We agree with TECO that we could have approved the pro 
forma adjustment for the entire 2009 test year. Balancing the consumers' and TECO's interests, 
we chose to grant a portion of the relief requested by TECO, and defer cost recovery of the 
remaining portion based upon a showing of continuing need. 

The Intervenors' argument regarding our failure to adopt so-called "meaningful rules" to 
implement Section 366.076(2), F.S., to allow for a subsequent adjustment under a limited 
proceeding, is without merit. The Florida Supreme Court has recognized our broad authority 
when setting rates. In Floridians United, supra, the Court held that our authority to grant 
subsequent year increases has always existed, even prior to the enactment of Section 366.076, 
F.S. Here, we acted within our authority to approve the step increase deferring the recovery of 
the remaining portion of the cost for the CTs and the Rail Facility until January 1, 2010, 
conditioned upon the need for the CTs, and both projects being completed and in commercial 
service by December 31,2009. 
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The Step Increase will not result in a SUQstantive Mismatch of Revenues and Sales 

Finally, we considered the Intervenors' argument that the step increase would result in a 
substantive mismatch of the 20 lO revenue requirement and 2009 billing determinants when we 
approved the step increase. We addressed the probability of a substantive mismatch of revenue 
and sales. For example, at the Agenda Conference, our staff stated: 

If there's a precipitous increase in revenue, because we did have some testimony 
that if the economy turns right at the end of the year and we've got a lot of homes 
down in the Tampa area that are ready ... there could be a spike in revenue ... This 
provision (the third condition) would be there to at least protect the ratepayers 
from an undue windfall, if you will, in revenue. 

We ultimately decided to approve the step increase without the third condition that if TECO 
exceeds its newly authorized midpoint Return on Equity (ROE) based on the Commission's 
Earning Surveillance Report for the 12 month period ending May 31, 20 I 0, TECO shall refund, 
or credit rate base, an amount necessary to bring its ROE down to its midpoint.5 It was 
questioned whether the economy would rebound substantially and earnings would increase. 
Moreover, if TECO was earning over and above 100 basis points of its authorized midpoint 
return on equity, our staff could recommend that an overearning investigations be opened. The 
need to match revenue and expenses was also addressed. There was an analysis whether the step 
increase would result in a substantive mismatch of revenues and sales. We deny the Intervenors' 
motion for reconsideration on this ground. 

Conclusion 

For the reasons stated above, the Intervenors' motion for reconsideration is denied. The 
Intervenors have failed to identify a point of law or fact that we overlooked or failed to consider 
when we approved the step increase defening the recovery of the cost for the CTs and Rail 
Facility. The approval of the step increase was within the range of alternatives that we 
considered when setting rates. Rather than annualize the costs for the CTs and Rail Facility as 
requested by TECO, we decided that a better approach was to defer the recovery of the cost for 
both the CTs and Rail Facility. The step increase was not a violation of the Intervenors' due 
process rights or Chapter 120, F.S., was not a violation of Commission rules and statutes, and 
wi II not result in a substantive mismatch of the 2010 revenue requirements and 2009 billing 
determinants. We will review whether there is a continuing need for the CTs and whether the 

5 Staff's Handout 3 (Staff's alternative recommendation describing the third condition): TECO should Dot gain a 
windfall in revenues because a step increase is authorized now rather than conducting a limited proceeding at a later 
date. IfTECO exceeds its newly anthorized midpoint Return on Equity (ROE) based on the Commission's Earning 
Surveillance Report for the 12 month period ending May 3 J, 2010, TECO shall refund, or credit rate base, an 
amount necessary to bring its ROE down to its midpoint. Unlike a limited proceeding, the Commission will not be 
evaluating updated revenue and cost information before implementation of the step increase. [n the event of an 
upturn ill the economy, TECO's electric sales and ROE may increase significantly. Many homes are vacant with 
meters in place so growth in sales is not dependant on construction of new homes. If growth increases beyond what 
is projected in the test year data, the need for a rate increase is reduced. The second condition is consistent with the 
notion that rates are set to achieve the midpoint ROE for the first year of new rates. 
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CTs and Rail Facility are completed and in commercial service by December 31, 2009, prior to 
ratepayers paying for the CTs and Rail Facility. It will be TECO's burden to show that the 
conditions have been met in order to recover the cost for the remaining portion of the CTs and 
the cost for the Rail Facility. 

TECO'S MOTION FOR RE CONS IDERA TION 

In its Motion for Reconsideration, TECO requests that we reconsider that portion of our 
Final Order6 which reconciles the rate base to capital structure to determine the weighted average 
cost of capital. In its motion, TECO's primary concern relates to whether the adjustments 
necessary to reconcile rate base and capital structure should be made over all sources of capital 
as proposed by the Company or over only investor sources of capital as we decided in the Final 
Order. TECO states that our calculation of the weighted average cost of capital is incorrect 
because I) it is inconsistent with Order No. PSC-02-0787-FOF-EI (Gulf Order)/ and 2) it may 
violate the normalization rules under former Section 167(1) and Section 168(i)(9)(B) of the 
Internal Revenue Code (IRC) and Sections 1.167(1)-1(a) and 1.167(a)-II(b)(6) of the Income 
Tax Regulations.s 

In determining the appropriate weighted average cost of capital for TECO's 2009 
projected test year, we approved an adjustment to reverse the Company's initial pro rata 
adjustment over all sources of capital and replaced it with an adjustment over only investor 
sources of capital. In doing so, we stated that this treatment was consistent with precedent and 
cited the 2002 order involving Gulf Power Company (Gulf). TECO asserts that this statement 
from the Final Order is incorrect. The Company notes that on page 24 of the Gulf Order, we 
stated that because Gulfs per books capital structure included accumulated deferred income 
taxes (ADITs) and investment tax credits (ITCs) that were being recovered through cost recovery 

6 Order No. PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI, issued April 30, 2009, in Docket No. 080317-El, In re: Petition for rate increase 
by Tampa Electric Company. 
7 Order No. PSC-02-0787-FOF-EI, issued June 10,2002, in Docket No. 010949-EI, In re: Request for rate increase 
by Gulf Power. 
8 Nonnalization requirements are outlined in SectiOn 168 of the Internal Revenue Code (IRC). In pertinent part, 
Section 168 permits the use of accelerated depreciation methods. However, accelerated depreciation is permitted 
with respect to public utility property only if the taxpayer uses a nonnalization method of accounting for rate making 
purposes. Under a nonnalization method of accounting, a utility calculates its ratemaking tax expense using 
depreciation that is no more accelerated than its ratemaking depreciation (typically straight-line). In the early years 
of an asset's bfe, this results in ratemaking tax expense that is greater than actual tax expense. The difference 
between the ratemaking tax expense and the aChlal tax expense is added to a reserve (the accumulated deferred 
income tax reserve, or ADIT). The difference between ratemaking tax expense and actual tax expense is not 
pennanent and reverses in the later years of the asset's life when the ratemaking depreciation method provides larger 
depreciation deductions and lower tax expense than the accelerated method used in computing actual tax expense. 
This accounting treatment prevents the immediate t10w through to uWity ratepayers of the reduction ill current taxes 
resulting from the use of accelerated depreciation. Instead, the reduction is treated as a deferred tax expense that is 
collected from current ratepayers through utility rates, and thus is available to utilities as cost-free investment 
capital. When the accelerated method provides lower depreciation deductions in later years, only the rate making tax 
expense is collected from ratepayers and the difference between the actual tax expense and ratemaking tax expense 
is charged to ADIT, depleting the utility's stock of cost-free capital. 
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clauses, it was appropriate for Gulf to make a pro rata adjustment over all sources of capital so as 
not to double count the lower cost of capital items in both rate base and in the recovery clauses. 

TECO asserts that the pro rata adjustment in its initial filing is consistent with the 
treatment discussed in the Gulf Order. The Company states that, because no ADITs or ITCs 
were removed with our adjustment over investor sources of capital only, the amounts being 
excluded are now inconsistent with the amounts being recovered through cost recovery clauses. 
The Company asserts that this is not only an effective disallowance of the Company's full cost of 
capital, but that it appears to be a violation of normalization under the IRC 

The normalization rules imposed by the IRC employ an accounting and ratemaking 
concept, normalization, to ensure that the capital subsidies associated with accelerated 
depreciation and ITCs provide an investment incentive for regulated utilities. Normalization is a 
comprehensive system of control over the reflection of the benefits of accelerated depreciation in 
ratemaking. As part of these rules, any ratemaking adjustment with respect to a utility'S tax 
expense, depreciation expense, or reserve for deferred taxes must also be consistently applied 
with respect to the other two items and with respect to rate base. The consequence of a 
normalization violation is that the taxpayer loses the ability to use accelerated tax methods of 
depreci ation with respect to all of its jurisdictional assets. 

The Company states that, per the Final Order, the same ADITs are included in the 
calculation of the overall cost of capital in both base rates and cost recovery clause rates. Thus, 
TECO contends that ADIT benefits are being passed through to consumers twice. The Company 
asserts that our overlapping inclusion of the same ADITs in both base rates and cost recovery 
clause rates appears to violate normalization rules. 

TECO notes that while removing Construction Work in Progress (CWIP) from rate base 
without adjusting the balance of ADITs is not likely a violation of normalization, CWIP should 
also be removed pro rata over all sources of capitaL The Company argues for this treatment 
because 1) it is consistent with the Gulf Order in that a significant portion of Gulfs pro rata 
adjustment was to remove CWIP earning Allowance for Funds Used During Construction 
(AFUDC). 2) historical regulatory treatment of CWIP, and 3) the AFUDC rate which capitalizes 
the cost of capital associated with CWIP for future recovery includes all sources of capital, 
including ADITs and ITCs. 

Intervenors' Response 

The Intervenors did not file a response to TECO's Motion for Reconsideration. Nor did 
the Intervenors address the rate base/capital structure reconciliation issue in their Motion for 
Reconsideration. 

Analysis and Discussion 

While TECO accurately quoted the language from page 24 of the Gulf Order, what was 
not addressed in the Company's pleading was competing language from elsewhere in this same 



---
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Order. On page 37 of the Gulf Order, we stated, "Finally, a pro-rata adjustment was made over 
investor sources to reconcile capital structure to rate base." In addition, on page 1 03 of the Gulf 
Order, it is clear that our incremental adjustments to rate base were removed from the capital 
structure on a pro rata basis over investor sources of capital only. We have identified seven 
additional orders in which the incremental adjustment to rate base was made through a pro rata 
adjustment over investor sources of capital only.9 One of these orders, Order No. PSC-03-0038­
FOF-GU, issued January 6,2003, in Docket No. 020384-GU, In re: Petition for rate increase by 
Peoples Gas System., is an order for TECO's sister company, Peoples Gas System. With these 
orders, there is sufficient precedent for us to make the pro rata adjustment over investor sources 
of capital only. 

Although there is ample precedent for us to make the pro rata adjustment over only 
investor sources of capital, TECO's argument in the instant case with respect to assets being 
removed from rate base for recovery through cost recovery clauses is persuasive. Removing 
plant from rate base for recovery through cost recovery clauses without removing the associated 
ADITs and ITCs may lead to a normalization violation. Therefore, we agree with the Company 
that plant removed from rate base for recovery through cost recovery clauses should be removed 
from the capital structure through a pro rata adjustment over all sources of capital. 

While we agree with the Company with respect to the treatment of amounts associated 
with plant investment to be recovered through cost recovery clauses, we do not believe this same 
argument should necessarily apply to all rate base adjustments. TECO conceded in its pleading 
that removing CWIP from rate base without adjusting ADITs in the capital structure is not likely 
a violation of normalization. Additionally, the Company has overstated the significance of 
CWIP in GuJfs pro rata adjustment in the Gulf Order. The pro rata adjustment in the Gulf case 
was comprised primarily of investment to be recovered through cost recovery clauses 
(approximately 84 percent of the total). CWIP represented only 13 percent of the pro rata 
adjustment and other items represented the remaining 3 percent. 

That said, we are concerned that the issue regarding the removal of CWIP may not have 
been adequately vetted in the record. The decisions cited earlier as precedent dealt with 
Commission-ordered incremental adjustments to rate base, not all adjustments to rate base. In 
the instant case, our staffs initial recommendation regarding the reconciliation of rate base and 
capital structure that was approved in the Final Order not only reconciled the incremental 
adjustments to rate base pro rata over investor sources of capital consistent with past practice, but 
also reversed the Company's proposed pro rata adjustment over all sources of capital and 
replaced it with a pro rata adjustment over investor sources of capital only. The Company was 

9 Order No. PSC-09-0375-PAA-EI, issued May 27, 2009, in Docket No. 080366-EI, In re: Petition for rate increas« 
by Florida Public Utilities Company; Order No. PSC-08-0436-PAA-GU, issued July 8, 2008, in Docket No. 
070592-GU, In re: Petition for rate increase bv St. Joe Natural Gas Company, Inc.; Order No. PSC-04-1 1l0-PAA­
GU, issued November 8, 2004, in Docket No. 040216-GU, In re: Application for rate increase by Florida public 
Utilities Company; Order No. PSC-04-012S·PAA-GU, Issued February 9,2004, in Docket No. 030569-GU, In re: 
Application for rate increase by City Gas CompanyofFlorida; Order No. PSC-01-1274-PAA-GU, issued June 8, 
2001, in Docket No. 001447-GU, In re: Request for rate increase by St. Joe Natural Gas Company. Inc.; and Order 
No. PSC-01-0316-PAA-GU, issued February 5, 2001, in Docket No. 0OO768-GU, In re: Request for rate increase 
~ity Ga~J::ompany of Florida. 
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only made aware of staff's intent to apply the Commission-approved methodology for 
incremental adjustments to all adjustments in the reconciliation of rate base and capital structure 
when our staffs recommendation was filed. As a result, we do not believe the record is 
suffIcient to reverse TECO's proposed treatment of CWIP in the instant case. Therefore, CWIP 
shall be removed from the capital structure through a pro rata adjustment over all sources of 
capital. Our decision on this point is specific to the record in this case and shall not be 
considered precedent regarding our position on this or similar issues in future proceedings. 

Finally, we disagree with the Company's proposed adjustment to remove non-plant 
related items from the capital structure through a pro rata adjustment over all sources. If an 
adjustment does not involve plant, then it is likely that the account in question did not give rise to 
deferred taxes or ITCs. Absent a showing that specifically identifies ADITs and ITCs associated 
with a non-plant related adjustment, all adjustments for amounts unrelated to plant shall continue 
to be removed from the capital structure through a pro rata adjustment over investor sources of 
capital only. 

Conclusion 

For the reason stated above, we removed the various plant amounts, CWIP, and the 
amount to be recovered through cost recovery clauses from rate base and capital structure in the 
same manner that these investments were reflected in the Company's initial filing. With respect 
to our ordered adjustment to remove the amount of over-projected plant in service, we removed 
this amount through a pro rata adjustment over all sources of capital except ITCs. This treatment 
is consistent with how the Company included the investment in other projected plant accounts, 
e.g., the CT annualization and the Rail Facility annualization, in its filing. Finally, all other 
adjustments to rate base that do not relate to plant accounts were removed from the capital 
structure through a pro rata adjustment over investor sources of capital only. 

The net effect of our decision is an increase in the overall weighted average cost of 
capital from the 8.11 percent approved in the Final Order to the 8.29 percent reflected on 
Schedule 2 attached herein. This incremental change in the overall cost of capital represents an 
increase in the annual revenue requirement of approximately $9.3 million for the 2009 test year 
and an additional increase in the annual revenue requirement of approximately $516 thousand for 
the 2010 step increase. The determination of the impact on revenue requirement is addressed 
below and is shown on Schedules 5 and 6, which are attached and incorporated herein. 

REVISED ANNUAL BASE RATE INCREASLREVISED STEP INCREASE, 

AND REVISED WEIGHTED AVERAGE COST OF CAPITAL 


In the Final Order, TECO was granted an arumal base rate revenue increase of 
$104,268,536, effective May 7, 2009. TECO was also granted a step increase of $33,561,370, 
effective January I, 2010. The calculation of these revenue requirements was based on an 
overall rate of return of 8.11 percent. Based on our analysis of the methodology for reconciling 
the rate base with the capital structure, the revised overall rate of return is 8.29 percent. As a 
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result, the revenue requirements calculations need to be revised to reflect the 8.29 percent overall 
rate of return. The calculation of these revenue requirements is shown on Schedules 1 through 6. 
A summary of those calculations is as follows, and supporting schedules 1-6 are attached and 
incorporated herein: 

L As Approved in 

_. Final Order 

Rate Base $3,437,610,836 

2 Overall Rate of Return . 8.11% 

Commission­ 'f~01 erence !: 
Adjust~d , 

$3,437,610,836 

8.29% 

278,790,239 284,977,9383. Required Net Operating Income (1 )x(2) 

215,491,046Achieved Net Operating Income 215,013,5334. 

Net Operating Income Deficiency (3)-(4) 63,776,706 69,486,8935 
1 . 

i 1.63490Net Operating Income Multiplier , 1.63490i 6. 

$113,604,121 $9,335,585Operating Revenue Increase (5)x(6) $104,268,5367. i 
$34,077 ,079 $515,709Step Increase i $33,561,3708. 

$9,851,294Total (7)+(8) I $137,829,906 $147,681,2009. 1 

Schedule 1 shows the calculation of the 2009 projected test year rate base. No 
adjustments have been made to this schedule as a result of our decision to recalculate the 
weighted average cost of capital. 

Schedule 2 is a recalculation of the 2009 projected test year weighted average cost of 
capital. The weighted average cost of capital increased from 8.11 percent to 8.29 percent. 

Schedule 3 recalculates the 2009 projected test year net operating income (NOl). As a 
result of the revisions of the dollar amount of the capital structure components for long-term 
debt, short-term debt and customer deposits, the interest synchronization adjustment to income 
taxes decreased from $984,709 to $507,196. Therefore, the amount of Nor increased from 
$215,013,533 to $215,491,046. 

Schedule 4 is the calculation of the NOr mUltiplier. The 1.63490 NOr multiplier was not 
affected by our decision to recalculate the weighted average cost of capital. 

Schedule 5 shows the revenue requirements calculation for the 2009 projected test year. 
Based on the revised overall rate of return of 8.29 percent (Schedule 2) and the revised NOI of 
$215,491,046 (Schedule 3), the revenue requirements increased from $104,268,536 to 
$113,604,121, an increase of$9,335,585. 
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Schedule 6 calculates the 20 10 step increase revenue requirements. Based on the revised 
overall rate of return of 8.29 percent (Schedule 2), the step increase revenue requirements of 
$33,561,370 increased to $34,077,079, a $515,709 increase. 

Therefore, we find that the approved annual base rate revenue increase shall be increased 
from $104,268,536 to $113,604,121, a $9,335,585 increase, to reflect the revised weighted 
average cost of capital. In addition, the approved 20 I 0 step increase shall be increased from 
$33,561,370 to $34,077,079, a $515,709 increase. 

DISTRIBUTION OF REVISED ANNUAL BASE REVENUE fNCREASES 
aMONG THE RATE CLASSES 

Because we are revising the annual base revenue increase, base rates must be revised. 
The current rates approved in the Final Order have been in effect since May 7, 2009. The 
revised annual base revenue increase shall be allocated to each rate class, consistent with the cost 
of service methodology approved in the Final Order to retain the relative class relationships. 
Once the dollar increase per class is established, the base rate energy and demand charge shall be 
increased by the percentage increase in class revenues. 

The methodology for distributing the step increase has been approved in the Final Order. 
The step increase has been approved to become effective January 1, 2010, provided that the 
investments in the five CTs and the Rail Facility are in service by December 31,2009. 

EFFECTIVE DATE FOR TECO'S REVISED RATES AND CHARGES 

All new rates and charges shall become effective for meter readings on or after 30 days 
from the date of our vote approving them. This will ensure that customers are aware of the new 
rates before they are billed for usage under the new rates. 

TECO shaH file revised tariffs to reflect the revised annual base rate revenue increase for 
administrative approval. Pursuant to Rule 25-22.0406(8), F.A.C., customers shall be notified of 
the revised rates in their first bill containing the new rates. A copy of the notice shall be 
submitted to staff for approval prior to its use. 

This adjustment shall be collected from TECO's customers on a prospective basis. 
TECO did not request a surcharge going back to the effective date of the Final Order, which was 
May 15, 2009. Moreover, the rate adjustment resulting from this decision will become final 
within the 12-month clock established by Section 366.06(3), F.S. The file and suspend law 
requires us to take final action "and enter ( our] final order within 12 months of the 
commencement date for final agency action." In reaching this conclusion, we reviewed QTE 
Florida Inc. v. Clark, 668 So. 2d 971 (Fla. 1996), where the Court mandated "that GTE be 
allowed to recover its erroneously disallowed expenses through the use of a surcharge." GTE is 
not applicable here because (l) TECO did not request a surcharge, as GTE did; and (2) our 
corrected order will be entered within the 12-month clock established by statute, whereas there 
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was a two-year lag between the Commission's erroneous order and the time GTE began 
coIlecting the erroneously disallowed expenses from its ratepayers. 

The revised annual base rate revenues and the revised rates and charges shall become 
effective for meter readings on or after 30 days following the date of our vote. TECO shall file 
revised tariffs to reflect the revised annual base rate increase for administrative approval. 
Pursuant to Rule 25-22.0406(8), F.A.C., customers shall be notified of the revised rates in their 
first bill containing the new rates. A copy of the notice shall be submitted to staff for approval 
prior to its use. 

This docket should be closed upon the expiration of the time for appeal. 

Based on the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the request by the Intervenors 
for oral argument on its motion for reconsideration is granted. It is further 

ORDERED Tampa Electric Company's request for oral argument on its motion for 
reconsideration is granted. It is further 

ORDERED that Order No. PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI is corrected and clarified as set forth 
herein. It is further 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that Tampa Electric Company's 
motion for reconsideration is granted in part, as set forth herein. It is further 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the approved annual base rate 
revenue increase shall be increased from $104,268,536 to $113,604,121, a $9,335,585 increase, 
to reflect the revised weighted average cost of capital, and said increase shall be recovered 
through base rates prospectively. It is further 

ORDERED that revised annual base rate revenues and the revised rates and charges shall 
become effective for meter readings on or after 30 days following our vote, which was on July 
14,2009. It is further 

ORDERED that Tampa Electric Company shall file revised tariffs to reflect the revised 
annual base rate increase for administrative approvaL It is further 

ORDERED that pursuant to Rule 25-22.0406(8), F.A.C., customers shall be notified of 
the revised rates in their first bill containing the new rates and a copy of the notice shall be 
submitted to staff for approval prior to its use. It is further 

ORDERED that this docket shall be closed upon the expiration of the time for appeal. 
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By ORDER of the F]orida Public Service Commission this 2lg day of August, 2009, 

dku6iL 
ANN COLE 
Commission Clerk 

(SEAL) 

KY 

DISSENT BY: COMMIS SIONER ARGENZIANO: 

DISSENT 

BY COMMISSIONER ARGENZIANO: 

I dissent from the decision of the majority. 

I am disappointed at the extent to which my colleagues seem focused on the perceived 
incursion into their "discretion", and limitations on the Commissions "decision making ability"IO 
rather than focus on the, to my mind, infinitely more important issue of the parties' right to be 
heard. I think it may be universally agreed that, in a democracy, the arrogation of unfettered 
authority by a bureaucracy - for the extent and dimension ofFPSC staff influence in FPSC 
decisions amounts, undeniably, to exactly that - in the exaction of millions of dollars in the 
instant case, and billions of dollars overall fTOm citizens of the state, is a danger against which 
every construction of reason, statutory law, and the Constitution should be made. 

The Motion for Reconsideration. 

Intervenors' Motion for Reconsideration satisfies the standard for granting such that the 
Commission overlooked or failed to consider a point of law or fact in rendering its Final Order­
inasmuch as the Commission erred in its decisions related to all of the following issues: 

to See the following sections of the Transcript of the July 14, 2009 Agenda Conference: 

By Commissioner Edgar, starting on Page 68, Line 18 through Page 69, Line 4. 

By Conunissioner Skop, on Page 71, Lines 4-19, 

By Commissioner McMurrian on Page 75, Lines 8-15, 

By Commissioner Skop on Page 83, Lines 11-20, 
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Due Process: 

Very simply, if a "step increase" and its impact is identical with or is a lesser but 
completely included aspect of "annualization" and its impact, I agree that the Intervenors were 
accorded due process to argue their case. It is neither the same, nor included, however, with that 
distinction even made in staffs analysis. I I The Commission, in acting to deny a hearing in the 
matter, eliminates the benefit of the rational arguments to be delivered by two equally equipped 
adversaries, staffs enthusiastic advocacy aside. 

As to that advocacy effort, the argument/analysis of staff fails as an objective effort, and 
as discussed further in this dissent, in function has provided TECO with both access to the 
Commission and an opportunity to be heard which has been denied the Intervenors. 

The Pre-hearing Order establishes a regime for the conduct of the case. Adherence 
thereto constitutes a constituent part of "due process", ofwhich the parties are properly noticed. 
Ignoring the dictates of that Order that the issues will either be set forth at the Pre-hearing 
Conference or waived, in favor of one party, constitutes denial of that process. (See Footnote 6) 

Staffs argument going to the alleged notice and opportunity to be heard provided the 
Intervenors is preposterous, in citing a reference to a step increase at page 1555 of the record by 
a TECO witness, in response to Commissioner Edgar's inquiry, and the inclusion of a totally 
unresponsive note in an exhibit requested by an Intervenor. 12 And one other effort by witness 
Chronister, in another matter, to irrelevantly introduce the subject. 13 The bizarre proposal that 
this constituted notice and an opportunity to be heard is made not out of a bona fide belief that 
due process was actually had, but in the interest of protecting the decision foisted offby staff on 
the Commission, and covering up a reality: that the Commission actually implements two rate 
increases although giving notice of only one. The step increase was not mentioned in witness 
Chronister's pre-filed testimony, in his rebuttal to the Intervenors' pre-filed direct testimony, in 
the summary of his testimony during the hearing, or in any of his cross examination by OPC. It 
does not come up until Commissioner Edgar questions him about options, with his response to 
that - the verbatim response included in staffs analysis - characterized by TECO as a 

liAs stated by staff on page 15 of the July 6, 2009 Staff Recommendation: H[t]he approval of the step increase was 
within the range of alternatives the Commission could consider when setting rates. Rather than annualize the costs 
for the CTs and Rail Facility, as requested by TECO, the Commission decided that a better approach was to defer 
the recovery of the cost for both the CTs and Rail Facility." Staff's use of the tenn "step increase" as an option 
within the "range of alternatives," followed by the next sentence "[rlather than annualize ... as requested by TECO" 
make it clear that staff consider the step-increase to be something totally different from "annualization." 

See also P. Christian.sen's response to a question from Commissioner Skop on P 45 of the transcript of the July 14, 
2009 Agenda Conference: 

"Here the question is not whether or not, how much they recover. That was appropriately before the 
Commission. The form, the actual accounting lTeatment is what's at issue. And we're respectfully suggesting that 
step increase treatment is a completely different type of accounting treatment than what the company requested in 
annualiza tion." 
12 See Exhibit 112, Document No. 00933-09. 
13 Transcript, pages 1578-1579. 
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"suggestion" and by staff as a "recommendation.,,14 In fact, the failure to introduce the step 
increase as an issue in the prehearing briefs and Order with consideration of a step increase as a 
distinct issue blithely dismissed by the Commission, necessarily, to support its decision - is 
contrary to well established FPSC practice in the conduct of the case. 1 This cannot stand as 
adequate notice in the context ofdue process. If so, it would usher in mischief of infinite 
dimension, and validate due process by ambush. 

Violation of Ch. 120 F.S. 

Although staff's analysis roams far afield in the discussion ofthe titled issue, this may be 
disposed of in favor of the Intervenors summarily: I) Will the implementation and cost recovery 
in the implementation ofthe 5 CTs affect the substantial interest of any pemon? Yes; therefore, 
the PSC must provide a point of entry and grant a hearing related to disputed issues ofmaterial 
facts. 2) Does the provision of a point of entry subsequent to the entry of a decision relating to 
those issues of material facts comport wi th the contemplated purpose of providing a point of 
entry? No; the horse is already out of the barn. 3) Is annualization of the cost of the CTs for the 
year 2009 the same as a step increase commencing in 2010, thereby providing the Intervenors 

14 See Page 10 of the July 6, 2009 Staff Reconunendation. 
As I note in my dissent, the failure of the Commission to promulgate any rules regarding the processing of 

rate cases is extremely alarming. However, even in the absence of rules, parties to COrrmllssion proceedings are put 
on notice of the issues to be litigated through the issuance of a "Prehearing Order;" this order always contains an 
enumeration of the issues to be resolved through hearing. As stated by the Parties in their Motion for 
Reconsideration and the oral argument on that motion, none of the 114 issues in this ease even hint that a step 
increase for January, 2010 is in any way under consideration. And, as stated in Order NO. PSC-OB-0557-PCO-EI, 
the Order Establishing Procedure for this docket, on pages 6-7: 
Section VI. Prehearing Procedures 
Subsection C. Waiver ofIssues 

Any issue not raised by a party either before or during the Prehearing Conference shall be waived by 
that party, except for good cause shown. A partv seeking to raise a new issue after the Prehearing 
Conference shall demonstrate each of the followinl!: 
(I) The party was unable to identify the issue because of the complexity of the matter. 
(2) Discovery or other prehearing procedures were not adequate to fully develop the issue. 
(3) Due diligence was exercised to obtain facts touching on the issue. 
(4) Information obtained subsequent to the Prehearing Conference was not previously available to enable the 
party to identify the issue. 
(5) 	 Introduction of the issue would not be to the prejudice or surprise of any party. 

Specific reference shall be made to the information received and how it enabled the party to identify the 
issue. 

Unless a matter is not at issue for that party, each party shall take a position on each issue by the time of the 
Pre hearing Conference or by such later time as may be permitted by the Prehearing Officer. If a party is unable 
through diligence and good faith efforts to take a position on a matter at issue for that party, it shaJl explicitly state in 
its Prehearing Statement why it cannol take a position. If the Prehearing Officer finds that the party has acted 
diligently and in good faith to take a position, and further finds that the party's failure to take a position wilt not 
prejudice other parties or confuse the proceeding, the party may maintain "no position at this time" prior to hearing 
and thereafter identify its position in a post-hearing statement of issues. In the absence of such a finding by the 
Prehearing Officer, the party shall have waived the entire issue, and the party's position shall be shown as Uno 
position" in the Preheating Order. When an issue and position have been properly identified, any party may 
adopt that issue and position in its post-hearing statement_ Commission staff may take "no position at this time" 
or a similar position on any issue without having to make the showing described above. (Emphasis Added.) 
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with the requisite point of entry, which, in arguing against the inclusion ofthe CTs for the year 
2009, they have been granted? No; annualization involves the inclusion of the amortized CT 
costs for purposes of establishing a capital cost target; a step increase presumes continued but 
unmeasured need and operation of the units, and involves a rate increase based on both 
conj ectures. 

The "point of entry" alleged by staff to exist is limited to protesting the decision of"... 
staff(which) will evaluate a revision to the revenue requirements associated with the projects.,,16 
Being provided with an opportunity to protest the determination of staff is not the same as being 
provided an opportunity to argue its case before the trier of fact and law - the Commission in a 
noticed hearing, 

In more comment on the issue of compliance with Chapter 120, should the Commission 
have seen fit to establish Rules related to proceedings under §366.076, F.S., in all probability 
there would have been no requirement for filing the Motion for Reconsideration, and the 
probability/potential/possibility of the operation of the CTs and their cost would be timely 
considered consistent with their operation. 

Violation of §366.061(1) F.S. (Used and Useful): 

The Commission, in granting a prospective rate increase for capital plant not yet in 
service, has paralleled the Legislature's grant of pre-recovery of nuclear, environmental and 
storm hardening costs. But the FPSC is not the Legislature. The law to which the Commission's 
decision is subject is encoded at §366.061 (I) F,S" which provides: 

366,06(1): ." The commiSSIOn shall investigate and determine the actual 
legitimate costs of the property of each utility company, actually used and 
useful in the public service, and shall keep a current record of the net 
investment of each public utility company in such property which value, as 
determined by the commission, shall be used for ratemaking purposes and 
shall be the money honestly and prudently invested by the public utility in 
such property used and useful in serving the public, ..." 

To pretend compliance with this, the Commission proposes that the costs were not 
speCUlative, although they have not yet been incurred, and were somehow fixed, although factors 
will influence the costs and may even render them non operationaL Floridians United/or Safe 
Energy, Inc. v. Public Service Commission, 475 So. 2d 241 (Fla. 1985), commended the 
existence of "factors" existing which should be considered in such determinations: "[w]e long 
ago recognized that rates are fixed for the future and that it is appropriate for PSC to recognize 
factors which affect future rates and to grant prospective rate increases based on these factors." 
(rd. at 242) The record reflects the Commission's understanding that the costs were 
contemplated and that the projects may not even be completed, depending on conservation 

16 July 6,2009 SlalTRecomrnendalion, page 13, 
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successes and the economy.17 Staff concludes ultimately and bizarrely: "Thus, the 
Commission's approval of the step increase deferring recovery of the remaining portion of the 
cost to complete the CTs and the cost of the Rail Facility until they are placed in service is not a 
violation of the used and usefbl requirement prescribed by Section 366.06(1) F.S., but a decision 
made in compliance with it" Staff and the Commission posit an interpretation of the words 
"actual", "actually", and the command to "investigate and detennine" differently than Mr. 
Webster and LIB 

The Step Increase is a Violation of the Requirements Governing the Conduct of Rate Cases 

The Pre-hearing Order (Order Number PSC-08-0557-PCO-EI) governs the conduct of the 
TECO rate case. The Pre-hearing Order requires issues to be identified, such that all parties not 
only are alerted to what will be argued, but also so that neither the Commission nor the parties 
can ad hoc the case to a lingering death. From the Pre-hearing Conference some 114 issues were 
identified. It is neither foreseeable nor reasonable that a "step increase" of a magnitude of some 
35 million rate-payer dollars, would not have been an "issue." And in not being raised, by the 
Order, it was waived, nonetheless preserving subsequent recourse through the law, specifically a 
limited proceeding. (See Footnote 6, supra) 

Staff Analysis oflntervenors' Motion 

The staff analysis is seriously defective and misleading, in the particulars set forth at 
Appendix A. 

Conclusion 

For the foregoing, as well as the Commission's disregard and denial of essential concepts 
of fairness, and the brash idea that the discretion of the appointed Commission is not a virtue of 
such magnitude as to promote the sacrifice of due process, the decision of the Commission in the 
matter of the Intervenors' Motion for Reconsideration is in error. 

17 See page 6 of the final Order, Order No. PSC·09-0283-FOF-EI; and P. Christiansen's reference to TECO CEO 

Black's testimony at P. 6 of the transcript of the July 14,2009 Agenda Conference. 

18 Acrual: existing in act and not merely potentially; existing in fact or reality; Acrually: in act or fact; really; 

Investigate: to observe or study by close exanunation; Determine: to fix conclusively or authoritatively. 


http:economy.17
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APPENDIX A 

Notes on PSC staff analysis contained in the July 6, 2009 Staff Recommendation: 

Staffs analysis related to Intervenors' Motion for Reconsideration is so replete with 
errors, mischaracterizations and bias as to be not only unavailing to assist in an understanding 
and appreciation of the matters pled by the Intervenors in their Motion, but also to be fatal in the 
accord of any respect for the Commission decision relying upon it. The Commission can expect 
to be afforded an analysis which includes both sides ofthe arguments, not just that pre-favored 
by staff. Reliance upon staffs conclusions and false rationale in this case are materially 
responsible for the Commission's Order on the Motion being in error. 

I. 
P.7: In citing Floridians Unitedfor Safe Energy, Inc. v. Public Service Commission, 475 So. 2d 
241 (Fla. 1985) staff briefed that U[tJhe Supreme Court found that the Commission had authority, 
and had always had authority, to grant subsequent year rate increases." (Reiterating that 
interpretation at page 15) Actually, the Court held: "[w]e long ago recognized that rates are 
fixed for the future and that it is appropriate for PSC to recognize factors which affect future 
rates and to grant prospective rate increases based on these factors." Id at 242 "Long ago 
recognized" is not the same as "had ...and had always had ..." Additionally, staff failed totally 
to note for the benefit of the Commission the Court's language relating to the consideration of 
factors in granting prospective increases, and failed to advise and identify the extent to which 
such factors must be or had been considered. 

Further, staffs citation to Floridians United is misplaced even without the inventively 
erroneous emphasis, in the following particulars: I) The case was appealed on the narrow 
grounds that a) the statute (genesis Chapter 83-222 Laws Of Florida) was not in place when the 
case was filed, and b) enactment of the statute violated the Constitution. This latter point, the 
Court noted, did not need to be determined, inasmuch as the PSC authority pre-dated Chapter 83­
222. 2) In Floridians United the appellants did not" ...challenge the need for a subsequent year 
adjustment, the factors considered in making such adjustment, nor the correctness and fairness of 
the adjustment." (lQJ In the instant case, OPC challenged all three. 3) While prospective rate 
increases are held to be within the purview of the PSC in Floridians United, it appears from the 
record that the separate rate increases for both 1984 and 1985 were speci fically at issue, were 
litigated, and were determined. In the instant case, the issue was ONE rate increase that was set 
to take effect in 2009, without notice of prospective increases. Staffs failure to distinguish the 
case - to which it refers numerous times -- misleads the Commission. 

2. 
P. 10 Staff wrote: " ... during the hearing, TECO's witness Chronister recommended a step 
increase as an alternative ...." But a reading of Chronister's testimony, abstracted by staff and 
included in its analysis, reflects no "recommendation", In response to Commissioner Edgar's 
inquiry about alternatives to annualization, Chronister says: "[s]o, you know, I know everybody 
- we have been talking about rate case expense and no one wants to come back for rates. You 
know, there is an interim step you can do, too, where you can have a step increase, you know, 
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when a faci lity goes in after a rate case, and that is an option available, as well."l9 "Too" and "as 
well" refer to a limited proceeding, or some other undisclosed short-cut, and to the extent 
Chronister "recommends" a step increase, he also "recommends" a limited proceeding, with Rule 
modified efficiency (abetting the term "limited") should such Rules have existed. 

3. 
P. 11: The recitation of portions of §366.041 F.S. - without adequately identifying omitted 
portions - serves no purpose other than to provide a flimsy springboard into the "broad 
discretion" pool, with reference to cases pre-dating Floridians United, supra. Staffs citation to 
ContrmPoint Florida Park, LLC v. State, 958 So.2d 1035 (Fla. lSI DCA 2007) invites inspection 
of §366.041. Staffs lack of distinguishing this tension between the statute and the trumpeted 
"broad discretion" rather reflects an abandonment of what must be expected by staff: an 
objective analysis. Too, staff erroneously declares that "[t]he Legislature has not amended 
Section 366.041 F.S., since these decisions were issued." The statute was amended, relevantly, 
with the addition of subparagraph 4, in 1989, post dating the staff cited cases of GulfPower 
(1974), Storey v. Mayo (1968), and City ofMiami (1968). Thus, staff s citation to ContratPoint 
actually defeats its arguments related to the unhampered exercise of discretion. 

4. 
P. 14: The Commission hardly needs staffs editorializing insight that "[i]n fact, TECO is 
currently incurring the costs to complete the CTs and Rail Facility." Also, reflecting that "the 
Commission's approval of the step increase deferring the recovery of the remaining portion of 
the cost to complete the CTs and the cost of the Rail Facility ... is not a violation of the used and 
useful requirement.. .but a decision made in compliance with it" makes a mockery of the purpose 
of language in communication. The definition of used and useful is: 

Used and Useful: A test used by regulators to evaluate the justification for 
particular corporate investments, used for cost of service and price cap 
regulation. The test checks whether a plant or piece of equipment is actually 
being utilized to provide service, and that it is contributing to the 
provision of the service. 20 

How any construction of "used and useful" permits pre-determination is quite beyond this 
Commissioner, ands teeters on staff s inventive interpretation 0 f the word "is". Staffs 
argument is that of an advocate, self-serving in defense of its advice to the Commission, and 
speclOus. 

5. 

'9 Transcript, page 1555. 

20 Source, UF PURe Glossary For The Body Of Knowledge On The Regulation Of Utility Infrastructure And 

Service. 

http://wVv'W.regulationbodyofknowledge,org/documentslboklglossary.pdf 
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P. 14: The statement by staff that "[t]he Intervenors' argument regarding the Commission's 
failure to promulgate so-called "meaningful mles" Lo implement Section 366.076(2) F.S ....." is 
staff editorializing, which does not assist in the discussion. Unless, of course, it is staff's 
position that merely reciting the statute constitutes a "meaningful" Rule. 

6. 
P.8: Staff's characterizes TECO as saying that" .. the Intervenors' argument is an assault 
against the use of a projected test year and the Commission's judicially recognized authority to 
approve prospective rate increases." TECO actually wrote that the Intervenors' argument 
"appears" to be an assault, and thus staff changes a TECO premise into a conclusion.2J 

7. 
P. 10: In reciting the Intervenors' failure "to cross examine the witness about the step increase 
he "recommended" staff reinforces its mischaracterization of Chronister's testimony. Staff's 
recital of the Intervenors' failure "to challenge any alternative treatment..." must include failure 
to challenge the statutory limited proceeding, which Intervenors had no need to challenge, 
because it is the law, the protection of which they may properly rely on, and which provides 
them with the right to appear and be heard disallowed them in the embrace of the prospectively 
awarded, but neither noticed nor given the opportunity to be argued, step increase. 

8. 
P.4: A "scrivener's error" is a clerical error (5.00 for 50.00), a typographical error (scrivenors' 
for scriveners'), or an inarguable error in nomenclature (Southern Regional Medical Center for 
Southeastern Regional Medical Center). It is not where an error ofjudgrnent, mis-statement, or 
quality has occurred. That is merely an error, and should be fessed up to as such. Staff's effort 
to characterize its construction as a de minimis scrivener's error is hollow. See note IS, below. 

9. 
P 4. " ... [T]he Intervenors request that the Commission reconsider certain aspects of the 
decision memorialized in its Final Order..." "Memorialized" means to commemorate, e.g.: 
"The dead were memorialized in the dedication by the President of the battleground as a 
cemetery." The Commission simply renders, and the language " ... reconsider certain aspects of 
its Final Order, ..." appropriately accomplishes that. The use of the word in an analysis is 
misleadingly imprecise. 

10. 
P. 8: "clearly articulated conditions" The need to "clarify", correct the "scrivener's error", and 
the staff observation that oral argument on the complex issues will assist the Commission, 
argues against acceptance of staff's interpretation of whether the conditions set forth are "clearly 
articulated." Arguing that the "clearly articulated conditions" somehow rectify the denial of due 
process should have, in an objective analysis, led to a discussion on how that also might not 
occur. 

21 TECO's Response to the Intervenors' Motion for Reconsideration, fiLed May 22, 2009, Page 10. 

http:conclusion.2J
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1l. 
P. 10: Staff states: "[m]oreover, TECO requested in Late Filed Exhibit 112, .. " that the 
Commission use a step increase as an alternative" .. , The Intervenors did not object to this 
exhibit. .. " One need only look at Exhibit 11222 which was a response to Mr. Wright's request 
for calculations based on eliminating the costs of the five CTs, to determine that the step increase 
comment was extraneous to the discovery request, and refers to the term in Chronister's 
testimony as a "suggestion"_ Also, note that the Exhibit reflects that the measure of when it 
would be appropriate is "after the assets are placed in service", Also see note 18, 

12. 

21 TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 

OOCKET NO. 080317 -E I 

fPSC HEARING 

WITNESS: JEffREY CHRONISTER 

LA TE FILED HEARING EXHIBIT NO. I 12 

PAGE I Of I 

FILED: 02105109 

Q. Calculate the revenue requirement impact of removing the September combustion turbines ("CTs") from the 2009 test year 

A. In accordance .",1th the hypothetical example of removing the three September CTs. the company's revenue requirement would be reduced by 

approximately '!i.27.7 million. This assumes the following rate base and net operating income ("NO I.") jUrisdictional amounrs and the company's 

overall cost of capital of 8.82 percent: 

$ooo's 

Annualized Rate Base 

Ela: tric Planl in Service $140,390 

Accumulated Reserve for Depreciation (MIS) 

Annualized NOI 

O&M 987 

Property Taxes 3,227 

DepreCIation 6,051 

While there was some dis<:ussion during the hearing about the company's reevaluation of the need for the three September CTs, Tampa Eleetric 

reached a linal decision on February 2 to proceed ,,;th their installations. Specilically, Bayside CT's 3 and 4 y.ill be placed in service in mid· 

August 2()()9. Big Bend CT 4 will be placed in service ir. mid..{)ctober 2009. The May CTs (Bayside CTs 5 and 6) will be placed in service in 

mid·April. The other annualized asset, the Big Bend rail facility, remains on schedule and will be placed in serviCe in December 2009. Tampa 

Electric continues to support Ihe approprialeness of an annuahzed adjustment for the four assets (three September CTs and rail"facility) with in­

service dates that occur subsequent to the implementation of new rales in May. However, it also recognizes the concerns raised by various parties 

and, as was suggested by company witnesses during the hearing, il could also support a "slep increase" in base rates aftet the assets are placed in 

service. The step increase could be designed to renee! the revenue requiremenls for actual in-service coSls and could be implemenled ooe month 

.flcr the in·servlce date of the lasl of the four assetS. Based on the current schedules, Ihis "step change" would occur in January 2010. 
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P. II: Avoidance of the "effort and expense of having an additional base rate proceeding ..." as 
TECO noted in its brief and as echoed elsewhere, would not amount to an economic obstacle, if 
Rules, as contemplated by the APA, were in place to provide for precisely this type of legitimate 
addition to the capital base, and could expeditiously be accomplished via minimal number 
crunching and agreement, in a proceeding called a limited proceeding, and provided for at F.S. 
§366.076. 

13. 
P.II Simply, if a step increase was "within the range of alternatives the Commission considered 
when deciding whether a pro fonna adjustment ...was appropriate" as proclaimed by staff, and 
was in fact considered by the Commission, an abstract of that discussion would have far more 
appropriately and conclusively made that point. The failure to introduce such suggests a lack of 
consideration by the Commission, and staff's characterization is grossly overly broad and merely 
after the fact justification. 

14. 
P .12: Staff's recitation of TECO stonn damage reserves and amortization of rate case expense, 
as analogous to the instant case in support of Commission discretion broad enough to deny due 
process, is an inapplicable stretch because those issues were THE issues, of which the parties had 
notice and an opportunity to be heard.23 

IS. 
P.13: "scrivener's error": Despite the substantial discussion by the Commission regarding the 
matter of delegating to staff the detennination of compliance before implementation, staff 
disregarded that outcome, and appears to have acted self aggrandizingly. 

16. 
P. 13: Staff's recitation of the five speCUlative "wills" that are to occur before TECO recovers 
the costs for the CTs is neither reassuring nor amendatory. 

17. 
P. IS: Staff mis-represents, again, Floridians United, supra, reflecting an advocacy and bias, 
rather than objective analysis. 

18. 
P. 10: Staff states: "The Intervenors did not object to this exhibi t being admitted into the record, 
nor did they address it in their post-hearing briefs." While tme on its face, staff omits to advise 
that the Intervenors did object to the inclusion of any extraneous material in the Exhibit, which 
they had not then yet see/!. 

23 See Issues 16 and 63. 

http:heard.23
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NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 120.569( 1), Florida 
Statutes. to notify parties of any administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders 
that is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as well as the procedures and 
time limits that apply. This notice should not be construed to mean all requests for an 
administrative hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief sought. 

Any party adversely affected by the Commission's final action in this matter may request 
judicial review by the Florida Supreme Court in the case of an electric, gas or telephone utility or 
the First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water and/or wastewater utility by filing a 
notice of appeal with the Office of Commission Clerk, and filing a copy of the notice of appeal 
and the filing fee with the appropriate court. This filing must be completed within thirty (30) 
days after the issuance of this order, pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate 
Procedure. The notice of appeal must be in the form specified in Rule 9.900(a), Florida Rules of 
Appellate Procedure. 
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TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY SCHEDULE 1 
DOCKET NO. 080317-EI 


13-MONTH AVERAGE RATE BASE 

DECEMBER 2009 TEST YEAR 


As Approved In Order No. PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI 


Issue Adjusted per Company 
!::!Q,. CommissiQIl t,diu~lm!:tl!ll' 

4 Non-Utility Activities 
5 Combustion Turbine Annualization 
6 CSX Credit - Big Bend Rail Project 
7 Big Bend Rail PrOject Annualization 
8 Plant in Service Amount 
9 Customer Information System 

10 Total Planlln Service 


Total Accumulated DepreCiation 
12 ECRC Costs 
13 Total CWIP 
14 Total PHFFU 
15 Deferred Dredging Costs 
16 Storm Damage Reserve 
17 Prepaid Pension Expense 
11l Other Accounts Receivable (143) 
19 Acds Ree. Associated Cos. (146) 
20 OPEB Uability 
21 Coal Inventory 
22 ReSidual Oil Inventory 
23 Distillate Oil Inventory 
24 Natural Gas & Propane Inventories 

25-S Clause Over/Under Recoveries 
26 Rate Case Expense 
27 Total Working Capital 
32 Imputed Equity Infusion 

Total Commission Adjustments 
28 Commission Adjusted Rate Base 

Plant in Accumulated Net Plant Plant Held for Net Working Total I 
Service 

5.483.474.000 
DeQfes;ialiQn 

(1,934,489,000 
in Servis,;e 

3,548,985,000 
CWIP 

101.071,000 
F!.!IU(~ !.l~~ 

37,330.000 
Plant 

3,687,386.000 
~ 

(30,586,000 
Rat.;: al\!~~ . 

3,656.1l00,OOO 1 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(134,439,000) 3,750.000 (130.689,000) 0 0 (130.589,000) 0 ( 130.689,000) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(45,206,000) 452.000 (44,754,000) 0 0 (44,754,000) 0 (44.754,000) 
(35,671,000) 1,248,485 (34.422,515) 0 0 (34,422.515) a (34.422.515) 

0 0 0 a 0 0 0 a 
0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 (1,346,649) (1,346,649) 
0 0 0 0 0 0 6.000,000 6,000,000 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 (10,959,000) (10,959,000) 
0 0 a 0 0 0 (390,000) (390,000) 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 (2,628.000) (2,628.000) 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

(215.316,000) 5.450.485 (209,865,515 0 0 (209,865,515) (9,323,649) (219,189,164 
5.268,158,000 (1,929,038,515 3,339,119,485 101,071,000 37,330,~ 3,477,520,485_ (39,909~ 3.437,610,836 
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TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 080317-EI 

13-MONTH AVERAGE CAPITAL STRUCTURE 

SCHEDULE 2 

DECEMBER 2009 TEST YEAR 
RECONCILIATION OF RATE BASE AND CAPITAL STRUCTURE 

COMMISSION ADJUSTED FOR RECONSIDERATION OF THE WEIGHTED AVERAGE COST OF CAPITAL 

Commission Adlusled ($) 

TECO Adjusled 

Amount 

EqUity Infusion 

Not Made 
Imputed 

~ 

2CT, 

May 2009 
3CTs 

Seplem!ler 2009 

BBRail 

Proled 

Rale Case 

Expense 
Dredging 

08.M 

Storm Damage 
Reserve 

COmrrlSSlon 

TDial Specific 

Ad!ustments 
Adiusted 

TOlal 

Corrmoo Equity 
Long-Ieml Debl 

Short-term Debt 
Preferred SIOCk 
Customer Oepos,llS 
Delerred Incorre Taxes 
Tal: Credits· Zero Cost 
Til.x Credits - Weghted Cos.t 
Tol31 

1_835.985.000 

1,397.S85.000 

6.002.000 
0 

103,724.000 

302.744.000 

(50.000.000) 
50.000.000 

0 
0 

(38.340.000) 

29.428,000 

169,000 

0 
2.184.000 

6.375.000 

(19.430.142) 
(15.308.917) 

132,746) 

0 
(1.136,491 ) 

(216.104) 
0 

(50.592,200) 

(39.861.060) 

(66.662) 

0 
(2.958,736) 

(1.065.222) 
0 

(23.161.474) 

(16.248.521 ) 

(39.469) 
0 

( 1.354,168) 

(1,950.348) 
0 

(874.000) 

(686.000) 

(1,000) 
0 

(51.000) 
(1,014.000) 

0 

(447.257) 

(352.636) 

(975) 
0 

(26,338) 

(519.443) 
0 

1,994.250 

1.571.250 

3,750 
0 

116.250 

2.314.500 
a 

(180.850,903) 

6.540.096 

11.856 
0 

(3.226.483) 

3.923.783 

1.655,134.097 

1.404,105,096 

8.013.658 

100.497.517 

306.667.763 
0 

EQUIty Rallo 

Adjusted 

l2!i!L RallO 

PrOJe<.-1ed 
Level of 

Plant In Servlce 
Olher Accounts 

Receivable !1'3} 

Accounts 
Receivable 

Assooi:lIed Cos 

Siaff 

Total Pro Rata 
Adluslmenls 

($) 

ColT)('t'l)SSlon 

Adjusted 8!ll2. 
Cost 

Rate 
Weighted 

Cos! 

Comrmn Eqully 
Long-term Oebt 

SMort~term Oebl 

Preferred StOCk 

Customer DePOSits 
Deierred m!XIrre Taxes 
Tax Credjts. ~ Ze-tO Cosl 
Tax Credits ~ Weighted Cost 

Total 

1.655.134.097 
1,404.105,096 

8.0\3.858 
0 

100,497.517 

306.667)63 

8.964.000 
3.483.382.351 

47.52% 
40.310/, 

0.23% 

0.00'" 
2.89'" 
8.60% 
0.00% 
0.26% 

tOO.OO'!' 

{16.398.105) 
(13,911.056) 

(79,397) 

0 
(995,671) 

(3.038.286) 
0 

a 
(34.422.515) 

(5.913.635) 
(5.016,132) 

(28.633) 
0 
0 

0 
(10.959,000) 

(210,450) 

1176.531) 
(1.019) 

0 
0 

0 
(390.000) 

(22.522.190) 
(19.106,320) 

P09.048) 
0 

(995.671) 

(3.038.286) 
0 
0 

(45.771.515) 

1.632.611.907 
1,364.996.776 

7.904,610 
0 

99,501.846 

303.629.497 
0 

8.964,000 
3.437.610.835 

47.49% 
40.29% 

O.23!1;' 

0.00';'. 

2.89'10 
8.83'" 
0.000/, 

0.26% 
100.00% 

t1 25% 
6.800/. 

2.75% 
0.00% 
6.07% 

0.00'", 
O.OO·!, 

9.19% 

5,34% 

2.74% 
0.01% 
0.00% 

0.16'Y. 
0.00% 
o.oor. 
0.02% 
8.29'Yo 

EQuity Ralio 

Interest Syncl'lronl:utlon ($) (S) ($) 

AdjUsI""'n1 Effect on Effect on 

Dollar Arrouol Cnaoge Aln)un! Cosl Rale Intfre~t E.J:Q ~ 
long-Ierm Debl (12,566.224) 6.80'4 (854.503) 38.575'10 

Shon-1erm Debl (97,190) 4.63% (4.500) 38.575% 1.736 

Custanel Del'Osrts (4.222.154) 6.07% (258,285) 38.575% 98.862 
430.222 

B.002,OOO -1.88% (150,438) 38.515% 58,031 

Ta..: CredilS ~ Weighled COS! 8.700.000 ~.56'10 (49,106) 38.575% 18.943 
76,974 

TOTAL 507,196 
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TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY SCHEDULE 3 
DOCKET NO. 0803t7·EI 


NET OPERATING INCOME 

DECEMBER 2009 TEST YEAR 


COMMISSION ApJUSTED FOR RECONSIPERATION OF THE WEIGHTED AVERAGE COST OF CAPITAL 

Adjusted per Company 
CommlssiQo Ac1jtlstments: 


2 Revenue Forecast 

8 Plant in Service Amount 

39 Total Operating Revenues 

40-S Inftation Factors 
41 Total O&M Expense 

42-S FAC Revenues and Expenses 
43-S ECCR Re~9nues and Expenses 
44-S CCRC Revenues and Expenses 
45-S ECRC Revenues and Expenses 
46 Advertising Expenses 
47 Lobbying Expenses 
4a Salaries and Employee Benerrts 
49 OPES Expenses 
50 Vacan t Positions 
51 Servlce reliability Initiatives 
52 Incentive Compensation Plan 
53 Generating Units· CSAs 
54 Genera~on Maintenance Expense 
55 Preventive Maintenance Expense 
56 Dredging Expense 
57 EconomiC Development Expense 
58 Pension Expense 
59 Storm Damage Accrual 
60 tnJuries & Damages Accrual 
61 Executives' Liability Insurance 
62 Meter & Meter Reading Expenses 
63 Rate Case Expense Amortization 
64 Sad Oebt Expense 
65 Office Supplies 
66 Tree Trimming Expense 
67 Pole Inspections 
68 Transmission Inspection Expense 
69 Outage Normalizahon 
70 CIS Expanses 
7I Combustion Turbine Annualization 
72 Big Bend Rail Project Annuallzation 
73 DepreCiation Siudy 
74 Tolal Depreciation Expense 
75 Taxes Other Than Income 
76 Palenl Debt Adjustment 
77 Income Tax Expense 

Inlerest Synchronization 

Total Commission Adjustments 


78 FallOut· Adjusted NOI 


O&M • Fuel & Depreciation (Gain)JLoss Total Nel 
Operating Purchased O&M and Taxas Other Total on Disposal Operating Operating 
~ EmY.w­ Q!I:Jar AmQIlizaUQo Ibao lororne !oC6Jrne Ia~fts oillaDJ ~ l1lccmJl 
865351) 000 7614 000 370934 000 194 608 000 62275 000 48492000 (I 534000 68L 389 000 182970000 

0 0 0 0 0 0 Q 0 0 
0 0 0 (1.248.485) 0 481.603 0 (766,882 766,882 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 Q 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 Q 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 (5, I 95, I 29) 0 0 2,004.021 0 (3.191,108 3,191,108 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 (540,000) 0 0 208.305 0 (331,695 331,695 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 (2,850,000) 0 0 1.099,388 0 (1,750,613 1,750,613 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 (650.056) 0 0 250,759 0 (399,297 399.297 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 
0 0 (12.000.000) a 0 4,629,000 0 (7,371.000 7,371.000 
0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 a 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 (557,750) 0 0 215, I 52 a (342,598 342.598 
0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 a 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 (1,314.000) 0 a 506,876 0 (807,125 807,125 
0 0 0 0 0 0 ° a a 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 a 0 0 0 ° 0 
0 0 (870,000) (5,425,000) (5.453,000) 4,531,791 0 (7.216.209 7,216,209 
0 0 0 (906,000) (1.039,000) 750.284 0 (1.194,716 1,194,7\6 
0 a 0 0 0 ° 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 
0 0 a 0 ° 0 0 0 0 
0 ° 0 0 ° (9.657,000) 0 (9,657.000 9,657,000 
0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 501196 0 507196 (50719a 
0 0 23976935 7579485 6492000 5527374 0 (32521046 32521046 

8B5359.0oo 7614000 346957065 187028515 55.783000 54019374 1 534 000 649.867,954 215491046 
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SCHEDULE 4 
TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 


DOCKET NO. 080317-EI 

DECEMBER 2009 PROJECTED TEST YEAR 


NET OPERATING INCOME MULTIPLIER 

As Approved in Order No. PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI 


(%) 
Line (%) Commission 
No. As Filed 6QQroved 

Revenue Requirement 100.000 100.000 

2 Gross Receipts Tax 0.000 0.000 

3 Regulatory Assessment Fee (0.072) (0.072) 

4 Bad Debt Rate (0.349) (0.349) 

5 Net Before Income Taxes 99.579 99.579 

6 Income Taxes (Line 5 x 38.575%) (38.413) (38.413) 

7 Revenue Expansion Factor 61.166 61.166 

8 Net Operating Income Multiplier 
(100%/Line 7) 1.63490 1.63490 
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SCHEDULE 5 

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 

DOCKET NO. 080317-EI 


DECEMBER 2009 PROJECTED TEST YEAR 

REVENUE REQUIREMENTS CALCULATION 

AD.lllSTED FOR RECONSIDERATION OF 

THE WEIGHTED COST OF CAPITAL 

Line Commission 
No. As Approved 

1. Rate Base $3,437,610,836 

2. Overall Rate of Return 8.11% 

3. Required Net Operating Income (1 }x(2) 278,790,239 

4. Achieved Net Operating Income 215,013,533 

5. Net Operating Income Deficiency (3)-(4) 63,776,706 

6. Net Operating Income Multiplier 1.63490 

7. Operating Revenue Increase (5)x(6) $104,268,536 

DIFFERENCE 

Commission 
Adjusted 

$3,437.610,836 

8.29% 

284,977,938 


215,491,046 


69,486,893 

1.63490 

$113,604,121 

$9,335,585 
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SCHEDULE 6 
TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 


DOCKET NO. 080317-EI 

CALCULATION OF JANUARY 1, 2010 STEP INCREASE 


ADJUSTED FOR RECONSIDERATION OF THE WEIGHTED AVERAGE COST OF CAPITAL 


Step Increase Revenue Requirement 
REVISED APPROVED DIFFERENCE 

Big Bend Rail Facility 7,138,274 7,006,720 131,554 
May 2009 CTs 8,030,533 7,924,344 106,189 
September 2009 CTs 18,908,273 18,630,306 277,967 
Total Step Increase 34,077,079 33,561,370 515,709 

Line Big Bend May CTs September CTs Total CTs 
No. Rail Facility {2 Units} (3 Units (5 Units) 
1 Net Plant in Service 44,754,000 36,125,000 94,563,000 130,688,000 
2 Rate Of Return' 8.29% 8.29% 8.29% 8.29% 
3 Required Return (2x3) 3,710,107 2,994,763 7,839,273 10,834,035 
4 O&M Expenses 0 212,000 658,000 870,000 
5 Depreciation 906,000 1,391,000 4,034,000 5,425,000 
6 Taxes Other Than Income 1,039,000 2,226,000 3,227,000 5,453,000 
7 Income Taxes (4+5+6)x-.38575 (750,284) (1,477,037) (3,054,754) (4,531,791) 
8 Income Tax Effect of Interest' (538,639) (434,784) (1,138,118) (1,572,903) 

[(1) x 3.12% x -.38575] 
9 Total NOI Requirement (3+4+5+6+7+8) 4,366,184 4,911,941 11,565.400 16.477,342 
10 NOI Multiplier' 1.6349 1.6349 1.6349 1.6349 
11 Revenue Requirement (9x10) 7,138,274 8,030,533 18,908,273 26,938,806 

Amount Ratio Cost Rate Weighted Cost 
Common Equity· 1,632,611,907 53.96% N/A N/A 
Long Term Debt' 1,384,998.776 45.78% 6.80% 3.11% 
Short Term DeW 7,904,810 0.26% 2.75% 0.01% 
Total 3,025,515,493 100.00% 3.12% 

'Based on Staffs Recommendation 
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KEINO YOUNG, MARTHA CARTER BROWN, and JEAN HARTMAN, 

ESQUIRES, Florida Public Service Commission, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, 

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

On behalf ofthe Florida Public Service Commission (Staft) 


FINAL ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN PART 
PETITION FOR RATE INCREASE 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

BACKGROUND 

This proceeding commenced on August 11, 2008, with the filing of a petition for a 
pennanent rate increase by Tampa Electric Company (TECO or Company). The Company is 
engaged in business as a public utility providing electric service as defined in Section 366.02, 
Florida Statutes (F.S.), and is subject to our jurisdiction. TECO provides electric service in all of 
Hillsborough County and parts of Polk, Pasco and Pinellas Counties, serving over 667,000 
residential, commercial and industrial customers. 

TECO requested an increase in its retail rates and charges to generate $228.2 million in 
additional gross annual revenues. This increase would allow the Company to earn an overall rate 
of return of 8.82 percent or a 12.00 percent return on equity (range 11.00 percent to 13.00 
percent). The Company based its request on a projected test year ending December 31, 2009. 
TECO stated that this test year is the appropriate period to be utilized because it best represents 
expected future operations. TECO did not request any interim rate relief. 

Pursuant to Section 366.06, F.S., Order No. PSC-08-0693-PCO-EI, issued October 20, 
2008, we suspended TECO's proposed pennanent rate schedules pending review. 

The Office of Public Counsel (OPC), Office of Attorney General (OAG), AARP, Florida 
Industrial Power Users Group (FIPUG) and the Florida Retail Federation (FRF) intervened in 
this proceeding. 

Customer service hearings were held in Tampa and Winter Haven on October 21, 2008, 
and October 22, 2008, respectively. A total of 40 customers presented testimony at the two 
customer service hearings. The technical hearing was held January 20, 21, 27-29, 2009, in 
Tallahassee. At the start of the hearing, we approved the following stipulated issues as listed in 
Prehearing Order No: PSC-09-0033-PHO-EI; 1,25,40,42,43,44,45,81,82,85,89,90,92,96, 
106, 108, 111 and 113. 

We have jurisdiction pursuant to Sections 366.06(2) and (4), and 366.071, F.S. 
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TEST PERlOD 

The parties and our staff stipulated that TECO's projected test period of the 12 months 
ending December 31, 2009 is the appropriate test year to be utilized in this docket, with 
appropriate adjustments. 

The Company's load and customer forecast supporting the rate case petition were 
sponsored by TECO witness Lorraine L. Cifuentes. Witness Cifuentes offered direct testimony 
and supporting exhibits that summarized the forecasts and the historical data, forecast 
assumptions, and the regression models used to create the projected system peaks. No other 
witness offered an alternative forecast. We have reviewed TECO's customer and load forecast 
assumptions, regression models, and the projected system peak demands, and we find that they 
are appropriate for use in this docket. The forecast assumptions were drawn from independent 
sources I that we have relied upon in prior proceedings.2 The regression models used to calculate 
the projected peak demands conform to accepted economic and statistical practices. The 
projected peak demands produced by the models appear to be a reasonable extension of historical 
trends. 

QUALITY OF SERVICE 

TECO witness Black testified that "[s]ince the company's last base rate increase, Tampa 
Electric has experienced tremendous customer growth while providing cost-effective, reliable 
service." He stated that the approximately 667,000 customers that TECO currently serves is 
almost 200,000 (42 percent) more than in 1992. None of the intervenors presented testimony 
concerning the quality of service provided by TECO. A total of 40 customers testified at the 
customer service hearings held in Tampa and Winter Haven. The customers that testified at the 
customer service hearings represent .006 percent of TECO's total customer base. Although 
some of the customers did have issues with the service provided by TECO, the reported 
problems were not widespread or systemic. 

FRF is the only intervenor to take a position on this issue. Citing the testimony that was 
presented at the customer service hearings, FRF urged us to "find that the Company's service is 
no better than adequate." We disagree; based on the record, we find that TECO's quality of 
service is adequate. 

RATE BASE 

Non-Utility Activities Removed from Rate Base 

No party filed specific testimony regarding whether non-utility actIvItIes have been 
removed from rate base. OPC stated in its brief that it disagrees with the inclusion of Account 
146, Accounts Receivable from Associated Companies, in the amount of $6,309,000. Because 

I University of Florida's Bureau of Economic and Business Research and Moody's Economy.com. 
2 TECO Ten-Year Site Plans, tmdocketed; FPL Need Determination, in Docket No. 080203-EI, In re: Petition to 
determine need for West County Energy Center Unit 3 electrical power plant, by Florida Power & Light Company. 

http:Economy.com
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we specifically address Account 146 below, the adjustment will be discussed in that context. 
Otherwise, we find that no adjustments to rate base for non-utility activities are needed. 

Pro Forma Adjustment 

Company witness Hornick testified that TECO's Ten Year Site Plan (TYSP) indicated 
the need for additional peaking capacity in the near term and that projects were underway to add 
two simple cycle combustion turbines (CTs) in 2009, each with a nominal capacity of 60 
megawatts (MW). According to witness Hornick, two ofthe CTs will go in service in May 2009 
and three ofthe CTs will go in service in September 2009. 

Company witness Chronister testified that because these units will be generating 
electricity for customers for the period of time covered by new rates, it is appropriate for the 
revenue requirement requested to reflect the significant investment and operating costs 
associated with these assets. According to witness Chronister, these adjustments bring the 
Company's total cost profile to an amount that reflects a full year of operation for these units. 

The Company's pro forma adjustment to annualize the May CTs (two units) increases 
Utility Plant in Service and Accumulated Depreciation Reservc by $38,672,000 and $1,163,000, 
respectively. The Company's pro forma adjustment to annualize the September CTs (three units) 
increases Utility Plant in Service and Accumulated Depreciation Reserve by $100,915,000 and 
$2,730,000, respectively. The pro forma adjustments combined increase Utility Plant in Service 
and Accumulated Depreciation Reserve by $139,587,000 and $3,894,000, respectively, for all 
five CT units. The effects on Net Operating Income of the Company's pro forma adjustments to 
annualize these CTs are discussed later. 

OPC witness Larkin testified that the Company is treating these facilities as if they were 
in-service as of January 1, 2009, and not the actual in-service dates of May and September. 
According to witness Larkin, the projected test year is supposed to result in a matching of the 
Company's projected investment with its projected earnings on a month-to-month and annual 
basis. The projected test year methodology uses forecasted data for a 12-month period and 
matches average rate base investment to average expenses and revenues. As testified to by 
witness Larkin, under TECO's annualization proposal, the cost of the new plant would be put in 
rates without accounting for the new customer growth that would otherwise support those costs. 
This type of allowance will create a mismatch between the projected test year revenues and 
expenses and the proj ected investment related to assets that generated the test period revenues. 

Witness Larkin noted that we moved away from using historical test years with pro forma 
adjustments early in 1981 and began using projected test years. TECO's use of pro forma 
adjustments for selected changes that occur during a projected test period as if they occur on the 
first day of the period creates something other than a projected test year. As we noted in 
TECO's last rate case, " ... pro forma adjustments usually do not represent all the changes which 
occur from the end of the historical period to the time new rates are in effect. Therefore, this 
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option generally does not present as complete an analysis of the expected financial operations as 
a projected test year.,,3 

We acknowledge that different test periods can be used in detennining a utility's revenue 
requirement. An appropriate test year can be historical, historical with pro fonna adjustments, or 
projected. While it is true that that most electric utility companies base their increase requests on 
a fully-projected test year, the use of a projected test year is not required by rule or statute. Other 
Commission-regulated industries often structure their rate increase requests using historical data. 

In this case, TECO requested the budgeted calendar year 2009 as its projected test year. 
Witness Chronister testified that the Company's 2009 budget process resulted in a fair and 
reasonable projection of amounts necessary for the Company to provide safe and reliable service. 
By proposing selected pro fonna adjustments to a projected test year, and not recalculating all 
elements of the Company's operations that make up the test year, the Company has produced a 
year that does not include "all infonnation related to rate base, NO! and capital structure for the 
time new rates will be in effect.,,3 

The May CT units will go into service at approximately the same time the new rates from 
this case go into effect. However, if the pro fonna adjustment for the three CTs scheduled to go 
into service in September 2009 is included in the revenue requirement, it will result in customers 
being charged new rates in May several months before the operating costs are recognized on the 
Company's books. Company witness Hornick stated that these peaking units, as the description 
suggests, will serve the demand of customers at peak periods of time. During his deposition, 
witness Hornick agreed that customer demand is what creates the sales of electricity. During the 
hearings, Company witness Black testified that not all of the five CTs may be needed in 2009. 
Witness Black indicated that some of the later CTs might be pushed out. After the hearings, the 
Company affinned that all five CTs will be placed in service during 2009. 

We agree with opes argument that the Company's pro fonna adjustments to annualize 
the five simple CTs as if they were in service on January I, 2009, violates the principle of 
matching revenue, expenses, and rate base for a projected test year. The use of pro fonna 
adjustments to annualize selected changes that occur several months after the beginning of the 
test year as if they occur on the first day of the test year ignores all of the other components that 
change during the test year such as employees, customers, usage, maintenance, and financing. 

That being said, we also recognize the need for the five CTs and the resulting cost to 
place them into commercial service in 2009. If TECO places these five combustion turbine in 
service units as planned, it may experience a significant adverse impact on earnings in 2010. 
The estimated revenue requirement effect of excluding the pro fonna adjustments associated 
with these units is about $28.3 million. This includes rate base and expense effects. Depending 
on other factors such as electricity consumption, this impact could drive TECO's achieved ROE 
to a level below the bottom of its authorized range within a year of the establishment of rates in 
this proceeding. 

J Order No. PSC-93-0J65-FOF-EI, issued February 2, 1993, in Docket No. 920324-EI, In re: Application for a rate 
increase by Tampa Electric Compan~. 
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Under nonnal circumstances, the Company's pro fonna adjustments for the five simple 
cycle combustion turbine units would have been eliminated from the test year results because we 
believe it violates the principle of matching revenue, expenses, and rate base for the projected 
test year. We do not want consumers paying for items that are not in commercial service during 
the test year. However, the five simple cycle combustion turbine units represent a significant 
expenditure for the Company if placed into service in the 2009 test period. Thus, as stated, 
TECO may experience a significant adverse impact on earnings in 2010, and would most likely 
lead to it petitioning the Commission for a limited proceeding within a very short period of time 
after our decision herein. 

To avoid a significant cost to the consumers and significant length of time to conduct a 
limited proceeding, we have decided to grant TECO a step increase in rates, effective January I, 
2010, for the cost of the five CT units. We authorize an increase in base rates to a maximum of 
$28.3 million for the five CT units in a manner consistent with the cost allocation methodology 
we have approved in this Order with the condition that these investments are completed and in 
commercial operation by December 31, 2009. In the event one or more of these projects are not 
completed by December 31, 2009, TECO shall submit a revision of the revenue requirement 
impact for these projects. This step increase is based upon the condition that the units must be 
needed for load generation. 

The decision to complete any or all of these projects by year end, considering changed 
circumstances such as, but not limited to, decreased electricity consumption, shall be subject to 
our staffs review and approvaL There is testimony in the record that TECO may not stay on 
schedule with the CTs because of the downturn in the economy. TECO shall only move forward 
with the units if the capacity is needed. This condition will help ensure that TECO will only 
move forward with its plans for the CTs if it is justified in tenns of load requirements. 

Therefore, based on the discussion above, we grant TECO a step increase in rates, 
effective January 1,2010, for the cost of the five CT units, provided that the conditions as stated 
above are met. 

Adjustment for the Credit from CSX 

Company witness Hornick· testified that rail facilities for unloading coal at Big Bend 
Power Station will be constructed in 2008 and 2009 for deliveries to begin by January 1,2010. 
TECO is a wholly owned subsidiary ofTECO Energy, Inc. Under TECO Energy, Inc.'s policy, 
certain expenditures require a capital allocation approved by TECO Energy, Inc., but they must 
first be recommended by the Capital Leadership Team (CLT). The rail facilities at Big Bend 
Power Station required such a recommendation by the CLT, called a Project Review, which was 
dated July 23,2008. The Project Review document stated in part: 

To mitigate the cost associated with the construction of a facility to accommodate 
rail, CSXT has offered $45 million in discounted rates as a part of the 
transportation RFP. Tampa Electric included a $45 million capital project as part 
of the pro-fonna used to develop the 2009 rate case request. Tampa Electric 
proposes that the CSXT discount would first be used to fund the additional $15 
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million of project cost and once the deficit has been met (approximately 2 years 
...) the remaining $30 million of discounts would be flowed through to customers 
through the fuel clause. The discount is valid through the 5 year life of the 
delivery contract. It is expected that TEC and its customers will receive the full 
$45 million value offered by CSXT. 

Company witness Wehle confirmed the CLT position in her rebuttal testimony. Witness 
Wehle proposed that TECO use the refund to first offset the capital costs associated with the 
facilities that are in excess of those granted in base rates, with any remainder credited to 
customers through the fuel and purchase power cost recovery clause. In other words, the 
Company would like to use the refunds to first cover any construction costs associated with the 
Big Bend Rail Facilities that are over its original forecast of $45,205,000 ($46,937,000 system). 
The $45,205,000 is the amount included in the development of the Company's revenue 
requirement. Any freight discounts or refund amounts left over would then be credited to the 
fuel accounts and subsequently flowed through the fuel cost recovery clause and reduce 
customer fuel rates. 

Under Rule 25-6.014, F.A.C., TECO is required to maintain its accounts and records in 
conformity with the Uniform System of Accounts (USOA) as found in the Code of Federal 
Regulations. According to Company witness Chronister, under the USOA, whenever the 
Company receives a construction reimbursement, it is required to book it against the capital 
account where it spent the money. Explaining how some of the refund could be flowed to the 
fuel accounts, witness Chronister testified: 

Well, it would be based on the Commission's decision. FAS 71 allows you to do 
regulatory accounting, which is to say that you have the Uniform System of 
Accounts, you have your debits and credits the way they are supposed to go, but if 
the Commission makes a decision for a treatment, then you would follow -- your 
debits and credits would follow the treatment the Commission told you to use. 

So in this particular case, if the Commission said, yes, we agree, take the 
first part of the construction reimbursement against the capital costs, then take the 
rest of it through the fuel clause to help our ratepayers, then we would book it 
against the fuel clause based on the Commission's directive. 

As stated, the Company included $45,205,000 ($46,937,000 system) in its original 
forecast for the construction costs associated with the Big Bend Rail Facilities. The same 
original Big Bend rail facilities' construction costs was discussed by Company witness Hornick. 
The Company has provided no justification for updating the original forecasted amounts, and did 
not ask to update the original forecast. Although the Project Review developed by the CLT 
discussed a higher number of $60,000,000, no Company witness supported it. During his 
deposition, witness Hornick provided an updated estimate of a $64,000,000 system cost for the 
rail project. The Company did not use the $64,000,000 because its proposal is to use the ultimate 
fmal cost of the project. The final cost of the project will be offset by the credit to cover the 
amount that exceeds the $46,000,000 included in the original rate case filing. TECO did not 
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present any evidence or reasoning why the refund from CSX should be used "to first offset the 
capital costs associated with the facilities that are in excess of those granted in base rates." 

There is no evidence in the record supporting the application of the refund from CSX 
against the costs that exceeded the original projection. Therefore, the entire refund shall be 
applied to the fuel accounts and subsequently flowed throu'gh the fuel adjustment clause and on 
to customers in the fonn of lower rates. Under this approach, customers will receive the benefit 
of the refund during the first five years of operation of the rail facilities, as opposed to a much 
longer period, by including the credit to plant in service. 

We find that no adjustments for the CSX refunds or credits are necessary in this case. All 
of the CSX refunds or credits TECO receives during the first five years of service of the rail 
facilities shall be recorded in the fuel accounts and subsequently flowed through to customers in 
the fuel and purchase power cost recovery clause. Furthennore, no part of the CSX refunds or 
credits shall be recorded as a reduction of the capital project and related asset accounts to correct 
for an under projection of costs for this project. In other words, TECO shall record the Big Bend 
Rail Facilities construction project without any consideration given to the discounts or credits to 
be received from CSX. All discounts and credits received from CSX related to the project shall 
be recorded in the fuel accounts. 

Pro Fonna Adjustment related to Big Bend 

Witness Hornick testified that rail facilities for unloading coal at Big Bend Power Station 
will be constructed in 2008 and 2009, for deliveries to begin by January 1,2010. TECO expects 
to spend a total of $45,000,000, with $15,900,000 and $29,127,000 being invested in 2008 and 
2009, respectively. Witness Chronister testified that the pro fonna adjustment includes an 
impact on operating expenses, as well as an impact on net plant-in-service, bringing TECO's 
total cost profile to an amount that reflects a full year of operation for these units. The 
Company's pro fonna jurisdictional adjustments to Utility Plant in Service and Accumulated 
Depreciation are increases of $45,206,000 ($46,937,000 system) and $452,000 ($469,000 
system), respectively, for the test year. 

OPC witness Larkin testified that the Company is treating these facilities as if they were 
in-service as of January I, 2009, and not the actual in-service date of December 2009. The 
projected test year is supposed to result in a matching of the Company's projected investment 
with its projected earnings on a month-to-month basis and annual basis. The projected test year 
methodology uses forecasted data for a 12-month period, and matches average rate base 
investment to average expenses and revenues. As discussed regarding the five CTs, under 
TECO's annualization proposal, the cost of the new plant would be recovered in rates without 
accounting for the new customer growth that would otherwise support those costs. This type of 
allowance will create a mismatch between the projected test year revenues and expenses and the 
projected investment related to assets that generated the test period revenues. 

We accept OPC's argument that the Company's proposed adjustment to annualize the 
effects of the Big Bend Rail Project should be rejected entirely because it violates the principle 
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of matching revenue, expenses, and rate base for the projected test year. If the cost of the rail 
facilities is included in the new rates, customers would be paying for the facilities months before 
the assets are in service. 

As we explained above in granting a step increase for the five CT units, we grant TECO a 
step increase in rates, effective January 1, 2010, for the rail facilities for unloading coaI at Big 
Bend Power Station. The rail facilities for unloading coal at Big Bend Power Station represent a 
significant expenditure for the Company if placed into service in the 2009 test period. Thus, as 
stated, TECO may experience a significant adverse impact on earnings in 2010, and would most 
likely lead to it petitioning for a limited proceeding to raise rates again, within a very short 
period of time after our decision in this case. 

To avoid significant cost to the consumers and significant length of time to conduct a 
limited proceeding, we have decided to grant TECO a step increase in rates, effective January 1, 
2010, for the cost of the rail facilities for unloading coal at Big Bend Power Station, provided 
that the rail facilities are placed into commercial service by December 31, 2009. We authorize 
an increase in base rates a maximum of $4.6 million for the rail facilities for unloading coal at 
Big Bend Power Station in a manner consistent with the cost allocation methodology we have 
approved in this Order, with the condition that this investment is completed and in commercial 
operation by December 31, 2009. The maximum amount is subject to change depending on our 
decisions regarding other issues. In the event that this project is not completed by December 31, 
2009, TECO shall submit a revision of the revenue requirement impact for this project. 

Projected Level of Plant in Service 

OPC witness Larkin testified that the Company must project each component of rate base 
by month for the projected test year ending December 31, 2009. He opined that "[i]t is unlikely 
that the Company's projected balances almost two years into the future are without inaccuracies." 
He advised that the best method of testing the Company's projections is to compare actual results 
to projections to detennine whether the projected amounts are overstated or understated. 

Witness Larkin provided a comparison of TECO's projected plant in service balance to 
the actual plant in service baIance based on nine months of data through September 2008. He 
contended that the Company over-projected its balances, indicating a trend to over-project 
balances that translates into projected test year balances that are too high. He pointed out that the 
Company's projected plant in service balance exceeded the actual in every month shown in his 
exhibit. Witness Larkin advised that "any inaccuracies in 2008 are carried forward into the 2009 
test year because the December 31, 2008, balance becomes the first month in the I3-month 
future test year average, and the same projection methodology is used." 

Witness Larkin made an adjustment based on the percentage difference between the 
actual plant in service balance and the projected plant in service balance for each of the actual 
months available. He applied the average percentage overstatement derived from the I3-month 
average plant in service balance projected by the Company on MFR Schedule B~3 for the 13­
month average ending December 31,2009. He recommended a reduction to plant in service for 
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the projected test year 2009 of $53,958,000 on a total Company basis, with the jurisdictional 
adjustment of $51 ,969,000. 

Witness Larkin performed a similar study for the accumulated provision for depreciation 
and amortization, which showed a corresponding overstatement of those amounts. Using the 
same average percentage methodology, he reduced the Accumulated Provision for Depreciation 
and Amortization in the amount of $8,500,000 on a total Company basis and $8,187,000 on a 
jurisdictional Company basis. He also recommended a reduction in depreciation expense since 
any overstatement of the Accumulated Provision resulted from the overstatement ofDepreciation 
expense. 

TECO witness Chronister disagreed with witness Larkin's proposal that plant in service 
should be reduced for over-projected balances. He argued that witness Larkin's assumption that 
differences between projected and actual plant in service balances for the months January 
through September of 2008 are relevant to the projected test year is erroneous. He pointed out 
that the September 2008 projected Plant In Service of $5,472,308,000 is only $625,000 higher 
than the actual Plant In Service of $5,471,683,000 on September 30, 2008, a difference of only 
one one hundredth of one percent. He testified that another major flaw in witness Larkin's 
proposal is that he did not recognize that a part of the Total System Plant In Service is adjusted 
out of jurisdictional rate base for Plant In Service that has a return provided through the 
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause (ECRC) and the Energy Conservation Cost Recovery 
Clause (ECCR). Witness Chronister contended that only jurisdictional balances that are 
recovered through base rates should be used in the ana1ysis. He also noted that witness Larkin 
used the amount of the difference between actual and projected plant divided by the actual 
balance, resulting in an overstatement. Witness Chronister contended that witness Larkin should 
have performed that calculation using the difference amount divided by the projected balance. 

Witness Chronister explained that the budget variances are caused by timing differences 
in certain projects. such as projects in TECO's energy supply area, some of its transmission 
projects, the combustion turbine projects, the peaking units, and the rail facilities. He also noted 
that projects may have greater capital expenditures than expected. He stated that TECO may see 
budget variances ofone or two percent, either higher or lower, based on his experience. 

Witness Chronister advised that witness Larkin's calculations of the accumulated reserve 
and depreciation expense for the projected test year 2009 contains the same errors as described 
above with respect to ECRC removal and difference percentages. He explained that OPC's 
proposed changes to Plant In Service balances, multiplied by the 3.5 percent composite rate of 
depreciation, yields the effective accumulated reserve and depreciation expense adjustments. He 
testified that, based on the corrections to his proposed Plant In Service adjustment discussed 
above, the reduction amount would be $1,248,485 in depreciation expense ($35,671,000 x 
3.5%), with a corresponding accumulated reserve offset in the amount of$1 ,248,485. 

Witness Larkin provided data for 2008 in which TECO's projected plant fell short of its 
projections eight months out of eight. In additional data provided by TECO, the plant fell short 
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of its internally budgeted projections 10 months out of 12. Thus, some 20 months of data were 
over-projected through September 2008. 

We do not agree with witness Chronister's argument that the Company will "catch up" as 
a basis to ignore witness Larkin's adjustment. Witness Chronister admitted that even where 
there were several months in which the projections were almost equal to the actual plant 
balances, the thirteen-month average will not be the same. Since the thirteen-month average is 
the number used for ratemaking, we find that the chronic short-fan in the Company's projections 
are relevant. Further, we do not believe that TECO will "catch up" its plant construction in 
2009. 

However, we do agree with TECO that a number of calculation errors were made by 
witness Larkin. Two areas are noted: first, witness Larkin did not adjust for amounts that were 
removed for the ECRC and the ECCR. Second, witness Larkin used the amount of difference 
divided by the actual balance, resulting in an overstatement, while he should have performed that 
calculation using the difference amount divided by the projected balance. 

Witness Chronister provided the corrected numbers, even though he did not agree with 
the overall adjustment. Those figures are a $35,671,000 reduction to plant in service, a 
$1,248,485 reduction in depreciation expense and a corresponding accumulated reserve offset in 
the amount of $1,248,485. We find that these figures shall be accepted based on the record 
evidence, and TECO's projected level of plant in service shall be reduced by $35,671,000 to 
reflect over-projections in the amounts. Corresponding reductions shall be made to accumulated 
depreciation and depreciation expense in the amount of$I,248,485. 

Increase in Plant in Service for Customer Information System 

Witness Chronister testified that $2,792,000 should be included for modifications to 
update the customer information system (CIS) that are needed to implement the rate changes 
requested in this docket. He asserted that these costs should be amortized over five years. He 
testified that the jurisdictional net operating income adjustment made by the Company in its 
MFRs is an increase to amortization expense of $342,000, and the jurisdictional rate base 
adjustment is an increase of $2,445,000. 

Witness Chronister argued that the CIS modifications are necessary because of the many 
substantial design changes in the customer rate schedules. He testified that: 

. . . the CIS and its sub-systems must be programmed in advance to ensure 
accurate billings upon Commission approval of the company's proposed rate 
design in April 2009. The modifications include, but are not limited to: inverted 
energy rates for residential customers, demand rate changes, new service charges, 
new lighting schedules, and changes to interruptible customer rate schedules. 

Witness Chronister explained that, "the project needed to be properly scoped, resources 
secured, requirements identified and outlined, changes programmed and tested, and Customer 
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Service Professionals and other company team members trained." He asserted that the changes 
are extensive and will require an estimated 40,000 hours of resources. He noted that the 
modifications are dependent on our approval in April 2009 in this docket. 

Witness Chronister stated that the CIS modifications are not the types of changes that 
TECO would routinely make. He explained that the cost is due solely to changes proposed in 
this proceeding and is appropriatelY recovered as a cost of service. He testified that it is 
appropriate for ratepayers to pay the cost of CIS modifications, even if not all of the requested 
rate changes are approved. Witness Chronister also stated that the project must be viewed 
comprehensively, and certain rate changes that we may not approve does not impact the overall 
necessity to modify the CIS system. 

OPC witness Larkin argued that none of the items requested by TECO are unusual 
changes to a CIS system. He included in his testimony documentation provided by TECO 
outlining the program costs, which he noted are genera) in nature, without any specifics. He 
testified that the rate changes that necessitate the CIS upgrades may never be approved. He 
stated that there is neither a cost benefit analysis provided nor is there any detailed calculation of 
how the proposed dollars would be used. He asserted that any costs that may be incurred, would 
be incurred in the normal course of business in any year base rates or fuel rate changes are made 
and do not justifY separate adjustment. Witness Larkin recommended that the Company's 
request for an increase in rate base of $2,445,000 depreciation expenses be decreased by 
$558,000. 

We concur with TECO that the rate structure changes requested, in particular those for 
conservation, billing on demand, and the combining of three rate classes, are major changes to 
the rate structure. This is not a simple matter of changing a factor or a dollar figure, as would 
occur in the various clause proceedings noted by OPe. Rather, the CIS upgrade accommodates 
major structural changes in the rates. 

We agree with OPC that the rate restructuring requested by TECO may not be approved. 
However, we also agree with TECO that if the Company waits for a decision before beginning to 
make the changes, it will not be possible to complete them before the rates go into effect. The 
modifications to the CIS system are necessary costs of doing business for TECO and should be 
included in the test year. It should also be noted that the costs included by TECO in its MFRs 
are slightly lower than the Company-approved program scope approval that TECO submitted in 
response to discovery. 

For all of these reasons, we find that the cost of the CIS upgrade associated with rate case 
modifications is appropriate, and no adjustment is necessary. 

Requested Level ofPlant in Service 

We find that TECO's requested level of plant in service in the amount of $5,483,474,000 
for the 2009 projected test year is not appropriate. The appropriate 13-month average of Plant in 
Service for the 2009 projected test year is $5,268,158,000. (See Schedule 1) 
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OPC's positions that lead to its $8,500,000 adjustment ($8,187,000 jurisdictional) have 
been discussed above. We find that TECO's requested level of accumulated depreciation in the 
amount of $1,934,489,000 for the 2009 projected test year is not appropriate. The appropriate 
Accumulated Depreciation of Electric Plant in Service for the December 2009 projected test year 
is $1,929,038,515. (See Schedule 1) 

Costs Recovered through ECRC 

Amounts that are recovered through the ECRC must be removed from the Company's 
filing to avoid double recovery. TECO made adjustments to Plant in Service and other schedules 
to remove such amounts, but it did not show any amounts removed from Construction Work in 
Progress (CWIP) for costs recovered through the ECRC. On MFR Schedule B-1 under CWIP, 
TECO included an adjustment to uremove CWIP eligible for AFUDC per our guidelines." In 
response to discovery, TECO explained that the adjustment was mislabeled and provided 
reconciliations for 2007,2008, and 2009, showing the amounts broken down by AFUDC-eligible 
projects and ECRC projects. Upon review of those reconciliations, it now appears that all costs 
recovered through the ECRC have been removed. Therefore, we find that no adjustment to 
CWIP is needed to remove costs recovered through the ECRC. 

Requested Level of Construction Work in Progress (CWIP) 

Witness Chronister stated that TECO made a pro forma adjustment to remove CWIP 
from rate base. He explained that the Company's last rate proceeding included a revenue 
requirement calculation including $36,171,000 of CWIP normally eligible for AFUDC in rate 
base. He testified that the adjustment was made to "maintain specific financial integrity levels 
given the capital spending plan the company faced in 1992." He noted that TECO is not 
requesting additional CWIP in rate base in this proceeding. He stated that had the additional 
amount of CWIP been included in rate base, it would have resulted in an increase to the revenue 
requirement of $4,316,000. 

OPC witness Larkin stated that he performed an analysis similar to that used for Plant In 
Service and Accumulated Provision for Depreciation, by comparing the actual CWIP balance for 
the first nine months of 2008 with the Company's projected balance. He asserted that the 
Company's projected balance was understated by 1.90 percent, requiring an adjustment to the 
jurisdictional CWIP balance for 2009. He recommended a balance of $103,679,000 which is 
greater then the Company's balance by $2,608,000 on a jurisdictional basis. 

Both OPC and TECO have taken positions for CWIP that are consistent with their 
positions on Plant in Service. The application of the same methodology used by witness Larkin 
to reduce Plant in Service results in an increase in CWIP. TECO disagreed with the reduction to 
Plant in Service recommended by OPC; and, therefore, to be consistent, TECO also disagreed 
with OPC that the methodology should be applied to CWIP. 
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We agree in principle with OPC. However, as discussed below a number of land projects 
associated with Plant Held for Future Use (PHFU) will be delayed. This will result in a 
reduction to CWIP from the projected amounts. PHFU is comprised of land costs that eventually 
are moved to CWIP and then to Plant in Service as construction of the projects is completed. 
The land costs will have the same impact on rate base, whether they are included in CWIP or in 
PHFU. However, in addition to the land costs included in CWIP are the costs ofthe plant being 
constructed on the land are also included in CWIP. The record is silent as to the amount of 
CWIP included for those projects. We find that the amount of CWIP shall not be adjusted 
upwards, in recognition of the fact that certain projects will not be completed. Thus, based on 
the record evidence, we find that TECO's requested level of CWIP in the amount of 
$101,071 ,000 for the 2009 projected test year is appropriate. 

RequestedLevel of Property Held for Future Use 

TECO witness Chronister explained that the Company made its monthly projections of 
expenditures for land acquisition in Account 107, CWIP, so that the amounts shown in PHFU in 
December 2008 and 2009 represent expenditures expected to close from Account 107 to Account 
105, PHFU. He stated that land acquisitions take a period of time as work in progress until the 
purchase is finalized. 

OPC witness Larkin stated that TECO's projected additions and reductions to PHFU for 
2008 and 2009 are inaccurate. He testified that: 

[f]or the year 2008, the Company utilized the ending balance at December 31, 
2007 for each month of the 2008 year with exception of December 2008 when the 
balance was increased by $2,713,000. In the test year 2009, the Company used 
the December 2008 balance for property held for future use for each month of the 
test year except December 2009 where the balance was increased by $1,326,000. 
Therefore, it is obvious that the Company did not project monthly additions .... 
If it had projected monthly, the PHFU balance would not have remained the same 
for each month except for December of each of the years. 

Witness Larkin stated that it is not possible for the PHFU to have the same balance in 
each month of 2008 and 2009 except for December. He showed a list provided by the Company 
of each property in the account for the historical year ended December 31, 2007. He provided 
the data showing three projects with a total cost of $1,534,611 that were acquired prior to 2007 
and slated to go into service in 2008. He also provided data for projects to go into service in 
2009 totaling $25,164,775. He argued that these projects would reduce PHFU substantially. 

Witness Larkin noted that TECO later changed the in-service dates on major PHFU 
accounts and removed others from the balance. He testified that the Company's explanation was 
that "[t]hese adjustments do not change the total system rate base since the reduction in [PHFU] 
would be offset by a corresponding increase in Electric Plant In Service." Witness Larkin also 
questioned the Company's assertion that its projection of Plant In Service is accurate and reflects 
the cost of plant to be placed in service. He argued that "[bloth statements cannot be true." He 
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explained that, since TECO claims to have adjusted Plant In Service to reflect all plant placed in 
service in 2009, he decreased PHFU by $2,328,354 on a jurisdictional basis to reflect the change 
that the Company made. 

OPC argued in its brief that if one were to transfer witness Larkin's adjustment from 
PHFU to plant, as witness Chronister suggested, then the Company's projected balance of plant 
would be overstated because the Company did not remove all of the plant placed into service in 
2008-2009 for PHFU. 

Witness Chronister argued that witness Larkin's proposal to decrease the investment in 
PHFU by $2,328,354 is incorrect because the adjustments related to PHFU would be offset by a 
corresponding increase in Electric Plant In Service. He explained that this is only a balance 
sheet transfer or reclassification and would result in no change to total system rate base since 
both PHFU and Electric Plant In Service are components of rate base. He stated that the 
proposed decrease in PHFU reflects "only the credit side of the two-sided journal entry." 

We agree with TECO that the monthly amounts between CWIP or Plant in Service and 
PHFU would offset each other. However, we do have a concern that additional amounts for 
projects that will be delayed, as discussed previously, are reflected in CWIP. In fact, PHFU as 
discussed here, is only the land cost. Thus, we disagree with TECO that the difference is a wash. 
It appears to be so only with regard to the land cost portion. If projected construction is delayed, 
there are excess costs contained in the filing. Because the land costs have the same impact on 
rate base, whether included in CWIP or in PHFU, we do not believe the PHFU account needs to 
be adjusted. Instead, the project delays shaH be reflected by recognizing an over-projection of 
Plant in Service, as discussed previously. Additionally, the CWIP shall not be increased as 
witness Larkin recommended. We also disagree with witness Larkin that the adjustments made 
to PHFU are inappropriate because they are made in December. As noted by witness Chronister, 
land acquisitions take time to complete, but are periodically transferred to PHFU. The manner in 
which TECO is accounting for the PHFU does not overstate the rate base. 

Therefore, based on the record evidence, we find that TECO's requested level ofPHFU 
in the amount of $37,330,000 for the 2009 projected test year is appropriate. 

Deferred Dredging Cost 

Although dredging costs are a necessary cost of doing business, the full amount requested 
by TECO is not supported by record evidence. Therefore, we find that the Company shall be 
allowed a total cost of $3,400,272, resulting in a reduction to expense of $650,056 
Gurisdictional), and a reduction to working capital of$1,346,649 Gurisdictional). 
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Storm Damage Reserve 

On March 25, 1994, we authorized TECO to accrue $4 million annually for potential 
storm damage and required the submittal of a storm damage study.4 Accordingly, TECO filed its 
study in September 1994, which we approved in 19955

, and we affirmed the annual accrualof$4 
million. We also established a $55 million target amount for the storm damage reserve. The 
first time the Company had to charge storm expenses against this reserve was after the 2004 
storm season. 

During 2004, three storms hit TECO's service territory causing approximately $73.4 
million of damage to its system. At that time, the Company's storm damage reserve balance was 
$42.3 million. We approved a stipulation which allowed the Company to charge $34.5 million 
of the storm damage costs to the reserve and the remaining storm costs were charged to utility 
plant.6 According to our order, after this charge, the reserve had a balance of $7.9 million. In 
our order approving the stipulation, we noted: 

Between August 13, 2004, and September 26, 2004, Hurricanes Charley, Frances, 
and Jeanne struck TECO's service territory causing extensive damage to TECO's 
distribution and transmission systems. As a result, 631,000 customers were 
impacted, causing the worst outage situation in the Company's history. 

Company witness Carlson testified that, based upon his experience and the results of a 
detailed storm study conducted by Company witness Harris of ABS ConSUlting, TECO's annual 
reserve accrual should increase from $4 million to $20 million, and the target reserve amount 
should increase from $55 million to $120 million. This conclusion was based on three 
fundamental objectives that were considered essential by TECO. as it evaluated its need for a 
storm damage reserve: 1) achieve an effective balance of rate stability and long-term cost for 
customers; 2) build a reserve sufficient to cover the majority of loss events in order to mitigate 
the need for a surcharge to customers immediately after such an event; and, 3) design a reserve to 
cover the higher probability events and not the low probability high severity events. Witness 
Carlson relied heavily on the results of the ABS Consulting study. 

Witness Harris presented the results of ABS Consulting's independent analyses of risk of 
uninsured losses to TECO's transmission and distribution assets and insurance retentions from 
hurricanes and tropical storms. These studies included a Storm Loss Analysis and a Reserve 

4 Order No. PSC-94-0337-FOF-El, issued March 25, 1994, in Docket No. 930987-EI, In re: Investigation into 

Currently Authorized Return on Equity Of TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY. 

5 Order No. PSC-95-0255-FOF-EI, issued February 23, 1995, in Docket No. 930987-EI, In re: Investigation into 

Currently Authorized Return on Equity OfTAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY. 

6 Order No. PSC-OS-0675-P AA-EI, issued June 20, 2005, in Docket No. 05022S-EI, In re: Joint petition of Office of 
Public Counsel. Florida Industrial Power Users Group. and Tampa Electric Comrumy for approval of stipulation and 
settlement as full and complete resolution of any and all matters and issues which might be addressed in connection 
with matters regarding effects of Hurricanes Charley. Frances, and Jeanne on Tampa Electric Company's 
Accumulated Provision for Property Insurance, Account No. 228.1. 
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Performance Analysis. Witness Harris did not make a recommendation for TECO's annual level 
of accrual. 

The Loss Analysis is a probabilistic windstorm analysis that uses proprietary software to 
develop an estimate of the expected annual amount of uninsured windstorm losses to which 
TECO is exposed. The Reserve Performance Analysis is a dynamic financial simulation analysis 
that evaluates the performance ofthe reserve in terms ofthe expected balance of the reserve and 
the likelihood of positive reserve balances over a five-year period, given the potential uninsured 
losses determined from the Loss Analysis, at various annual accrual levels. The study estimated 
the total expected average annual uninsured cost to TECO from all storms to be $17.8 million. 

The current analysis takes into account the hurricane history up to and including the 2004 
storm season. Adding the 2004 season increased the long-term hurricane hazard in the Tampa 
area by about 60 percent over the prior modeled hazard. Witness Stewart, on behalf of the 
AARP, testified that both witness Harris and Carlson's recommendations and analysis were 
biased by the hurricane season of 2004. Witness Stewart pointed out that the annual storm 
damage accrual of $4 million, and the current $55 million storm damage reserve target set in 
1994, offered sufficient coverage until the abnormal storm season of2004. 

Both witness Carlson and witness Stewart described the current overall regulatory 
framework concerning the recovery of storm damage costs in Florida. We have established a 
regulatory framework consisting of three major components: (1) an annual storm accrual, 
adjusted over time as circumstances change; (2) a storm reserve adequate to accommodate most, 
but not all storm years; and, (3) a provision for utilities to seek recovery of costs that go beyond 
the storm reserve. 

Witness Stewart testified that Section 366.8260, F.S., arguably greatly reduces the 
necessity for a reserve and lessens the importance of the target level. That statute permits 
utilities to recover all reasonable and prudent expenses for storm damage. Before the 
Securitization legislation, utilities collected a Commission-approved storm accrual each year to 
help pay for storm damage. The accrual was not designed to guarantee recovery ofevery penny 
of storm damage costs. In fact, utilities might only recover storm damage expenses that caused 
them to earn less than a fair rate of return. Under the earlier policy, the utilities had a financial 
risk and were understandably interested in keeping the reserve level as high as possible. Section 
366.8260, F.S., however, guarantees the recovery of all reasonable and prudent expenses for 
storm damage. Therefore, no matter the amount of storm damage, TECO is statutorily 
guaranteed recovery of its storm expenses as long as we find the expenses to be prudently 
increased. 

Witness Stewart further testified that given the passage of Section 366.8260, F.S., 
subsequent to our orders addressing the level of reserve required or desired, it is not entirely 
clear that a reserve is essential. However, he believes it is reasonable for us to approve a reserve 
that meets the historically-stated threshold of covering the costs of most, if not all, storms. 
Witness Stewart recommended that an adequate and appropriate Storm Damage Reserve should 
be $55 miJIion, and TECO should be allowed to accrue the current level of $4 million a year 
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until it reaches $55 million, after which the accrual should cease and rates should be reduced by 
the appropriate amount. 

OPC witness Larkin testified that while he agreed that the value of the Company's 
transmission and distribution system has increased since 1994, it is clear that the reserve was 
adequate in the year 2004 to cover the higher value of assets damaged by the storms that struck 
in that year. He further testified that: 

Historically, Tampa Electric's reserve has functioned exactly as the Commission 
thought it would and how it was designed to operate. At the end of 2008, the 
reserve will have reached the level of approximately $24 million. Further, the 
Company's estimate of possible future storm damage was based on a full cost 
recovery basis, not the incremental recovery basis required under Rule 25-6.0143, 
Florida Administrative Code .... in the Company's actual 2004 storm costs, more 
than 50 percent of the costs did not flow through the reserve and instead were 
accounted for in base rate recovery. 

OPC witness Larkin and AARP witness Stewart recommend that the current annual level 
of accrual of $4 million remain the same because it has proven adequate when a storm has 
actually hit the TECO system. They argue that we should continue with that level of storm 
accrual, and when, and if, a storm occurs that is in excess of the reserve, we should then deal 
with that through a surcharge on rates ifnecessary, or through securitization. 

We find that TECO's requested increases to its storm damage annual accrual and storm 
damage target reserve level shall be modified to an annual accrual of $8,000,000. The annual 
accrual for the storm damage reserve shall be modified to achieve an annual level of $8 million 
with a $64 million target amount after five years. This results in a decrease in the Company's 
jurisdictional O&M expense of $12,000,000 ($12,000,000 system) and an increase in the 
jurisdictional working capital of $6,000,000 ($6,000,000 system) for the test year. At this point, 
it would be premature to require that the annual storm damage accrual be stopped when and if 
the target level is achieved. This issue may be readdressed if the target level is achieved. 

Our decision is based on the belief that the storm events of 2004 in TECO's service area 
were significant. As discussed above, the events had a significant impacted on customers, and 
caused the worst outage situation in the Company's history. It is important to note that all the 
storms were below a level 3 hurricane. TECO's service area is susceptible to hurricanes above a 
level 3. Also, we believe that the self-insurance framework that we operate under, which the 
storm reserve is an integral component, is critical to the state of Florida. Moreover, the annual 
accrual is very important part of the rate process and ratemaking process. 

Prepaid Pension Expense 

In MFR Schedule B-17, the Company presented an analysis of its projected working 
capital, including prepayments. In direct testimony, TECO witness Chronister described the 
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Company's process of budgeting and forecasting, and stated that, in his opinion, the budgeted 
balance sheet fairly and reasonably reflects the account balances expected for the test year. 

We find that TECO has submitted sufficient evidence to demonstrate that its prepaid 
pension expense included in working capital is reasonable. No adjustment to the Company's 
working capital concerning prepaid pension expense is warranted. 

Working Capital related to Account 143 - Other Accounts Receivable 

Under the USOA, Account 143 includes utility-related receivables other than amounts 
due from associated companies or from customers for utility services and merchandising, 
jobbing and contract work. It does not include non-utility receivables. We have a long-standing 
policy of excluding non-utility receivables from the working capital allowance.8 

TECO witness Chronister stated that the balances included in Account 143: 

... reflect activities related to utility service for jurisdictional customers. They 
include receivables for off-system sales, pole attachment revenue, rent revenue 
from fiber optic, by-product sales, and residual revenues. 

Witness Chronister discussed each of the above revenue accounts that were included in 
the MFRs. Those revenues include Account 447, Sales for Resale (Off-System Sales); Account 
454, Rent from Electric Property; Account 455, Interdepartmental Rents; and Account 456, 
which includes Wheeling, S02 allowance, and Other Electric Revenues. He explained that 
Account 143 represents receivables for three items, off-system sales, S02 allowance sales, and 
the majority of the items contained in other operating revenues, except for miscellaneous service 
revenues, which are billed through TECO's nonnal electric billing cycle. Witness Chronister 
testified that Account 143 is only used for receivables associated with those specific 400 
accounts. 

OPC witness Larkin proposed an adjustment to the Company's working capital for 
Account 143, in its working capital requirement. He stated that, under the USOA, this account 
includes amounts due the Company except for amounts due from associated companies and 
from current customers for utility service. He contended that TECO "should be required to show 
that all of the amounts in Account 143, Other Accounts Receivable, are related to utility services 
and that the cost or revenue associated with these accounts receivable have been included in 
jurisdictional operating income." He recommended removal of $10,959,000 on a jurisdictional 
basis from Other Accounts Receivable. He argued that TECO has not shown that the items 
included in the account are all related to utility service, so he removed the entire account. 

OPC argued in its brief that receivables related to off-systems sales make up 
approximately $8 million of the requested $10 million cost, but the revenues are not charged to 

718 CFRCh 1 143 
8 See, for example, Order No. PSC-92-0580-FOF-GU, p. 15, issued June 29, 1992, in Docket No. 910778-GU, In 
re: Petition for a rate increase by West Florida Natural Gas Company. 
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ratepayers and thus related receivables should not be either. OPC added that TECO excluded 63 
percent ofOther Electric Revenues as non-jurisdictional, as shown on MFR Schedule CoS. 

We agree with OPC that large amounts of the requested receivable balances appear to be 
improperly included. It is particularly telling that $8 million of receivables are included for off­
system sales, but all of the revenues in the associated Account 447 were removed from the filing. 
Several other revenue accounts that witness Chronister named as accounts associated with the 
Other Accounts Receivable, including Wheeling and S02 Allowance Sales, were also excluded 
from the filing, or had no balance to begin with. Further, the remaining major revenue accounts 
associated with Account 143, some $9,561,000 of the total $15,271,000 in revenues, or 63 
percent, are shown as non-jurisdictional. Of the remaining revenue accounts discussed by 
witness Chronister, it is not clear what portion of the receivables may be related to them, if any. 

Given the major discrepancies between the revenues included in the filing and the 
associated receivables, we find that TECO has not met its burden of proof that Account 143, 
Other Accounts Receivable, should be included in working capital. Therefore, based on the 
record evidence, Working Capital shall be reduced in the amount of $10,959,000 (jurisdictional) 
to remove Account 143, Other Accounts Receivable. 

Account 146 - Accounts Receivable from Associated Companies 

Under the USOA, Account 146, Accounts Receivable from Associated Companies, 
should include amounts due from associated companies within one year.9 TECO has included 
$6,309,000 in working capital for this account. 

Witness Chronister stated that the balance in Account 146 includes $5,919,000 for 
services TECO provides to its utility affiliate, Peoples Gas System (peoples Gas), and is directly 
related to the provision of utility services. He explained that TECO provides infonnation 
technology support, facility management services, and payroll and accounts payable services. 
He noted that associated revenues and expenses are also included in test year projections, along 
with Peoples Gas' balance for intercompany payables. Witness Chronister testified that the 
remaining jurisdictional balance of $390,000 ($6,309,000 - $5,919,000) is for non-utility 
intercompany receivables. 

Witness Chronister explained that the receivables in Account 146 do not have a direct 
association with a revenue account. Rather, they are primarily the result of reductions to 
TEeo's expenses for amounts that are charged to Peoples Gas. He provided as an example, 
Account 920, Office Salaries, which would include salary amounts of a TECO employee 
working on a project that was subject to a charge out to Peoples Gas. He explained that the 
amount to be charged to Peoples Gas would be booked to another account, instead of Account 
920. He adds that another example would be Account 921, Office Supplies and Expense. 

918 CFR Ch. 1 146. 
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OPC witness Larkin excluded the entire balance in Account 146, Accounts Receivable 
from Associated Companies. He argued that TECO should be required to show that the entire 
amount of$6,309,000 is on the Company's books as a result of providing service to jurisdictional 
ratepayers. He contended that the receivables are unrelated to providing service to retail electric 
ratepayers and should be paid by the companies receiving the services. 

In its brief, OPC argued that witness Chronister was unable to provide any direct support 
for the included transactions. OPC stated that witness Chronister failed to show that the 
revenues and the expenses of providing these services to affiliates whether non-regulated, 
electric or gas companies are not subsidized by the regulated electric ratepayers. OPC stated that 
witness Chronister admitted that the accounts included in the MFRs are netted for these affiliate 
transactions but those details would have to be reviewed in the budget detail. OPC noted that 
witness Chronister admitted that it is inappropriate to include the accounts receivable related to 
other TECO energy affiliate transactions, but does not distinguish why the Peoples Gas affiliated 
transactions are any different than any other non-utility transactions. OPC argued that "the 
Company has not met its burden to show that these affiliate transactions benefit ratepayers, that 
there is a subsidy on the part of the electric system to provide services for the gas subsidiary, or 
why other non-affiliate costs should be removed but not the Peoples Gas portion." 

TECO included $390,000 (jurisdictional) in receivables from non-utility activities. 
Witness Chronister admitted that the $390,000 was inadvertently included in the total. It is our 
policy to remove non-utility accounts receivables from the working capital allowance. lO Thus, 
working capital shall be reduced by $390,000. 

Rather than a specific revenue account associated with the receivables, as discussed 
previously, the receivables in Account 146 would have a corresponding reduction to various 
expense accounts, as discussed by witness Chronister. While in regard to Account 143 there 
were direct reductions in the MFRs to the associated revenue accounts, there were no 
adjustments to the expenses shown in the MFRs related to the receivables in Account 146. This 
is an important distinction between the two issues. 

The Company included intercompany payables, Account 234 in the amount of 
$7,848,000 (jurisdictional), in working capital. This amount more than offsets the intercompany 
receivables of $6,309,000. The net result is a decrease to working capital. This is to the 
ratepayers' benefit While OPC proposed removing the receivables, there is no proposal to 
remove the intercompany payables. We find that it is important to be even-handed in making 
adjustments. Thus, it would be inappropriate to remove the receivables without removing the 
offsetting payables. 

Therefore, we find that it is appropriate to include the receivables along with the 
offsetting payables in this case, except for the non-utility portion noted above. Accordingly, 

10 Order No. PSC-92-0580-FOF-GU, issued June 29, 1992, in Docket No. 910778-GU, In re: Petition for a rate 
increase by West Florida Natural Gas Company, p. 15. 
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Account 146 shall be reduced by $390,000 Gurisdictional) for non-utility receivables included in 
the account. 

Other Post-Retirement Employee Benefit Liability 

In MFR Schedule B-17, the Company presented an analysis of its projected working 
capital, including prepayments. TECO witness Chronister testified to the Company's process of 
budgeting and forecasting, and stated that, in his opinion, the budgeted balance sheet fairly and 
reasonably reflects the account balances expected for the test year. We have reviewed the data 
provided by the Company in its MFRs, exhibits, and through discovery. We find that there is 
sufficient record evidence to demonstrate that TECO's unfunded OPEB liability is reasonable 
and has been included in rate base. Thus, no adjustment to the Company's rate base concerning 
unfunded OPEB liability is warranted. 

Coal Inventories 

TECO's proposed 2009 coal inventory is $83,819,000. TECO witness Wehle testified 
that the Company seeks to maintain coal inventories sufficient to meet its burn requirements. 
TECO seeks to maintain a 98-day coal supply, consistent with the order resulting from the 
Company's last rate case. I I The inventory proposed by TECO for 2009 represents a 94-day 
supply. The 98-day supply includes a three-day test-bum supply. TECO will not perform any 
test burns until it completes the installation of selective catalytic reduction equipment at Big 
Bend Station. In the past two years, TECO has maintained an average 97-day coal supply. Coal 
represents approximately 85 percent of TECO's fuel inventory value, and about 56 percent of 
TECO's generation. The parties did not challenge TECO's proposed inventory tonnage amounts 
in this proceeding. 

Witness Wehle noted that, in the 2008 fuel proceedings, TECO revised its 2009 fuel 
charges by revising its natural gas price forecasts, from June-July 2008 to September 2008. 
Witness Wehle testified that TECO estimated its inventory values in this proceeding in Spring 
2008 and that coal prices increased in Summer 2008 but have not retreated to the March 2008 
prices. Witness Wehle stated that TECO based part of its 2009 coal inventory valuation on 2009 
contractual coal prices and transportation costs. 

OPC witness Larkin testified that TECO should re-price its fuel inventory to accurately 
reflect the current price of fuel, noting the decline in fuel prices since 2008. Without having the 
information necessary to estimate the decline in fuel prices, witness Larkin proposed a 10 
percent downward adjustment. In support of OPC witness Larkin's proposed 10 percent 
reduction, FRF argued that in the 2008 fuel proceeding,. TECO reduced its proposed 2009 fuel 
charge increase from 22 percent to 12 percent, a change of 10 percent. 

OPC argued that 60 percent to 70 percent ofTECO's 2009 coal purchases are to be long­
term contract purchases and that, although TECO observes that its coal-price 2009 estimates 

11 Order No. PSC-93-0 165-FOF-EI, issued February 2, 1993, in Docket No. 920324-EI, In re: Application for a rate 
increase by T~et;;Jric Company, pp. 45-46 



ORDER NO. PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI 
DOCKET NO. 080317-EI 
PAGE 23 

were lower than January 2009 spot coal prices, the comparison did not use spot coal prices from 
both periods. 

Order No. 9273 states in part: "We recognize that the companies' projections will 
inevitably differ from actual results, and agree that a true-up mechanism, designed to conform 
the projected estimates to actual figures, is necessary to realize the objective of eliminating 
overrecoveries and underrecoveries of fuel costS.,,12 In its brief, FRF agrees with OPC witness 
Larkin's proposed 10 percent reduction in fuel inventory, stating that the "[f]ailure to make this 
adjustment will likely result in overstated fuel costs being embedded in Tampa Electric's rates 
until the next rate case." We note the difference in purpose between estimated fuel prices for 
inclusion in fuel charges and estimated fuel prices for inclusion in base rates. Although accuracy 
is desired in both types of estimates, fuel-charge fuel price estimates will be trued up, and base 
rate fuel price estimates will not. The fuel clause is established once a year based on estimated 
fuel prices, and the difference between estimated prices and actual prices becomes the true-up 
amount for subsequent fuel factors. In contrast, base rates are determined using a point estimate, 
or test-year estimate, to determine fuel prices supporting the inventory value. Base rate 
calculations are not subject to a true-up adjustment. Base rates will be in place for several years, 
during which time fuel inventory may be undervalued or overvalued as market fuel prices 
change. We find that witness Wehle's calculation of the fuel inventory value which reflects a 
midpoint of fuel prices for 2008 is appropriate. 

Regarding the timing of TECO's fuel-price forecasts and the changes in fuel prices since 
March 2008, we note that as fuel prices increased in the Swnmer of 2008, TECO did not seek to 
revise its 2009 price forecasts in this proceeding as it did in the fuel docket Therefore, we find 
that the reduction in fuel-charge fuel-price estimates does not warrant a similar reduction in base­
rate fuel-price estimates. Based on the timing and composition of TECO's rate-case fuel-price 
forecast and its fuel-charge fuel-price forecasts, the 10 percent fuel charge reduction and the 
proposed 10 percent inventory reduction are unintentionally equal. 

Based on the evidence and arguments presented by the parties in this proceeding, we find 
that no adjustment is necessary for TECO's coal inventories. TECO's coal inventories shall not 
be adjusted to reflect the decreases in fuel prices between Swnmer 2008 and September 2008. 
Although not all ofTECO's 2009 coal purchase prices were secured by contractual arrangements 
in March 2008, we find that TECO's price estimates of 2009 non-contract coal purchase prices 
are representative of the year's market prices and that over all, TECO's coal prices are 
reasonable. 

Residual Oil Inventories 

TECO's proposed 2009 residual oil inventory is $780,000. TECO witness Wehle 
testified that the Company seeks to maintain residual oil inventories to meet small generation 
requirements, and possible requirements during unexpected coal-fired unit outages, during times 

12 Order No. 9273, issued March 7, 1980, in Docket No. 94680-CI, In re: General Investigation of Fuel Cost 
Recoverv Clause. Consideration of staffs proposed projected fuel and purchased power cost recovery clause with 
an incentive factor, p. 7 
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of limited gas availability and higher than expected loads. TECO's proposed inventory is 9,203 
barrels. The 2009 residual oil price represented by TECO's $780,000 request is $85.75 per 
barrel. Residual oil represents less than one percent ofTECO's generation. None of the parties 
challenged TECO's proposed inventory amounts in this proceeding. 

Witness Wehle noted that in the 2008 fuel proceedings, TECO revised its 2009 fuel 
charges by revising its natural gas price forecasts, from June-July 2008 to September 2008. For 
oil and gas, witness Wehle observed dramatic price increases in Summer 2008 and dramatic 
price decreases in late 2008 and early 2009. Witness Wehle expressed TECO's unwillingness to 
revise its 2009 oil and gas price forecasts in this docket because in early 2009, although prices 
have declined, TECO's proposed prices in this proceeding are roughly at the mid-point of the 
March 2008 and January 2009 prices. Moreover, these prices reasonably represent the prices 
anticipated for the December 2008 to December 2009 period. Witness Wehle expressed TECO's 
belief that the low January 2009 prices were not representative of prices for all of 2009. Witness 
Wehle also noted that distillate oil and residual oil are extremely volatile commodities. 

OPC witness Larkin testified that TECO should re-price its fuel inventory to accurately 
reflect the current price of fuel, noting the decline in fuel prices since 2008. Without having the 
information necessary to estimate the decline in fuel prices, witness Larkin proposed a 10 
percent downward adjustment. In support of OPC witness Larkin's proposed 10 percent 
reduction, FRF noted that in the 2008 fuel proceeding, TECO reduced its proposed 2009 fuel 
charge increase from 22 percent to 12 percent, a change of 10 percent. OPC stated that witness 
Wehle had admitted that residual oil prices were currently below the prices used by TECO to 
price its 2009 residual oil inventory. 

Order No. 9273 states in part: "We recognize that the companies' projections will 
inevitably differ from actual results, and agree that a true-up mechanism, designed to conform 
the projected estimates to actual figures, is necessary to realize the objective of eliminating 
overrecoveries and underrecoveries of fuel costS.,,13 In its brief, FRF agrees with OPC witness 
Larkin's proposed ten percent reduction in fuel inventory, stating "Failure to make this 
adjustment will likely result in overstated fuel costs being embedded in Tampa Electric's rates 
until the next rate case." We note the difference in purpose between estimated fuel prices for 
inclusion in fuel charges and estimated fuel prices for inclusion in base rates. A1though. accuracy 
is desired in both types of estimates, fuel-charge fuel price estimates will be trued up, and base 
rate fuel price estimates will not be. The fuel clause is established once a year based on 
estimated fuel prices, and the difference between estimated prices and actual prices becomes the 
true-up amount for subsequent fuel factors. In contrast, base rates are detennined using a point 
estimate, or test-year estimate, to determine fuel prices supporting the inventory value. Base rate 
calculations are not subject to a true-up adjustment. Base rates will be in place for several years, 
during which time fuel inventory may be undervalued or overvalued as market fuel prices 
change. Therefore, we find that witness Wehle's calculation of the fuel inventory value which 
reflects a midpoint of fuel prices for 2008 is appropriate. 

13 Order No. 9273, issued March 7, 1980, in Docket No. 94680-CI, In re: General Investigation of Fuel Cost 
Recovery Clause. Consideration of staff's proposed projected fuel and purchased power cost recovery clause with 
an irlcentive facto!:, p. 7 



ORDER NO. PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI 
DOCKET NO. 080317-EI 
PAGE 25 

Regarding the timing ofTECO's fuel-price forecasts and the changes in fuel prices since 
March 2008, we note that as fuel prices increased in the Summer of 2008, TECO did not seek to 
revise its 2009 price forecasts in this proceeding as it did in the fuel docket. Therefore, we find 
that the reduction in fuel-charge fuel-price estimates does not warrant a similar reduction in base­
rate fuel-price estimates. Based on the timing and composition of TECO's rate-case fuel-price 
forecast and its fuel-charge fuel-price forecasts, we find that the 10 percent fuel charge reduction 
and the proposed 10 percent inventory reduction are unintentionally equal. 

Based on the evidence and arguments presented by the parties in this proceeding, we find 
that no adjustment is necessary for TECO's residual oil inventories. TECO's residual oil 
inventory shall not be adjusted to reflect the decreases in fuel prices between Summer 2008 and 
September 2008. 

Distillate Oil Inventories 

TECO's proposed 2009 distillate oil inventory is $9,312,000. TECO witness Wehle 
testified that the Company seeks to maintain distillate oil inventories to meet small generation 
requirements, and for boiler ignition ofcoal-fired units. In addition, TECO has possible distillate 
oil generation requirements during unexpected coal-fired unit outages, and during times of 
limited gas availability and higher than expected loads. TECO's proposed inventory is 77,068 
barrels. The 2009 distillate oil price represented by TECO's $9,312,000 request is $120.83 per 
barrel. Distillate oil represents less than one percent ofTECO's generation. 

Witness Wehle noted that in the 2008 fuel proceedings, TECO revised its 2009 fuel 
charges by revising its natural gas price forecasts, from June-July 2008 to September 2008. For 
oil and gas, witness Wehle observed dramatic price increases in Summer 2008 and dramatic 
decreases in late 2008 and early 2009. Witness Weble expressed TECO's unwillingness to 
revise its 2009 oil and gas price forecasts in this docket because in early 2009, although prices 
have declined, TECO's proposed prices in this proceeding are roughly at the mid-point of the 
March 2008 and January 2009 prices. Moreover, these prices reasonably represent the prices 
anticipated for the December 2008 to December 2009 period. Witness Wehle expressed 
TECO's belief that the low January 2009 prices were not representative of prices for all of 2009. 
Witness Wehle also noted that distillate oil and residual oil are extremely volatile commodities. 

OPC witness Larkin testified that TECO should re-price its fuel inventory to accurately 
reflect the current price of fuel, noting the decline in fuel prices since 2008. Without having the 
information necessary to estimate the decline in fuel prices, witness Larkin proposed a 10 
percent downward adjustment. In support of OPC witness Larkin's proposed 10 percent 
reduction, FRF noted that in the 2008 fuel proceeding, TECO reduced its proposed 2009 fuel 
charge increase from 22 percent to 12 percent, a change of 10 percent. OPC submitted that 
witness Wehle had admitted that distillate oil prices were currently below the prices used by 
TECO to price its 2009 distillate oil inventory. 

Order No. 9273 states in part: "We recognize that the companies' projections win 
inevitably differ from actual results, and agree that a true-up mechanism, designed to conform 
the projected estimates to actual figures, is necessary to realize the objective of eliminating 
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overrecoveries and underrecoveries of fuel costS.,,14 In its brief, FRF agrees with OPC witness 
Larkin's proposed 10 percent reduction in fuel inventory, stating that the "[f]ailure to make this 
adjustment will likely result in overstated fuel costs being embedded in Tampa Electric's rates 
until the next rate case." We note the difference in purpose between estimated fuel prices for 
inclusion in fuel charges and estimated fuel prices for inclusion in base rates. Although accuracy 
is desired in both types of estimates, fuel-charge fuel price estimates will be trued up, and base 
rate fuel price estimates will not be. The fuel clause is established once a year based on 
estimated fuel prices, and the difference between estimated prices and actual prices becomes the 
true-up amount for subsequent fuel factors. In contrast, base rates are determined using a point 
estimate, or test-year estimate, to determine fuel prices supporting the inventory value. Base rate 
calculations are not subject to a true-up adjustment. Base rates will be in place for several years, 
during which time fuel inventory may be undervalued or overvalued as market fuel prices 
change. Therefore, we find that witness Wehle's calculation of the fuel inventory value which 
reflects a midpoint of fuel prices for 2008 is appropriate. 

Regarding the timing ofTECO's fuel-price forecasts and the changes in fuel prices since 
March 2008, we note that as fuel prices increased in the Summer of2008, TEeO did not seek to 
revise its 2009 price forecasts in this proceeding as it did in the fuel docket. We find that the 
reduction in fuel-charge fuel-price estimates does not warrant a similar reduction in base-rate 
fuel-price estimates. Based on the timing and composition of TECO's rate-case fuel-price 
forecast and its fuel-charge fuel-price forecasts, we find that the 10 percent fuel charge reduction 
and the proposed 10 percent inventory reduction are unintentionally equal. 

Based on the evidence and arguments presented by the parties in this proceeding, we find 
that no acljustment is necessary for TECO's distillate oil inventories. TECO's distillate oil 
inventory shall not be adjusted to reflect the decreases in fuel prices between Summer 2008 and 
September 2008. 

Natural Gas and Propane Inventories 

TECO's proposed 2009 natural gas inventory is $4,495,000. TECO witness Wehle 
testified that the Company seeks to maintain gas inventories to meet generation requirements 
during times of uncertain supply availability. Witness Wehle gave examples of such times: (1) 
hurricane season, (2) during times of full major plant outages, and (3) extreme cold periods. 
TECO has 850,000 million Btus (MMBtus) of storage capacity and will increase its capacity to 
1,250,000 MMBtus in Summer 2009. The inventory capacity expansion will provide TECO 
with about a 6-day supply. TECO's proposed inventory is 545,000 MMBtus. Utilities, other 
users ofnatural gas, and suppliers measure gas in two types of units, MMBtus and Mcfs. TECO 
presents its requested 545,000 MMBtu gas inventory as 529,898 Mcf in MFR B-18. The 2009 
prices represented by TECO's $4,495,000 request are $8.25 per MMBtu and $8.48 per Mcf. 

,4 Order No. 9273, issued March 7, 1980, in Docket No. 94680-CI, In Ie: General Investigation of Fuel Cost 
Recovery Clause. Consideration of staffs proposed projectedJtlel and purchased power cost recovery clause with 
an incentive factor, p. 7. 
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TECO requests no propane gas inventory. Natural gas represents approximately 44 percent of 
TECO's generation. 

Witness Wehle noted that in the 2008 fuel proceedings, TECO revised its 2009 fuel 
charges by revising its natural gas price forecasts, from June-July 2008 to September 2008. 
When TECO made its 2009 natural gas price forecast in March 2008, the New York Mercantile 
Exchange (NYMEX) 2009 annual average natural gas price was $10.00 per NfMBtu and TECO's 
forecast was $8.12. For oil and gas, witness Wehle observed dramatic price increases in Summer 
2008 and dramatic decreases in late 2008 and early 2009. Witness Wehle expressed TECO's 
unwillingness to revise its 2009 oil and gas price forecasts in this docket because in early 2009. 
although prices have declined, TECO's proposed prices in this proceeding are roughly at the 
mid-point of the March 2008 and January 2009 prices, and that they reasonably represent the 
prices anticipated for the December 2008 to December 2009 period. Witness Wehle also 
expressed TECO's belief that the low January 2009 prices were not representative of prices for 
all 0[2009. 

OPC witness Larkin testified that TECO should re-price its fuel inventory to accurately 
reflect the current price of fuel, noting the decline in fuel prices since 2008. Without having the 
information necessary to estimate the decline in fuel prices, witness Larkin proposed a 10 
percent downward adjustment. In support of OPC witness Larkin's proposed lO percent 
reduction, FRF noted that in the 2008 fuel proceeding, TECO reduced its proposed 2009 fuel 
charge increase from 22 percent to 12 percent, a change of 10 percent. OPC contended that 
witness Wehle had admitted that natural gas prices were currently below the prices used by 
TECO to price its 2009 natural gas inventory. 

Order No. 9273 states in part: "[w]e recognize that the companies' projections will 
inevitably differ from actual results, and agree that a true-up mechanism, designed to conform 
the projected estimates to actual figures, is necessary to realize the objective of eliminating 
overrecoveries and underrecoveries of fuel costS.',15 In its brief, FRF agrees with OPC witness 
Larkin's proposed ten percent reduction in fuel inventory, stating "[f]ailure to make this 
adjustment will likely result in overstated fuel costs being embedded in Tampa Electric's rates 
until the next rate case." We note the difference in purpose between estimated fuel prices for 
inclusion in fuel charges and estimated fuel prices for inclusion in base rates. Although accuracy 
is desired in both types of estimates, fuel-charge fuel price estimates will be trued up, and base 
rate fuel price estimates will not. The fuel clause is established once a year based on estimated 
fuel prices, and the difference between estimated prices and actual prices becomes the true-up 
amount for subsequent fuel factors. In contrast, base rates are determined using a point estimate, 
or test-year estimate, to determine fuel prices supporting the inventory value. Base rate 
calculations are not subject to a true-up adjustment. Base rates will be in place for several years, 
during which time fuel inventory may be undervalued or overvalued as market fuel prices 
change. We find that witness Wehle's calculation of the fuel inventory value which reflects a 
midpoint of fuel prices for 2008 is appropriate. 

15 Order No. 9273, issued March 7, 1980, in Docket No. 94680-CI, In re: General Investigation of Fuel Cost 
Recovery Clause. Consideration of staffs proposed projected fuel and purchased power cost recovery clause with 
an incentive factor, p. 7 
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Regarding the timing of TECO's fuel-price forecasts and the changes in fuel prices since 
March 2008, we note that as fuel prices increased in the Summer of 2008, TECO did not seek to 
revise its 2009 price forecasts in this proceeding as it did in the fuel docket. Therefore, we find 
that the reduction in fuel-charge fuel-price estimates does not warrant a similar reduction in base­
rate fuel-price estimates. Based on the timing and composition of TECO's rate-case fuel-price 
forecast and its fuel-charge fuel-price forecasts, we find that the ten percent fuel charge reduction 
and the proposed ten percent inventory reduction are equal. 

As mentioned above, when TECO made its 2009 natural gas price forecast in March 
2008, the NYMEX 2009 armual average natural gas price was $10.00 per MMBtu and TECO's 
forecast was $8.12. The exchange price exceeded TECO's forecast. Witness Wehle testified in 
the 2007 fuel docket, regarding TECO's natural gas hedging activities, that TECO's policy is to 
reduce price volatility. TECO contended that the plan has been consistently applied to benefit 
customers by limiting exposure to the volatile nature of the natural gas price swings in the 
marketplace. 16 To reduce price volatility is to pay more for gas when prices are low and less for 
gas when prices are higher. 

Based on the evidence and arguments presented by the parties in this proceeding, we find 
that no adjustment is necessary for TECO's natural gas inventories. TECO's natural gas 
inventory shall not be adjusted to reflect the decreases in fuel prices between Summer 2008 and 
September 2008. 

Fuel and Conservation Expenses 

The parties have stipulated that TECO has properly reflected net over- and under­
recoveries of fuel and conservation expenses in its calculation of working capital. 

Unamortized Rate Case Expense 

TECO included $2,628,000 of unamortized rate case expense in working capital for 
2009. We have a long-standing policy in electric and gas rate cases of excluding unamortized 
rate case expense from working capital, as demonstrated in a number of prior cases. I? By 
including rate case expense in O&M expenses, but excluding a return on the unamortized 
portion, we have recognized that both the stockholders and the ratepayers benefit from a rate 
proceeding, and that customers should not be required to pay a return on funds expended to 
increase their rates. 

16 Order No. PSC-08-0030-FOF-EI, issued January 8, 2008, in Docket No. 070001·EI. ~Qeneral Investigation 
of Fuel Cost Recovery Clause. Consideration of staff's proposed projected fuel and purchased power cost recovery 
clause~ith an incentive factor, p. 6 
17 Order No. 14030, issued January 25, 1985, in Docket No. 840086·EI, In Re: Application of Gulf Power Company 
for authority to increase its rates and charges; Order No. 16313, issued July 8, 1986, in Docket No. 850811-GU, ill 
Re: Petition of Peoples ~ System. Inc. for authority to increase its rates and charges in Hillsborough County; 
Order No. 23573, issued October 3, 1990, in Docket No. 891345·EI, In Re: Awlication QfGulfPower Company for 
a rate increase. 

http:marketplace.16
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While this is the approach that has been used in electric and gas cases, water and 
wastewater cases have included unamortized rate case expense in working capital. The 
difference stems from a statutory requirement that water and wastewater rates be reduced at the 
end of the amortization period. (Section 367.0816, F.S.) While unamortized rate case expense is 
not allowed to earn a return in working capital for electric and gas companies, it is offset by the 
fact that rates are not reduced after the amortization period ends. 

In Docket No. 910778-GU, the issue was argued fully and we reaffinned our long­
standing policy of excluding unamortized rate case expense from working capital in electric an 
gas rate cases. J8 Order No. PSC-92-0580-FOF-GU stated that unamortized rate case expense is 
excluded from working capital "in an effort to reflect a sharing of rate case expenses between the 
stockholders and the ratepayers since both benefit from a rate case proceeding." Additionally, in 
TECO's last rate case, unamortized rate case expense of $1,036,000 in 1993, and $344,000 in 
1994 were removed in accordance with our policy. 19 

Although there was no testimony by any party on this issue, OPC discussed it in its brief, 
stating that, consistent with our prior practice, any balance of working capital should include 
one-half of the total amount of rate case expense allowed.2o OPC references a recent Florida 
Public Utilities Company (FPUC) case, in which one-half of the rate case expense was allowed 
in working capita1.21 In that case, several parties filed testimony on the issue, in contrast to this 
case where the matter was not discussed by any of the witnesses. We note that inclusion of 
unamortized rate case expense in w'orking capital in the FPUC case is an exception to our long­
standing policy. 

For the reasons explained above, we find that unamortized rate case expense in the 
amount of $2,628,000 shall be removed from working capital, consistent with our long-standing 
policy that the cost of the rate case should be shared. 

Level of Working Capital 

TECO has requested Level of Working Capital in the amount of $30,586,000 for the 
2009 projected test year. Based on our review ofall relevant factors, we find that the appropriate 
13-month average for working capital for the 2009 projected test year is $39,909,649. (See 
Schedule 1) 

13 Order No. PSC-92-0580-FOF-GU, issued June 29, 1992, in Docket No. 910778·GU, In re: Petition for a rate 

increase by West Florida Natural Gas Company p. 15. 

19 Order No. PSC-93-0165-FOF-EI, issued February 2, 1993, in Docket No. 920324-EI, In re: Application for a rate 

increase by Tampa Electric Company pp. 37-38. 

20 Order No. PSC-08-0327-FOF-EI, issued May 19,2008, in Dockets Nos. 070300-EI and 070304-EI, u, ,,__ ""u,," 

of 2007 Electric Infrastructure Storm Hardening Plan filed pursuant to Rule 25-6.0342, F.A.C., submitted by Florida 

Public Utilities COmPany, and In re: Petition for rate increase by Florida Public Utilities COmPany, p. 33. 

21 Ibid. 

.------~---.~------~~~~--~~~-
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Requested Rate Base 

TECO has requested Rate Base in the amount of $3,656,800,000 for the 2009 projected 
test year. Based on our review of all relevant factors, we find that the appropriate 13-month 
average rate base for the 2009 projected test year is $3,437,610,836. (See Schedule 1) 

COST OF CAPITA~ 

Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes 

In its MFRs, TECO recorded a balance of jurisdictional Accumulated Deferred Income 
Taxes (ADITs) to include in the Company's capital structure for the test year of $302,744,000. 
TECO witness Felsenthal testified that TECO determined its ADIT amount using a methodology 
consistent with the Company's actual 2007 income tax calculations, the projected test year cost 
of service, and the specific Internal Revenue Code (IRC) and Income Tax Regulations covering 
projected test years. The methodology used by witness Felsenthal to calculate the balance of 
ADIT for purposes of this case, represents a change from the Company's prior practice. The 
witness, however, cited several private letter rulings (PLRs) to support his adjustment to ADIT 
of $1 ,894,321 that results from the Company's revised methodology. In the instant case, TECO 
has proposed a 2009 forecasted test year, and new rates are expected to be effective in May 
2009. Thus, based on his interpretation of the PLRs and IRC, witness Felsenthal claimed that the 
"future" portion of the forecast test period is the period from May 2009 through December 2009 
and the "historic" portion of the future test period is January 2009 through April 2009. He 
asserted that the fact the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) has ruled consistently on what is meant 
by "historic" and "future" portions of forecast test periods in the PLRs makes it highly probable 
that they will rule in a similar manner in the future. Witness Felsenthal cited PLR 9202029, 
which states, "[t]he historical period is that portion of the test period before rates go into effect, 
while the portion of the test period after the effective date of the rate order is the future period." 
Witness Felsenthal stated he was not surprised that, despite repetitive audits, the IRS found no 
errors with the Company's former ADIT calculation methodology. He testified that the purpose 
of an IRS audit is typically to examine the information that is included in the current year's tax 
return, and this adjustment is not an item included on a tax return. 

OPC argued that TECO's deferred taxes should be increased by $1,894,000, which it 
contended to be consistent with our long-standing policy. OPC asserted that prior to any rate 
setting change, we should require TECO to obtain and submit a PLR that indicates the 
Company's current methodology is not consistent with IRS policy. OPC witness Schultz 
disagreed with TECO witness Felsenthal's reliance on PLRs in his deferred income tax 
calculation. Witness Schultz believed PLRs are only applicable to the company requesting the 
ruling and should not be used as precedent. If we choose to place any reliance on the PLRs, 
witness Schultz asserted that the facts addressed by each PLR are specific to each company. He 
also stated that the Company has used the methodology witness Felsenthal claimed to have been 
incorrect for years, and the IRS found no errors in the Company's methodology. He asserted that 
if witness Felsenthal's position is adopted, the Company has been in violation of normalization 
requirements since rates were set in February of 1993. In addition, witness Schultz disagreed 
with witness Felsenthal's assumption that projected costs for 2009 are partly historic and partly 
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projected. Until the Company requests a PLR of its own, witness Schultz recommended that the 
Company should be required to calculate the deferred tax balance on a consistent basis with the 
methodology employed for at least the last sixteen years. 

In the testimony of witness O'Donnell, FRF agreed with the Company that the 
appropriate amount of deferred taxes to include in TECO's capital structure for the 2009 
projected test year is $302,744,000. 

ADITs represent the income tax component resulting from the application of the income 
tax rate to temporary differences at each balance sheet date. Deferred tax expense reflects the 
period to period change in ADITs. Because the financial statements reflect accrual accounting, 
the income tax expense calculation must reflect the liability for income taxes payable in the 
future as a result of transactions recorded in the current financial statements. Deferred income 
taxes are generated when ratepayers pay income tax expenses in rates prior to the Company 
actually being required to make those payments to the U.S. Treasury. Deferred income taxes are 
included in capital structure because these funds are used by the Company in the provision of 
utility electric service and should be reflected in the utility's regulated capital structure. The 
purpose of deferred income tax accounting is to reflect in the financial statements the tax effects 
(both current and deferred) of assets, liabilities, revenues, and expenses recorded on the financial 
statements. In the regulated environment, the process of recording deferred income taxes on 
temporary differences is often referred to as "normalization." Recognizing zero cost deferred 
taxes in the capital structure (normalization) reduces the overall rate of return charged to 
ratepayers. In ratemaking, the ADIT balance is a zero cost source of capital in the cost of capital 
computation, thereby sharing the benefit of the reduced financing costs with ratepayers. 

The penalty for violating the nonnalization requirements is the loss of the ability to claim 
accelerated depreciation for income tax purposes on all assets as of the violation date and on 
subsequent additions. Accelerated depreciation is the major component of deferred taxes for 
capital intensive entities such as TECO. When Congress changed the IRC to permit the use of 
accelerated depreciation, it intended that, by being allowed to accelerate depreciation deductions 
(and thereby reduce current income tax payments), companies would lower the financing costs of 
their investment in capital assets and would be encouraged to incur such expenditures. 

We find that TECO has reasonably relied on PLRs which, while not binding on the IRS, 
are indicative of the IRS's position on this issue. Therefore, we find that the Company's change 
in methodology is appropriate. However, in reconciling rate base and capital structure, TECO 
made a pro rata adjustment over all sources of capitaL As discussed below, the Company should 
have made this pro rata adjustment over investor sources of capital only. Reversing the 
Company's adjustment resulted in a higher balance of ADITs. 

Based on the discussion above, we find that the appropriate amount of accumulated 
deferred taxes to include in TECO's capital structure for the 2009 projected test year is 
$365,087,524. 
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Unamortized Investment Tax Credits 

The Company proposed that the balance of Investment Tax Credits (ITCs) to be included 
in its capital structure for the test year is $8,780,000 with a cost rate of 9.75 percent. TECO 
witness Felsenthal testified that the ITC amortization for the projected 2009 test year has been 
calculated and presented appropriately in accordance with generally accepted accounting 
principals and the requirements of the IRC. Witness Felsenthal asserted that TECO determined 
its unamortized ITCs using a methodology consistent with the Company's actual 2007 income 
tax calculations, the projected test year cost of service, and the specific IRC and Income Tax 
Regulations covering projected test years. Witness Felsenthal stated that TECO's unamortized 
ITC is being amortized to tax expense over book life of the related property and that this 
amortization is "no more rapidly than' ratably" in accordance with IRC requirements. The 
witness testified that in order to comply with IRC rules, ITC amortization must be based upon 
the estimated useful life of the asset exclusive of estimates of salvage and removal costs 
anticipated upon retirement of the asset. He stated that inclusion of these salvage and removal 
costs would share ITC with ratepayers more rapidly than the book life and would result in a 
normalization violation. The witness also testified it is important to compute annual ITC 
amortization using only the estimated useful lives included in the depreciation computation and 
not the combined depreciation rate. This is because if more than a ratable portion ofITC is used 
to reduce income tax expense, a violation of the IRC will occur and the taxpayer will be required 
to refund to the IRS any unamortized ITC. The witness noted that, under Section 1.46-6(g)(2) of 
the IRC regulations, "ratable" is to be determined by considering the time actually used in 
computing depreciation expense for the property giving rise to the ITC. 

Witness Felsenthal testified that there would not be a potential issue with the IRC for the 
Company's past practice of using the depreciation rate rather than the depreciation life for a 
number of years in its amortization of lTC. He cited PLRs 200802025 and 200802026 to 
support his assertion that because this violation was through an oversight, was unintentional, and 
the regulator was unaware that the ITC amortization rate included an element for cost of removal 
when reaching past regulatory decisions regarding the utility, the Company will not be held 
accountable for a normalization violation. Witness Felsenthal is not surprised that, despite 
repetitive audits, the IRS found no errors with the Company's former ITC amortization 
methodology. He testified that the purpose of an IRS audit is typically to examine the 
information that's included in the current year's tax return, and this adjustment is not an item 
included on a tax return, 

FRF witness O'Donnell testified that the appropriate cost rate for ITCs is 8.28 percent. 
FRF did not take issue with the amount of ITCs included in TECO's capital structure. 

lTCs are included in capital structure because these funds are used by the Company in the 
provision of utility electric service, and should be reflected in the utility's regulated capital 
structure. The ITC lowers income tax expense permanently if certain qualifying investments are 
made. The intent of the ITC is to reduce the net cost of acquiring depreciable property, thereby 
providing taxpayers an incentive to invest in qualifying assets. The lTC is a direct reduction of 
income taxes payable in a given year that will not reverse or turn around, similar to a grant or 
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rebate. The lTC provides an incentive to make capital investments by granting a tax credit (a 
direct dollar for dollar offset to current taxes payable) based on a percentage applied to 
investment in tangible property, which includes most generation, transmission, and distribution 
assets. To make sure that its objectives are met for investments in qualifying utility property, the 
IRC prescribes methods of sharing the benefit between the ratepayer and the shareholders. 

For ratemaking purposes, in 1972 utilities were required to elect how they intended to 
share the lTC between ratepayers and shareholders. Most utilities, including TECO, elected to 
share the ITC by including the annual amortization to income tax expense as an above the line 
reduction which reduced income tax expense. The unamortized amounts were not used to reduce 
rate base, benefiting shareholders who were entitled to earn on property, plant, and equipment 
fmanced partially by the ITC "grant" or "rebate." The lTC was repealed as a result of the Tax 
Reform Act of 1986. TECO's current filing reflects unamortized ITC on property, plant, and 
equipment the Company realized prior to the repeal of ITCs. The unamortized ITC is being 
amortized over the lives of the property, plant, and equipment, giving rise to the ITC. 

We find that TECO's methodology for calculating ITCs is appropriate and is in 
accordance with IRS requirements. However, in reconciling rate base and capital structure 
TECO made a pro rata adjustment over all sources of capitaL The Company should have made 
this pro rata adjustment over investor sources of capital only. Reversing the Company's 
adjustment resulted in a higher balance ofITCs. None of the other adjustments have an impact 
on the unamortized ITC balance. We recalculated the ITC cost rate based on the other 
adjustments and return on equity, which resulted in an 9.19 percent weighted average cost rate 
for ITCs. 

Based on the above, we find that the appropriate amount and cost rate of unamortized 
lTCs to include in TECO's capital structure for the 2009 projected test year are $10,587,947 and 
9.19 percent, respectively. 

Cost Rate for Short-Term Debt 

Short-term debt is debt that matures in less than one year and represents liabilities on the 
Company's books that must be repaid prior to any common stockholders or preferred 
stockholders receiving a return on their investment. TECO proposed a short-term debt cost rate 
of 4.63 percent. As TECO witness Gillette explained, the Company utilized average historical 
London Interbank Offered Rate (LID OR) rates in developing its proposed short-term interest rate 
of 4.63 percent. For the period 2006 through 2008 the three-month LIBOR rate was 4.5 percent 
on average. This was the number on which TECO based its proposed short-term debt cost rate. 
The witness asserted that OPC witness Woolridge's use of the November 13,2008 LIDOR rate 
of2.15 percent is not appropriate due to witness Gillette's assertion that this is near the absolute 
lowest LIBOR rate seen in the last 4 years. Witness Gillette felt that current LIDOR rates have 
been driven down by the billions of dollars of liquidity the Federal Reserve, Treasury 
Department, and U.S. Government have flooded into the market to entice banks to lend to each 
other. Witness Gi1lette testified that due to the volatility in LIBOR rates evidenced by a 
significant spike in September of 2008 to 4.75 percent, it is prudent to use a historical average 
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LIBOR rate as proposed by the Company, rather than a rate at a particular point in time as 
recommended by Opc. 

OPC witness Woolridge recommended a short-term debt cost rate of 2.33 percent. This 
is based on the three-month LIBOR rate as of November 15, 2008, 2.15 percent, plus a financing 
program fee of 18 basis points. Witness Woolridge disagrees with the Company's use of historic 
LIBOR rates from 1991-2008 in its calculation of the appropriate short-term debt cost rate. The 
witness asserted that historic rates do not reflect current rates. 

In December of2008, TECO renewed a LIB OR-based credit facility. This credit facility 
includes a fixed commitment fee of 125 basis points as well as a fee for use of the facility of 50 
basis points. The fees are in addition to the three-month LIBOR rate at the time funds are 
borrowed. Therefore, the effective cost of this credit facility is the current three-month LIBOR 
rate plus 175 basis points. The three-month LIBOR rate recently closed at one percent. 
Accordingly. if the Company were to draw on its credit facility, its rate would be 2.75 percent, 
which is the 1 percent three-month LIB OR rate plus 175 basis points. The three-month LIBOR 
rate was over five percent one year ago. At that time the Company was paying approximately 
5.34 percent on the credit facility upon which it now pays roughly 2.75 percent. 

If short-term debt rates increase subsequent to the test year the increase will not have an 
adverse effect on ratepayers until the Company's next rate case. In turn, if the Company is able 
to refinance its short-term debt at a lower cost rate, the decrease will initially benefit the 
Company's shareholders, and could potentially benefit ratepayers if the Company comes in for a 
rate case during the time when its cost of debt is low. 

We find that a cost rate of2.75 percent is appropriate for short-term debt. This cost rate 
is based on the three-month LIBOR rate at the close of the record plus 175 basis points to 
account for fmancing fees. We recalculated the amount of short-term debt to include in the 
Company's capital structure based on other staff adjustments, resulting in an amount of 
$7,430,567. Thus, the appropriate amount and cost rate for short-term debt for the 2009 
projected test year are $7,430,567 and 2.75 percent, respectively. 

Pro Forma Adiustment to Equity 

TECO included a $77 million adjustment to equity in its 2009 projected capital structure 
for purposes of setting rates in this proceeding. TECO witness Gillette testified that, since the 
rating agencies consider portions of long-term fixed payments associated with purchased power 
agreements (PPAs) as debt and analyze company credit profiles with an adjustment to its credit 
parameters, the Company's proposed capital structure reflects an adjustment for this imputation 
of additional debt. By recognizing a pro forma adjustment of $77 million ofadditional equity, he 
testified the Company will have the same coromon equity ratio before and after the rating 
agencies' imputation of debt to account for PP As. Witness Gillette stated that we have 
recognized the effect of off-balance sheet obligations like PPAs on a company's capital structure 
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and weighted average cost of capital in both Florida Power & Light Company's (FPL) and 
Progress Energy Florida, Inc.'s (PEF) recent rate settlements.22 

OPC witness Woolridge testified that, given our specific clause recovery mechanism for 
PPA capacity payments, the financial condition of an electric utility is not impaired by entering 
into these contracts. He based this opinion on the following passage from a recent Moody's 
Investors Service (Moody's) report: 

If a utility enters into a PPA for the purpose of providing an assured supply and 
there is reasonable assurance that regulators will allow the costs to be recovered 
in regulated rates, Moody's may view the PP A as being most akin to an operating 
cost. In this circumstance, there most likely will be no imputed adjustment to the 
obligations of the utility. 

In addition, witness Woolridge testified that the proposed adjustment is not consistent with 
GAAP accounting and will not show up in the financial statements the Company files with the 
Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC). For these reasons, witness Woolridge believes 
providing incremental revenues through a higher equity ratio and overall rate of return "are 
unnecessary and would result in an unwarranted revenue benefit to the utility." 

The pro fonna adjustment to equity proposed by TECO is not an actual equity investment 
in the uti lity. If this adjustment is approved for purposes of setting rates in this proceeding, the 
Company would essentially be allowed to earn a risk-adjusted equity return without having 
actually made the equity investment. The revenue requirement impact of recognizing this pro 
forma adjustment to equity in the capital structure is approximately $5 million per year. 

Companies with PPAs are not required by the rating agencies to make the pro fonna 
adjustment in question. As the following passage explains, the Standard & Poors' (S&P) 
practice with respect to PPAs described in witness Gillette's testimony is strictly for the rating 
agency's own analytical purposes: 

We adjust utilities' financial metrics, incorporating PP A fixed obligations, so that 
we can compare companies that finance and build generation capacity and those 
that purchase capacity to satisfy customer needs. The analytical goal of our 
financial adjustments for PPAs is to reflect fixed obligations in a way that depicts 
the credit exposure that is added by PPAs. That said, PP As also benefit utilities 
that enter into contracts with suppliers because PPAs will typically shift various 
risks to the suppliers, such as construction risk and most of the operating risk. 
PPAs can also provide utilities with asset diversity that might not have been 
achievable through self-build. The principal risk borne by a utility that relies on 
PP As is the recovery of the financial obligation in rates. 

22 Order No. PSC-05-0902-S-EI, issued September 14, 2005, in Docket No. 050045-EI, In re: Petition for rate 
increase by Florida Power & Light Company.; and Order No. PSC-95-0945-S-EI, issued September 28, 2005, in 
Docket No. 050078-EI, In re: Petition for rate increase by Progress Energy Florida, Inc. 

http:settlements.22


ORDER NO. PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI 
DOCKET NO. 080317-EI 
PAGE 36 

With this proposed adjustment, we find that the Company is attempting to take a portion of 
S&P's consolidated credit assessment methodology and use it for a purpose it was never 
intended. 

Finally, while it is true that we have some familiarity with the issue of the rating 
agencies' evaluation of tbe effect of off-balance sheet obligations like PPAs on a company's 
financial flexibility, the Company's position that we have recognized such an adjustment for 
purposes of setting rates is overstated. The capital structure and resulting rate of return 
authorized in FPL's 2005 settlement do not include an imputed equity adjustment While the 
capital structure and resulting rate of return authorized in PEF's 2005 settlement do include an 
imputed equity adjustment, we do not believe that a decision rendered through a stipulation 
reached between the parties in a past proceeding constitutes a binding precedent on our future 
decisions rendered through an evidentiary hearing in an unrelated proceeding. 

Therefore, based on the record evidence and the reasons discussed above, we find that 
TECO's requested pro forma adjustment to equity shall be denied for purposes of setting rates in 
this proceeding. In addition to removing the $77 million from the capital structure through a 
specific adjustment to reduce common equity, a pro rata adjustment shall be made to increase all 
sources of investor-supplied capital. 

Cgst Rate for Long-Term Debt 

OPC witness Woolridge and TECO witness Gillette agree that the appropriate cost rate 
for long-term debt is 6.80 percent. However, FIPUG agreed with FRF witness O'Donnell that 
the appropriate cost rate for long-term debt should be 6.81 percent. Neither FRF nor FIPUG 
provided any documentation to support why TECO's proposed cost rate of 6.80 percent was 
incorrect. We find that the one basis point difference between the two cost rates is immaterial in 
this instance. As OPC and the Company have proposed, we find that the appropriate cost rate for 
long-term debt is 6.80 percent. 

Certain adjustments shall be made to TECO's proposed capital structure. Schedule 2 
shows tbe components, amounts, cost rates and weighted average cost of capital associated with 
the projected test year. Per the adjustments made below, the appropriate amount of long-term 
debt shall be $1,344,280,696. 

Appropriate Capital Structure 

The projected 2009 capital structure TECO proposed for purposes of setting rates in this 
proceeding reflects an equity ratio as a percentage of investor supplied capital of 56.6 percent. 
Excluding the $77 million of imputed equity, the capital structure reflects an equity ratio of 55.3 
percent. The equity ratio at year-end 2008 was 52.6 percent. 

TECO witness Gillette testified that TECO needs to have strong investment grade ratings 
in order to ensure that it will have access to the debt capital markets as needed to fund its 
construction program. TECO is currently rated in the BBBlBaa range by the three major rating 
agencies. Witness Gillette testified that the Company is targeting ratings in the A range. 
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Witness Gillette testified that having ratings in the A range will provide a ratings "safety 
net" in the event of a catastrophe such as a hurricane. Since ratings in the A range are above the 
BBB range, there would be sufficient cushion if an unanticipated event occurs for the ratings to 
slip before becoming non-investment grade. In addition, witness Gillette testified that the cost 
rate and access to the capital markets are better for companies with an A rating compared to 
companies with ratings in the BBB range. TECO is proposing a significant construction program 
for the period 2009-2013. Witness Gillette testified access to the capital markets is essential so 
TECO can adequately fund this program. 

TECO witness Abbott also testified regarding TECO's need for credit quality sufficient 
to ensure access to capital under all market conditions. Witness Abbott testified that "regulation 
must support the financial integrity of the company to a degree that provides the basis for a 
strong investment grade rating." She further stated "such a rating will not only benefit investors, 
but will provide capital to the company at more attractive rates, and continued access to the 
markets that will enable the company to pursue its capital investments for the benefit of its 
customers." For TECO to achieve a better rating to carry it through its construction program, 
during which financial stress may degrade its metrics, witness Abbott testified the Company 
should have stronger financial metrics than it presently has. She concluded by stating ''with a 
heavy capital program and persistent need to access the capital markets, Tampa Electric requires 
healthier financial metrics to ensure capital market access on a sustainable basis." 

Witness Gillette challenged the reasonableness of the intervenors' witnesses 
recommendations regarding the appropriate capital structure for TECO. Witness Gillette 
testified that OPC witness Woolridge and FRF witness O'Donnell both failed to "provide any 
evidence to suggest that a rating lower than single A would provide adequate financial integrity 
and appropriate and consistent access to the capital markets." Moreover, witness Gillette 
testified that "if the Commission were to accept the capital structure recommendations·· of the 
intervenors' witnesses in this case, I am very concerned that the rating agencies could downgrade 
Tampa Electric." 

OPC witness Woolridge testified that TECO's recommended capital structure is not 
appropriate for ratemaking purposes in this proceeding. He testified that TECO's recommended 
capital structure is not reflective of the recent capi talization of the Company. Witness Woolridge 
also testified that, due to a number of inappropriate adjustments that result in an inflated equity 
ratio, the Company's proposed capital structure is "equity rich" and has a much higher equity 
ratio than that employed by other electric companies. Witness Woolridge testified TECO's 
"proposed capital structure ratios do not reflect the actual capitalization of Tampa Electric." He 
testified that TECO's average equity ratio over the past three years has been 49.0 percent. 
Witness Woolridge testified TECO's proposed equity ratio is not reflective of the capitalization 
of other electric companies. The average equity ratio for the companies in witness Woolridge's 
proxy group for the first 11 months of 2008 was 45.7 percent. Witness Woolridge also testified 
that the equity ratio in TECO's proposed capital structure is inflated due to questionable 
adjustments and uncertain equity infusions. As noted above, TECO's proposed capital structure 
includes $77 million of imputed equity. TECO Energy invested approximately $300 million of 
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the $350 million equity infusion projected for 2008. The Company's proposed capital structure 
also reflects an additional equity infusion of $285 million in 2009. 

For purposes of setting rates in this proceeding, witness Woolridge recommended a 
capital structure that reflects an equity ratio of 48.9 percent. This ratio represents the average of 
TECO's actual equity ratios in 2007 and 2008. Witness Woolridge testified that his 
recommended capital structure more accurately reflects how the Company has been financed in 
the past, more closely reflects the capitalization of other electric companies, and does not include 
any of the questionable adjustments and uncertain equity infusions present in TECO's proposed 
capital structure. 

FRF witness O'Donnell testified that "allowing Tampa Electric's rates to be set using this 
capital structure would cause customers to over-pay for Tampa Electric's true cost of capital by 
forcing captive customers to pay for a hypothetical, non-existent capital structure that does not, 
in my opinion, accurately reflect the way the Company finances its rate base investment." He 
further stated that, due to the parent/subsidiary relationship between TECO Energy and TECO, 
there are no market forces that influence TECO's capital structure. Witness O'Donnell testified 
that ''TECO Energy can issue long-tenn debt on its balance sheet and then invest the funds into 
Tampa Electric and call it common equity." He concluded that, through this process, ''TEeO 
Energy can effectively create whatever capital structure it desires for Tampa Electric and its 
other subsidiaries." 

For purposes of setting rates in this proceeding, witness O'Donnell recommended a 
capital structure that reflects an equity ratio of 49.6 percent. He recommended that we adjust the 
Company's projected capital structure "to account for a proportionate amount of long-tenn debt 
in the parent company capital structure that should be accounted for as long-tenn debt and not 
common equity in the Tampa Electric capital structure." 

Witness Gillette argued that the Company's proposed equity ratio is necessary to generate 
credit parameters commensurate with a debt rating in the A range. However, the processes used 
by the rating agencies to detennine debt ratings are complex and consider both qualitative and 
quantitative factors. Even if TECO received the entire rate increase it has requested in this 
proceeding, it is neither automatic nor guaranteed that the Company's debt rating would be 
upgraded. Witness Abbott testified that a utility'S financial integrity is primarily a product of its 
regulatory environment. She noted that we are regarded by a number of equity analysts as 
having a constructive regulatory environment because of our innovative and forward-looking 
regulatory practices. Witness Abbott also testified that regulation in Florida is considered among 
the best in the country by Regulatory Research Associates (RRA). 

When asked for specifics regarding her testimony, witness Abbott stated she is 
supporting "anything that would generate cash flow to levels that would allow the company to 
have financial metries that will qualify them for a single A rating." When asked about the effect 
a non-regulated subsidiary has on a utility'S financial integrity, witness Abbott responded the 
effect "is secondary and results from management's practices regarding dividend and cash 
infusion policies." While her opinion may well be accurate in certain jurisdictions, we find that 
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witness Abbott's views with respect to TECO's credit rating are not supported by the record in 
this proceeding. Contrary to witness Abbott's testimony, the comments expressed by the rating 
agencies in the following passages make it abundantly clear the financial strain from TECO 
Energy's non-regulated investments and its policies regarding dividends and cash infusions have 
had more of an impact on TECO's debt rating than the Florida regulatory environment. 

In October 2000, Standard & Poors' (S&P) downgraded TECO's debt rating from AA to 
A and changed the Company's outlook to negative. In announcing its decision, S&P explained: 

TECO Energy's aggressive higher-risk nonregulated activIties include 
independent power projects, which have become increasingly integral to the 
company's core business strategy. The growth of nonregulated activities could 
further impact the business risk profile requiring even higher credit protection 
measures. Additionally, the company's debt-financed share repurchase program 
has adversely affected credit protection measures, resulting in higher debt to total 
capital levels. 

The ratings of TECO Energy reflect Standard & Poor's consolidated rating 
methodology, resulting in the same corporate credit rating (risk of default) for 
TECO Energy and Tampa Electric. No regulatory or structural insulation is 
accorded Tampa Electric, given the absence of proscriptive authority by the 
regulators in the state of Florida. 

In April 2002, S&P announced the downgrade of TECO Energy's and TECO's debt 
rating to A minus from A and reaffirmed the Company's outlook as negative. In explaining this 
action, S&P stated "the rating action reflects Standard & Poor's assessment of TECO's business 
strategy and the quality of the cash flow stream generated weighed against the level of risk being 
undertaken." S&P downgraded TECO Energy's and TECO's credit ratings again in September 
2002 from A minus to BBB. 

In May 2003, S&P downgraded its debt rating for TECO Energy and TECO to BBB 
minus from BBB. In explaining this action, S&P stated ''the downgrade of TECO and its 
subsidiaries reflects the company's continued exposure to power plant projects that are being 
severely impacted by a weak power price environment, ongoing asset sale execution risk, and the 
paramount importance of continuing to execute planned strategic initiatives to arrest the 
company's weakened credit quality." 

In July 2004, S&P downgraded TECO Energy's debt rating to BB. At the same time, 
S&P left TECO's debt rating at BBB minus. S&P explained that the downgrade of TECO 
Energy to a non-investment grade rating was "due to a combination of lower expected financial 
performance at TECO Energy and less support accorded to TECO Energy from its Tampa 
Electric utility subsidiary." In affirming TECO's rating at BBB minus, S&P posited "its view 
that the utility's credit profile is unlikely to suffer further deterioration from the parent's 
activities." TECO's S&P debt rating is still BBB minus today. 
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During this period, the other major rating agencies also commented on TECO's relative 
debt rating and the impact the non-regulated activities of TECO Energy exerted on its utility 
subsidiary's financial integrity. In an April 2003 report, Fitch Ratings (Fitch) stated: 

The downgrades and Negative Outlook for Tampa Electric reflect Fitch's policy 
that restricts the rating differential between a parent and its utility subsidiary. The 
regulated utility continues to provide an offset to the risks associated with the 
independent power business. Tampa Electric, which contributed 66% of 
consolidated EBITDA for the TECO group in 2002, has financial metrics which 
would be consistent with the 'A' category, despite significant investment in new 
plant over the last several years to meet customer and sales growth. The recent 
issuance of $250 million of senior unsecured notes at Tampa Electric and the 
recent return of capital to the parent is expected to have a moderately negative 
impact on financial measures, although the ratings will continue to be constrained 
by that of the parent. 

Moody's Investors Service (Moody's) also commented on the impact the fmancial strain 
of non-regulated investments at the TECO Energy level placed on the financial position of 
TECO. In October 2003, Moody's stated: 

The negative outlook reflects Moody's concerns regarding the high level of debt 
at parent company TECO Energy (Ba I senior unsecured, negative outlook), 
financial pressures at the unregulated subsidiaries of TECO, and the perceived 
likelihood that upstreamed dividends from Tampa Electric will be increasingly 
relied upon to service parent company obligations which begin to mature in 2007. 

The negative outlook considers Moody's view that the regulated utility is not 
completely insulated from the ongoing financial pressures facing the parent and 
other subsidiaries of the parent. Tampa Electric has in recent years delayed 
certain aspects of its capital expenditure program and returned some previously 
contributed capital to TECO, which has affected the utility's own financial 
flexibility during a period of significant capital spending needs. 

In February 2004, Moody's elaborated on its view that TECO's credit rating was 
negatively impacted by the financial difficulties at the parent level when it stated: 

The downgrade of Tampa Electric's rating reflects Moody's view that the 
regulated utility continues to be negatively affected by the weakened financial 
condition of the parent company. Although TECO has recently articulated a back 
to basics strategy focusing on its core Florida utility operations, Moody's believes 
that TECO's management will continue to be preoccupied with exiting the Union 
and Gila plant investments, and resolving issues surrounding its other merchant 
plant investments through 2004, and perhaps into 2005 as well. Moody's believes 
there may be greater pressure on Tampa Electric for dividends to the parent for a 

~~--~"-... --- ...-~~----------
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number of years, which may be accomplished by deferring certain expenses or 
capital expenditures. 

In 2003, TECO returned $158.3 million in equity to TECO Energy. This same year, 
TECO paid a dividend to TECO Energy of approximately $25 million in excess of TECO's net 
income that year. This movement of funds between TECO and TECO Energy contributed to 
TECO's equity ratio falling from 55.6 percent in 2002 to 49.4 percent in 2003. 

For the period 1998 through 2002, TECO's equity ratio varied from a high of 60.6 
percent to a low of 55.6 percent and averaged 57.3 percent over the period. For the period 2003 
through 2007, TECO's equity ratio varied from a high of 49.3 percent to a low of 47.5 percent 
and averaged 48.2 percent over the period. Due to a significant equity infusion in 2008, TECO's 
equity ratio was 52.6 percent at year end 2008. 

To achieve an equity ratio of 55.3 percent in its 2009 projected capital structure, TECO 
assumed it would receive equity infusions from TECO Energy of$350 million in 2008 and $285 
million in 2009. By year end 2008, TECO had received approximately $300 million of equity 
from TECO Energy. 

From 1999 through 2007, TECO Energy invested approximately $533.6 million in equity 
in TECO. Recognizing the return of capital made in 2003, the net equity infusion in TECO was 
$375.3 million over this nine year period. The equity infusion projected for 2008 and 2009 of 
$635 million is approximately $100 million more than the amount TECO Energy invested in the 
utility over the preceding nine years combined. When the $158.3 million return of capital is 
recognized, the projected equity infusion over this two year period is approximately $260 million 
more than the actual equity investment made in the utility over the preceding nine years. The 
magnitude of these projected equity infusions over this relatively short period compared to the 
actual amount of equity invested in the utility over the past decade caused witness Woolridge to 
question whether this equity investment will actually take place. Considering the fact that TECO 
Energy was unable to make the full $350 million equity infusion in 2008, we agree to a certain 
extent with witness Woolridge's concern regarding the uncertainty ofthe projected equity level. 

We do not agree with TECO witness Abbott that we must set an authorized return in this 
proceeding that will generate revenue sufficient to achieve financial metrics in a particular rating 
range. We have a long history of constructive regulatory decisions that provide for the timely 
recovery ofprudently incurred expenses and capital investments to support the financial integrity 
of the companies under our jurisdiction. If a company believes a particular debt rating is 
optimal, it is the parent company's responsibility to make equity infusions in the utility 
consistently over time sufficient to achieve financial metrics in that rating range, not just during 
the test year. 

In addition to the fact that there is no guarantee TECO's rating would be upgraded to the 
A range even if it received the full rate increase it requested in this proceeding, it is unrealistic to 
expect the rating agencies to upgrade TECO until the financial metrlcs at the consolidated level 
also improve. It is important to keep in mind that the level of equity recognized for purposes of 
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setting rates should be in line with the risk associated with the provision of regulated operations. 
There is no mandate from S&P or any of the other rating agencies that we or any other regulatory 
commission allow an inflated equity ratio at the utility level to compensate for the parent 
company's use of higher debt leverage to fund other, non-regulated businesses. Our statutory 
responsibility is to set a rate of return for this Company commensurate with returns on 
investments in other companies of comparable risk, sufficient to maintain the financial integrity 
of the company, and sufficient to maintain its ability to attract capital under reasonable terms. 
This responsibility does not extend to setting a rate of return to generate cash flow sufficient to 
improve the debt rating of the parent company. 

Finally, TECO witness Murry identified a group of companies that he testified "provide a 
representative sample of the financial and cost of capital information for a financially healthy 
electric utility such as Tampa Electric." The regulated utilities associated with the companies in 
witness Murry's proxy group have equity ratios that range from a high of 59.8 percent to a low 
of32.6 percent. The average equity ratio for this group of utilities is 46.8 percent. 

We fmd that the capital structure shown on Schedule 2 is appropriate. This capital 
structure reflects the Company's proposed capital structure for 2009 with specific adjustments to 
remove the $77 million in imputed equity and the $50 million equity infusion TECO Energy 
failed to make in 2008. We agree with OPC that it is uncertain TECO Energy will be able to 
make up this incremental $50 million and make the full $285 mil1ion projected for 2009. This 
capital structure reflects an equity ratio of approximately 54 percent. While this level of equity 
is within the range of equity ratios of the utilities in witness Murry's proxy group, it is well 
above the average equity ratio for the group. In addition, while this level of equity is below the 
equity ratio requested by TECO, it is well above the average equity ratio the Company has used 
over the past five years. We find that this level of equity is supported by competent and 
substantial evidence in the record and it is appropriate given the substantial construction program 
TECO is proposing for the next five years. 

Appropriate Return on Common Equity 

Four witnesses testified in this proceeding regarding the appropriate return on common 
equity (ROE) for TECO. TECO witness Murry recommended an ROE of 12.00 percent. OPC 
witness Woolridge recommended an ROE of 9.75 percent. FIPUG witness Herndon 
recommended an ROE of7.50 percent. FRF witness O'Donnell recommended an ROE of9.75 
percent. TECO's currently authorized ROE of 11.75 percent was set in 1995 in Order No. PSC­
9S-0580-FOF-EI.23 

The statutory principles for determining the appropriate rate of return for a regulated 
utility are set forth by the U.S. Supreme Court in its Hope and Bluefield decisions.24 These 
decisions define the fair and reasonable standards for determining rate of return for regulated 

B Order No. PSC-95-0580-FOF-EI, issued May 10, 1995, in Docket No. 950379-EI, In re: Investigation into 

earnings for 1995 and 1996 of Tampa Electric Company. 

24 Federal Power Commission v. Hope Natural Gas Company, 320 U.S. 591 (1944); and Bluefield Water Works & 

Improvement ~ny v. Public Service Commission of West Virginia, 262 U.S. 679 (1923). 
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enterprises. Specifically, these decisions hold that the authorized return for a public utility 
should be commensurate with returns on investments in other companies of comparable risk, 
sufficient to maintain the financial integrity of the company, and sufficient to maintain its ability 
to attract capital under reasonable terms. While the logic of the legal and economic concepts of a 
fair rate of return are fairly straight forward, the actual implementation of these concepts is more 
controversial. Unlike the cost rate on debt that is fixed and known due to its contractual terms, 
the cost of equity is a forward-looking concept and must be estimated. Financial models have 
been developed to estimate the investor-required ROE for a company. Market-based approaches 
such as the Discounted Cash Flow (DCF) model, Capital Asset Pricing Model (CAPM), and ex 
ante Risk Premium (RP) model are generally recognized as being consistent with the market­
based standards of a fair return enunciated in the Hope and Bluefield decisions. 

'Three witnesses used the DCF model to estimate the investor-required ROE for TECo. 
Because TECO is a wholly-owned subsidiary ofTECO Energy, its common stock is not publicly 
traded. To apply the DCF model, each witness had to select a group of companies with publicly 
traded stock to serve as a proxy for TECO. 

To select his group of comparable companies, TECO witness Murry started with all 
electric utilities followed by Value Line Investment Survey (Value Line). From this initial 
sample, he removed all companies that were actively involved in a merger, had reduced or 
eliminated its dividend in the past five years, or were forecasted to have zero or negative 
earnings growth. He further narrowed his proxy group by focusing on companies with market 
capitalization greater than $2 billion and less than $8 billion and excluded any companies that 
derived less than 60 percent of its operating income from regulated electric operations. Based on 
this selection criteria, witness Murry identified a group of eight companies that he testified 
"provide a representative sample of the financial and cost of capital information for a financially 
healthy electric utility such as Tampa Electric." 

Witness Murry relied on stock prices and dividends for a recent two week period prior to 
the filing of his direct testimony in August 2008 and the high and low stock prices for the 
preceding 52-week period. While he reviewed dividend growth rates, his DCF analysis relied 
principally on forecasted earnings growth rates. In lieu of making a specific adjustment for 
flotation costs, witness Murry recognized the high end of the results of his DCF analysis to 
compensate for the price impact flotation costs and market pressure from a stock issuance have 
on the price of that common stock. The various iterations of witness Murry's DCF analysis 
produced indicated returns ranging from a low of 9.14 percent to a high 13.27 percent for his 
proxy group. Due to the recent turmoil in the debt and equity markets, he testified the relevant 
DCF results from his analysis range from 11.12 percent to 13.27 percent. 

To select his group of comparable companies, OPC witness Woolridge started with all 
electric utilities followed by Value Line and AUS Utility Reports. From this initial sample, he 
removed all companies that did not have an investment grade bond rating from Moody's and 
S&P and a three year history of paying dividends. He further narrowed his proxy group by 
focusing on companies with operating revenues less than $10 billion that generate at least 75 
percent of its operating income from regulated electric operations. Based on this selection 
criteria, witness Woolridge identified a group of 13 comparable companies for use in his 
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analysis. Witness Woolridge relied on dividend yields for the six month period ended November 
2008 and for the month of November 2008. He relied on Value Line's historical and projected 
growth rate estimates for earnings per share (BPS), dividends per share (DPS). and book value 
per share (BVPS). In addition, he used the average EPS growth rate forecasts from Bloomberg 
and Zacks and the expected growth rate as measured by the earnings retention method. Witness 
Woolridge's DCF analysis did not include an adjustment for flotation costs. The indicated return 
from witness Woolridge's DCF analysis is 9.8 percent. 

To select his group of comparable companies, FRF witness O'DonneJl also started with 
all electric utilities followed by Value Line. As a further screen, he only included companies that 
have an S&P Quality Rating ofB and an S&P Stock Rating ofB. From this sample, he excluded 
all companies that either paid no dividend, had recently reinstated its dividend, had recently 
purchased another company, or was the subject of takeover discussions. Based on this screening 
criteria, witness O'Donnell identified a group of 24 comparable companies for use in his 
determination of the appropriate ROE for TECO. Witness O'Donnell relied on the dividend 
yield expected over the next 12 months for each company as reported by Value Line. He 
developed the dividend yield range for the comparable group by averaging each company's 
dividend yield over the I3-week and 4-week periods as well as the most recent dividend yield 
reported by Value Line. Witness O'Donnell relied on the earnings retention method; the 5-year 
and 10-year historical compound annual rates of change for EPS, DPS, and BVPS; the Value 
Line forecasted compound annual rates of change for EPS, DPS, and BVPS; and a compilation 
of forecasted EPS growth rates reported by Charles Schwab & Co. Witness O'Donnell's DCF 
analysis did not include an adjustment for flotation costs. Witness O'Donnell's DCF analysis 
resulted in a range of returns of8.9 percent to 9.9 percent. 

Both witnesses Woolridge and O'Donnell challenged the reasonableness of certain 
aspects of witness Murry's DCF analysis. In tum, witness Murry challenged the reasonableness 
of certain aspects of their analyses. All three witnesses used very similar DCF models, similar 
estimates of dividend yields, and relatively similar proxy groups. The primary reasons for the 
difference in the witnesses' indicated DCF returns is their respective estimates of the growth rate 
to include in the DCF model and witness Murry's decision to rely on the high end of his 
indicated DCF results to account for flotation costs. 

Focusing first on expected growth rates, witness Woolridge used a growth rate of 4.50 
percent. This growth rate is the average of the projected growth rates for EPS, DPS, BVPS, and 
the internal growth rate. Witness O'Donnell used a growth rate range of 4.00 percent to 4.50 
percent. This growth rate range is based on the historical and forecasted growth in EPS, DPS, 
and BVPS. In contrast, witness Murry's relevant DCF range is based on growth rates that range 
from 6.50 percent to 8.06 percent. These growth rates are based exclusively on forecasted EPS 
growth rates. 

We have traditionally recognized a reasonable adjustment for flotation costs in the 
determination of the investor-required ROE. However, such adjustments have typically been on 
the order of 25 to 50 basis points. While not making a specific adjustment for flotation costs, by 
going to the high end of his DCF results, witness Murry has effectively incorporated an 
adjustment to his recommended DCF result far in excess of25 to 50 basis points. 
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Two witnesses relied on the CAPM approach to estimate the investor-required ROE for 
TECO. For the reasons discussed earlier, the witnesses used their respective proxy groups for 
certain inputs to their CAPM analyses. TECO witness Murry perfonned two different, but 
complimentary, approaches to estimate a CAPM ROE for TECO. The first method compared 
the historical risk premium between cornmon stocks and government bonds. The second method 
examined the historical risk premium of common stocks over Aaa-rated corporate bonds. In 
both analyses, he used the average beta for his proxy group. In witness Murry's first CAPM 
method, he relied on Ibbotson Associates data to compare the risk premium between the 
historical, earned returns on common stocks and the earned returns on 20-year Treasury bonds. 
This method produced a CAPM result of 11.24 percent. This result included a "small size 
adjustment" of 92 basis points. Witness Murry testified that this adjustment is necessary to 
account for an empirical bias against smaller companies in the CAPM analysis. In his second 
CAPM approach, witness Murry relied on Ibbotson Associates data to compare the risk premium 
between the historical, earned returns on common stocks and the earned returns on long-term 
Aaa-rated corporate bonds. This method produced a CAPM result of 12.42 percent. Witness 
Murry testified that this CAPM method does not require a separate recognition of the size bias 
because it embodies the historical relationship between common equity and debt. OPC witness 
Woolridge perfonned an ex ante version of the CAPM analysis. As a proxy for the risk free rate, 
he used a composite yield of long-tenn U.S. Treasury bonds. He used the average beta for his 
proxy group. He detennined an expected risk premium based on the results ofvarious studies of 
historical risk premium, ex ante risk premium studies, and equity risk premium surveys. Witness 
Woolridge's CAPM analysis indicated an ROE of 8.2 percent. 

Both witness Woolridge and witness Murry challenged the reasonableness of certain 
aspects of each other's CAPM analyses. Both witnesses used virtually the same risk free rates 
(4.60 percent and 4.50 percent) and betas (.81 and .82). The primary reasons for the difference 
in their indicated CAPM results is the size of the market risk premium assumed in their 
respective analyses, and witness Murry's decision to include a small size adjustment to the 
results ofone ofms CAPM methods. Witness Woolridge used a risk premium of 4.56 percent in 
his CAPM analysis. Witness Murry used risk premiums of 7.1 0 percent and 8.50 percent in his 
CAPM analyses. Witness Woolridge relied on ex ante or forward looking risk premiums in his 
analysis. In contrast, witness Murry relied on ex post or historical risk premiums in his CAPM 
analysis. Witness Woolridge testified there is considerable academic research documenting that 
risk premiums based on historical, earned returns are poor predictors of current market 
expectations. Witness Woolridge testified that the small size adjustment proposed by witness 
Murry in one of his CAPM approaches is not justified. Witness Murry testified that he 
calculated the small size adjustment consistent with the method recommended by Ibbotson 
Associates. However, witness Woolridge countered that the errors in using historical, earned 
returns to measure forward-looking risk premiums also apply to this type of analysis. In 
addition, witness Woolridge noted that the explicit size premium in the Ibbotson study is for 
companies with betas much greater than the betas for electric utilities. As such, he believes these 
size adjustments are not associated with electric utilities. Due to regulation, government 
oversight, perfonnance review, accounting standards, and information disclosure, witness 
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Woolridge testified that utilities are much different than industrial companies. For these reasons, 
witness Woolridge testified there is no evidence of a significant size premium for utility stocks. 

Two witnesses relied on approaches other than the DCF and CAPM methods to estimate 
the investor-required ROE for TECO. FRF witness O'Donnell testified he used the comparable 
earnings method in his analysis "to assess the reasonableness of my DCF results and to provide 
an independent methodological estimate of the return that investors would consider reasonable 
for Tampa Electric ..." The comparable earnings approach assumes historical, earned returns 
on common equity of comparable companies provide investors with insight to assess an 
investment's current required return. 

Witness O'Donnell reviewed the earned returns for the companies in his proxy group for 
the period 2004--2007. Over this period, his analysis showed the average earned ROE for the 
group of comparable companies ranged from a low of 8.3 percent in 2004 to a high of 9.7 
percent in 2006. For the entire four year period, the average earned ROE for the group was 9.0 
percent. 

In addition to his analysis of earned returns, witness O'Donnell also examined recently 
authorized returns granted by state regulatory commissions around the country. For the period 
June 2007 through July 2008, the authorized returns granted by state regulatory commissions for 
utilities operating in fully regulated states ranged from a low of9.10 percent to a high of 11.25 
percent. The average authorized return for the entire group over this period was 10.35 percent. 
Based on this analysis, witness O'Donnell testified that the indicated range of returns using the 
comparable earnings approach is 9.50 percent to 10.50 percent. 

FIPUG witness Herndon did not rely on any of the generally accepted models to 
determine his recommended ROE for purposes of setting rates in this proceeding. He testified 
that in these unusual economic times, we should not place undue reliance on traditional ROE 
models to determine the ROE for TECO. Witness Herndon testified that we should rely on 
financial issues such as issues of risk, investor expectations, the current economic environment, 
and TECO's position as a monopoly provider of an essential service in a relatively low risk 
regulatory environment, to determine the appropriate ROE, rather than a strict adherence to the 
results of models. Based on his review of these factors, witness Herndon recommended a fair 
ROE for TECO in the range of 7.00 percent to 8.00 percent, with the midpoint of 7.50 percent 
used for purposes of setting rates in this proceeding. 

In rebuttal, witness Murry testified that since the authorized returns contained in witness 
O'Donnell's comparable earnings approach represent decisions reached during the period June 
2007 through July 2008, these decisions are based on information from several months prior to 
this period. Given the recent disruption in the credit markets, witness Murry testified "these 
decisions cannot represent current market conditions, and they are not relevant to this 
proceeding." Witness Murry did not address witness O'Donnell's reliance on historical, earned 
returns in his comparable earnings approach. 
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Witness Murry testified that because witness Herndon's recommended ROE is less than 
the current cost of utility debt, it fails to meet the economic standard of the Hope and Bluefield 
decisions that an allowed return should be equal to returns on alternative investments of 
comparable risk. He further stated that "this non~market recommended allowed return is so low 
relative to the costs of competitive, alternative investments in current markets that is has no value 
in this proceeding." 

Based on a literal reading of the testimony in this proceeding, the record supports an 
authorized ROE within the range of 7.50 percent to 13.27 percent. Based on a more pragmatic 
review of the testimony, we find that the record more strongly supports an ROE for TECO 
within the range of9.75 percent to 12.00 percent. 

Each of the witnesses recognized that the generally accepted models used for estimating 
ROE are based on a number of restrictive assumptions. Under normal economic circumstances, 
the relaxation of these assumptions for the practical application of these models is generally 
understood. However, as each of the ROE witnesses have testified, the economy is not presently 
in a normal or stable state. This realization does not mean the models no longer have value, 
rather, it is particularly important at this point in time to exercise informed judgment in the 
application of the models. 

Due to the reliance on historical, earned returns to estimate the current risk premium and 
the decision to include a questionable small-size adjustment in his CAPM analysis combined 
with the decision to recognize the high end of his DCF results, we find that witness Murry's 
recommended ROE overstates the current investor-required ROE for TECO. Conversely, 
recognizing that the intervenors' witnesses recommended ROE is only marginally greater than 
the current cost of utility debt, we believe returns in the single digits may understate the investor­
required ROE in the current market. 

Witness Murry testified that recent returns authorized by other regulatory commissions 
over the most recent two-year period are not relevant to this proceeding because these returns do 
not account for investor expectations following the recent disruption in the credit markets. 
However, this position is drawn into question by the fact witness Murry's recommended ROE is 
significantly influenced by the historical, earned returns over the period 1926-2007. We do not 
agree that authorized returns over the most recent two-year period are not relevant to this 
proceeding, but a return based on historical, earned returns over the past 81 years does convey 
information on current investor expectations that we can rely on for making its decision in this 
case. 

There is little doubt the recent disruption in the credit markets has exerted some degree of 
upward pressure on the current expectations of the market risk premium.) However, this 
incremental increase in required return, whatever the appropriate amount may be, should be 
applied to a contemporary estimate of the current investor-required return, not an authorized 
return set in the mid-1990's. Witness Murry identified a group of companies he testified are 
comparable in risk to TECO. Excluding the companies that operate in Massachusetts under 
revenue sharing plans, these utilities have authorized ROEs ranging from a low of 9.40 percent 
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to a high of 11.00 percent. The average ROE for this group is 10.25 percent. We do not believe 
the investor-required return for TECO is 175 basis points greater than the average authorized 
return for the group of companies witness Murry has identified as comparable in risk to TECO. 

We thus authorize an ROE of 11.25 percent with a range of plus or minus 100 basis 
points. In arriving at this return, we have weighed the results of the witnesses' models against 
the level of currently authorized returns around the country. We have also taken into account 
TECO's proposed construction program and its need to access the capital markets during this 
potentially challenging period. At an equity ratio of approximately 54 percent, an authorized 
ROE of 11.25 percent is supported by competent, substantial evidence in the record and satisfies 
the standards set forth in the Hope and Bluefield decisions of the U.S. Supreme Court regarding 
a fair and reasonable return for the provision of regulated service. 

Weighted Average Cost ofC(ipital 

Based upon the preceding decisions and the proper components, amounts, and cost rates 
associated with the capital structure, we have calculated a weighted average cost of capital of 
8.11 percent. 

As discussed above, the appropriate balance of accumulated deferred income taxes 
(ADIT) is $365,087,524. The appropriate amount and cost rate of unamortized investment tax 
credits (ITCs) are $10,587,947 and 9.19 percent, respectively. 2.75 percent is the appropriate 
cost rate for short-tenn debt. The appropriate weighted average cost of long-tenn debt is 6.80 
percent, and 11.25 percent is the appropriate mid-point return on cornmon equity. 

Certain adjustments to TECO's proposed capital structure are needed to more accurately 
reflect the level of equity investment in the utility on a going-forward basis. We made an 
adjustment to remove $77 million of imputed equity. In addition, we made an adjustment to 
recognize that $50 million of the 2008 equity infusion included in the projected capital structure 
was not made. Finally, in reconciling rate base and capital structure, TECO made a pro rata 
adjustment over all sources of capital. Because the balances of ADITs and ITCs are specifically 
identified with plant in rate base, the pro rata adjustment necessary to reconcile rate base and 
capital structure shall be made over investor sources of capital only. This treatment is consistent 
with our past practice.25 

The net effect of these adjustments is a decrease in the overall cost of capital from the 
8.82 percent return requested by TECO to a return of 8.11 percent recommended herein. 
Schedule 2 shows the approved test year capital structure. Based upon the proper components, 
amounts, and cost rates associated with the capital structure for the test year ended December 31, 
2009, we find that the appropriate weighted average cost of capital for TECO for purposes of 
setting rates in this proceeding is 8.11 percent. 

25 Order No. PSC-02-0787-FOF-EI, issued June 10,2002, in Docket No. Ol0949-EI, In re: Request for rate increase 
by Gulf Power Company. 

http:practice.25
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NET OPERATING INCOME 

Total Operating Revenues 

Because there are no adjustments to TECO's forecasts of customers, kWh, kw, Or 
revenues for the 2009 projected test year, $865,359,000 is the appropriate projected level of total 
operating revenues for the 2009 projected test year. 

Inflation Factors for Use in Forecasting the Test Year Budgets 

The following stipulation was reached amongst the parties and our staff. Having 
reviewed TECO's inflation escalation factor for its forecasts and compared it with Florida's 
National Economic Estimating Conference (10/2008) CPI forecasts, we find that TECO's 2.06% 
inflation factor is reasonable. 

Level of O&M Expense 

TECO has requested level of O&M Expense in the amount of $370,934,000 for the 2009 
projected test year. However, we find that the appropriate level of O&M expense for the 2009 
projected test year is $346,957,065. (See Schedule 3) 

Fuel and Purchase Power Revenues and Expenses 

We find that TECO has made the appropriate test year adjustments to remove fuel and 
purchased power revenues and expenses recoverable through the Fuel and Purchased Power Cost 
Recovery Clause. 

Conservation Revenues and Expenses 

We find that TECO has made the appropriate test year adjustments to remove 
conservation revenues and expenses recoverable through the Conservation Cost Recovery 
Clause. 

Capacity Revenues and Expenses 

We find that TECO has made the appropriate test year adjustments to remove capacity 
revenues and expenses recoverable through the Capacity Cost Recovery Clause. 

Environmental Revenues and Expenses 

We find that TECO has made the appropriate test year adjustments to remove 
environmental revenues and expenses recoverable through the Environmental Cost Recovery 
Clause. 
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Advertising Expenses 

MFR Schedule C-14 provides advertising expenses by subaccounts for the test year and 
the most recent historical year for each type of advertising that is included in TECO's cost of 
service. Also, MFR Schedule C-37 provides a benchmark variance comparison of the test year 
expenses compared to the base year 1991 from the last rate case adjusted for inflation and 
customer growth. 

Although the Company's total O&M expense is below the benchmark, there are specific 
categories of 2009 expense that exceed the benchmark. Witness Chronister testified that Sales 
Expense (pERC Accounts 911 to 916) in 2009 totaled $2,459,000 compared to the benchmark 
amount of $641,000 due to a change in the classification of expenses. Advertising expenses 
Account 913 is included in this group, but as witness Chronister explained, the variance was due 
to reclassifications involving Account 912, Demonstrating and Selling Expenses, and not 
Account 913. Witness Chronister testified that all advertising expenses were under the 
benchmark for the test year. 

In addition to Account 913, TECO projected expenses for Account 909, Informational 
and Instructional Advertising Expenses and Account 930, General Advertising Expenses. The 
categories that included these accounts did not exceed the benchmark comparison. In addition to 
analyzing the information contained in the MFRs, staff and OPC conducted discovery 
concerning TECO's advertising expense. TECO's total jurisdictional advertising expense is 
$444,000 composed of: (1) $129,000 for Informational and Instructional Advertising Account 
909, (2) $311,000 for General Advertising Expenses Account 930, and, (3) $4,000 for 
Advertising Expenses Account 913. 

Based on our review, including an evaluation of O&M benchmark calculations, we find 
that the Company's forecast for advertising expense is reasonable and no adjustment to the test 
year advertising expenses is necessary. 

Lobbying Expenses 

MFR Schedule C-18 Lobbying Expenses, Other Political Expenses and Civic/Charitable 
Contributions states, "[n]o lobbying expenses, other political expenses, or civic/charitable 
contributions are included in determining Net Operating Income. All are accounted for below 
the line." Company witness Chronister testified, " ... every dollar of lobbying is below the line. 
It's not included in the ratemaking process, so ratepayers don't pay a penny for that." Because 
we have determined that no lobbying expenses have been included in test year expenses, we find 
that no adjustment is necessary to remove lobbying expenses from the 2009 projected test year. 

Salaries and Employee Benefits 

Company witness Menill testified that there are three primary objectives in TECO's 
compensation and benefits program. First, the Company strives to offer a compensation and 
benefits program that will attract, retain, and competitively reward its team members based on 
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national and local comparative markets. Second, TECO's compensation program reflects a 
success sharing philosophy, linking total compensation to the attainment of Company, business, 
unit, and individual goals. Third, the Company strives to keep its total compensation and benefit 
program expenses at a competitive level by targeting the market median for total compensation. 
The second component mentioned above, success sharing or incentive compensation, will be 
discussed separately. 

Witness Merrill testified that TECO's total compensation levels are comparable to those 
of its competitors for team members performing similar jobs and with similar skill sets. TECO 
performs a detailed annual benchmarking analysis of its pay rates to those of its competitors to 
determine "position to market." Benchmark jobs are defined as jobs that are pure matches to the 
market and are common from company to company. The most recent market analysis completed 
in 2007 included market survey data from national third-party survey sources, including Towers 
Perrin, Hewitt, Mercer, and Watson Wyatt. According to the testimony of witness Merrill, 
TECO has maintained its average total compensation for benchmarked exempt and non-exempt 
jobs at or below the market average. Witness Merrill stated that the Company targets total 
compensation at the 50th percentile when comparing external market data to similar Company 
positions. 

TECO evaluates its benefits using the Towers Perrin BENV AL Study, a nationally 
recognized and accepted actuarial tool that compares the value of benefit plans. The study 
methodology first analyzes the value of each benefit plan and then converts the plan values to a 
series of relative value indices by applying a standard set of actuarial methods and assumptions. 
This method of comparison neutralizes the effects of differences in team member demographics, 
geographic differences, and related influences. Towers Perrin's Employee Benefit Information 
Center analyzes the competitiveness of participating companies' benefit programs and produces 
the BENVAL Study. According to witness Merrill, TECO's BENV AL Index for the total 
benefit program is rated 91.5, which means that the Company's total benefit program is slightly 
below the national average, yet it is comparable and competitive. 

Concerning officer compensation, Witness Merrill testified that since filing the rate case, 
the Company looked at the market to see what other companies in the US were doing to deal 
with the economic conditions. The Company decided that its officers for both TECO Energy 
and TECO will receive no increase in compensation in 2009. The officers' total compensation 
for both TECO Energy and TECO officers was originally provided during discovery. These 
responses were updated to reflect no increases in compensation for the officers in 2009. These 
changes require an adjustment to decrease jurisdictional O&M expenses by $129,655 ($133,589 
system) for the TECO Energy officers' compensation allocated to TECO. Also, an adjustment is 
required to decrease jurisdictional O&M expenses by $77,157 ($79,498 system) for the TECO 
officers' compensation. The total adjustment is a decrease in jurisdictional O&M expense of 
$206,812 ($213,088 system) for all the officers of both companies. With the exception of our 
adjustment to the Incentive Compensation Plan, we do not support OPC's adjustment with 
respect to the level of compensation of TECO employees. TECO has otherwise presented 
sufficient information to demonstrate that the level of its salaries and employee benefits are 
reasonable. The Company conducts considerable market analysis that it uses to target its total 
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compensation at the 50th percentile when its pay rates are compared to external market data for 
similar Company positions. The Company's market analysis also shows that its benefit program 
is slightly below the national average. TECO has maintained its average total compensation for 
benchmarked exempt and non-exempt jobs at or below the market average. 

OPC witness Schultz testified that he had three concerns with the Company's requested 
payroll: (1) the overtime dollars included in the filing have not been identified or tracked by the 
Company; (2) the Company has requested 151 additional employees above the 2007 levels; and, 
(3) the Company's requested incentive compensation plan is problematic. According to witness 
Schultz, "the problem with the Company's proposed overtime dollars is that we have no idea 
what amount is included in the test year. The response to OPC Interrogatory No. 35 states that 
the Company's budget system does not have a detailed breakout of overtime and other pay for 
2008 and 2009." Witness Schultz argued that not having a detailed breakout of overtime raises 
serious concerns as to how the Company can measure performance when an important 
component of payroll is not tracked and/or monitored. Although witness Schultz raised concerns 
about the Company's overtime payroll dollars, he did not propose a specific adjustment to the 
Company's test year payroll expense for this item. 

Company witness Chronister testified "that overtime dollars are most certainly tracked by 
the Company in its actual accounting records. Tampa Electric's general ledger, along with its 
internal control systems, contains time data and payroll transactions with a well-documented 
audit traiL The same level of detail is not generated for budget purposes because it is not 
necessary to perform a simulated time entry process." Further, witness Chronister stated that 
overtime is properly estimated and included in projected expense based on the expertise and 
experience of the departments creating their budgets. The Company can and does measure 
performance by comparing both actual overtime and total payroll to budgeted amounts. 

OPC witness Schultz testified that there are concerns with the Company's employee 
benefits relating to the 401(k) matching increase that took effect in April of 2007. According to 
witness Schultz, the problem with the Company's increase in the 401 (k) matching is that the 
economy has forced a lot of changes on individuals and companies alike, yet TECO seems to be 
ignoring these changes. 

Company witness Merrill testified: 

In April 2007, Tampa Electric did change the Company fixed match from 30 
cents to 50 cents to be more comparable to other utilities. Based on Towers 
Perrin's 2007 Energy Services BENV AL study, the employer contribution aspect 
of TECO Energy's 401 (k) plan ranked fourth from the bottom and significantly 
below the industry average. The study also illustrates that the majority of 
companies in the "Energy Services" category have a defined benefit plan along 
with a defined contribution plan. Among companies providing both a defined 
benefit plan and a defined contribution plan, TECO Energy is still next to last 
among "Energy Services" companies. 
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Company witness Chronister testified that in preparing the 2009 budget, each department 
quantified its projects and activities into specific resource requirements in its respective budgets. 
According to witness Chronister, payroll cost assumptions are based on appropriate 
compensation levels given expected conditions on the job market. 

Company witness Haines testified that TECO focuses on mUltiple initiatives to cost 
effectively maintain and enhance customer service and reliability. The two largest reliability 
programs the Company employs are vegetation management and wood pole inspections. These 
two initiatives provide the largest benefit for preventing outages before they occur. Witness 
Haines testified that during the 2009 test year, TECO will be increasing maintenance and tree 
trimming expenditures above current levels and wiJI complete full implementation of inspection 
and maintenance programs in order to comply with our requirements. The expected result will 
be improved reliability and service to customers on both a day-to-day basis and following a 
major stonn event. According to witness Haines, in 2007 the Company spent approximately 
$ 10.3 miHion on tree trimming for its distribution system. The vegetation management in 2009 
is projected to be $16.1 million. TECO contracts out its entire tree trimming activities and the 
work is competitively bid. Witness Haines stated the Company had not quantified the 2009 
dollars saved due to tree trimming. 

OPC witness Schultz testified that he' had concerns with the Company's requested 151 
additional employees in the test year above the 2007 levels. He stated the Company has 
decreased its employee complement in 11 of the last 15 years (since 1992). Only in 2006 and 
2007 did TECO have consecutive increases in its employees. According to witness Schultz, the 
Company's request should be reduced by 90 positions to 'a complement of 2,548. This is 17 
positions more than year end 2007 and the September 30, 2008, level, and 61 positions more 
than the average for the historical test year 2007. The Company did not present rebuttal 
testimony to witness Schultz's proposal to reduce the number ofprojected positions for 2009. 

We support OPC's proposal to reduce 90 positions from the Company's payroll. During 
the 2009 test year, TECO will be increasing maintenance and tree trimming expenditures above 
current levels and will complete full implementation of inspection and maintenance programs in 
order to comply with our requirements. The expected result will be improved reliability and 
service to customers on both a day-to-day basis and following a major stonn event. However, 
while it is clear that the Company has projected the cost of these multiple initiatives for 2009, we 
fmd that the cost benefits of fewer outages and less restoration time have been incorporated into 
the total O&M expense projections for the 2009 test year. Therefore, the projected increase of 
151 positions for 2009 shall be reduced to account for the effects of the increased vegetation 
management and wood pole inspections. 

We find that OPC witness Schultz's proposed reduction of 90 positions is a reasonable 
method to account for the benefits that should be received from the Company's various 
initiatives to improve operational efficiency and effectiveness in a cost effective manner. The 
reduction of 90 positions reduces jurisdictional O&M expense by $3,568,109 ($3,676,382 
system) and reduces Benefits expense by $1,420,208 ($1,461,650 system). 
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In total, we find that O&M expense shal1 be reduced by $5,195,129 ($5,351,120 system). 

Other Post-Employment Benefits Expense 

Company witness Chronister testified that the Company properly reflected in its 2009 
revenue requirement calculation, the impact of accounting pronouncements that were issued 
since the Company's last rate case, including Financial Accounting Statement (FAS) No. 158, 
Employers' Accounting for Defined Benefit Pension and Other Postretirement Plans. Witness 
Chronister further testified that the accounting treatments reflect our instructions, as delineated in 
Order No. PSC-06-1040-PAA-EI.26 FAS 158, issued on September 29,2006, amends FAS 87. 
F AS 88, F AS 106, and FAS 132R by requiring employers to recognize the funded status of a 
benefit plan in its statement of financial position. Previously, this information was only required 
to be disclosed in the footnotes. 

Company witness Merrill testified on the design and cost of the Company's benefit plans 
that include Postretirement Plans. Witness Merrill stated that TECO projects medical and dental 
costs to be $13,110,000 for post-retirement benefits for 2009. According to witness Merrill. 
TECO's medical cost is below average based on the Towers Perrin BENV AL Study. 

We have reviewed the data provided by the Company in its MFRs, Exhibits, and through 
discovery. We find that TECO has presented sufficient information to demonstrate that its Other 
Post Employment Benefits Expense is reasonable. 

Budgeted Positions that will be Vacant 

TECO does not budget based on the number of employees by month. Company witness 
Merrill testified that the Company does not track the number of vacancies. As indicated by 
witness Merrill, the number of vacancies is not a metric that is used to run the business. During 
his deposition, Company witness Chronister stated that TECO's budgeting process does not 
incorporate a head count. TECO's budget reflects the dollars of expense associated with the 
resources that it expects to consume. Regarding Salaries and Employee Benefits, we approved a 
reduction in total budgeted positions. No separate adjustment is needed for budgeted positions 
that will be vacant. 

Initiatives to Improve SeIVice Reliability 

Company witness Chronister testified that in preparing the 2009 budget, each department 
quantified its projects and activities into specific resource requirements in its respective budgets. 
According to witness Chronister, payroll cost assumptions are based on appropriate 
compensation levels given expected conditions of the job market. Company witness Haines 
testified that TECO focuses on multiple initiatives to cost-effectively maintain and enhance 

26 Order No. PSC-06-1040-PAAOEI, issued December 16, 2006 in Docket No. 360733-EI, In re: Petition for 
authority to use deferral accounting for creation of a regulatory asset or regulatory liability to record charges or 
credits that would have otherwise been recorded in equity pursuant to balance sheet treatment required by Statement 
of Financial Accounting Standards (SFAS) No. 158, by Tampa Electric Company. 

http:PSC-06-1040-PAA-EI.26
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customer service and reliability. The two largest reliability programs the Company employs are 
vegetation management and wood pole inspections. These two initiatives provide the largest 
benefit for preventing outages before they occur. Witness Haines testified that during the 2009 
test year, TECO will be increasing maintenance and tree trimming expenditures above current 
levels and will complete full implementation of inspection and maintenance programs in order to 
comply with FPSC requirements. The expected result will be improved reliability and service to 
customers on both a day-to-day basis and following a major storm event. Witness Haines 
testified that in 2007, the Company spent approximately $10.3 million on tree trimming for its 
distribution system. The vegetation management in 2009 is projected to be $16.1 million. 
TECO contracts out its entire tree trimming activities and the work is competitively bid. Witness 
Haines stated the Company had not quantified the 2009 dollars saved due to tree trimming. 

We commend the Company for its actions to improve operational efficiency in a cost­
effective manner. During the 2009 test year, TECO will be increasing maintenance and tree 
trimming expenditures above current levels and will complete full implementation of inspection 
and maintenance programs in order to comply with our requirements. The expected result will 
be improved reliabiJity and service to customers on both a day-to-day basis and following a 
major storm event. However, while it is clear that the Company has projected the cost of these 
multiple initiatives for 2009, the cost benefits of fewer outages and less restoration time have not 
been incorporated into the total O&M expense projections for the 2009 test year. Therefore, 
OPC's proposed adjustment to reduce 90 positions under Salaries and Employment Benefits 
shall be made; this will account for the effects of the increased vegetation management and wood 
pole inspections. 

Accepting OPC witness Schultz's proposed reduction of 90 positions is a reasonable 
method to account for the benefits that should be received from the Company's various 
initiatives to improve operational efficiency and effectiveness in a cost effective manner. No 
further adjustments are needed. 

Incentive Compensation Plan 

Company witness Merrill explained there are two components to TECO's annual pay 
program. The first component is a merit award determined by a team member's performance 
level and salary position relative to market. The second component is a variable incentive pay 
program known as "Success Sharing" that provides an annual one-time payment based on the 
achievements of the team member and company against pre-established goals. According to 
witness Merrill, the objective of the Success Sharing plan is to attract, retain and motivate high 
performing goal-oriented team members. Payments are tied directly to corporate performance 
goals that enhance operational efficiencies and financial stability of the organization, which in 
tum, reduces the ultimate cost to customers. Witness Merrill testified that this "at risk" 
component oftotal compensation has been a win-win for team members and customers. 

Concerning the Success Sharing Plan or incentive compensation, OPC witness Schultz 
testified that the description of the plans' objectives is misleading from a ratemaking perspective, 
in that the plan heavily favors shareholder-oriented objectives/goals. Witness Schultz expressed 
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doubt that this incentive pay is truly "at risk" based on the target setting. Moreover, according to 
witness Schultz, ratepayers are being asked to pay more than their fair share of the incentive 
plan, even assuming that this type of incentive plan is reasonable. 

Witness Schultz testified that a review of the goals and achievements of goals for the 
period of2003~2007 raised a number of concerns. According to witness Schultz, the goals set by 
the Company and the detennination of eligibility payments under the plan are seriously flawed, 
particularly from a ratemaking and ratepayer prospective. Witness Schultz cited what he 
believed to be several examples of the Company setting targets and goals so that the employees 
are not required to improve perfonnance in order to receive incentive pay, which he found in his 
review of the plan. According to witness Schultz, the Company also failed to achieve its target 
for five of the seven Success Sharing goals in 2003. In 2004, two of seven goals were not 
achieved. In 2005, five of seven goals were not achieved. In 2006, and 2007, two of seven 
goals were not achieved. Despite the fact that goals were not achieved in each of the 5 years, the 
Company still expensed and paid 18-49 percent more than the target level of incentive 
compensation budgeted during the years 2004-2007. 

Witness Schultz recommends that the entire $11,574,843 ($11,233,952 on a jurisdictional 
basis) should be disallowed, because the Company's goals are not sufficiently established to 
require improvements that will provide either a cost benefit or safer and more reliable service to 
customers. If we were to conclude that some expense is justified, we should first limit the 
amount to the same expense percentage used for base payroll and overtime, and then limit the 
amount expensed to ratepayers to no more than 50 percent of the amount presumed to be 
justified. Because shareholders and ratepayers would conceptually benefit from a true incentive 
plan, witness Schultz argued, the cost of that plan should be shared equally. 

FIPUG witness Pollock testified that incentive compensation that is contingent upon the 
parent and/or operating Company achieving certain financial goals, such as net income, cash 
flow, or other (stand-alone or comparative) measures, is beneficial to shareholders but not of 
direct benefit to ratepayers. For this reason, incentives to achieve financial goals are 
appropriately borne by shareholders, not ratepayers. Witness Pollock mentioned Texas and 
Wyoming as jurisdictions that have considered treating the portions of incentive plans that deal 
with financial measures differently from those that deal with operational measures. Witness 
Pollock recommended that Stock Compensation on MFR Schedule C-35, line 15 for 2009, 
shown as $2.6 million, should be excluded. He also recommended the disallowance of 100 
percent of officer and key employee cash payments, because those payments are contingent upon 
TECO Energy achieving a specific level of net income. Additionally, he argued that a portion 
(50 percent) of the general employee-based incentive pay also should be excluded from 
allowable operating expenses, because it is based upon financial goals of both TECO and TECO 
Energy, the parent. Based upon the 2007 incentive compensation payout of $12.9 million, the 
additional disallowance would be $6.45 million. In total, he recommended a reduction of$9.05 
million in the allowance of incentive compensation, on the basis that such compensation is for 
the benefit of shareholders rather than ratepayers. 
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Company witness Merrill described how the Company uses market data and 
benchmarking results to measure the competitiveness of its compensation. For each Company 
position, it matches essential job functions to those found in external market surveys. These 
same surveys show that incentive compensation programs like TECO's are commonly used by 
similarly-situated companies. Based on the World At Work 2008/2009 Annual Salary Budget 
Survey, over 80 percent of the 2,375 companies surveyed use an incentive pay program. 
TECO's Success Sharing plan has been in place since 1990, and its appropriateness was 
approved in the Company's last rate case in 1992. Witness Merrill stated that in Gulf Power 
Company's ("Gulf') most recent base rate proceeding (Docket No. 010949-El), Mr. Schultz 
made similar arguments about its incentive com~ensation plan as he does about TECO's, but we 
did not agree with him and made no adjustment. 7 We noted that Gulf offers a plan consisting of 
base salary and incentive compensation, and that only receiving a base salary would mean Gulf 
employees would be compensated below employees at other companies. 

Witness Merrill further testified on rebuttal that TECO would need to consider 
restructuring its total compensation package if any incentive compensation expenses were 
excluded. The Company would need to consider raising base salaries while decreasing or 
eliminating the "at-risk" incentive compensation component. It is inappropriate to single out the 
incentive component of an employee's total compensation for scrutiny just because it is called 
"incentive" compensation. TECO's total compensation package, including the portion that is 
contingent on achieving incentive goals, is set near the median level of benchmarked 
compensation, which is the relevant level of cost that should be considered for ratemaking 
purposes. Accepting Mr. Schultz's recommendation to disallow incentive compensation would 
adversely affect the Company's ability to compete in attracting and retaining a high quality and 
skilled workforce. 

Concerning witness Pollock's proposed disallowance, witness Chronister testified that the 
amount to be adjusted would be based on total projected compensation of $11.6 million, not the 
$12.9 million used by witness Pollock. He further testified that only $7 million of the $11.6 
million is in 2009 operating expense, and only a portion is attributable to TECO Energy's 
fmandal results. Since the payout for officers is contingent upon the parent Company's financial 
results, up to 100 percent could be disallowed according to witness Pollock's approach. 
However, it is not a trigger for a key employee payout, as only 15 percent of their incentive 
compensation is tied to TECO Energy results. Following Mr. Pollock's logic, only five percent 
(5 percent x 100 percent for officers) and three percent (20 percent x 15 percent for key 
employees) of total projected incentive compensation expense, or $560,000, would be subject to 
disallowance. According to witness Chronister, while the Company believes no disallowance is 
appropriate, he certainly disagrees with the $6.45 million Mr. Pollock recommends. 

There are two components to TECO's annual pay program. One is a base salary based on 
the employee position and the other is a variable incentive pay program. TECD bases its total 
compensation on market data and benchmarking results to measure the competitiveness of its 
compensation. TECD's total compensation package, including the portion that is contingent on 

27 Order No. PSC-02-0787 -FOF-EI, issued June 10, 2002, in Docket No. 0 I 0949·EI, In re: Request for rate increase 
by Gulf Power Company. 
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achieving incentive goals, is set near the median level of benchmarked compensation. The 
market data survey used by the Company shows that over 80 percent of the 2,375 companies 
surveyed use an incentive pay program. TECO's Success Sharing plan has been in place since 
1990 and its appropriateness was approved in the Company's last rate case in 1992. Lowering or 
eliminating the incentive compensation would mean TECO employees would be compensated 
below employees at other companies, which would adversely affect the Company's ability to 
compete in attracting and retaining a high quality and skilled workforce. We therefore decline to 
do so. 

We also find, however, that the incentive compensation should be directly tied to the 
results of TECO and not to the diversified interest of its parent Company TECO Energy. 
Therefore, jurisdictional operating expenses shall be reduced by $540,000 ($560,000 system) for 
that portion of incentive compensation pay tied directly to TECO Energy's results as recalculated 
by witness Chronister. 

Contractual Service Agreements 

Company witness Hornick testified that the combustion turbines (CTs) used by TECO at 
Polk and Bayside Power Stations are General Electric (HGE") 7F frames, which have a high level 
of performance and low emissions. The availability of parts and technical support services for 
these machines is very limited. Therefore, TECO entered into contractual services agreements 
("CSAs") with GE to perform ongoing maintenance of the turbines. Under these agreements, 
GE is responsible for supplying maintenance services and parts necessary to perform all planned 
and unplanned maintenance on the units. Witness Hornick further explained that under CSAs, 
the availability of spare parts is improved and the inventory requirements for the parts are 
reduced. The risks of cost increases due to reduced maintenance interval requirements, 
replacement parts, and fallout from inspection are borne by GE. Unplanned maintenance 
expense and the management of maintenance services including subcontracting qualified craft 
labor and providing technical support are also GE's responsibility. Maintenance costs are 
levelized and escalation rates are pre-negotiated. He also pointed out that it is a common 
practice for CT operators to enter into CSAs with the original equipment supplier. 

In discussing TECO's planned generation capacity additions, Witness Hornick testified 
that projects are underway to add 5 simple cycle CTs in 2009. The Company intends to enter 
into CSAs for the five new CTs to be placed in service during 2009. Each one of these machines 
has a nominal capacity of 60 megawatts, for a total of 300 megawatts. As there are three 
combustion turbines at the Big Bend station that are old and have reached the end of their useful 
life and are being decommissioned, the net capacity addition considering the new CTs and the 
retired CTs is approximately 170 megawatts. Big Bend Unit I, which is ten MW. is the only one 
of the three CT retirements occurring during the test year. The other 2 CT retirements occur in 
2008. 

We find that the impact on the number of personnel, if any, would be minimal. 
Additionally, we approved reductions in the overall increase in headcount. No further 
adjustment is necessary due to the new CTs that will be maintained under CSAs. 
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Generation Maintenance Expenses 

OPC witness Schultz testified that specific maintenance Accounts 511, 512, and 513 were 
examined because these accounts showed significant increases for the test year. He testified that 
the indexed average expense for accounts 511, 512, and 513, for the time period 2003-2007, was 
$59,291,000. Based on infonnation provided to him from responses to discovery, witness 
Schultz then added $6,880,000 to account for additional maintenance projects that were included 
in 2009 over and above 2007. Adding the $6,880,000 to the indexed average cost of 
$59,291,000, he arrived at $60,671,000. The 2009 test year amounts presented by TECO for 
these accounts is $69,151,000, which is $8,480,000 higher. Schedule 10 shows the jurisdictional 
adjustment to generation maintenance of$8,173,OOO ($8,480,000 system). 

Company witness Hornick testified that when witness Schultz compared historical data 
with the Company's 2009 projected expenses, Account 511 was abnonnally high due to the 
entire $6,900,000 Big Bend channel dredging expense. Since channel dredging typically occurs 
every 5 years, the Company subsequently made a pro fonna adjustment to remove $5,500,000 of 
the $6,900,000 to reach an annual amount of $1,400,000. Therefore, the effective 2009 total 
generation maintenance expense (the total of Accounts 511, 512, and 513) is $63,631,000, not 
$69,151,000. Once this correction is made, witness Schultz's allowable expenses of $60,671,000 
should be compared to the adjusted expense total of $63,631,000. Witness Schultz's own 
methodology (which the Company disagrees with) would only result in a recommended 
disallowance of$2,960,000. 

We find that TECO has not justified the increases in Generation Expense for the test year. 
As discussed in detail below under Number of Outages, test year Generation Maintenance 
expenses are higher than both historical and projected future cost due to the number of planned 
outages. However, planned outages are just one component of Generation Maintenance 
Expense. The approach presented in this issue by OPC witness Schultz, as corrected by 
Company witness Hornick, eliminates the problem of singling out and reducing one category of 
maintenance expense, planned outages, without evaluating overall maintenance impacts. OPC's 
approach addresses a broad category of Generation Maintenance Expense for the Company 
rather than just planned outages. OPC's adjustment reduces generation Expense to a justified 
level for the test year. 

We approve OPC's adjustment as corrected by Company Witness Chronister. Therefore, 
Generation Maintenance Expenses shall be reduced by $2,850,000 ($2,960,000 system). 

Substation Preventive Maintenance Expense 

OPC witness Schultz testified that based on infonnation supplied in response to 
discovery, the Company is asking for a significant increase in preventive maintenance on 
substation infrastructure due to aging. The problem is, as shown on Schedule C-9, the Company 
spent on average $761,581 for preventive maintenance over the five years 2003-2007. The 
Company increased the required annual expense to $2,256,610, almost three times the average 



ORDER NO. PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI 
DOCKET NO. 080317-EI 
PAGE 60 

spent over the last five years, and more than two times the amount expensed in 2007. Despite 
the suggested urgent need, the Company planned to spend approximately 69 percent of the 2009 
requested amount in the interim year 2008. 

Witness Schultz proposed that the Company's maintenance request should be reduced to 
$1,199,425, a jurisdictional reduction of $973,201 ($1,057,185 system). The recommended 
spending for 2009 is based on an indexed 2007 expense of $1,118,958. OPC contended that 
TECO should have been spending the needed amount on maintenance to provide safe and 
reliable service, and that the Company should have to prove that it is spending what is needed to 
provide safe and reliable service justify increases in spending. 

Company witness Haines testified that there are several elements of Mr. Schultz's 
testimony related to substation maintenance that are misleading. First, the 2007 costs he 
references are not representative of all activities that are needed in 2009. For example, in 2008, 
there were 23 fewer circuit breakers that needed to be maintained than in 2009. The additional 
cost of maintenance on these circuit breakers is $28,000. There were also changes made for 
Classifying oil test costs from corrective maintenance to preventative maintenance late in 2007 
that creates an additional $17,000 needed in 2009. The contractor costs for North American 
Electric Reliability Corporation ("NERC") required relay testing have increased, resulting in 
additional costs of $80,000 in 2009. TECO plans to test all of its relays. The yearly additional 
cost is $429,000. Finally, for 2008 and 2009, the substation condition based preventative 
maintenance included annual substation inspection costs, but the 2003 through 2007 historical 
costs did not. For comparison purposes, 2009 condition-based preventative substation 
maintenance should be $1,979,010. Based on the Company's experience in 2008, the costs are 
most likely understated. 

The Company is asking for a significant increase in preventive maintenance on substation 
infrastructure due to aging. The Company has provided a detailed explanation of that increase 
and we find that the Company has fully refuted OPC's objections and has justified the increase in 
preventive maintenance on substation infrastructure. Thus, there is no need for an adjustment. 

Dredging Expense 

Witness Hornick testified that shipping channels used to deliver fuel to Big Bend Station 
accumulate sediment, which impedes the vessels' ability to navigate when fully loaded. He 
explained that silt and sediment accumulation at the circulating water pump inlets reduces unit 
efficiency, increases fuel costs, and causes additional maintenance expense. Witness Hornick 
stated that TECO's experience has shown that dredging is needed about every five years. He 
noted that the dock area and channels were dredged in 1992, 1997 and 2002. He advised that 
without dredging in 2009, vessels will need to be "light loaded" to reduce their required draft to 
navigate the channel, resu1ting in transportation inefficiencies and increased fuel costs in the 
form of financial penalties for waterborne fuel transportation. He stated that TECO "has a 
contractual obligation with United Maritime Group to maintain the Big Bend channels to 
accommodate vessels to a draft of 33 feet." 
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Witness Hornick stated that the Company plans to spend approximately $6.9 million on 
channel dredging in 2009. He explained that the Company's estimate consists of$5.5 million for 
the shipping channel dredging, $1 million for the inlet canal dredging, $200,000 for the terminal 
dock area dredging, and $200,000 for required aids to navigation maintenance. The total cost, 
including the share allocated to another party, is $9.6 million. 

According to witness Hornick, costs are higher than in prior years because the spoil 
disposal areas "are currently about 80 percent full and there is not enough capacity to store the 
volume of dredge material that will be removed in 2009." He noted that TECO included costs 
for either expanding an existing disposal area or paying for off-site spoil disposal. He stated that 
the estimate from the dredging contractor to perform the work has increased significantly since 
2002. The Company estimated the quantity of material to be dredged in the shipping and inlet 
channels based upon preliminary hydrographic surveys and past dredging experience, and then 
obtained estimates for this work from a local dredge/marine contractor. The Company compiled 
estimates for other costs that accompany dredging, including dike integrity testing, surveys, and 
other costs based upon the Company's last dredging project. Since there are currently two users 
of the channel, many of the costs are expected to be shared between TECO and the Mosaic 
Company (Mosaic). Witness Hornick stated that only the Company's portion of dredging costs 
is reflected in the 2009 projections. 

Witness Chronister testified that, although there is historical variation in the timing and 
amount of cost, dredging is a necessary cost that typically occurs every five years. He opined 
that it is therefore appropriate to amortize the impact of this expenditure over five years. He 
advised that the jurisdictional net operating adjustment is a reduction of $3,267,000 to affect the 
amortization, and the jurisdictional rate base adjustment is an increase of $2,657,000 to working 
capitaL 

Witness Larkin testified that the Company's 2002 total dredging cost was $2,346,105, 
with $1,288,169 allocated to TECO and the remainder of $1,057,936 allocated to Mosaic. He 
stated that the 1997 total dredging cost was $1,329,989, with $228,400 allocated to Mosaic, 
leaving dredging costs expensed by TECO of $1,101,589. He argued that, based on this 
information, at most, only half the requested dredging cost should have been included in the 
current case. Witness Larkin removed from rate base the Company's deferred dredging cost 
balance of $2,657,000 (jurisdictional) and removed from operating expenses the remaining 
amount of $1,330,000. Witness Larkin stated that the historical information indicates that the 
Company has never incurred dredging costs which approach $6.9 million. He testified that since 
dredging was done in 1997 and 2002, the next five-year period should have been in the year 
2007 and not 2009; thus, dredging costs would not be included in 2009. 

Witness Chronister pointed out errors in OPC witness Larkin's testimony. First, the 
50/50 sharing of the cost with another user of the shipping channel does not recognize that 
TECO only included its portion of the costs in the filing. Second, the $1,330,000 of dredging 
expense is the amortized portion of the cost, so that witness Larkin then amortizes it again, 
resulting in a 25-year amortization. 
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Witness Hornick stated that it is not a hard and fast rule that the Big Bend channels need 
to be dredged every five years, but that has been the Company's experience. He explained that 
in 2007 the Company determined that since it was not incurring "light loading" penalties from its 
waterborne carrier, it could wait for a year or two before incurring dredging expense.) 

We have serious concerns regarding the lack of evidentiary support by TECO for its 
dredging costs. The only document provided was a one-page estimate that was two years old. 
That document showed a total cost of $4,730,813, not the $9.6 million cost stated by witness 
Hornick. Although TECO claims that there will be additional costs due to the need for 
additional spoils disposal, witness Hornick said the estimate was based on the Company's own 
understanding ofdredging costs, but there was no estimate in hand. 

Witness Hornick stated in testimony that there were increased fuel costs and additional 
maintenance expenses associated with the build-up of silt. However, when questioned about the 
amount of savings that would result for fuel and maintenance expense for the pumps, he was 
unable to quantify it. Upon further consideration, he made an educated guess that the savings 
would be less than ten percent and probably less than one percent. He stated that the savings 
were not reflected in the test year. We are concerned that this cost savings will not be passed 
through to the ratepayers. 

We agree with TECO that there were some discrepancies in OPC witness Larkin's 
testimony involving the amortization costs. However, as pointed out by OPC in its brief, this 
was not the basis for witness Larkin's calculation, but was rather a historical check. Witness 
Larkin's exhibits clearly show that he removed the full amount of the dredging cost. We also 
agree with the Company that the cost of dredging is a necessary and prudent cost. Although 
support is deficient, the quote provided by Misener Marine can serve as a reasonable estimate. 
Any additional costs associated with the provision of an additional or improved spoils disposal 
area are unquantified and shall not be allowed, particularly in view of the fact that the potential 
savings resulting from efficiencies gained have not been shared with the customer. 

Using the $4,730,813 quote and splitting the cost between TECO and Mosaic in the same 
proportion TECO used in this filing gives TECO a share of $3,400,272. Amortized over 5 years, 
the amount of expense is $680,054, for a reduction of $650,056. The remaining amount to be 
included in working capital is $1,309,351, for a reduction of $1,346,649. TECO's share of 
$3,400,272 is an increase of$1,054,166 over the 2002 amount of$2,346,106, or 45 percent. 

•
Although dredging costs are a necessary cost of doing business, the full amount requested 

by TECO is not supported. The Company shall be allowed a total cost of $3,400,272, resulting 
in a reduction to expense of $650,056 Gurisdictional), and a reduction to working capital of 
$1,346,649 Gurisdictional). 

Economic Development Expense 

Recovery of Economic Development Expenses is governed by Rule 25-6.0426, EA.C. 
Company witness Chronister presented the "Commission adjustments" to the Company's net 
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operating income and rate base. Witness Chronister testified that the "Commission adjustments" 
reflect our directives, policies, and decisions from previous rate proceedings. He further testified 
that economic development expense for the test year was developed following the rules on what 
was allowable. He stated that we have various rules; some Economic Development Expenses are 
allowed 100 percent, some are allowed 95 percent, and some are allowed zero percent: "[sJo, 
with each category we projected, we flowed that through and only allowed the allowable 
percentage, the allowable dollars to be included in the filing." The elimination of a portion of 
economic development expenses is shown in the Company's MFR Schedules C-2 and C-3, and 
was the subject of various discovery requests. We have analyzed the MFRs and responses to 
discovery as well as the supporting work papers to the adjustments. 

TECO's testimony, MFRs, and discovery responses, including work papers, support the 
Company's test year adjustment to remove economic development expense in accordance with 
our policies and rules. Therefore, no further adjustments shaH be made to the Company's 
revenue requirement. 

Pension Expense 

TECO witness Merrill testified that pension plan expense for the test year is $7,379,000 
based on an actuarial study by the Company's actuarial consultant, Towers Perrin. Witness 
Merrill testified that the actuarial assumptions and methods used for the pension valuation are 
reasonable, both individually and in the aggregate. We have reviewed the data provided by the 
Company in its MFRs, exhibits and through discovery. We find that TECO has submitted 
sufficient evidence to demonstrate that its pension expense is reasonable. Therefore, no 
adjustment to the Company's revenue requirement concerning pension expense is warranted. 

Accrual for Property Damage 

The Company presented information in its MFRs and discovery on property damage 
other than storm damage, in Account 924. The Company's storm damage accrual was discussed 
previously. We fmd that TECO has justified its property damage expense other than storm 
damage. Therefore, no adjustment is needed. 

Accrual for the Injuries & Damages Reserve 

The Company presented information on Account 925, Injuries and Damages, in its MFRs 
and through discovery that support its projected Injuries and Damages expense. We find that 
TECO has justified its Injuries & Damages reserve expense and therefore no adjustment is 
necessary. 

Director's & Officer's Liability (DOL) Insurance Expense 

OPC witness Schultz testified that DOL insurance initially protects officers and directors 
when decisions that they have made are challenged or determined to be bad business decisions. 
The extra factor with DOL insurance is that the primary plaintiffs are shareholders. In effect, the 
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DOL insurance provides shareholders protection against their own decisions. Ratepayers do not 
receive any of the proceeds from decisions or settlements in director and officer litigation, so 
ratepayers should not be responsible for the cost of protecting shareholders from their own 
decisions. Witness Schultz testified that the entire jurisdictional amount of $1,650,815 (system 
$1,700,908) of test year DOL insurance should be removed. He further testified that if we can 
identify a benefit that ratepayers receive, then he would recommend that the Company's request 
be limited to the 2003 jurisdictional expense of $635,428 ($654,392 system), reducing the 2009 
rate year request by $1,046,516. 

Company witness Chronister testified that he did not agree with witness Schultz that the 
increase in DOL insurance began to increase after 2002 as a result of the claims against officers 
and directors. According to witness Chronister, DOL insurance premiums fluctuate as a result of 
the same market forces that impact property, liability, workers' compensation, and other 
insurance policies. The primary drivers for the significant change in market conditions included 
the very negative claim experience of DOL insurance underwriters resulting from the dot-com 
stock market bubble, the negative influence of the 9111 terrorist event, increasing and significant 
claim activity related to Ernon, and a general increase in attention to corporate governance, 
including Sarbanes-Oxley legislation. Witness Chronister stated that, since 2007, TECO's 
premiums have stabilized to a point that represents the current "market" pricing level for DOL 
Insurance. 

Witness Chronister further testified that DOL insurance is clearly a necessary part of 
conducting business for any large corporation, and it would be impossible to attract and retain 
competent directors and officers without it. Corporate surveys indicate that virtually all public 
entities maintain DOL insurance including investor-owned electric utilities. DOL insurance 
enables the Company to assemble an effective team of directors and officers to manage and 
oversee the conduct of the electric business. Furthermore, DOL insurance provides a significant 
source of balance sheet protection from losses due to lawsuits, thereby safeguarding the utility 
from financial stress and preserving capital for uses that ensure the efficient delivery of electric 
service to ratepayers. Witness Chronister noted that the requested amount of $1,700,908 is the 
lowest of the 5-year period 2005 through 2009, including 2006 when the expense peaked at 
$2,115,321. 

We find that DOL insurance is a part of doing business for a publicly~owned Company. 
It is necessary to attract and retain competent directors and officers. Corporate surveys indicate 
that virtually all public entities maintain DOL insurance, including investor-owned electric 
utilities. In fact, the requested amount of $1,700,908 is the lowest of the 5-year period 2005 
through 2009. We do not agree with OPC that the ratepayers do not benefit from DOL 
insurance. It is not realistic to expect a large public company to operate effectively without DOL 
insurance. We also believe that it would be appropriate to reach back to the year 2003 to set 
rates in today's insurance market. Therefore, no adjustment is needed. 
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Meter Expense and Meter Reading Expense 

TECO witness Haines stated that TECO initiated an automatic meter reading (AMR) 
project in 2003, which allows electric meters to be read remotely. He advised that the new 
technology increases operational efficiencies and aids in safety for meter readers. He testified 
that once an area has the new meters installed, the cost to read a meter drops from 45 cents per 
read to 15 cents per read, with time to read meters reduced by approximately 58 percent. He 
added that estimated bills are also greatly reduced. He testified that TECO expects the number 
of meter readers to fall from 87 at the end of2003 to 63 by the end of2009, with a cost reduction 
for meter readers and associated vehicles from $5.18 per customer in 2003 to a projected cost of 
$3.86 per customer in 2009. He stated that "the company has factored in all productivity 
improvements gained from this initiative into its cost projections." He noted that the Company 
plans to convert 55,000 residential meters to AMR meters each year at an estimated cost of 3 
million dollars per year. According to witness Chronister, even though Account 902, Meter 
Reading Expense - Customer Accounts, has remained relatively level, it reflects a reduction of 
$205,000 due to the expected elimination of five meter readers in 2009. 

We find that the record evidence indicates that the amounts included in Accounts 586 and 
902 are appropriate as TECO has provided sufficient support for its projected meter reading 
expense. Therefore, no adjustment shaH be made to reduce Account 586, Meter Expense and 
Account 902, Meter Reading Expense. 

Amortization Period for TECO's Rate Case Expense 

Company witness Chronister testified that the Company estimates rate case expense to be 
$3,153,000 and is proposing to amortize the expense over a 3-year period beginning in 2009. 
The Company did not include rate case expense in its budget for 2008 and 2009, so an 
adjustment is necessary to include the estimated expense in the test year. The Company­
proposed jurisdictional O&M adjustment is an increase of $1,051,000. The Company-proposed 
jurisdictional rate base adjustment to working capital is an increase of $2,628,000. 

OPC witness Schultz testified that the Company's total projected rate case expense is 
excessive and the amortization period should be five years. He noted that the Company is not a 
small company with limited human resources that would require significant assistance in 
assembling a rate filing. However, TECO projected contracted services other than legal of 
$2.123 million for this proceeding. Discussing Huron Consulting Services, L.L.C:s (Huron) 
services, witness Schultz testified that in this case, it appears that the Company has an extra 
layer of review inserted, adding extra costs above and beyond what may really be necessary. He 
noted that the revised contract for Huron Consulting Services, L.L.C. provided for only 
$468,000. According to witness Schultz, the excessive average hourly rate that the Company 
agreed to pay contributes to the high cost of consulting services. 

Witness Schultz identified two components of the Company's rate case expense that he 
believed to be excessive. First, he recommended that J.M. Cannell's cost of $116,000 should be 
removed since TECO has not entered into a contract for Ms. Cannell's services, and there is no 
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justification for including these costs. Second, he recommended that $1.31 million for Huron be 
reduced to the contracted amount of $468,000. Concerning the amortization period, witness 
Schultz commented that the Company has not filed for a rate increase for years and even his 
recommendation of a five-year amortization period is short given TECO's history of long time 
periods between rate cases. He testified that if TECO were allowed to amortize the cost over a 
3-year period, and were fortunate enough to stay out half as long as it did since its last filing, it 
would continue to recover rate case expense when no expense is being incurred. 

FIPUG witness Pollock recommended that upon completion of the proceeding, and as 
part of the compliance filing, TECO should be required to provide actual rate case expenditures, 
with the actual expenditures being used to set the level of rate case expense to be recovered from 
customers. Second, he recommended that the amortization period for rate case expenses should 
be at least five years rather than the three years TECO requests. Witness Pollack noted that 
TECO's last rate case was in 1992 and that a longer amortization period is much more in line 
with TECO's rate case history. 

FRF witness O'Donnell testified that Company witness Abbott's testimony provides no 
value to TECO's customers and accordingly, TECO should not be allowed to recover any of the 
$290,000 in proposed fees and costs for her testimony. He also recommended that the $116,000 
in rate case expenses for the services of J.M. Cannen be denied, as Ms. Cannell offers no 
testimony at all in this proceeding. 

Company witness Chronister testified that the Company is staffed to handle ongoing, 
day-to-day responsibilities, and the additional workload of the rate filings requires 
supplementing the existing team. He added that TECO's contract with Huron includes numerous 
tasks to be performed, including MFR review, tax analysis and support, testimony preparation, 
review of pro forma adjustments and revenue requirement components, and responding to 
discovery requests. In order to manage the consultant's time and scope of work, the Company 
divided the tasks into groups. The first grouping of tasks was for services estimated to cost 
$468,000. Since then, additional tasks have been authorized, and the Company's estimate of 
$1.31 million for Huron's services for the remainder of this proceeding remains appropriate. 

Witness Chronister testified that TECO erroneously included rate case expenses for Ms. 
Cannell's services because it was not until intervenor testimony was filed that it became clear her 
services were not needed. He further testified that while it is difficult to predict when TECO will 
file its next base rate case, he was relatively certain it will be sooner than five years. Witness 
Chronister also testified that Huron, which has the highest charge of a11 the consultants, shares 
common directors with TECO Energy, Inc. 

TECO provided a late-filed exhibit which detailed the actual expenses for external 
witnesses to date by witness through December 31, 2008. It also contained the following 
narrative: 

Although the Company has not closed its books for January 2009, expenses were 
incurred in January related to the rate case hearing. As a result of this and additional 
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expenses to be incurred through the date of the Commission's decision, the total rate 
case expenses are expected to be reasonably close to the amount included in the 
Company's 2009 test year. The attached expenses do not include non-witness 
conSUlting and legal services, which total $1,122,881.18 through December 31, 2008. 
Total rate case expenses incurred through 2008 are $2,317,758.71. 

We are concerned with the level of charges incurred and projected by the Company for 
this rate case. The testimony of witness Abbott was both extremely expensive when compared to 
the other cost of capital witness Murry, and somewhat redundant to the testimony of Company 
witness Gillette. The purpose of witness Abbott's testimony was to describe how rating agencies 
rate companies, the importance of regulation to ratings, and the basis of TECO' s current and 
targeted ratings. She analyzed TECO's current creditworthiness, its ratings, the reasons the 
Company is rated as it is, and the likely implications of its current rate request to its future 
ratings. 

The fee for witness Abbott shall be reduced to the level estimated for the Company's cost 
of capital witness Murry. We realize that witness Abbott was not a cost of capital witness, but 
the testimony was in support of cost of capital and the Company's financial integrity. Thus, it is 
reasonable to compare her fee to witness Murry's. This reduces rate case expense for this 
witness from $290,000 to $68,000, for a decrease in rate case expense of $222,000 (system 
$222,000). 

The Company did not take the opportunity to provide more detail in the late-filed exhibit. 
We do not have any breakdown between Huron and Legal services either for year to date actual 
or the latest projection. Therefore, we find that the expenses for Huron shall be limited to the 
$468,000 recommended by OPC witness Schultz. This will reduce the charges from Huron from 
$1,310,000 to $468,000, or by $842,000. 

The original rate case estimate includes $116,000 for Ms. Cannell's services, which were 
not used, and shall be eliminated as agreed to by the Company. 

The 3 recommended reductions of $116,000 for Ms. Cannell, $222,000 for witness 
Abbott, and $842,000 for Huron produce a total reduction of $1,180,000. The Company's 
original estimate of $3,153,000, reduced by $1,180,000, produces the revised estimate of total 
rate case expense of $1,973,000. Also, the amortization period shall be increased from 3 to 4 
years, which is consistent with several of our recent rate cases and does not conflict with 
Company witness Chronister's testimony that he was relatively certain that TECO will request 
another rate increase sooner than 5 years. Increasing the amortization period from 3 to 4 years 
results in a revised annual amortization of $493,250. This reduces the Company's original 
projection of$I,051,000 by $557,750. 

Bad Debt Expense 

OPC witness Larkin testified that the Company based its bad debt expense on Accounts 
440 through 446, Retail Billed Sales and Account 451, Miscellaneous Service Revenues, in the 
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years 2004 through 2007 as sales subject to bad debt. However, for the years 2008 and 2009, the 
Company also included as sales subject to bad debt write-off Account 447, Sales for Resale, 
Account 456, Unbilled Revenue, and Accounts 407.3 and 407.4, Deferred Clause Revenues. 

Witness Larkin recommended taking a five-year average (2003 through 2007) of the 
Company's Bad Debt Factor and applying that to the Company's projected gross revenues from 
sales of electricity (Accounts 440-446 and 451), yielding a more consistent and representative 
level of uncollectible expense for the test year. He also testified that we should not use the 
effects of economic downturns in detennining bad debt in setting rates. This would protect 
TECO from the effects of the economy and pass it onto ratepayers. Witness Larkin testified that 
historical data will reflect ongoing bad debt expense and not be influenced by the effects of 
economic downturns. As shown on Schedule C-3, witness Larkin proposed decreasing 
jurisdictional bad debt expense by $2,342,000 ($2,409,000 system), using a bad debt rate of .246 
percent. 

Company witness Chronister testified that the revenues used by the Company to calculate 
uncollectible expense did not include Account 447, Sales for Resale, Account 456, Unbilled 
Revenues, and Accounts 407.3 and 407.4, Deferred Clause Revenues. Witness Chronister 
testified that the Company properly used Accounts 440 through 446, Retail Revenues Billed and 
Account 451, Miscellaneous Service to calculate uncollectible expenses. According to witness 
Chronister, witness Larkin is pointing out a discrepancy that only exists on MFR Schedule C-ll, 
and that MFR Schedule C-ll does not impact the projection of bad debt expense contained in the 
2009 test year. According to witness Chronister, the discrepancy on MFR Schedule C-ll would 
change the factor by less than one one-hundredth of one percent and would cause the revenue 
requirement to increase by $7,000. 

The present economic downturn is not a theoretical concept. According to witness 
Chronister, the actual bad debt write-offs are increasing rapidly despite the Company's numerous 
efforts to manage the increase. Witness Chronister testified that bad debt expense first peaked in 
2007 and then peaked again in 2008, and is expected to be at its highest level ever in 2009. 
According to witness Chronister, OPC's adjustment is backward looking and not indicative of 
what is occurring during the test year. 

Certainly the current economic downturn is real and is not expected to rebound soon 
enough to positively affect the Company's test year. The Company is likely to experience an 
increase in bad debt expense in 2009 over 2007 and 2008. We find that the record evidence 
demonstrates that TECO has appropriately accounted for its bad debt expense; therefore, no 
adjustment for bad debt expense needs to be made. 

Office Supplies and Expenses 

OPC Witness Schultz testified that TECO's response to OPC Interrogatory No. 65 did not 
provide an analysis or any documentation to support the increased cost for Account 921, Office 
Supplies and Expense. According to witness Schultz, it simply stated that the projected test year 
amount was based primarily on historical spending adjusted for contractual agreements, 
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additions for new activities, and removal of activities no longer applicable. The response went 
on to say that the primary drivers for the increase were increased training, higher information 
technology costs, building maintenance and miscellaneous expenses. Witness Schultz did say 
that the response to OPC Interrogatory No. 116 provided some added detail, but again the 
response was quite general. 

Witness Schultz recommended that the Company's request of$11.181 million be reduced 
by $2.363 million to $8.818 million. The calculation of this adjustment is shown on Schedule C­
12. On a jurisdictional basis, OPC recommended that the expense be reduced by $2.295 mil1ion. 
Witness Schultz asserted that an adjustment is required because the Company failed to provide 
sufficient justification for the increase of 39 percent over the 2007 test year expense of 8.067 
million. 

Witness Chronister testified that the Company provided a detailed breakdown ofthe $3.1 
million increase in this expense in interrogatory No. 116. Along with other details, the Company 
explained how there was a $216,000 increase in expense for security associated with its facilities, 
a $979,000 increase in information technology costs, a $461,000 increase in building 
maintenance expenses, and a $530,000 increase in training and development costs. Witness 
Chronister further testified that it is inappropriate for witness Schultz to pick and choose certain 
expenses that may be higher than in a selected previous year and call for their reduction, while 
ignoring many other expenses that are lower than previous years. 

Based on the record evidence, TECO provided support for its projected office supplies 
expense. Therefore, no adjustment for Office Supplies and Expense is necessary. 

Tree Trimming Expense 

Company witness Haines testified that TECO is increasing its vegetation management 
program to establish and maintain a three-year distribution system trimming cycle in order to 
comply with our requirements for storm hardening. TECO began ramping up its vegetation 
management program at the end of 2005, with an emphasis on critical trimming needed in areas 
identified by the Company's reliability-based methodology. The Company continues its 
progress toward a three-year tree trim cycle plan and anticipates reaching its goal by 2010. 

OPC witness Schultz testified that the Company is asking for $16,073,444 for distribution 
tree trimming and $1,797,319 for transmission vegetative management. According to witness 
Schultz, the transmission request appears reasonable, but the distribution tree trimming request 
of $16,073,044 is excessive. Witness Schultz based his calculation of tree trimming costs on 
1,530 trim miles at the same $7,897 rate that the Company paid in 2007. This provides for an 
increase in miles and takes into consideration the fact that the escalating fuel costs are now back 
to 2005 levels. He stated, as shown on Schedule C-6, the Company should be al10wed 
$12,084,876 for tree trimming. That reduces the Company's request for distribution tree 
trimming of $16,073,444 by $3,988,568. 
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Company witness Haines testified that tree trimming reduces outages and improves 
restoration following a major storm event. He also stated that contractor rates have increased at 
a greater rate than the Consumer Price Index (CPI) due to increased demand for these resources 
and increased fuel costs. The Company based its 2009 projected expenditures on known contract 
rates along with other reasonable cost estimates. Witness Haines testified that the number of 
miles trimmed each year by the Company and reported to us reflects the total miles inspected 
and/or trimmed, which includes some miles that have no vegetation. Therefore, Mr. Schultz's 
suggestion that the actual miles requiring trimming and associated costs should be adjusted is 
inaccurate and inconsistent with how the Company reports miles trimmed. The $7,897 cost per 
mile figure that Mr. Schultz references is a total cost which includes both circuit miles with and 
without trees. To translate that cost to only those circuit miles with trees would result in a 
significantly higher cost per mile. 

OPC's recommendation was based on the incorrect number of total trim miles which 
would have allowed the Company only 1,530 miles of tree trimming during the test year. 

Witness Haines testified that in 2007, the Company spent approximately $10.3 million 
and trimmed roughly 22 percent of its distribution system. Applying a 4 percent contractor 
increase each year, the Company would need $11.2 million to trim 22 percent. According to 
witness Haines, given recent experience with costs, it is very reasonable to expect that $16 
million will be required to trim approximately 33 percent of the distribution system by 2010. In 
2009, the Company plans to ramp up the additional tree trim resources needed to trim 29 percent 
of the distribution system. 

We calculate the trim rate per mile for 2009 to be $8,315 per mile. This is based on the 
year 2007 when 22 percent of the 6,121 circuit miles were trimmed. The 22 percent of 6,121 
total trim miles is 1,347 trim miles for 2007. The amount spent in 2007 of $1 0.3 million indexed 
to 2009 is $11.2 million. Dividing the $11.2 million of 2007 cost indexed to 2009 by the 2007 
trim mile of 1,347 produces the $8,315 per mile for 2009. Applying this rate to the 2009 trim 
miles of 1,775 (29 percent of6,121 circuit miles) produces an estimate for the 2009 test year of 
$14,759,000. 

Thus, we approve a test year tree trimming amount 0[$14,759,000 ($14,759,000 system). 
Comparing this to the Company's projection of $16,073,000 indicates that the Company's 
projection is overstated by $1,314,000. 

Pole Inspection Expense 

OPC witness Schultz testified that, as shown on Schedule C-7, the Company's request for 
$1,573,778 should be reduced by $236,013 to $1,337,765. Historically, the Company has not 
attempted to inspect a high number of poles in anyone year. Now that we have approved a pole 
inspection program, the Company has an eight-year inspection cycle. The 8-year inspection 
cycle requires an inspection of 40,750 poles per year. Indexing the 2007 average cost per pole of 
$30.63 results in a 2009 average cost per pole of $32.83. The $32.83 multiplied by the annual 
inspection requirement of40,750 poles equals a cost of$1,337,765. 
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Company witness Haines testified that TECO's pole inspection plan was filed and 
approved in Order No. PSC-06-0778-PAA-EU, issued on September 18, 2006, in Docket No. 
060531-EU, In Re: Review of all electric utility wooden pole inspection programs. The 
proposed budget for the 2009 pole inspection program is appropriate and necessary to meet the 
order requirements. The $30.63 average cost per pole inspection in 2007 used by Mr. Schultz 
does not include the comprehensive pole loading analysis the Company is required to do for all 
joint use poles, which was included in the Company's 2009 pole inspection budget. The 
contractor used by the Company to perform this work has escalated its rates at a greater rate than 
the index referenced by Mr. Schultz. Finally, the 40,750 poles to be inspected each year include 
both distribution and transmission poles that have different rates. 

Thus far in 2008, the Company has experienced a rate of $33.03 per distribution pole 
inspection. Once a 4 percent contractor price increase is factored in, the projected 2009 cost per 
distribution pole inspection will increase to $34.35. When this is applied to the 37,500 
distribution poles to be inspected annually (one-eighth of the system), the proposed budget is 
$1,288,170. When the budgeted $147,844 for transmission pole inspections and $95,892 for 
comprehensive loading analysis are included, the tota12009 budget is reasonable. 

We find that the record evidence demonstrates that TECO's proposed budget for the 2009 
pole inspection program is appropriate and necessary to meet the requirements of the pole 
inspection plan that was approved in Order No. PSC-06-0778-PAA-EU. Thus, no adjustment is 
needed. 

Transmission Inspection Expense 

OPC witness Schultz testified that the Company's request for $642,773 is more than 
twice the 5-year average of $277,760 expended for transmission inspections. He testified that 
TECO provided no documentation that supports doubling of the costs from 2007 historic costs to 
the projected 2009 test year. According to witness Schultz, as shown on Schedule C-8, the 
Company's request for $642,773 should be reduced by $318,846 ($268,233 on a jurisdictional 
basis) to $323,927. Witness Schultz determined the recommended expense level of $323,927 by 
indexing the 2007 expense of$302,195. 

Company witness Haines testified that the Company's transmission structure inspection 
program was filed and approved as part of its Ten Point Storm Hardening Plan.28 

The Company's 2009 budget includes $29,000 for lattice tower inspections, something 
that has not been performed recently but is now required for the foreseeable future given the 
aging infrastructure. While the transmission structure inspections have been occurring since our 
storm hardening rules were first established, all of the identified repairs as a result of the 
inspections must now be made. 

28 Order No. PSC-07-1020-FOF-EI issued December 28, 2007, in Docket No. 070297-EI, In Re: Review of 2007 
Electric Infrastructure StoTm Harding Plan filed pursuant to Rule 25-6.0342, F.A.C., submitted by Tampa Electric 
Company. 
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We find that the record evidence indicates that TECO's 2009 budget is reasonable when 
the amount recommended by OPC of $333,927 is increased to take into consideration $29,000 
for lattice tower inspections and $300,000 for expected repairs as a result of the inspections. 
Therefore, no adjustment is necessary. 

Number ofOutages 

Company witness Homick testified that planned outages, as the name suggests, are 
defined as those outage periods that are anticipated and planned for well in advance of the actual 
outage period (typically at least one year in advance). Maintenance conducted during planned 
outages consists of large tasks that are performed infrequently. Typical examples are steam 
turbine inspections and repairs, replacement of large heat transfer surfaces in the boiler, and 
refurbishment of large motors and pumps. The 2009 planned unit maintenance durations are 
shown for each unit in MFR Schedule F-8, page 10 of 21. There are 13 generating units with 
planned maintenance outages scheduled in 2009. A total of 54 planned outage weeks are 
scheduled across the 13 units. Witness Hornick testified that the planned outage schedule varies 
from year to year based on the maintenance requirements of each generating unit and the need 
for adequate generating capacity in service to meet demand throughout the year. According to 
witness Hornick, the planned maintenance forecasted for 2009 is typical of the past and expected 
future planned outage requirements. 

FIPUG witness Pollock testified that as a part of his review of TECO's projected O&M 
expenses, he determined that these expenses are overstated because they reflect an abnormal 
number of scheduled outages. He asserted that TECO is projecting the highest number of 
scheduled outages in 2009 than in any other year since 2003. He recommended that test year 
O&M expenses be adjusted to reflect a more normal level of scheduled outages. TECO 
projected the duration of planned Big Bend outages to increase from 22.5 weeks in 2008 to 32 
weeks in 2009, a more than 30 percent increase. Overall plant outages scheduled would increase 
from 43 weeks in 2008 to 54 weeks in 2009. 

Witness Pollock characterized the test year outages as nonrecurring. He noted that the 
last time two major Big Bend outages occurred in the same year was in 2006 when Units 1 and 3 
were both down for major inspection outage. He pointed out that in 2009, there are three 
proposed outages. Two of the three scheduled outages are to install selective catalytic refiners 
(SCR), at Units 1 and 2. He also testified that TECO has scheduled a maintenance overhaul of 
most of the operating equipment and boiler of Unit 4. Company witness Homick pointed out 
that the Company's settlement with the Environmental Protection Agency and the Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection required that these alterations (SCRs) be in place by 
2010. 

Witness Pollock testified that TECO did not originally plan for two major Big Bend 
outages in 2009. The Company originally planned only one major outage per year at Big Bend 
through 2013. Witness Pollock presented testimony that showed the outage costs for the period 
2003-2009. He cited 2008 as an example, where 43 outage weeks resulted in $13.7 million of 
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O&M expenses. He then compared this to 54 outage weeks at a projected cost of $20.2 million 
for the test year. He testified that the projected increase can be attributed to the high number of 
outage weeks at Big Bend and that the test year should be representative of normal 
circumstances. 

Witness Pollock recommended that Test Year O&M expenses be adjusted to reflect 
normal maintenance outage levels in terms of costs. Specifically, TECO's outage-related 
expenses over the period 2003 - 2009 averaged $12.2 million per year. Thus, witness Pollock 
recommends that TECO should be allowed $12.2 million for planned outages during the test year 
and TECO's proposed expense should be reduced by $8 million. 

Company witness Hornick testified that witness Pollock's analysis does not adjust 
historical expenses for known escalations. Also, his simple averaging approach focused only on 
planned outage expense and ignored forced outage and routine (non-outage) maintenance 
expense. It is not appropriate to single out and reduce one category of maintenance expense 
without evaluating overall maintenance impacts. Witness Hornick pointed out that the planned 
outage weeks for 2008 was 48.5, and not 43 weeks as used by witness Pollock. 

Witness Hornick stated that it is true that since 2007, TECO has been installing SCRs on 
all four Big Bend units. This work will be complete in April 2010. The number ofoutage weeks 
per year will range from 45 to 54 weeks, and will average 48.4 weeks. According to witness 
Hornick, it is true that the planned outage duration for 2009 is greater than that for 2008, 2010, 
and 2011, but it is not unreasonable. 

We find that the record evidence demonstrates that the planned outage expense is higher 
in the test year than in either the historical or future periods. Based on the data presented by 
TECO, the 2009 planned outages are approximately 5.6 weeks higher in the test year than the 
average of 2008 - 2011. The average dollar amount per week for outage expense for this same 
period is $333,000. This indicates a decrease of $1.44 million ($1.5 million system) for the test 
year. This adjustment was made under Generation Maintenance Expense. Thus, no further 
adjustment shall be made relative to this issue. 

Amortization of CIS Costs Associated with Required Rate Case Modifications 

CIS costs are those associated with modifications to update the customer information 
system that are needed to implement the rate changes requested in this docket. We previously 
approved the costs to upgrade the CIS system as appropriate. Once the amount to be included in 
Plant in Service is determined, if any, it is necessary to determine the amortization period over 
which to recover the costs. 

TECO witness Chronister stated that the costs to upgrade the CIS system should be 
amortized over five years. The intervenors focused on whether to include the upgrade costs in 
Plant in Service. The amortization period was unrebutted. 
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We find that the record evidence supports TECO's proposed five-year amortization 
period. Accordingly, the adjustment for CIS modifications associated with rate case 
modifications are appropriate and shall be approved. 

Annualization ofFive Simple Cycle Combustion Turbine Units 

As more fully discussed under Pro Forma Adjustments, we concur with OPC's position 
that the Company's pro forma adjustments to annualize the five simple CTs as if they were in 
service on January 1, 2009, violates the principle of matching revenue, expenses, and rate base 
for a projected test year. We reject the Company's position for the same reasons. 

We find that O&M, Depreciation & Amortization Expense, and Taxes Other Than 
Income Taxes should be decreased by $212,000, $1,391,000, and $2,226,000, respectively, for 
the May units. Our jurisdictional adjustments to O&M, Depreciation & Amortization Expense, 
and Taxes Other Than Income Taxes are decreases of $658,000 $4,034,000, and $3,227,000, 
respectively, for the September units. 

As discussed above, TECO's pro forma adjustments for all 5 CTs shall be eliminated. 
The total jurisdictional adjustments for O&M, Depreciation & Amortization Expense, and Taxes 
Other Than Income Taxes are decreases of $870,000 $5,425,000, and $5,453,000, respectively, 
for all 5 combustion turbine units. The total approved adjustment to Net Operating Income 
before the impact of income taxes is a decrease of $11,748,000. The impacts to Rate Base of 
these adjustments are also discussed under Pro Forma Adjustments. 

Annualization ofRail Facilities 

As more fully discussed under Pro Forma Adjustment Related to Big Bend, we concur 
with OPC's position that the Company's proposed adjustment to annualize the effects of the Big 
Bend Rail Project should be rejected entirely because it violates the principle of matching 
revenue, expenses, and rate base for the projected test year. The jurisdictional adjustments to 
Depreciation & Amortization Expense, and Taxes Other Than Income Taxes are decreases of 
$906,000 and $1,039,000, respectively. However, as noted above, we approve a step increase 
for the Big Bend Rail Project. 

Test Year Depreciation Expense 

TECO witness Chronister testified that the depreciation expense in the filing reflects the 
rates approved in the Company's 2007 Depreciation Study.29 We have reviewed the Company's 
filing and find that the record evidence demonstrates that the correct depreciation rates were 
used. Therefore, no adjustments are necessary. 

29 Older No. PSC-08-Q014-PAA.EI, issued January 4, 2008, in Docket No. 070284-EI, In Re: Petition for approval 
of 2007 depreciation study and annual dismantlement accrual amounts by Tampa Electric Company. 

http:PSC-08-Q014-PAA.EI
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Depreciation Expense 

Based on our previous adjustments under Projected Level of Plant in Service, 
Annualization of Five Simple Cycle Combustion Turbine Units, and Annualization of Rail 
Facilities, the projected 2009 Depreciation and Amortization Expense of $194,608,000 shall be 
reduced by $7,579,485, to an adjusted amount of $187,028,515. (See Schedule 3) 

Taxes Other Than Income Taxes 

We find that TECO has properly forecasted Taxes Other Than Income Taxes and no 
adjustment is warranted. 

Parent Debt Adjustment 

Rule 25-14.004, F.A.C., states that "the income tax expense of a regulated company shall 
be adjusted to reflect the income tax expense of the parent debt that may be invested in the equity 
of the subsidiary where a parent-subsidiary relationship exists and the parties to the relationship 
join in the filing of a consolidated income tax return." Further, Rule 25-14.004(3), F.A.C., states 
that "it shall be a rebuttable presumption that a parent's investment in any subsidiary or in its 
own operations shall be considered to have been made in the same ratios as exist in the parent's 
overall capital structure." Rule 25-14.004(4), F.A.C., provides that: 

The adjustment shall be made by multiplying the debt ratio of the parent by the 
debt cost of the parent. This product shall be multiplied by the statutory tax rate 
applicable to the consolidated entity. This result shall be mUltiplied by the equity 
dollars of the subsidiary, excluding its retained earnings. The resulting dollar 
amount shall be used to a<ljust the income tax expense of the utility. 

In MFR Schedule C-24, TECO provided some of the infonnation required to calculate 
the parent debt adjustment, but did not include an adjustment to income tax expense to reflect the 
parent debt in the calculation of its requested revenue requirement. In Interrogatory No. II, the 
Company was asked to provide the financial information necessary to make a parent debt 
adjustment in accordance with Rule 25-14.004, F.A.C. The Company provided the following 
infonnation: 

Debt Ratio of the parent 19.01% 

Debt Cost Rate of the parent 6.90% 

Consolidated Statutory Tax Rate 38.575% 

Subsidiary Equity $1,901,759,000 

In its response, the Company also provided an alternative set of data, which it labeled "Company 
Position," as follows: 
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Debt Ratio of the parent 0.00% 

Debt Cost Rate of the parent 6.90% 

Consolidated Statutory Tax Rate 38.575% 

Subsidiary Equity $0 - $72,957,000 


TECO reiterated its objection to application of the parent debt adjustment in this case, as 
expressed in the testimony ofTECO witness Gillette. 

In direct testimony, witness Gillette stated that TECO Energy, the par.ent company of 
TECO, has $404 million of long term debt on its books. Witness Gillette also stated that there 
were circumstances where the Company could rebut the presumption in Rule 25-14.004(3), 
F.A.C., that a parent debt adjustment is appropriate. According to witness Gillette, "TECO 
Energy did not raise debt to invest in Tampa Electric, nor did it invest the proceeds of the debt it 
did raise as equity in Tampa Electric." Witness Gillette stated that the debt was related to TECO 
Energy's investment in TPS, a former subsidiary which is no longer in existence. 

Witness Gillette provided the following expanded rationale for not applying the parent 
debt adjustment: 

1) as stated above, the debt that exists at the parent was raised for TECO Energy's 
merchant power plant investments at TPS and was not used to invest in Tampa 
Electric, 2) imputing parent debt would result in an inappropriate imputed capital 
structure given how TECO Energy raises capital on behalf of its regulated and 
unregulated companies, 3) imputing debt for the cumulative equity infused to 
Tampa Electric over time ignores that the vast majority of the equity that exists at 
Tampa Electric was invested by TECO Energy in Tampa Electric during times 
when either no parent debt existed or at a time when parent debt was actually 
being repaid, and 4) TECO Energy's internal subsidiary 100 percent net income 
dividend policy results in an overstatement of the paid in capital equity amounts 
that have required the investment of parent capital as used in the parent company 
debt rule calculation. 

Witness Gillette stated that at the time ofthe Company's last rate case, TECO Energy had 
approximately $100,000,000 of debt related to its Employee Stock Option Trust, and that this 
debt was not imputed to TECO in the rate case. We have reviewed Order No. PSC-93-0 165­
FOF-EI, and note that there is no discussion of the applicability of the parent debt adjustment in 
the order. 30 

Witness Gillette stated that between 1998 and 2003, TECO Energy raised approximately 
$3.4 billion dollars of external capital, including approximately $2.1 billion in debt. He asserted 
that the bulk of this capital was invested in TPS and other unregulated subsidiaries. He also 

30 See Order No. PSC-93-0165-FOF-EI, issued February 2, 1993, in Docket No. 920324-EI, In re: Application for a 
rate increase by Tampa Electric Company. 
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stated that TECO Energy has not raised debt outside this time frame and has, in fact, paid the 
balance down to its present level. 

In addition to his argument that the parent debt adjustment is inappropriate because none 
of the debt proceeds were invested in TECO, witness Gillette also stated that the $1,901,759,000 
of projected subsidiary equity is overstated because TECO Energy's policy requires subsidiaries 
to pay dividends equal to all of their net income to the parent. Most of these dividends are paid 
out to TECO Energy shareholders, and some are reinvested in the subsidiaries. He expressed the 
opinion that the accounting treatment of these transactions results in amounts that should 
properly be classified as retained earnings of TECO, but are instead classified as paid in capital 
on the financial statements. Rule 254.004(4), F.A.C., states that the subsidiary equity used in 
calculating the parent debt adjustment does not include retained earnings. Witness Gillette 
maintained that the appropriate subsidiary equity to be used in a parent debt calculation in this 
case would be approximately $72 million, rather than the approximately $1.9 billion reflected in 
the financial statements. 

In its post-hearing brief, OPC disagreed with TECO's rationale for not applying the 
parent debt adjustment. OPC noted that the assets of TPS are no longer on the consolidated 
books of TECO Energy, and that the remaining debt must be repaid from corporate funds of 
TECO Energy, which could include funds generated by TECO. OPC noted that TECO Energy 
receives the tax benefit of the interest paid on the debt, but cannot specifically link the tax benefit 
to a subsidiary which no longer exists. In its statement of position, OPC stated that a parent debt 
adjustment should be made in the amount of$8,140,774. OPC does not explain how this amount 
was calculated. 

We concur with OPC that the Company has not effectively rebutted the presumption that 
the parent debt adjustment should be applied in this case. In his testimony, witness Gillette 
admitted that "tracing funds is a complicated and difficult exercise." In ruling that a parent debt 
adjustment was required in a case involving Indiantown Company, Inc., we stated: 

Based on our analysis, the rule requires that a parent debt adjustment be made in 
this proceeding. Further, the rule does not allow for specific identification of debt 
from the parent to the subsidiary utility. Since the utility is included in the 
consolidated income tax returns of the parent, we believe that it would be very 
difficult to prove specific identification to only the utility. Rule 25-14.004(3), 
Florida Administrative Code, states that it shall be a rebuttable presumption that a 
parent's investment in any subsidiary or in its own operations shall be considered 
to have been made in the same ratios as exist in the parent's overall capital 
structure.31 

Rule 25-14.004, F.A.C., is based on the premise that debt at the parent level supports a 
portion of the parent's equity investment in the utility. Since the interest expense on such debt is 

31 See Order No. PSC-00-2054-PAA-WS, issued October 27, 2000, in Docket No. 990939-WS, In re: Application 
for rate increase in Martin County by Indiantown Company, Inc. 
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deductible by the parent for income tax purposes, the income tax expense of the regulated 
subsidiary is reduced by the tax effect. Furthermore, the Company has not demonstrated that the 
interest on the debt on its books can be attributed to any source other than the general funds of 
the parent. 

With respect to the subsidiary equity amount to be used in the calculation of the parent 
debt adjustment, we find that it is appropriate to use the full amount of paid in capital reflected 
on the books and records of the Company. Witness Gillette criticized what he characterizes as a 
change in classification of retained earnings to paid in capital resulting from TECO Energy's 
dividend policy. However, he does not contend that the current books and records are not 
presented in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP). In a case 
involving United Telephone of Florida (UTI), we required the use of LITTs current capital 
structure in the computation of a parent debt adjustment, stating: 

However, we must determine the capital structure to be used for that adjustment. 
United, although opposed to the parent debt adjustment, proposed that if such an 
adjustment was to be made it should utilize the parent's 1983 capital structure which 
preceded the significant increase in debt at the parent level to finance the acquisition 
and expansion of US Sprint. OPC contends that the Commission should not apply 
the parent company debt adjustment proposed by United based on UTI's debt level 
in 1984, because such a procedure would implicitly assume that it is possible to trace 
dollars. However, if the Commission chooses a procedure to trace funds, then a 
double leverage capital adjustment utilizing UTrs 1983 consolidated capital 
structure and cost rates to determine UfF's cost ofcommon equity should be used. 

We believe that the current UTI capital structure should be used for determining the 
parent debt adjustment. It would not be appropriate to use UTF's 1983 capital 
structure for ratemaking purposes in 1993; similarly, it would make no sense to use 
UTI's 1983 capital structure for making a parent debt adjustment for ratemaking 
purposes in 1993. Additionally, we will not use the double leverage adjustment 
suggested by OPC. The double leverage formula inherently traces funds to their 
capital source, but we consider funds to be fungible. Also, we believe that a double 
leverage adjustment for UTF may result in an ROE that understates the Company's 
required return on capital. Accordingly, we shall apply the parent debt adjustment as 
set forth in Rule 25-14.004.32 

Accordingly, the parent debt adjustment shall be applied in this case, and the elements of the 
computation shall be based on the projected test year capital structures ofTECO Energy and TECO. 
Our calculation of the system income tax expense reduction is as follows: 

32 See Order No. PSC-92-0708-FOF-TL, issued July 24, 1992, in Docket No. 910980-TL, In re: Application for a 
rate increase by United Telephone Company of Florida. 

http:25-14.004.32
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Debt Ratio ofparent .1901 
Debt Cost Rate ofparent X .069 

= .0131169 
Consolidated Tax Rate X .38575 

.005059844 
Subsidiary Equity X ~I,901.759 (in OOOs) 
Parent Debt Adjustment $9,623 (in ooos) 

In MFR Schedule C-4, p. 5, TECO calculated a jurisdictional separation factor for 
income taxes of 1.003612. Applying this factor to the adjustment calculated above results in a 
jurisdictional adjustment 0[$9,657,000 (9,623,000 x 1.003612). 

In conclusion, the Company has not effectively rebutted the presumption that a parent 
debt adjustment should be applied pursuant to Rule 25-14.004, F.A.C. The appropriate 
subsidiary equity amount to be used in the calculation is the projected test year equity of 
$1,901,759,000. Accordingly, the appropriate jurisdictional adjustment is a reduction ofincome 
tax expense in the amount 0[$9,657,000. 

Income Tax Expense 

Based on our adjustments, the requested total income tax expense of $48,492,000 
(current, deferred, and ITC) shall be increased by $6,004,887 resulting in an adjusted total of 
$54,496,887 for the 2009 projected test year. (See Schedule 3) 

Amount Requested $48,492,000 

Commission Adjustments: 

Issue 76 Parent Debt (9,657,000) 

Effect of Other Adjustments 14,677,178 

Interest Synchronization 984,709 

Total Adjustments 6,004,887 

Adjusted Amount $54A~6,887 

Proiected Net Operating Income 

Based on our adjustments, the appropriate net operating income for the 2009 projected 
test year is $215,013,533. (See Schedule 3) 

REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 

Net Operating Income Multiplier 

In calculating the net operating income (NOI) multiplier, the only component at issue is 
the bad debt rate. In its calculation, TECO used its 2009 projected bad debt rate of .349 percent, 
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resulting in an NOI multiplier of 1.63490. OPC witness Larkin used a 5-year average (2003 ­
2007) of write-offs and gross revenues to calculate an average bad debt rate of .2464 percent. 
Witness Larkin's resulting NOI mUltiplier is 1.633202. 

As discussed previously, the projected bad debt expense, resulting in a bad debt rate of 
.349 percent, is reasonable for the 2009 projected test year, and no adjustment is necessary. 
Therefore, the appropriate NO! multiplier is 1.63490 using a bad debt rate of .349 percent. The 
calculation of the NOI multiplier is shown below. 

TECO OPC COMMISSION 
1. Revenue Requirement 100.000% 100.0000% 100.000% 

2. Gross Receipts Tax Rate 0.000% 0.0000% 0.000% 

3. Regulatory Assessment Fee 0.072% 0.0720% 0.072% 

4. Bad Debt Rate 0.349% 0.2464% 0.349% 

5. Net Before Income Taxes (1) - (2) - (3) - (4) 99.579% 99.6816% 99.579% 

6. Income Taxes (5) x 38.575% 38.413% 38.4522% 38.413% 

7. Revenue Expansion Factor (5) - (6) 61.166% 6J2294% fi1.166% 

8. Net Operating Income Multiplier (100%lIine 7) 1.63490 1.633202 1.63490 

Annual Operating Revenue Increase 

Based on our decisions in this case, the appropriate annual operating revenue increase for 
the 2009 projected test year is $104,268,536. The following schedule shows the calculation of 
the revenue requirements. 

Calculation of Revenue Requirements 

December 31,2009 Test Year 


TECO COMMISSION 
Rate Base $3,656,800,000 $3,437,610,836 
Rate of Return x 8.82% x 8.11% 

i Required NOI 
I Adjusted Achieved NO! 

$322,530,000 
(182,970,000) 

! 

. 
$278,790,239 
(215,013,533) 

• NOI Deficiency 
I Revenue Expansion Factor 

$139,560,000 
x 1.6349 

$63,776,706 
x 1.6349 

I 
I Total Revenue Increase $228,167,000 i $104,268,536 
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RATE1SSUES 

Calculate The Proj ected Revenues At Existing Rates 

TECO has correctly calculated the projected revenues at existing rates. 

Jurisdictional Sc:maration Study 

TECO utilized, with minor changes, the same jurisdictional separation methodology we 
approved in TECO's last base rate proceeding, producing separation factors utilized in the 
MFRs. Changes made to that methodology relate to transmission and were made to comply with 
FERC and Commission orders and practices. The results of TECO's jurisdictional separation 
study show that retail represents the vast majority of the electric service provided by TECO and 
that retail is responsible for 96.3 percent of production plant, 82.3 percent of transmission plant, 
and 100 percent of distribution plant. 

Retail Cost ofService Methodology 

The purpose of a cost of service study is to form a cost basis for establishing revenue 
requirements for each rate class. To accomplish this, a cost of service study performs three 
activities. First, it functionalizes costs into production, transmission, distribution, customer and 
administrative/general categories. Second, these functionalized costs are separated into 
classifications based on the utility service being provided. There are three principal 
classifications of costs: (1) demand costs, which are costs that vary with the kilowatt (kW) 
demand imposed by the customer; (2) energy costs, which are costs that vary with the energy or 
kilowatt-hours (kWh) used; and (3) customer costs, which are costs that are directly related to the 
number of customers served. Finally, the costs are allocated among the rate classes, with the 
goa] that the share of cost responsibility borne by each class approximates the costs imposed on 
the utility by that class. 

TECO in its brief explained that once we determine the overall revenue requirement for a 
utility, the responsibility for paying the revenue requirement must be allocated among the 
various customer classes. Cost of service studies are our primary tool in assigning revenue 
requirements to customer classes to help ensure that the prices customers pay for electric service 
bear a reasonable relationship to the costs of providing that service. Costs removed from 
assignment to one class via a change in cost methodology must be made up by other classes of 
customers. 

TECO proposed to modify the cost of service study used for rate design from the 12 CP 
and 1/13 AD method to the 12 CP and 25 percent AD method to better reflect cost causation. 

The only point of contention on the cost of service methodology dealt with the treatment 
of production demand costs in the cost of service study. Witness Ashburn explained that TECO 
has not proposed to change the allocation of transmission demand and distribution demand 
costs. 
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TECO filed two cost of service studies in this proceeding. We require an investor-owned 
utility (IOU) to file, at a minimum, a cost of service study consistent with the methodology 
approved in the utility's last rate case. As required by the MFRs, TECO filed a cost of service 
study allocating production demand cost on a 12 CP and 1113 Average Demand (AD), or energy 
method, which was the approved methodology in TECO's last rate case. Under the 12 CP and 
1/13 AD method, approximately 92 percent, or 12113, of the production demand classified costs 
are allocated on a 12 CP basis, and approximately eight percent, or 1113, are allocated on an 
average demand, or energy basis. CP is the maximum peak demand of the class that occurs at 
the time of the system peak. The term "12 CP» refers to the average of each rate class's 12 
monthly CP demands in the projected test year. Average demand or energy is simply the relative 
kWh usage by class. This has been the method we have most often relied upon in previous rate 
cases involving Florida's IOUs. 

TECO also filed a second cost of service study, which represents the study TECO is 
requesting approval of, and which differs from the MFR-required study in the treatment of 
production demand costs. TECO's proposed cost of service study increases the proportion of 
production demand costs that are allocated on energy from eight percent to 25 percent. The 
remaining 75 percent of demand costs are allocated on a 12 CP demand basis. This methodology 
is called the 12 CP and 25 percent AD method. 

TECO's proposed cost of service study does not change total dollars collected by TECO 
when compared to the 12 CP and 1113 study, but it does change the allocation of the approved 
total revenue requirement among the customer classes. A greater energy allocation shifts costs 
away from residential customers to larger commercial and non-firm customers, who have a 
greater energy responsibility relative to their peak load responsibility. 

Witness Ashburn testified that the proposed methodology provides a more appropriate 
allocation of production plant within the cost of service study when considering how power 
plants are planned and operated. Witness Ashburn stated that the Company has installed a 
significant amount of base and intermediate-load generation, which was more expensive to 

. install than peaking generation, but less expensive to operate over time. Witness Ashburn further 
stated that the percentage in prior Commission-approved studies for TECO have ranged from 8 
percent (under the 12 CP and 1113 AD methodology) to over 70 percent derived from the 
Equivalent Peaker method approved in Docket No. 850246-EI, TECO's 1985 rate case.33 

Investment in more expensive generating units and associated equipment to provide more 
efficient fuel conversion for generation of electricity drives the need to use a greater energy 
allocation, i.e., 25 percent, with the production demand cost allocator. 

FIPUG objected to TECO's proposed cost of service methodology. FIPUG stated in its 
brief that TECO has asked us to approve a cost of service methodology which it has never used, 
but which, more importantly fails to appropriately assign and allocate cost. Witness Pollock 
stated in his testimony that TECO's contention that higher investment or capital costs are 

33 Order No. 15451, issued December 13, 1985, in Docket No. 850050-EI, In re: Petition of Tampa Electric 
~ompany for authority to increase its rates and charges. 
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incurred to save energy costs, or the notion that a utility is said to "substitute" capital investment 
for fuel savings, is referred to as the theory of "capital substitution." Witness Pollock's main 
criticism of TEeO's proposal was that it allocates costs beyond the economic breakpoint 
between base load and peaking capacity, and thus crosses the line between cost causation and 
cost shifting. 

He noted that TEeO is placing undue emphasis on year-round energy, or annual average 
demand, rather than on peak demand. Witness Pollock believed this emphasis is misplaced 
because peak demand drives the need to install generation capacity. He admitted that we have 
recognized that all kWh production is considered in determining what type of capacity is 
installed. He went on to explain that ifnew capacity is expected to run only a limited number of 
hours, total costs are minimized by the choice of a peaker because the lower capital costs offset 
the higher fuel costs. On the other hand, if the unit is expected to run a sufficient number of 
hours, then the intermediate or base load will be more economical because the lower fuel costs 
offset the higher capital costs. 

Witness Pollock criticized the use of a higher percentage for average demand because it 
allocates more costs to higher load factor customers beyond the "break point," or the benefits 
they receive from the lower fuel costs of the units. He stated that the 12 CP and 25 percent AD 
are totally contrary to capital substitution. 

TECO noted in its brief that the selection of the appropriate cost allocation method is a 
matter of judgment upon which reasonable people can disagree, and it comes down to a 
judgment decision which affects how much of the revenue requirement should be allocated to 
each class. We agree with TECO on this point. 

Witness Ashburn noted that TEeO has installed a significant amount of base and 
intermediate generation, which was more expensive to install but less expensive to operate over 
time. This investment was made not only for fuel savings but also for environmental and 
efficiency considerations. Witness Ashburn, in his rebuttal testimony, stated that the example 
Mr. Pollock used to support his position is mathematically correct, but it is inconsistent with 
equitable principles that are generally employed in average cost rate making. It is, witness 
Ashburn maintained, closer to a marginal cost pricing concept in that it assumes usage beyond 
the break-even point does not benefit from the higher investment costs. Under the average cost 
pricing, which has traditionally been used to set utility rates, both the first and last kWh benefit 
equally from the lower operating costs of the base and intermediate plant. Witness Pollock's 
argument that no benefits accrue beyond the break even point results in the benefits to high load 
factor customers to be understated. TECO must consider not only the pure capital substitution 
argument offered by FIPUG but also the societal emphasis on environmental quality and 
efficiency. While fuel costs and investment costs can be easily quantifiable, the environmental 
and efficiency benefits are, to some extent, societal benefits that benefit all ofTECO's customers 
equally, and a greater sharing of investment costs associated with these benefits is merited. 

FIPUG argued that we have never embraced the 12 CP and 25 percent AD cost of 
service. We are not bound by any prior decisions in this matter, jfwe believe that circumstances 
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warrant a change in cost methodology. While the 12 CP and 1113 AD method has been relied 
upon frequently in the past, we have also deviated in the past from that method. 

In TECO's 1985 rate case, Docket No. 850050-EI, five cost of service studies were 
introduced into evidence. We approved what is referred to as the "Equivalent Peaker Cost 
Method." That method allocated 70 percent of production plant to energy and the remaining 30 
percent on demand. Witness Ashburn explained in his deposition that TECO was not a supporter 
of the Equivalent Peaker methodology, and in TECO's next rate case in 1992, Docket No. 
920324-EI, we approved, based on a settlement of rate design issues, the 12 CP and 1113 AD 
method.34 TECO believes that that Equivalent Peaker method allocated too much plant to energy 
(70 percent) and the 12 CP and 1/13 AD allocates too little (8 percent). TECO stated that it is its 
and AARP's view that the 25 percent is just right and that it is the fairest balancing of the energy 
allocation for all parties. 

In its 2000 rate case,35 Progress Energy Florida, Inc. (PEF) filed the MFR required study, 
and two additional studies: 12 CP and 25 percent AD and 12 CP and 50 percent AD. That rate 
case was settled among all the parties and the stipUlation provided that the 12 CP and 1113 AD 
methodology would continue to be used during the term of the stipulation.36 PEF again 
requested a 12 CP and 25 percent AD cost allocation methodology in its 2005 rate case,37 which 
was also settled by stipulation using the 12 CP and 1/13 AD cost methodology. In both cases, 
the cost of service methodology was never formally reviewed or approved, but simply accepted 
as part of the stipUlations. While past decisions are instructive, we demonstrated in 1985 that 
history does not preclude even a radical new approach to cost allocation. What TECO has 
offered here is a step towards a greater allocation of costs on energy. 

In an attachment to Witness Ashburn's direct testimony, the results of the two cost of 
service methodologies at issue are compared. Specifically, the exhibit shows the allocated class 
revenue requirement resulting from each of the two cost of service studies. Under TECO's 
proposed 12 CP and 25 percent AD cost of service study, the revenue requirement for the 
residential customers decreases by 1.2 percent, or $6.9 million, when compared to the 12 CP and 
1/13 AD method. A lower revenue requirements means lower base rates. Small commercial 
customers would also see a decrease (0.9 percent) in their revenue requirement. The GSD rate 
class, which includes larger commercial customers and the interruptible customers, would see a 
1.8 percent, or $6.7 million, increase in the class revenue requirement. Finally, lighting 
customers would see an increase in the revenue requirement. 

34 Order No. PSC-93-0165-FOF-EI, issued February 2, 1993, in Docket No. 920324-EI, In re: Application for a rate 
increase by Tampa Electric Company. 
J5 Docket No. 000824-EI, In re: Review of Florida Power Corporation's earnings. including effects of proposed 
acquisition ofFlorida Power Corporation by Carolina Power & Light. 
36 Order No. PSC-02-0655-AS-EI, issued May 14,2002, in Docket No. 000824-EI, In re: Review of Florida Power 
Corporation's earnings, including effects of proposed acquisition of Florida Power Corporation by Carolina Power 
& Light 
31 Docket No. 050078-EI, In re: Petition for a Rate Increase by Progress Energy Florida. 
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Based on the record, we find that TECO's proposal for a 12 CP and 25 percent Average 
Demand Allocation is reasonable and therefore it shall be approved. 

Investment and Expenses related to the Polk Unit I Gasifier 

Witness Ashburn stated in his direct testimony that all of the Company's production plant 
facilities are classified as demand-related; however, there are portions of two production 
facilities that TECO classified as energy. These facilities consist of the gasifier for Polk Unit I 
and the scrubber portion of the environmental equipment for Big Bend Unit 4. The classification 
of those two facilities is at issue here. 

Witness Ashburn explained that the Polk Unit I is an Integrated Gasified Combined 
Cycle plant that has two main sections, the power block, which produces the power, and the 
gasifier, which converts solid coal fuel into gas used in the power block. In its brief, TECO 
stated that coal is injected into the gasifier and is converted into a synthetic gas that is used to 
operate the power block. Witness Ashburn noted in his testimony that the gasifier performs a 
fuel conversion function that is completely associated with the provision of fuel to the unit and 
not the supply of capacity. In his deposition, witness Ashburn explained that the function of the 
power block, which is a combustion turbine, and the gasifier are different. The gasifier is 
associated with fuel input into the plant and simply serves as a conversion of one fuel to another, 
whereas the power block provides reliable energy to the system. TECO stated that the gasifier 
produces fuel, and that fuel and fuel handling equipment have always been aHocated and 
recovered on an energy basis. 

Witness Ashburn stated that the classification of the Big Bend Unit 4 scrubber as energy­
related was approved in TECO's last approved cost of service study.38 He argued that this 
treatment remains appropriate because the main purpose of the scrubber plant investment is 
related to energy output. In its brief, TECO stated that the scrubber captures unwanted emissions 
from the plant and does not serve load or help maintain reliability. Witness Ashburn further 
explained during his deposition that the scrubber that was originally built for Big Bend 4 was 
integrated into Big Bend 3. Therefore both coal units are using the scrubber, which is being 
recovered through base rates. Witness Ashburn testified that, while the scrubber is physically 
connected to the power plant, there is no engineering requirement that the scrubber must operate 
for the unit to operate. Witness Ashburn further testified that since the last rate case, additional 
scrubber investments for Big Bend I and 2 made by the Company have been recovered through 
the Environmental Cost Recovery Clause (ECRC), where they have been allocated on an energy 
basis. Witness Ashburn concluded by stating that customers benefit from lower energy costs as 
the result of these investments, not primari ly because of their contribution to system peak. 

FIPUG rejected TECO's proposed classification of the gasifier and scrubber, and 
advocated a demand allocation. With respect to the gasifier, FIPUG maintained that power 
plants are built to produce capacity to serve load and maintain reliability. The Polk Unit, 

38 Order No. PSC-93-0165-FOF-EI, issued February 2, 1993, in Docket No. 920324-EI, In re: Application for a rate 
increase byI~.!1lPa Electric Company. 
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including the gasifier, was constructed to meet peak demand and should be classified to demand, 
not energy. With respect to the scrubber, FIPUG argued that the scrubbers were installed to 
comply with a settlement TECO entered into with the Environmental Protection Agency and the 
Florida Department of Environment Protection. Witness Pollock further argued that in addition 
to being directly related to production plant, pollution control investments are primarily fixed 
and do not vary with energy usage. 

This issue does not address total dollar amounts, but the classification and allocation, Le., 
energy or demand, of two production plant investment costs. We agree with TECO that the Polk 
Unit 1 gasifier and the Big Bend Units 3 and 4 scrubber should be classified as energy, as 
opposed to demand, and thus allocated to the rate classes on an energy basis. An energy 
allocation typically shifts cost away from the residential class to larger commercial/industrial 
customers, which have greater energy responsibilities than demand responsibilities. The 
classification of the Big Bend Unit scrubber as energy-related was approved in TECO's 1992 
rate case, and continues to be appropriate. FIPUG has presented no evidence to suggest that this 
allocation is no longer appropriate and that we erred in the 1992 rate case. While TECO is 
required because of environmental obligations to operate the scrubber, the plant can operate 
without a scrubber. The scrubber removes unwanted emissions, allowing TECO to burn high 
sulfur coal which is a lower cost coal, thereby reducing fuel costs which are allocated on an 
energy basis. Furthermore, the scrubber for Big Bend Units 1 and 2 is being recovered through 
the ECRC, which allocates costs on an energy basis. 

The Polk Unit 1 gasifier performs a fuel conversion function, converting solid coal into 
gas. Polk Unit I can operate without the gasifier, as the unit has a dual fuel capability and can 
operate using oiI. Therefore, we find that it is appropriate to allocate the cost of the gasifier on a 
energy basis as well. 

Unbilled Revenues 

We find that TECO's calculation ofunbilled revenues is correct. 

Allocation of Any Change in Revenue Requirement 

The allocation of any revenue increase granted to the various customer classes is largely 
dependant on the final revenue increase amount. There appears to be no dispute among the 
parties regarding the allocation of the revenue increase, other than which cost of service study to 
use. It has been our long-stancling practice in rate cases that the appropriate allocation of any 
change in revenue requirements, after recognizing any additional revenues realized in other 
operating revenues, should track, to the extent practical, each class's revenue deficiency as 
determined from the approved cost of service study, and move the classes as close to parity as 
practicable.39 The appropriate allocation compares present revenue for each class to the class 
cost of service requirement and then distributes the change in revenue requirements to the 

39 Or-der No. PSC-02-0787-FOF-EI, p. 66, issued June 10,2002, in Docket No. 010949-EI, In re: Request for rate 
increase by GulfPower Company.; and Order No. PSC-08-0327-FOF-EI, p. 63, issued May 19, 2008, in Docket No. 
070304-El, In re: Petition for rate increase by Florida Public Utilities Company. 
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classes. No class should receive an increase greater than 1.5 times the system average 
percentage increase in total, and no class should receive a decrease. The appropriate allocation 
must recognize approved changes in consolidation of classes, treatment of current IS customers, 
and restructuring of lighting rate schedules. 

Interruptible Rate Schedules 

TECO's basic position is that interruptible service should be provided as a conservation 
program, not a base rate discount. TECO proposed that the currently closed to new business 
interruptible rate schedules be eliminated and existing customers on those rate schedules be 
transferred to the GSD, GSDT (time of use), or SBF (standby) rate schedules with cost effective 
credits for interruptible service provided under the General Service Industrial Load Management 
Rider (GSLM-2) and General Service Industrial Standby and Supplemental Load Management 
Rider (GSLM-3) conservation program rate riders. To support its position, Witness Ashburn 
stated that we have allowed customers under the IS-1 and IS-3 rate schedules to continue service 
under these rate schedules even though they are no longer cost-effective. Witness Ashburn 
concluded that this proceeding provides the best opportunity to accomplish a transfer and 
permanently eliminate the IS-1 and IS-3 rate schedules with limited impact to the customers still 
served under those schedules. 

With respect to all other issues raised by FIPUG, such as the level of the credits, the 
length of time those credits remain in effect, and which customer classes should pay for the cost 
of the credits, TECO maintained that those are issues that are determined in the conservation 
proceedings where the GSLM programs are reviewed each year. 

FIPUG maintained that we should not eliminate the interruptible rate schedules, which 
have been in place for decades. FIPUG further stated that interruptible tariffs are a valuable 
resource to TECO, its customers, and to the state as a whole. Interruptible customers receive an 
inferior quality of service in comparison to firm customers, who TECO must be prepared to 
serve at all times. FIPUG concluded that we should retain the current interruptible schedules and 
reset the interruptible rate to take into account the increasing value of interruptability. However, 
FIPUG also stated in its brief that if we prefer the "credit" approach to interruptible service, we 
must ensure that such a rate design provides rate stability by maintaining the same credit 
between rate cases, is properly valued, is properly recovered, and is not reduced by a load 
adjustment factor. 

TECO provides interruptible service to industrial customers under currently closed to 
new business rate schedules IS-I/lST-lISBI-I and IS-3/lST-3/SBI-3, collectively referred to as 
interruptible or IS rates schedules. Interruptible service is one of TECO's demand response 
resources used to reduce load while continuing to provide service to firm customers. A customer 
taking service under the IS rate schedules is subject to immediate and total interruption whenever 
any portion of such energy is needed by the utility for the requirements of its firm customers or 
to comply with requests for emergency power to serve the needs of firm customers of other 
utilities. At the hearing, witness Ashburn noted that while TECO is not required to provide 
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notice about an interruption pursuant to the tariff, TECO has procedures in place to provide 
notice to interruptible customers in advance that an interruption may happen. 

The IS-1 rates were closed to new business during TECO's 1985 rate case in Docket No. 
850050-EI because the rates were no longer cost-effective. We allowed the existing IS-l 
customers to remain on the rate for purposes of rate continuity. In the same docket we approved 
a new IS-3 rate schedule, which provides for a higher base energy charge than the IS-1 rate. A 
cost-effective analysis for non-firm load compares the credit IS customers receive, i.e., the 
difference between firm rates and the lower interruptible rates, to the cost of the next generating 
unit. 

In TECO's 1992 rate case, we ordered TECO in its next rate case to file a cost of service 
study that allocates costs to the interruptible classes based on their load characteristics, and a 
study that develops a coincident kW credit based on avoided costs. We aPRroved this provision 
as a stipulation in the cost of service and rate design issues in the rate case.4 

In Docket No. 990037-EI, we approved the closure of the IS-3 rate schedules to new 
customers on the basis that they were no longer cost effective to the general body of ratepayers, 
and approved two new load management programs: General Service Industrial Load 
Management Rider (GSLM-2) and General Service Industrial Standby and Supplemental Load 
Management Rider (GSLM-3).4! 

The rationale for offering interruptible customers a lower rate is that their loads are 
available for interruption, and the utility avoids building new generating facilities to serve them. 
Under both the current IS rates and GSLM load management riders, interruptible customers 
receive a reduction in their bills to recognize the fact that they are receiving non-firm service. 
However, the way the IS and the GSLM rate schedules are calculated differs. 

The IS rate schedules provide for reduced base rates (compared to firm service) based on 
the allocation process in a cost of service study. Witness Ashburn explained that when 
calculating base rates, IS customers have received a minimal allocation of production capacity 
cost under a 12 Coincident Peak (CP) and 1113 average demand methodology. This minimal 
allocation is a result of assuming a zero 12 CP load responsibility and an average demand load 
responsibility for 1/13 or approximately eight percent of the production capacity costs. Any 
production costs not allocated to the IS class are allocated to all non-interruptible customers. 
Therefore, the reduction in base rates received by the IS customers is recovered from firm 
customers through an increase in their base rates. 

The GSLM rate schedules are demand side management (DSM) programs and provide 
for a credit to the otherwise applicable firm rate. Any credits paid to interruptible customers on 
the GSLM rate schedules are recovered from all ratepayers through the ECCR charge. 

40 See Order No. PSC-93-0165-FOF-EI, issued February 2,1993. 
41 See Order No. PSC-99-1778-FOF-EI, issued September 10, 1999, in Docket No. 990037-EI, In re: Petition of 
Tampa Electric Company to close Rate Schedules IS-3 and 1ST-3, and approve new Rate Schedules GSLM-l and 
GSLM-3. 
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Customers who take service under the GSLM rate schedules pay all charges associated with the 
otherwise applicable firm rate schedule. 

The monthly interruptible demand credit contained in the GSLM rate schedule is applied 
each month regardless of whether an interruption occurs. The credit is the product of the 
Contracted Credit Value (CCV) and the monthly load factor adjusted demand. The CCV is 
determined in TECO's annual ECCR clause filings. The CCV for the period January through 
December 2009 is $10.91 per KW and has been approved in Docket No. 080002-EG.42 

TEeo currently serves 55 interruptible accounts under the IS rate schedules and all IS 
customers will be eligible for service under the GSLM rate schedules. Witness Ashburn pointed 
out that in the interruptible class there is one customer that currently has multiple accounts, and a 
couple of customers have one or two accounts. In late-filed hearing exhibit, TECO provided an 
analysis that shows that the IS rate class would see, under TECO's proposal, an 11.66 percent 
increase. This is in line with the increase residential customers would experience under TECO's 
proposal. TEeo's revised MFR Schedule A-2, as filed on December I, 2008, shows that a 
residential customer using a 1,000 kWhs will experience an 8 percent increase, and a residential 
customer using 1,500 kWhs will experience a 10 percent increase under TECO's requested 
increase. 

Witness Ashburn stated that the primary benefit of transferring the IS customers to the 
GSLM interruptible conservation programs is to ensure that such load is provided under a cost­
effective rate schedule so that finn customers will not be required to provide a long-term subsidy 
to interruptible load. Furthermore, witness Ashburn testified that under the GSLM conservation 
programs, the credit for interruptible service will track avoided cost and be commensurate with 
the benefits IS customers provide to the overall ratepayers. 

In its post-hearing brief, FIPUG stated that we should not eliminate the interruptible rate 
schedules. However, FIPUG witness Pollock performed a revised cost-of-service study that 
included IS customers as finn load. We therefore believe that witness Pollock agrees with 
TECO's proposal that IS customers pay base rates based on their fully allocated cost of service. 
TECO and FIPUG do not agree on whether the IS, GSD, and GSLD customers should be 
consolidated under one new GSD class as proposed by TECO, or whether the IS class should be 
a separate IS rate as proposed by FIPUG. We will discuss this issue below. 

Since we determined in 1985 that the IS-l rates were no longer cost-effective, and in 
1999 that the IS-3 rates were no longer cost-effective, we concur with TEeO that this rate case is 
the appropriate time to eliminate the current IS rate schedules and transfer all current IS-I and 
IS-3 customers to a cost-based finn IS rate schedule, with the appropriate credit provided under 
the GSLM load management riders. 

42 Order No. PSC-08-0783-FOF-EG, issued December 1, 2008, in Docket No. 080002-EG, In re: Energy 
Conservation Cost Recovery Clause. 
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As stated above, under the GSLM rate schedules, customers receive a credit against the 
otherwise applicable finn rate. FIPUG maintained that the current $10.91 CCV is understated 
for two reasons. First, FIPUG argued, the credit does not assign any value for plant that is 
avoided from 2009 though 2011, and second, the analysis should use 2009 instead of 2008 as the 
base year. FIPUG did its own evaluation and concluded that the credit should be $13.70 per kW. 

Witness Ashburn testified in his rebuttal testimony that we approved the CCV for 2009 in 
the 2008 ECCR proceeding. He restated his position during the hearing, pointing out that TECO 
is not recommending a credit in this proceeding, as the credit has been approved in the 2008 
ECCR docket. Witness Ashburn further stated that the CCV methodology used was consistent 
with prior detenninations, and that witness Pollock's concerns about the CCV would have been 
more appropriately addressed in the ECCR docket, a docket in which FIPUG was an active 
participant. 

We agree with the Company that the level of the credit is not an issue in this base rate 
proceeding. The CCV for 2009 was approved in the 2008 ECCR proceeding. We will determine 
the CCV for 2010 in the 2009 ECCR proceeding, Docket No. 090002-EG. The 2009 ECCR 
proceeding will provide FIPUG an opportunity to address its concerns regarding the appropriate 
credit level. 

We reviewed Witness Pollock's calculation of the $13.70 credit. The calculation did not 
utilize our approved methodology in calculating the credit. The methodology is specified in 
Rule 25-17.008(3), F.A.C. 

Witness Pollock explained that it would be reasonable to set these avoided generation 
capacity benefits based on the installed cost of the Baytown and Polk CTs that TECO proposed 
to include in this base rate proceeding. As discussed previously, the CTs are scheduled to be in 
service during the test year 2009 and are presently under construction. In association with the 
referenced rule, the meaning for the term "avoided generating unit" is explained as a proposed 
generating unit that can be avoided in whole or in part by a conservation program. Once 
construction is underway on a unit, that unit is not available to serve as an "avoided unit." The 
units used by witness Pollock as the basis for his calculation are not allowed by the rule. 

FIPUG stated that the interruptible credit must remain stable between rate cases. 
Interruptible service may require substantial investment in equipment and modifications to 
manufacturing operations, the cost of which interruptible customers expect to recover over a 
period of time through lower rates. Significant changes in interruptible rates increase the risk 
that the expected benefits will not outweigh the costs. Witness Pollock suggested that if we 
approve TECO's proposal, then an interruptible customer should have the option of locking-in 
the current CCV for an extended period of time, such as five to ten years, at the customer's 
option, to provide a more stable rate design. 

FIPUG witness Pollock stated that the CCVs have ranged from $3.71 in 2001 to $7.78 in 
2007. While witness Ashburn agrees with witness Pollock that the CCV value is subject to 
change, witness Ashburn stated that the values have increased in each of the seven years witness 
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Pollock bracketed except for one when there was a minor reduction. Witness Ashburn noted that 
this upward trend reflects the increasing cost of generation. In 2008, the approved CCV was 
$7.48.43 TECO's 2009 approved CCV of$10.9l represents a 46 percent increase over the prior 
CCV. 

During cross examination by FIPUG, witness Ashburn testified that the credit is subject 
to being reset every year, and it may change, or may stay the same, just like base rates could 
change in a rate case. Furthennore, witness Ashburn stated that interruptible customers will have 
to predict all the elements of rates which change, including the clauses, which change every year, 
in the same time period the CCV may change. Finally, witness Ashburn stated that a fixed credit 
between rate cases may provide rate stability for the customer, but it may not be an appropriate 
mechanism to reimburse the interruptible customers for the value of their interruptible service. 

Witness Ashburn further noted that under the GSLM rate schedules, the credit applied in 
the first year is locked-in for a three-year period. Therefore customers can plan for a specific 
credit for up to three years. In addition, at any point during the three-year period, the customer 
may choose to lock-in at the then current credit for a new three-year period. The three-year lock­
in period under the GSLM rate schedules is comparable to the three-year notice requirement 
included in the IS rate schedules for interruptible customers who desire to switch to finn service. 

Witness Pollock ignored the fact that customer bills are already subject to fluctuations 
because of annual changes in the cost recovery clauses. During cross examination by OPC, 
witness Pollock even admitted that currently at least 54 percent of the revenue that TECO 
collects is recovered through clauses. Furthennore, as witness Ashburn testified in the hearing, 
if interruptible customers were to receive a fixed CCV between rate cases, they would loose the 
opportunity to get a bigger credit if the credit goes up. The credit is based on the avoided cost of 
new generation, and to the extent those costs vary between rate cases, the credit should be 
adjusted. 

Under the GSLM rate schedule, the credit is the product of the CCV and the monthly 
load factor adjusted demand. The load factor adjusted demand is the product of the monthly 
billing demand and the monthly billing load factor. Thus the $10.91 per kW CCV would be 
reduced in proportion to the customer's billing load factor. In other words, only a customer with 
a 100 percent load factor would receive the full credit amount. 

Witness Ashburn stated in his rebuttal testimony that the use of a load factor adjusted 
credit is an equitable rate design, and PEF has consistently used this design for establishing 
credits since 1995. In its brief, TECO stated that the CCV is an amount established per kW of 
demand coincident with the Company's monthly system peaks. The full credit value shall be 
applied to a customer's demand coincident with system peak. The load factor approach utilized 
in the GSLM-2 and GSLM-3 conservation programs is a proxy for measuring a customer's load 
coincident with system peak. Witness Ashburn explained that since the CCV is an amount 

43 See Order No. PSC-07-0933-FOF-EG, issued November 26, 2007, in Docket No. 070002-EG, In re: Energy 
Conservation Cost Recovery Clause. 
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established per kW of demand coincident with the Company's monthly system peak, the full 
credit should only be applied to a customer's demand coincident with the system peak. The load 
factor approach utilized in the GSLM rate schedules is a proxy for estimating a customer's load 
coincident with the system peak. 

FIPUG objected to TECO's load factor adjustment since the $10.91 per kw CCV would 
be reduced in proportion to the customer's billing load factor. FIPUG's concern seems to be 
based on the fact that if a customer's load factor is sufficiently low in a given month, TECO's 
proposed adjustment could effectively cause the customer to pay a finn rate for an interruptible 
service oflower quality. 

There is no basis to change the application of the credit. First, witness Pollock 
erroneously stated that TECO is proposing a load factor adjusted credit. This provision is 
already included in the current GSLM rate schedule, and is therefore not a new proposal by the 
Company. Second, to determine the appropriate credit amount, TECO needs to know if the 
customer's demand was coincident with the system peak during an interruption event. If TECO 
interrupts its IS customers, there is no load during the monthly system peak. TECO's load factor 
adjusted credit, i.e., billing demand times load factor, provides an estimate of what the 
customer's load would have been during the monthly system peak. A high load factor customer 
is likely to be on during the monthly system peak, while a low load factor customer is not likely 
to be on during the system peak. 

Witness Ashburn stated that since TECO proposed to treat the interruptible load as a 
conservation program, the GSLM credits paid to interruptible customers are costs that must be 
recovered from all customers through the ECCR. If all current IS accounts are transferred to the 
GSLM conservation programs as proposed by TECO, the projected GSLM credits to be 
recovered through the ECCR clause during the period May through December 2009 are 
$22,698,235. Therefore, under TECO's proposal, the ECCR factors for all rate classes will 
increase at the same time revised base rates will go into effect. TECO maintained that all 
customers, including interruptible customers, should share in the cost of providing credits to all 
load management conservation programs. Witness Ashburn explained that since 1982, we have 
consistently recognized the value of demand response programs through the ECCR clause. 
Other demand response resources include various residential and commercial load management 
programs. 

Witness Pollock asserted that interruptible customers should not have to share in the cost 
recovery of the credits paid to them because they do not cause such costs to be incurred. He 
therefore proposed to spread the amount of the interruptible credits to the finn classes. 

Currently, all customer classes pay for the costs associated with approved conservation 
programs. It is not appropriate to deviate from this long standing policy and exempt interruptible 
customers from paying any GSLM credits. To the extent interruptible customers are excluded 
from sharing in the cost recovery of the GSLM credits, the ECCR factor would increase to other 
customer classes, such as residential. 
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The interruptible rate schedules IS-I, IS-3, 1ST-I, IST-3, SBI-I and SBI-3 shall be 
eliminated, and existing customers on these rate schedules shall be transferred to a new firm IS 
and IS standby and supplemental rate schedule, with the credit for interruptible service provided 
under the approved GSLM-2 and GSLM-3 conservation program rate riders. The new IS base 
rates and cost recovery clause charges (capacity, environmental, and conservation) shall be 
designed based on the approved cost of service, with IS customers fully sharing any production 
demand related costs based on their 12 CP load responsibility. The current GSLM credit has 
been approved in the ECCR docket and is not an issue in this docket. The credit will be re­
established in the next ECCR proceeding, Docket No. 090002-EG. 

GSD, GSLD and IS Rate Schedules 

TECO's proposed rate design consolidated the IS, GSD, and GSLD customers under one 
GSD rate class, which includes features that appropriately consider the full range of the various 
characteristics of all customers who will be served under this rate class. Witness Ashburn stated 
that combining all demand bi1ling customers under one rate schedule will simplify the provision 
of service to this important customer group and provide a better matching of the cost of 
providing service. Witness Ashburn stated that the present GSD and GSLD base energy and 
demand charges are identical, with the only difference being the customer charge and the 
application of a power factor clause for GSLD. Witness Ashburn further stated that the customer 
charge differences become moot with the proposed design of voltage level customer charges for 
the new GSD rate. The power factor can be accommodated in the newly combined GSD rate by 
simply making it applicable to customers who exceed the 1,000 kw threshold that was applied 
under the present rates. The risk of poor power factors affecting other customers is greater from 
customers with large demand requirements. With respect to the IS class, TECO stated in its brief 
that interruptibility is fully considered in TECO's proposed consolidation by allowing all GSD 
customers who agree to be served on an interruptible basis (including the transferred IS 
customers) to be compensated for such agreement under the Company's GSLM-2 and GLSM-3 
conservation programs. 

FIPUG objected to the consolidation of the GS, GSD, GSLD, and IS classes. FIPUG 
Witness Pollock stated that customer classes should be homogeneous according to their usage 
patterns and service characteristics, and that the GSD, GSLD, and IS classes exhibit significant 
differences in key characteristics such as size, load factor, coincidence factors, and delivery 
voltage. We note that TECO is not proposing to consolidate the GS class, as stated in FIPUG's 
brief 

The load factor measures the degree to which fixed facilities are being utilized and is 
expressed as the ratio of kWh to kW. The coincidence factor measures how likely it is that the 
customer contributes to the system peak demand, and is a good indicator of the demand-related 
costs incurred to serve the customer. A lower coincidence factor means that it is less costly to 
serve a customer. Witness Pollock placed great importance on the fact that the GSD, GSLD, and 
IS customers have different coincidence factors, with the IS class having the lowest coincidence 
factor. Witness Pollock further supported his argument by stating that the IS class is much larger 
than the GSD or GSLD classes and that IS customers take a preponderance of service at sub­



ORDER NO. PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI 
DOCKET NO. 080317-EI 
PAGE 94 

transmission voltage, whereas virtually no electricity is provided to GSD or GSLD customers at 
this high voltage level. 

Under TECO's existing rate structure, commercial customers with maximum billing 
demands of 50 kW to 999 kW are required to take service under the GSD rate, while customers 
with maximum billing demands that exceed 999 kW take service under the GSLD rate. The base 
energy and demand charges were set equal for both rate schedules in Docket No. 850050-EI, 
TECO's 1985 rate case, and continued to remain the same in Docket No. 920324-EI, TECO's 
1992 rate case. In the 1985 rate case we only kept the GSD and GSLD rate classes separate to 
allow for different customer charges to recover the cost of metering the two classes. The GSLD 
rate also includes a power factor penalty/credit provision, while the GSD class does not. These 
current differences in the customer charges are addressed in the proposed new GSD class 
through different customer charges based on the voltage level at which the customer is metered, 
Le., secondary, primary, and subtransmission. The application of the power factor provision in 
the new GSD rate will apply only to customers over 1,000 kW in demand, as it is currently done 
under the GSLD rate. 

Typically, all customers in a rate class exhibit a wide range of usage characteristics, with 
base rates being set on an average cost of service. TECO's IS customers are no different, and 
TECO demonstrated that IS customers show a wide dispersion of usage characteristics, and do 
not form a homogeneous rate class. However, the data supports leaving IS as a separate class for 
other reasons. 

To support the consolidation of the GSD, GSLD and IS classes, witness Ashburn 
presented in his rebuttal testimony several scatter diagrams to show that all three classes 
demonstrated diversity in load characteristics. For each class, witness Ashburn prepared three 
plots. The first showed the average monthly load factor by customer account. This illustrates 
that customers have a range of load profiles in terms of their load factor. The second diagram 
showed the average monthly coincidence factor by customer account by month. This illustrates 
how many of the customers on average within each rate group are taking power during the 
system peak. The third set of scatter diagrams was a combination of the first two, plotting the 
monthly coincident factor against the monthly load factor. This confirms that the higher the 
average load factor, the more likely the customers are to take power on peak. 

The monthly load factor comparison shows that while there are some low load factor 
customers, the bulk of both the GSD and GSLD customers fall into the over 40 percent load 
factor range. The diagram for the IS customers shows no such trend. The load factors of the IS 
customers are much more dispersed and do not show any trend. Similarly, the monthly 
coincidence factor comparison shows that a large portion of the GSD and GSLD cluster at the 
top of the chart, indicating a large number of customers taking service on peak. For the IS class, 
the pattern is much less distinct. This is reasonable since IS customers tend to design their 
operations to operate during offpeak hours to minimize any potential interruptions. 
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Finally, combining the two sets of data points, one would expect to see a concentration of 
customers who are both high load factor and likely to take power during peak periods as shown 
for GSD and GSLD. The pattern, while discernable for the IS customers, is far less dramatic. 

In response to discovery, TECO developed a separate firm IS rate schedule based on the 
load characteristics of the IS customers. The results show that while the customer unit costs used 
to develop the fixed monthly customer charge are higher for a separate IS rate compared to the 
new GSD rate, the base energy and demand charges would be lower in a separate IS rate, which 
indicates a lower cost of service for IS customers compared to GSD/GSLD customers. These 
cost differences are consistent with capturing the diversity within the class demonstrated in the 
scatter diagrams. Diversity of loads and usage patterns within a class tends to be lower per unit 
costs because customers who are cheaper to serve are averaged in with high cost customers. 
Combining the IS customers with the GSD and GSLD classes swamps the diversity within the 
smaller IS customer grouping resulting in higher costs to IS compared to a stand alone class 
calculation. Therefore, we find that it is appropriate to retain separate IS classes, including a 
separate interruptible standby rate class. 

As discussed previously, the current IS classes are closed to new business. In its brief, 
TECO suggested that if we determine that the IS class should remain separate from the GSD, the 
class should remain closed to new business and should only consist of existing accounts. TECO 
explained that to retain the existing IS class, then open it to new business for any GSD customer 
seeking interruptible service, would provide new customers agreeing to be interrupted with the 
appropriate benefits of the credit provided under GSLM rate schedules and lower base rate 
charges. FIPUG did not address whether the IS rate schedule should be opened to new business 
or remain closed. Therefore, there is no evidence in the record to suggest opening the IS rate 
schedule to new business. GSD customers have the option of taking interruptible service under 
the GSLM conservation program. 

There are two disadvantages to not combing the IS class with the GSD/GSLD classes as 
TECO has proposed. The first is the GSD optional rate. This option provides for a higher 
energy charge (compared to the regular GSD energy charge), and no demand charge, and 
benefits low load factor commercial customers by providing them a lower bill. Low load factor 
customers use relatively few kWh in relation to their maximum monthly demand. If the IS 
customers were combined with the GSD and GSLD rate classes, low load factor IS customers 
could benefit from the GSD optional rate as welL TECO has proposed no such optional rate for 
the IS class. Second, carving out the IS customers from the GSD class, who have a lower cost of 
service, will raise rates for the GSD class. Keeping IS customers together with the GSD class 
will lower the average GSD rate as discussed above. 

Only the GSD and GSLD rate schedules shall be combined into a single GSD rate 
schedule, while the IS class shall be a separate firm rate schedule (with the interruptible credits 
provided under the GSLM-2 and GSLM-3 conservation programs). IS base rates and cost 
recovery clause charges (capacity, environmental, and conservation) shall be designed based on 
our approved cost of service methodology with IS customers fully sharing any production 
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demand related costs based on their 12 CP load responsibility. The IS rate shall remain closed to 
new business. 

GS and GSD Rate Schedules 

We find that establishing an energy rather than a demand threshold wil1 facilitate 
transition from one rate class to another and will reduce the need for the installation of demand 
meters on GS class customers for this purpose. Therefore, we change the breakpoint from 49 
kW to 9,000 kWh between the GS and GSD rate schedule. 

Meter Level Discoun! 

We find that the appropriate meter level discount is one percent for customers who take 
energy metered at primary voltage and two percent for customers who take energy metered at 
subtransmission voltage or higher and should apply to the demand charge, energy charge, 
transformer ownership discount, power factor billing, emergency relay power supply charge, and 
any credits from optional riders. 

Inverted Base Energy Rate 

TECO proposed that conversion of its current RS rate schedule flat base energy rate to a 
two-block inverted base energy rate design with an inversion point at 1,000 kWh and a $0.01 per 
kWh differential between the two blocks. TECO witness Ashburn stated in his direct testimony 
that the Company is proposing the inverted rate design to " ... provide a price signal to customers 
about energy use that can serve as a way to encourage energy conservation while the lower first 
block rate provides a billing benefit to lower use customers." 

In its brief, TECO argued that its proposed inverted rate design is appropriate because: 
(I) it is consistent with the inverted rate designs previously approved for FPL, PEF, and FPUC; 
(2) it continues the movement toward inverted rate designs for the electric IOUs begun in 1977; 
(3) it will lower bills for customers using less than 1,539 kWh per month compared to a flat rate 
design; and (4) using an inversion point of 1,000 kWh per month will more effectively lower 
bills for low use customers compared to a rate design with an inversion point of 1,250 kWh per 
month. 

In its brief, FIPUG cited four reasons why TECO's proposed inverted rate design should 
not be approved. We have evaluated the reasons cited by FIPUG for denying TECO's proposed 
inverted rate design and we find that that they do not represent sufficient grounds for denying the 
Company's proposal. The first reason cited by FIPUG was that TECO based its request on the 
fact that other electric utilities under our jurisdiction have an inverted rate design. TEeO's 
request should be evaluated solely on the effect implementing an inverted rate design will have 
on TECO's customers and their energy consumption choices. The fact that other electric utilities 
have already implemented inverted rates does not enter into this evaluation. 

The second reason cited by FIPUG is that the rates calculated under an inverted rate 
design would not be cost-based. However, as acknowledged in its own brief, FIPUG noted that 
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TECO calculates its inverted rates by first starting with a flat rate which is based upon the 
Company's cost of service study, then applying a "mathematical formula" to create the inverted 
rates. By adjusting the flat rates, FIPUG contended, the resulting inverted rates are no longer 
cost-based. We would agree with FIPUG's contention if the revenues generated by TECO's 
proposed inverted rates differed significantly from the revenue requirement for the RS class 
derived from the cost of service study; however, this is not the case. TECO's proposed inverted 
rates are estimated to generate $567,705,233, while the cost of service for the RS class is 
$575,347,000. This means that the revenues generated by the inverted rates will cover 
approximately 99 percent of the costs required to serve the RS class. Therefore, we do not agree 
with FIPUG's contention that the proposed inverted rates are not cost-based. 

The third reason cited by FIPUG for denying TECO's proposed inverted rate is that the 
rate design is intended to be a "conservation rate" that will cause customers to reduce their 
consumption. This, in tum, may well lead the Company to return for further rate relief. We 
concur with FIPUG that an inverted rate is a conservation rate and that customers will likely 
reduce their energy consumption. A conservation rate structure like TECO's proposed inverted 
rate design is a tool intended to help achieve our stated policy goal of energy conservation. 
Therefore, we do not believe that the effect that a "conservation rate" has on customers' energy 
consumption is sufficient cause for denying TECO's proposal. 

The fourth reason cited by FIPUG for denying TECO's proposed inverted rate is that the 
1,000 kWh consumption level used in a bill stuffer to illustrate the impact of the Company's rate 
relief request is not representative of the usage for a typical residential customer. FIPUG also 
argued that the eight percent increase in customer bills at 1,000 kWh that would result from the 
Company's request for rate relief may underestimate the total impact on customer bills because it 
does not include fuel adjustment increases, gross receipts tax, and city utility tax or franchise 
fees. During the hearing, FIPUG introduced TECO's Open Lines bill stuffer as an exhibit. The 
bill stuffer includes the following sentence: "[w]ith FPSC approval of proposed base rates the 
overall increase for a Tampa Electric residential customer using one thousand kWh per month is 
anticipated to be approximately 8 percent." FIPUG cross-examined witness Ashburn on the bill 
stuffer to make the point that 8 percent is not a typical increase, if TECO's full revenue 
requirement gets approved. 

It appears that FIPUG's objection to TECO's Open Line bill stuffer is not directly related 
to the inverted rate at issue. We agree with FIPUG that 1,000 kWh per month is not necessarily 
representative of a typical customer's usage. According to TECO, the average monthly usage for 
a residential customer is 1,262 kWh per month. If TECO had used an average usage of 1,262 
kWh instead of 1,000 kWh to illustrate the effect of its rate relief request, the percentage increase 
in a customer's bill would have been 9.2 percent instead of the 8.0 percent cited by FIPUG. We 
do not believe, however, that the use of a 1,000 kWh usage level in the bill stuffer justifies denial 
of TECO's inverted rate proposal. The purpose behind illustrating how the Company's rate 
relief request would affect customer bills is to give customers a sense of how much they can 
expect their bill to change. Because the difference between an 8.0 percent change and a 9.2 
percent change is not that great, using 1,000 kWh for illustrative purposes is not unreasonable. 
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In its MFR Schedule A-2, TECO showed residential bill impacts for various usage levels. That 
exhibit also shows that the 8 percent increase quoted does include Gross Receipts Tax. 

FIPUG also argued that other factors, such as fuel adjustment increases, could cause a 
customer's bill to increase by more than the 8.0 percent cited by TECO. While we acknowledge 
that these other factors can impact a customer's bill, the purpose of the bill stuffer was to 
illustrate how the Company's request for base rate relief would affect a customer's bill. 
Therefore, basing the illustration on the increase in base rates alone, and not including other 
possible factors in the calculations, is appropriate. 

There was also an extended discussion at the hearing whether the inversion point between 
the first and second rate blocks should be set at 1,000 kWh or at 1,250 kWh. TECO's proposed 
rate design sets the inversion point at 1,000 kWh, because this value is consistent with the 
inversion point for TECO's inverted fuel factor and is also consistent with the inversion points 
that we approved forFPL and PEF. A concern raised during the service hearings was whether it 
is appropriate to set the inversion point below the level of average residential consumption of 
1,250 kWh, or whether it would be preferable to set the inversion point at 1,250 kWh. 

The inversion point is the level of usage at which the rate changes from the rate in the 
first block to the rate in the second block. TECO proposed that the rate in the second block be 
set $0.01 above the rate in the second block. Because the rates in both the current flat rate design 
and the proposed inverted rate design are calculated to generate the same amount of revenue, the 
rate in the first block of the inverted rate design will be lower than the flat rate, and the rates in 
the second block will be higher than the flat rate. This results in customers using lower amounts 
of energy receiving lower bills under the inverted rate design, and customers using higher 
amounts of energy receiving higher bills. An inverted rate design achieves the dual policy goals 
of rewarding customers who use less energy while also sending stronger price signals to those 
who use more energy. At issue here is which inversion point, 1,000 kWh or 1,250 kWh, best 
achieves these goals. 

Under TECO's proposed inversion point of 1,000 kWh, residential customers using less 
than 1,539 kWh per month will receive a lower bill with the inverted rate compared to TECO's 
current flat rate, while customers using more than 1,539 kWh will receive a higher bill. The 
reason customers using between 1,000 kWh and the 1,539 kWh receive a lower bill compared to 
the flat rate is that the rate charged for the first 1,000 kWh is lower than the flat rate, so it takes a 
while for the higher rate in the second block to let the bill "catch up" to the flat rate bill. The 
point at which the bill under the inverted rate "catches up" to the flat rate bill is called the 
"break-even point." TECO noted that using an inversion point of 1,000 kWh results in 
approximately two-thirds of all residential energy being consumed in the first block and 
approximately two-thirds of all bills being lower under the inverted design 

Using an inversion point of 1,250 kWh, residential customers using less than 1,689 kWh 
per month will receive a lower bill with the inverted rate compared to TECO's current flat rate, 
while customers using more than 1,689 kWh will receive a higher bilL TECO noted that using 
an inversion point of 1,250 kWh results in approximately three-quarters of all residential energy 
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being consumed in the first block and approximately three-quarters of all bills being lower under 
the inverted design 

TECO provided a side-by-side comparison of residential customer bills using the 1,000 
kWh and 1,250 kWh inversion points. According to this exhibit, the customer bills resulting 
from the competing rate designs do not differ significantly for all levels of usage up to 4,000 
kWh per month. That is, neither rate design produces significantly lower bills for low use 
customers or significantly higher bills for high use customers. Therefore, neither rate design 
stands out as being clearly superior to the other with respect to achieving the above-mentioned 
rate design goals. 

In TECO witness Ashburn's late-filed hearing exhibit, the Company noted that it believes 
that use of its proposed inversion point of 1,000 kWh is more appropriate because the 1,000 kWh 
inversion point "is designed to be consistent with its inverted fuel rate design. Having the same 
inversion point for both fuel and base energy rates is essential in sending an understandable 
conservation-oriented message to customers." This is a very important point. With the $0.01 
differential in rates for both fuel and energy starting at the same level of usage, customers will 
have a clearer picture of exactly where the higher rates will begin. Therefore, of the two 
competing inversion points, we find that the base energy rate inversion point shall be set at 1,000 
kWh. We also approve an increase of$O.OI between the first and second rate block. 

Existing RST Rate Schedule 

We find that the RST rate schedule should be eliminated and the approximately 40 
customers taking service under RST should be transferred to their choice of the RSVP or RS rate 
schedule. Both of these rate schedules afford customers the opportunity to modify usage similar 
to RST. 

Single Lighting Schedule 

According to TECO, its current three street lighting schedules include many of the same 
fixtures or poles but at different prices and with different terms and conditions. TECO believes 
that three different rate schedules cause customer confusion and frustration because the reasons 
for the differences among the rate schedules are not clear. Under the Company's proposal, each 
type of lighting fixture and pole will have one rate regardless of use. TECO witness Ashburn 
believed such a change will improve efficiency and understanding for customers and Company 
personnel who market, install, and maintain the lights. TECO's reasons for proposing that all 
lighting service be combined under one lighting rate schedule include: 

• 	 Separate tariff agreements associated with these three rate schedules have been replaced with 
a single agreement for use under all three schedules. 

• 	 Fixtures and poles offered under one rate schedule for one purpose are often desired by 
customers for another purpose. 

• 	 Fixtures and poles originally provided under one rate schedule change use when they are 
acquired by a subsequent customer. 
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• 	 Sometimes the same identical fixture and pole are provided under different rate schedules at 
different prices. One rate schedule will eliminate any price variation. 

• 	 One rate schedule will provide consistency in the terms and conditions under which service is 
provided. 

• 	 A consolidated rate schedule will facilitate more efficient and understandable rates and 
services. 

• 	 A consolidated rate schedule will recognize that some costs do not vary with providing street 
lighting service, such as stocldng and material handling, engineering, vehicles. operation and 
maintenance labor, supervision labor, energy production, transmission, and distribution. 

TECO's proposed street lighting rate design is comprised of three components: a facility 
charge, a maintenance charge, and a non-fuel energy charge. The facility charge refers to the 
type of light fixture or pole. The charge is similar in nature to a rental charge and is designed to 
recover the carrying cost of the facility.44 The maintenance charge is designed to recover the 
monthly cost of maintaining each light fixture or pole, as detennined from TECO's lighting 
incremental cost study. The energy charge applies only to the lighting fixture rates. It is 
determined by multiplying the kilowatt-hour usage for each fixture by the non-fuel energy and 
customer unit cost determined from the cost of service study. 

TECO's proposed monthly facility and maintenance charges are developed in its Lighting 
Incremental Cost Study, Supplemental MFR Schedule E-13D. However, where multiple rates 
are currently offered for the same lighting facilities, TECO proposed that the lowest rate be 
applied, rather than the cost study developed rate. TECO also proposed to eliminate the current 
reduced rate for additional lights on a pole, so that all lights of the same type, whether the initial 
light or an additional light, are priced at the same rate. TECO explained that the elimination of a 
reduced rate for additional lights on a pole is proposed for two reasons: (1) experience has shown 
that service wiring or cable often requires upgrading to accommodate the installation of an 
additional service; and (2) there are no savings in labor or travel time for additional lights 
because they are many times installed later than the initial lights. 

TECO also proposed to eliminate or restrict certain lighting facility offerings. Based on 
queries of its Customer Information System's (CIS) billing records, TECO asserted that there is 
little customer interest in certain offerings. TECO noted that no customers are currently taking 
service under the rates of the offerings it proposed to eliminate. Additionally, these offerings 
have been closed to new business for several years. 

TECO's proposed monthly facility charge for each fixture or pole is determined by 
developing material, labor, and vehicle costs associated with installing each given fixture or pole. 
The total installed cost for each fixture or pole is then multiplied by a levelized fixed charge rate, 
resulting in an annual carrying cost that is then restated as a monthly rate. TECO identifies the 
materials needed for installation from its work management system. The material unit costs are 
identified on a system unit price from TEeo's materials management system. Labor and vehicle 
costs are developed based on average unit times for each task involved in the installation. The 

44 Order No. PSC·95·1440-FOF-EI, p. 2, issued November 27, 1995, in Docket No. 951120-EI, In Re: Petition for 
Approval of Revised Lighting Tariffs by Tampa Electric ~nv. 

http:facility.44


ORDER NO. PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI 
DOCKET NO. 080317-El 
PAGE 101 

unit times are detennined from TECO's work order management system, updated by subject 
matter experts to reflect current procedures, practices, and equipment changes. 

TECO developed the maintenance charge for each fixture by deriving costs for each 
maintenance activity: lamp failure, luminaire parts failure, photocell, and relay. The 
maintenance charge for each pole type is designed to capture wiring (overhead and underground) 
maintenance and other "aesthetic" maintenance (e.g., painting poles) costs associated with 
decorative poles. The cost for each maintenance activity for each fixture and pole is calculated 
by adding the average material cost of the fixture or pole, material handling, and labor and 
vehicle cost. The total activity cost is then multiplied by a frequency percent that reflects how 
often that activity might occur. This yields the annual maintenance cost that is restated as a 
monthly charge. 

Labor costs for each of the various installation and maintenance lighting crews consist of 
direct and indirect costs. TECD determined the direct labor hourly costs by multiplying the per 
hour labor rate for each assigned crew position times the number of positions of that type in the 
crew. TECO derived indirect labor costs by mUltiplying loading factors times direct labor costs, 
The two labor costs for each position are then summed to arrive at the crew's fully loaded hourly 
labor cost. Table 93-1 shows the loading factors TECD used in its lighting incremental cost 
study. 

Table 93-1: Loading Factors 

Administrative and General (A&G)/Fringe45 

-
Small Tools for TEC Field Labor 

Supv & Admin Lighting Field - TEC Labor (Maintenance) 

72.00% 

2.68% 

48.92% 

Supv & Admin TEe Lighting Engineering - TEe Labor (Installation) 

SUpv & Admin TEe Lighting Field - TEe Labor (Installation) 

ED Material Handling _._, 

32.10% 

32.10% 

25.)7% 

The A&GlFringe loading factor,46 according to TECO, has two components: a 49 percent 
fringe component and a 23 percent A&G component. The 49 percent fringe component consists 
ofnon-productive time, direct benefits, and other payroll costs. The 23 percent A&G component 
consists of administrative salaries, office supply costs, and miscellaneous general expenses. 
Table 93-2 provides a description of each of the A&GlFringe loading factor components. 

4S TEeo's originally filed street lighting incremental cost study used two separate loading factors for A&GlFringe 
(70 percent for A&G and 72 percent for Fringe). In the course of responding to staff discovery, TECO determined 
that the two factors were essentially different versions of the same loading factor. TECO concluded that the use of 
both factors in the labor cost calculations resulted in double-counting for certain labor loading components. A!J a 
result, TECO submitted a revised cost study on December 29, 2008, with corrected labor costs, 
46 The A&GlFringe loading factor is also used in the cost support associated service connection options, reconnect 
after disconnect charges, and services charges. 
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Table 93-2: A&G/Fringe Loading Factor 

Category 
 Description Portion 

Time not worked but paid as a benefit, such as vacation 
13%Non-Productive Time i 

i
time, sick time, jury duty time, holiday time, and other 
paid time while not working. j 

Benefit costs such as retirement benefits, life insurance, i22% IIDirect Benefits Paid long-term care insurance, education benefits, and savings 
I 
II ~an benefits I 

~~-

TECO's portion ofFICA taxes, state and federal 14% ii Other Payroll Costs 
! unemployment taxes, and the Success Sharing Plan cost. 

49% ITotal Fringe Rate 
i 
I 
IAn overhead allocation from FERC Account 920 


A&GCosts 
 (Administrative Salaries), Account 921 (Office Supplies 23% 
and Expenses), Account 925 (fujuries and Damages), ! 

j 
Iand Account 930 (Miscellaneous General EXEensesl. I 

72%~Total A&GlFringe Loading Factor 

In addition to the A&GlFringe loading factor, Table 93-1 shows that TECO used a 
loading factor to account for small tools such as hammers, screwdrivers, and padlocks that are 
not issued for a specific job or task. TECO also applies separate loading factors to account for 
supervision and administrative time not contained in direct costs or other loading factors: one 
applies to non-engineering labor in the maintenance of lighting equipment, one applies to non­
engineering labor in the installation of lighting equipment, and one applies to engineering labor 
employed in lighting activities. The last loading factor used is a material overhead consisting of 
stores and inventory carrying costs and stock handling costs. 

The first part of this question is whether TECO should consolidate its three lighting rate 
schedules into one. According to TECO, one rate schedule will be more efficient and will 
provide consistency by eliminating differences in pricing and in the terms and conditions for 
lighting service product offerings that are identical. Based on the record evidence and the fact 
that no party opposes TECO's proposal, we find that one consolidated lighting rate schedule is 
appropriate. 

The remaining part of this question addresses whether TECO's proposed street lighting 
charges, terms, and conditions are appropriate. TECO's proposed charges consist of a facility 
charge, a maintenance charge, and a non-fuel energy charge. The facility and maintenance 
charges for each fixture and pole are driven in part by labor costs associated with the installation 
or maintenance of a light fixture or pole. The non-fue1 energy charge is predicated on the 
customer unit cost from the cost of service study. To the extent there are revisions to TECO's 
cost of service study as a result of our decisions in other issues and the customer unit cost is 
changed, the non-fuel energy charge may change. 
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TECD proposed that where multiple rates are currently offered for the same lighting 
facilities, the lowest facility rate be applied. TECD also proposed to eliminate the current 
reduced rate for additional lights on a pole, so that all lights of the same time are priced at the 
same rate. We find that TECD's proposal where multiple facility rates are currently offered is 
reasonable, and that TECD has demonstrated that there are often additional costs incurred with 
placing additional lights on a pole, making the elimination of a reduced rate for additional lights 
reasonable. 

TECD also proposed to eliminate or restrict certain lighting facility offerings. TECD 
demonstrated that: (1) there is a lack of customer interest in certain offerings; (2) no customers 
are currently tak,ing service under the rates of the fixtures and poles proposed for elimination; 
and (3) these offerings have been closed to new business for several years. Based on the 
evidence presented, TECD's proposed elimination or restriction of certain lighting offerings is 
reasonable. 

TECD's proposed facility and maintenance charges for all other street lights or poles 
include both direct (hourly) and indirect (non-hourly) costs. Direct costs are costs directly 
assignable to the installation or maintenance work order. Indirect costs are costs applied by the 
use ofloading factors. 

TECD's incremental lighting cost study identifies each task necessary to install or 
maintain a given light fixture or pole, the crew make-up to perform the work, and the time 
necessary to complete the task. The direct costs consist of the material, labor, and vehicle costs 
associated with each light fixture or pole. TECD calculates the direct labor costs by multiplying 
the straight time non-loaded hourly labor rate for each employee classification required for the 
job by the unit times to complete each task. After reviewing the cost study documentation and 
additional support TECD submitted, we find that TECO's determination of direct costs is 
reasonable. 

TECO uses loading factors to account for indirect costs. As an example of TECO's 
application of loading factors, Table 93-3 shows the development of direct and indirect labor 
costs for a Conductor Crew. 

Table 93-3. Conductor Crew (CCl) 
Indirect Fully

Hourly Direct LoadingPositions 
Labor LoadedPosition Rate per Crew Labor Costs Factor 
Costs Costs 

~-- I--­

123.6%$25.41 2 $50.82 $62.81 $113.63UG Serviceman 

$ 4.84 NA2 NA NA 9.68Vehicle 

NA NA1 NAVehicle (Class 11.59 

NA 13.56Vehicle (Class 1 NA=P 
$148.46Total Labor and 
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The loading factors used for the CC 1 lighting crew are 72 percent A&GlFringe, 2.68 percent 
small tools, and 48.92 percent supervision and administrative time associated with non­
engineering labor in the maintenance of lighting equipment. Direct labor costs are $50.82 per 
hour. Loadings or indirect costs amount to $62.81 per hour, resulting in a fully-loaded labor cost 
of $113.63 per hour. The fully-loaded labor costs are 123.6 percent greater than the direct labor 
costs, and represent 76.5 percent of the total hourly labor and vehicle cost for the CCI crew. 
This example illustrates the significant impact loading factors have on total costs. 

The loading factor that gives us the most pause is the A&GlFringe factor of 72 percent, 
that includes A&G expense of23 percent and Fringe expense of 49 percent. The A&G portion is 
based on a 2003 TECO analysis, the most current data available at the time of the rate case filing. 
According to TECO, a post-filing analysis based on 2008 and 2009 expenses indicated that the 
A&G loading factor increased to 36 percent and 34 percent, respectively. We concur with 
TECO that indirect costs are a cost of doing business. However, recognizing that indirect costs 
can significantly impact the cost study results, we are concerned about the increasing A&G 
component; this may warrant further investigation in the future. 

TECO discovered that it had double-counted the A&GlFringe labor loading factor in its 
lighting cost studies. As a result, TECO submitted a revised cost study reflecting the corrected 
labor costs. TECO indicated that the impact of the correction would be reflected in the lighting 
rates when those rates are recalculated based on our approved cost of service study. 
Accordingly, based on the record evidence and noting that no party has taken issue with TECO's 
loading factors, we find that TECO's proposed street lighting charges, terms, and conditions are 
appropriate, subject to the above qualifications. 

Therefore we approve TECO's proposed single lighting schedule, and associated charges, 
terms, and conditions, adjusted to reflect our decisions described in the body of this Order and 
corrected labor costs. 

Two New Convenience Service Connection Options 

Currently, there are two service connection options, but they apply to different types of 
connections. The first, Initial Service Connection, applies to the first customer who establishes 
service at a house or other premise. The current rate is $38, with a proposed increase to $75. 
The second option, Normal Reconnect Subsequent Subscriber, applies when service is 
reconnected in another subscriber's name to a house or premise. The current rate is $16, with a 
proposed increase to $25. According to TEeO, Normal Reconnect Subsequent Subscriber 
provides for reconnection on the next business day. 

Based on customer requests, TECO proposed two new "convenience" service 
reconnection options. These options would provide additional choices for customers eligible for 
Normal Reconnect Subsequent Subscriber. Same Day Reconnect reconnects the customer on the 
same day as long as the customer places his or her request before 6 p.m. Saturday Reconnect 
provides for reconnection on Saturdays between 8 a.m. and 12 noon as long as the special 
request is made by 12 noon on Friday. 
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According to TECO, it has received "a large number" of requests from customers for 
Same Day or Saturday reconnection. Some of those customers have "offered to pay more if such 
services were available in order to meet their individual needs or schedule constraints ...." 
TECO conducted an informal poll in March 2008 using its call center employees to determine 
interest in expedited reconnection. In one day of polling, approximately 50 business customers 
expressed interest in same day reconnection. In one week of polling, 41 of 1,093 residential 
customers expressed interest in same day reconnection. TECO determined interest in Saturday 
reconnection using calls received by Customer Care supervisors on weekends. 

TEeo used a team of subject matter experts to review the proposed service charges.47 

For each service charge, the team identified each task and the time necessary to complete the 
task. TEeO determined the direct labor costs by multiplying the weighted per hour labor rates of 
the employees performing tasks by the weighted time in hours. 

TEeo's proposed costs for service charges also include indirect costs. TEeO included 
two categories or factors of indirect costs. TEeO calls the first category "Payroll and A&G 
[Administrative and General] loading factor." The Payroll and A&G loading factor is 72 percent 
and includes non-productive time paid (13 percent), direct benefits (22 percent), other payroll 
costs (14 percent), and A&G expenses (23 percent). TEeO's second loading factor, 
Administrative and Overhead loading factor, is 41.33 percent and accounts for Energy Delivery's 
supervisory and administrative overhead. Together, the loading factors totall13.33 percent. 

There are also miscellaneous costs included in the total cost. Miscellaneous costs include 
materials (e.g., a meter seal cost of $0.23) and vehicle costs. TEeO determined the vehicle cost 
by multiplying a weighted average rate for each vehicle type in the process by a weighted time 
for each vehicle rate. 

The total cost for Same Day Reconnect service is $69.48, which is comprised of a $30.05 
direct labor cost, an indirect cost of $34.06, a vehicle cost of $5.15, and a meter seal cost of 
$0.23. 

TEeo developed the costs for Saturday Reconnect similarly to Same Day Reconnect; 
however, the loading factors are different because the reconnection is an overtime reconnection. 
Saturday Reconnect uses a single, reduced loading factor because the time worked is overtime. 
TECO's Payroll and A&G loading factor is reduced from 72 percent to 35.5 percent because 
Non-productive and A&G loadings do not apply in an overtime scenario. For the same reason, 
TEeO does not use the Administrative and Overhead loading factor for Saturday Reconnect. 
The total cost for Saturday Reconnect is $303.56, which is comprised of $201.03 in direct costs, 
indirect costs of$71.37, a Pager Call Out Cost of$15, and a vehicle cost of$16.17. 

No intervenors filed testimony on this issue. In their briefs, AARP and ope argued that 
no service charges should be increased~ however, if we approve the two new connection fees, the 

47 TECO's methodology also applies to the following service charges: Reconnect after Disconnect at Meter for 
Cause; Reconnect after Disconnect at Pole for Cause; Initial Service Connection; Normal Reconnect Subsequent 
Subscriber; Field Visit Credit; and Temporary Service. 

http:of$16.17
http:of$71.37
http:totall13.33
http:charges.47
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fees should be limited to $40.00 for Same Day Reconnect and $275.00 for Saturday Reconnect. 
These amounts are TECO's proposed charges less TECO's proposed charge for Normal 
Reconnect Subsequent Subscriber. 

The first part of this question asks whether the two new service options, Same Day 
Reconnect and Saturday Reconnect, are appropriate. According to TECO, it proposed these new 
options in response to requests from customers. Based on the evidence in the record, we find 
that offering these new options will provide customers with additional choices. 

The second part of this issue asks whether the charges for these new options are 
appropriate. TECO's proposed costs consist of several components: (1) direct costs (actual 
hourly costs); (2) indirect costs (non-hourly labor costs); and (3) other or miscellaneous costs 
(e.g., vehicle costs). Once TECO developed the costs, it determined the proposed rates. 

Our discussion under Single Lighting Schedule contains an analysis of the Pa)Toll and 
A&G (Administrative and General) loading factor of 72 percent used in the development of the 
recurring lighting rates. Loading factors are significant contributors to the cost of the non­
recurring service charges, and for Same Day Reconnect, are greater than the direct (labor) cost. 

TECO's Payroll and A&G loading factor includes A&G expense of 23 percent. The 23 
percent number is derived from TECO's 2003 data, the most current data available at the time of 
filing. According to TECO, a post-filing analysis based on 2008 and 2009 data indicated that the 
A&G loading factor increased to 36 percent and 34 percent, respectively. Based on the record 
evidence, we fmd that TECO's position on loading factors is reasonable. 

Although TECO did not update the 23 percent with the most recent A&G percentage, we 
are concerned about the increasing level of A&G expense as it relates to service charges in the 
future. Loading factors, their composition, and percentage levels may warrant investigation in 
the future. 

In response to discovery, TECO provided substantial information documenting its 
detennination of the direct and miscellaneous costs. After reviewing the record evidence, we 
find that TECO's determination of the direct and miscel1aneous costs is reasonable. 

Based on the record evidence, we find that TECO incurs additional costs to provide same 
day or Saturday reconnection; these costs exceed the normal connection fee which provides for 
next day service. The charges for special services provided for the benefit of a single customer 
should reflect those additional costs. Without record evidence to decrease each charge by $25, 
we do not believe that $25 should be excluded in either charge. Arbitrarily reducing these 
charges by the Normal Reconnect Subsequent Subscriber proposed charge would understate the 
cost to provide the service. 

TECO's filed cost support for Same Day Reconnect is $69.48 while its proposed rate is 
$65. TECO explained that while it rounded the proposed charge to zero or five, it made two 
exceptions: Same Day Reconnect and Saturday Reconnect. TECO rounded down Same Day 
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Reconnect to $65 because it wanted "to maintain a differential between it and the Initial Service 
Connection charge, which was limited to $75 ... " TECO's proposed cost for Saturday Reconnect 
of $303.56 was rounded down to $300 because $300 is a "more 'round' nwnber." We find that 
TECO's rounding explanations for Same Day Reconnect and Saturday Reconnect are reasonable. 

OPC and AARP argue that during the current economic climate, customer service 
charges should not be increased. We are sympathetic to the plight of customers who are 
struggling financially; nevertheless, TECO has adequately supported the costs underlying its 
proposed rates. To the extent possible, rates should be designed to collect the costs from the cost 
causer. Thus, based on the record evidence, we find that the two new service reconnection 
options, Same Day Reconnect and Saturday Reconnect, and their associated connection charges, 
$65 and $300, respectively, are appropriate. 

Reconnect after Disconnect Charges 

Two new reconnection charges have been proposed for customers whose service has been 
disconnected for cause, e.g., nonpayment. The proposed charges have different rates depending 
on whether the customer can be reconnected at the meter or must be reconnected at the pole. 
Currently, there is one reconnect ion charge, with a rate of $35. Whether the reconnect ion takes 
place at the meter or on the pole depends on where TECO was able to disconnect the customer. 
Where possible, TECO disconnects service at the meter; however, when meter access is denied, 
the disconnect occurs on the pole. Meter access may be denied for several reasons, including a 
"bad" dog, locked gate, or when it is not physically possible to disconnect at the meter (e.g., 
medium or large non-residential customer). TECO proposed a separate charge for reconnection 
on the pole because of (l) the frequency of pole disconnects and (2) the di fference in lahor and 
vehicle costs between meter and pole disconnects and reconnects. Both reconnect ion charges 
include the cost for the initial disconnection. 

OPC contended that no customer service fees should be increased and that separate 
charges for reconnection at the pole and at the meter should not be permitted. OPC argued that 
TECO did not provide "any satisfactory explanation as to why different reconnect fees are 
necessary, let alone a justification of the cost differential for a point of [sic] meter versus point 
distant from the meter." OPC asserted that increasing the current charge is "unreasonable" for 
"those customers already at the end of their means." In its brief, AARP argued that TECO "has 
failed to provide supporting cost data" for its proposal. AARP "urges" us to not increase 
reconnection charges when "so many are struggling financially." 

OPC and AARP argued in their briefs that TECO did not provide cost support for its 
proposal. We disagree. TECO provided general cost support in its MFR Schedule E-7, pages 5 
and 6, for Reconnect after Disconnect at Meter for Cause and Reconnect after Cut on Pole 
Disconnect for Cause, respectively. TECO provided detailed support for its cost analysis in 
response to discovery_ This cost support includes a description of each step required to 
reconnect a customer after a disconnect for cause, why different employee skill sets are needed 
for each reconnect, the number of minutes each step takes, actual and weighted lahor rates, and 
vehicle rates. TECO explained in its response to discovery why a disconnect at the pole might 
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be necessary and why a reconnect at a pole requires a higher paid employee than a reconnect at a 
meter. 

TECO's cost for Reconnect after Disconnect at Meter for Cause includes $21.05 in 
direct labor costs, $23.85 in indirect costs, and $4.54 in miscellaneous costs, for a total cost of 
$49.44. TECO rounded the $49.44 to the nearest $5 for a proposed charge of $50. TECO's cost 
for Reconnect After Cut at Pole for Cause includes $53.26 of direct labor costs, $60.35 of 
indirect cost and $26.29 in miscellaneous cost, for a total cost of $139.90. TECO rounded the 
$139.90 to the nearest $5 for a proposed charge of $140. We find that there are cost differences 
between disconnection at the meter and at the pole. 

OPC also argued that TECO "did not give any detailed explanation or breakdown that 
demonstrates that the costs have actually increased." OPC is referring to TECO witness 
Ashburn's testimony that "all existing charges have increased to reflect the increased cost of 
providing the services." TECO's burden is to prove that the proposed costs are reasonable, not 
necessarily to prove that costs have increased between the 1992 and 2008 rate cases. 

OPC and AARP argued that during the current economic climate, customer service 
charges should not be increased. We are sympathetic to the plight of customers who are 
struggling financially; nevertheless, TECO has adequately supported the costs underlying its 
proposed rates. To the extent possible, rates should be designed to collect the costs from the cost 
causer. 

We find that segmenting reconnection options provides a more accurate reflection of the 
costs incurred. Segmenting reconnection options also sends appropriate price signals to 
customers. For example, if a customer disconnected for nonpayment allows the TECO employee 
access to the meter for disconnection of service (e.g., by restraining the bad dog), the customer 
will pay less to reconnect service. 

Based on the record evidence, we find that TECO's costs for reconnection after 
disconnect for cause and proposed rates are reasonable. We also find that it is appropriate to 
have a Reconnect after Disconnect at Meter for Cause charge and a Reconnect after Cut on Pole 
Disconnect for Cause charge; the appropriate rates are $50 and $140, respectively. The 
reconnection options shall be recalculated to reflect any applicable decisions herein. 

Meter Tampering Charge 

We find that TECO's proposed new meter tampering charge, designed to recover the 
costs of discovering and confinning tampering when the cost of investigating and estimating is 
greater than the damages, is appropriate. 

Late Payment Charge 

TECO has proposed a new $5.00 minimum late payment charge for all bills of $10.00 or 
more, and under $334.00. This new minimum late fee does not apply to the accounts of federal, 
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state, and local government entities, agencies, and instrumentalities, whose late fee will be no 
greater than allowed for by applicable law. 

Currently, TECO customers who pay their bill past the delinquency date, which is 20 
days from the mailing date, are subject to a late fee of 1.5 percent of the invoice balance. TECO 
proposed to change its tariff to include a minimum late fee of $5.00 for all bills between $10.00 
and $334.00. At bill amounts of $334.00 or greater, the late fee becomes 1.5 percent of the total 
bill amount. If the bill amount is under $10.00, the late payment fee remains 1.5 percent of the 
balance. 

TECO stated that this change to its late payment policy is appropriate because it places 
the costs associated with past due invoice collections on cost causers, and encourages bills to be 
paid in a timely manner. TECO witness Ashburn asserted that the Company is requesting 
treatment for this charge analogous to the minimum late charges approved for FPL, PEF, and 
FPUC. Witness Ashburn cited Order No. PSC-02-1753-TRF-EI, in Docket No. 021127-EI,48 as 
precedent, where we approved FPUC's minimum $5.00 late fee policy. 

Witness Ashburn stated in response to discovery that during calendar year 2007, 
1,585,890 residential service bills were assessed a late payment charge. This represents 22.5 
percent of all TECO's residential bills during 2007. Under TECO's proposed late payment 
charge methodology, 1,199,088 of the 1,585,890 delinquent bills would have been assessed at 
the $5.00 minimum fee. TECO's average residential bill for calendar year 2007 was $178.42. In 
their briefs, AARP and OPC argued that TECO's proposed minimum late payment charge should 
not be approved. They contended that TECO has not supported this change with any financial 
data. 

We find that the proposed changes to TECO's late payment policy will allow the utility 
to recover costs associated with processing delinquent accounts, and will provide an incentive for 
customers to remit payments in a timely manner, thus reducing the costs associated with 
collecting delinquent accounts. Moreover, TECO's proposed charge is consistent with the late 
payment charges of PEF and FPUC. Allowing this change to TEeO's late payment policy is 
consistent with our prior decisions. 

According to TECO, the Initial Service Connection charge only applies to the first 
customer to establish service at a premise. In addition to processing the request for service, the 
cost includes engineering for the new service, processing releases, performing inspections, 
setting the meter, connecting service and setting up the new account in the billing system. 

TECO's original proposed cost for this service was $116.55; however, when TECO 
reviewed its weighting factors for overhead and underground services, it revised the cost to 

48 Order No. PSC-02-17S3-TRF-EI, issued December 12, 2002, in Docket No. 021 I 27-EI, Request for approval of 
Eighth Revised Tariff Sheet No. 22.1 to change late fee provisions to assist in reducing late payment amounts and to 
reduce bad debts to historical level by Florida Public Utilities Company. 
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$109.82. TECO's proposed charge is $75. TECO explained that the proposed charge is lower 
than the cost in order "to limit what would otherwise be a significant increase from the current 
charge [$38]." TECO also considered comparable charges currently being imposed by other 
Florida electric utilities (FPL, PEF, and Gulf) and determined that $75.00 is an appropriate and 
reasonable charge. 

The Normal RecOlUlect Subsequent Subscriber charge applies to a customer who is 
requesting that service be reestablished at a premise (e.g., a homeowner or renter moves into a 
house or apartment where service has already existed). The current rate is $16, with a proposed 
increase to $25. According to TECO, Normal Reconnect Subsequent Subscriber provides for 
reconnection on the next business day. 

The Field Credit Visit charge applies when a TECO representative visits a premise in 
order to disconnect service for non-payment and, instead of disconnection, the customer makes 
other payment arrangements. The current rate is $8, with a proposed increase to $20. 

The Returned Check charge is applied when a check is not honored by the banle 
Currently, the tariff provides the specific charges based on Section 68.065, F.s., but does not 
reference the statute. When and if the statute changes, then the tariff page must be updated. 
TECO's proposed tariff states, "A Returned Check Charge as allowed by Florida Statute 68.065 
shall apply for each check or draft dishonored by the bank upon which it is drawn," but does not 
provide the current rates. Currently, if the check is $50 or less, the returned check charge is 
$25.00. For checks between $50.01 and $300.00, the returned check charge is $30.00. For 
checks over $300.00, the returned check charge is $40.00 or 5 percent of the amount of the 
check, whichever is greater. Because the current returned check charges match those permitted 
by statute, there is no change to the returned check charge, until and unless the law changes. 

OPC and AARP contended that customer service charges should not be increased and 
that TECO has not provided support for its proposed increases. 

Regarding the Returned Check Charge, OPC contended that TECO "should not be 
allowed to change the returned check tariff language to allow automatic increases if the law 
changes because it is unnecessary." In its discussion, OPC argued that "the Company has not 
shown why they [sic] should be allowed to automatically increase a return check fee if the statute 
is amended." According to OPC, changing the Returned Check Charge language would allow 
TECO to collect additional revenues without the scrutiny of a base rate case or a review of the 
cost justification for any requested increase. 

OPC and AARP also argued in their briefs that TECO did not provide cost support for its 
proposed rates. We disagree with the contention that the proposed charges lack cost support. 
TECO provided general cost support in its MFR Schedule E-7, pages 1, 2 and 7, for Initial 
Service Connection, Normal Reconnect Subsequent Subscriber, and Field Credit Visit, 
respectively. TECO provided additional detailed support for its cost analyses in response to 
discovery. This cost support includes a description of each activity required to perform the 
service, the number of minutes each step takes, actual and weighted labor rates, and vehicle 
rates. 
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TECO is proposing a rate of $75 for its Initial Connection charge, which applies only to 
the first customer to establish service at a location. The proposed charge is higher than its 
current charge of $38, but lower than its developed cost. TECO's filed cost totaled $116.55; 
however, in response to discovery, TECO discovered an error that reduced the cost to $109.82, 
which is still considerably higher than the proposed charge. We find that the proposed charge of 
$75 is reasonable. 

TECO's cost for the Normal Reconnect Subsequent Subscriber charge includes $10.17 in 
direct labor costs, $11. 52 in indirect cost, and miscellaneous costs of $2.09, for a total cost of 
$23.79. TECO rounds its cost of $23.79 to the nearest $5 or $25. We find the rounding to be 
reasonable. 

TECO's cost for the Field Credit Visit includes $8.98 in direct labor costs, $10.18 in 
indirect cost, and miscellaneous costs of $1.63, for a total cost of $20.79. TECO rounds its cost 
of $20.79 to the nearest $5 or $20. We find the rounding to be reasonable. 

For the Returned Check Charge, TECO may charge what it wishes as long as it does not 
exceed the statutory maximum as set forth in Section 68.065, F.S. Therefore, we fmd that it is 
reasonable to key the Returned Check Fee to the governing statute, thus eliminating the need to 
change the tariff page when and if the statutory language changes. 

OPC and AARP argued that during the current economic climate, customer service 
charges should not be increased. We are sympathetic to the plight of customers struggling 
fmancially; nevertheless, TECO has adequately supported the costs underlying its proposed 
rates. To the extent possible, rates should be designed to collect the costs from the cost causer. 

Based on the record evidence, we find that the appropriate service charges are $75 for 
Initial Connection, $25 for Normal Reconnect Subsequent Subscriber, $20 for the Field Credit 
Visit, and the reference to Section 68.065, F.S., for the Returned Check Charge. The service 
charges shall be recalculated to reflect any applicable decisions herein. 

Temporary Service Charge 

Temporary service includes, but is not limited to, service provided to construction sites 
and trailers, Christmas tree lots, pumpkin patches, firework stands, and fairs. TECO proposed an 
increase in the Temporary Charge from $115 to $235. For Temporary Service, the direct costs 
total $98.78, indirect costs total $111.95, and the miscellaneous cost is $22.64. TECO rounded 
the total cost of $233.36 to the nearest $5 or $235. We have reviewed TECO's documentation 
provided on Temporary Service. Based on the record evidence, we find that TECO's cost 
development is reasonable and that its proposed rate of $235 is appropriate. 

Customer Charges 

Customer charges are flat fees assessed each month, regardless of the amount of energy 
(kWh) used. Utilities typically design and levy customer charges to recover the costs associated 
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with meter reading, metering equipment, customer service, and bill processing. Different 
customer charges are levied depending on the class of customer and the types of equipment used 
to provision service. 

For the purposes of developing its customer charges, TECO either set rates at cost, or 
benchmarked its rate at a price comparable to that ofother IODs. Instead of setting its residential 
customer charge at cost, TECO set it at a price comparable to that of PEF and FPL. TECO 
witness Ashburn stated that the decision to benchmark this rate below actual cost seemed a 
"reasonable rise" at this point. TECO's cost support indicates that the charges for rate groups 
RS, RST, RSVP-l, GS, GST, TS, and LS-l are benchmarked. Customer charges for rate groups 
GSD, GSD Opt., GSDT, SBF, and SBFT were set at unit cost, plus $25.00 for the standby option 
rate classes. 

Cost support for TECO's Residential Service (RS) and General Service (GS) customer 
charges is contained in TECO's Cost of Service Study, filed as part of its MFRs. Witness 
Ashburn stated that the summed unit costs for meters, services, meter reading, billing, and 
customer service for the RS and GS classes equals $11.71 and $12.30, respectively. However, 
the Company's proposed rate is $10.50 for both the RS and GS rate groups. 

Currently there are two different customer charges under the GSD rate schedule, and one 
customer charge rate level in the GSLD rate schedule. TECO proposed combining the current 
GSD, GSLD, and interruptible service (IS) customers into the new GSD rate schedule. Witness 
Ashburn stated that the proposed rates are based on the class's cost of service. The proposed 
customer charges in the GSD rate schedules have been designed to recover the cost of metering, 
meter reading, billing, and customer service, and vary according to the voltage level at which 
service is taken. Customers with higher voltage requirements, as well as associated transformer 
equipment, require Il1eters that are more expensive, and this cost difference is reflected in the 
proposed customer charges. Witness Ashburn further stated that the proposed customer charges 
appropriately recognize the cost to provide service at different voltage levels. 

While customer charges for rate groups RS, RST, RSVP-I, GS, GST, TS, and LS-l are 
set below cost, the proposed rate reflects an increase of 23 percent, which we find to be 
reasonable. Customer charges for rate groups GSD, GSD Opt., GSDT, SBF, and SBFT were 
appropriately set at unit cost Therefore, we find that the customer charges proposed by TECO 
are appropriate. 

Demand Charges 

The appropriate demand charges are shown in Schedule 8. We set the demand charges at 
a level that, in combination with the remaining rate components, will result in the recovery of the 
total revenues allocated to each rate class. Thus, we grant our staff the authority to 
administratively approve the tariffs filed to implement the approved rates. 
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Stand-by Service Charges 

The appropriate Standby Service charges are shown in Schedule 8. These rates were 
calculated by using the revenue requirement we approved, consistent with Order 17159, issued 
February 6, 1987, in Docket No. 850673-EU, In re: Generic Investigation of Standby Rates for 
Electric Utilities. 

Transformer Ownership Discount Application 

TECO has proposed to clarify when a transformer ownership credit is appropriate. The 
change does not reflect a change in policy, only a change in the tariff language explaining the 
policy. TECO's current tariff language was discussed at length in Docket 070733-EI, in which a 
customer sought the discount for transformers he had installed behind the primary meter.49 

While parties to Docket No. 070733-EI are still in settlement negotiations, it became clear that, 
at a minimum, the description of the Transformer Credit need to be clarified to avoid 
disagreements in the future. 

As stated in FIPUG witness Pollock's testimony, the base demand and energy charges for 
the GSD and GSLD classes are designed to reflect the cost to serve at secondary voltage levels. 
This means that the utility incurs the cost to provide transformation to step down the delivery 
voltage to the secondary, or lowest voltage, delivery levels. The cost of this transformation is 
included in the base rates. Customers who take service at primary, SUb-transmission, or 
transmission level allow the utility to avoid these additional transformation costs. The 
transformer ownership credit reflects the difference in the cost to serve customers taking power 
at a higher voltage level. 

In his direct testimony, TECO witness Ashburn stated that that a Transformer Ownership 
Discount will apply to service voltages as proposed in the tariff. The proposed language 
contained in MFR E-14 (Revised Tariff Sheets) continues to show different credits for service at 
primary and sub-transmission, with the level of the credits adjusted based on the proposed Cost 
ofService Study. 

FIPUG Witness Pollock stated that the current Transformation Ownership Discount 
understates the cost of avoided transformation for IS customers. However, he does not address 
the language redefining when a Transformation Ownership Discount is applicable. 

We find that TECO's proposed change to clarify the application of the Transformation 
Ownership Discount is appropriate to avoid confusion over the ownership of transformers and 
billing, is supported by record evidence, and shaH therefore be approved. 

49 Order No. PSC-08-0397-PAA-EI, issued June 16,2008, in Docket No. 070733·EI, In re: Complaint No. 694187E 
by Cutrale Citrus USA, Inc. against Tampa Electric Company for refusing to provide transformer ownership 
discount for electrical service provided through Minute Maid substation. 

http:meter.49
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Transfonner Ownership Discount to be Applied for Billing 

The transfonner ownership discount is a mechanism to reflect the lower cost of providing 
service at a higher voltage level, Le., primary and subtransmission voltage. TECO witness 
Ashburn testified that the proposed transfonner ownership discount rates are based on updated 
costs. While the underlying theory of recognizing the embedded revenue requirements of 
transfonners is the same as in the 1992 rate case, witness Ashburn explained that the procedures 
and methodologies used in developing the transfonner ownership discount rates have changed. 
In this case, witness Ashburn explained, the transfonner ownership discount rates are derived 
using the proposed cost of service study details and are calculated on the same basis they would 
be applied, i.e. $lkilowatt (kW). The methodology employed in the 1992 rate proceeding 
developed the discount rates using the transfonner nameplate rating in kilovolt-amperes. 

For the primary and subtransmission voltage levels of supplemental demand, TECO used 
actual class demand in calculating the transfonner ownership discount rates. For standby 
demand, TECO used ratcheted demand50 or maximum demand in calculating the discount rates. 
TECO contended that using the average class demand in kWs rather than the transfonner 
nameplate rating in kilovolt-amperes is appropriate because kWs are the basis on which the 
discount is applied. 

FIPUG witness Pollock explained that the transfonner ownership discounts are consistent 
with cost-of-service principles because they prevent intra-class subsidies by providing lower 
rates to customers taking service at higher delivery levels. Witness Pollock believed this is 
appropriate because TECO avoids having to invest in distribution facilities and asserted that it 
incurs lower losses to serve subtransmission customers. Witness Pollock disagreed with TECO's 
use of ratcheted demand in calculating the discount rates for standby customers. Witness 
Pollock presented his calculations for the discount. In its brief, FIPUG contended that TECO's 
discount proposal is also inconsistent with the cost of service study because it does not reflect all 
costs avoided by subtransmission customers. 

TECO witness Ashburn rebutted FIPUG witness Pollock's criticism of using ratcheted 
demand in calculating the transfonner ownership discounts. Witness Ashburn asserted that the 
transfonner ownership discount for the proposed, combined GSD class was calculated by 
dividing the avoided cost by the projected billing demand. The witness stated that ratcheted 
demand was not used in these calculations, and therefore the transfonner ownership discounts 
are not understated. Ratcheted demand was used only for standby customers. Contrary to 
FIPUG witness Pollock's contentions, witness Ashburn asserted, the tariffs contain monthly 
reservation charges that are derived and applied on a ratcheted demand basis. The development 
of TECO's proposed discount for standby customers is therefore derived by dividing the avoided 
cost by the ratcheted demand measurement. Ratcheted demand is utilized only to calculate the 
discount for the standby rate schedule. 

FIPUG contended that TECO's proposed transfonner ownership discounts are 
understated because: (I) TECO used ratcheted demand rather than actual demand in its discount 

50 Ratcbeted demand assumes the maximum amount of demand is used each month for the entire period. 
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calculations for standby customers; and (2) TECO has not reflected in its calculations all facility 
costs avoided by subtransmission customers. With respect to the ratcheted demand argument, 
we note that FIPUG witness Pollock submitted errata for his calculated transformer discounts 
that indicated agreement with TECO's calculations. Therefore, we find that the use of ratcheted 
demand for standby customers is no longer at issue. 

In its brief, FlPUG asserted that TECO witness Ashburn admitted at hearing that the 
subtransmission load was excluded from the allocation of primary and secondary distribution 
plant in the cost study. Therefore, "the transformer discounts are inconsistent with the cost of 
service study and should be modified to reflect the totality of all costs avoided by these 
customers so that they are appropriately compensated." 

FlPUG's arguments appear to depend on the IS class remammg as it is currently 
structured. TECO proposed to eliminate the IS class and combine all demand metered customers 
into a single GSD class. As a result, TECO did not propose a separate Transformation 
Ownership Discmmt for the IS class. Instead, the IS class would receive the same discounts as 
all other customers taking service under the proposed GSD rate. Since the rate would be 
determined at secondary voltage, the discount is comprised of both the avoided secondary 
distribution costs ($0.80) and the avoided primary distribution delivery costs ($0.46), for a total 
subtransmission discount of $1.26. We find that TECO has properly recognized all of the costs 
avoided for customers taking service at subtransmission voltage levels. 

Because we approved keeping the interruptible class as a separate rate classification, the 
Transformer Ownership Discount, as well as the Power Factor Adjustment and the Emergency 
Relay Service charges, shall be adjusted by a factor of .99 to reflect rates for primary delivery 
service. 

FIPUG did not provide any evidence regarding how the discounts should be modified or 
any calculations showing what it believed the discount rates should be. In short, FlPUG 
provided no evidence supporting its allegations concerning the proposed Transformer Ownership 
Discounts. For these reasons, we fmd that FlPUG's arguments are without merit 

Emergency Relay Service Charges 

Emergency relay service provides a higher-than-standard level of reliability for customers 
who desire the ability to automatically switch the power source to a back-up trunk-line when 
there is a service outage. 51 

TECO proposed to decrease the current emergency relay power supply service rate for 
general service (GS), general service demand (GSD), and general service time-of-day (GST) 
optional rate customers from 0.190¢/kWh to O.165¢/kWh of billing energy. TEeO also 
proposed to increase the charge from O.60¢/kW to 0.65¢/kW for customers taking service under 

51 Order No. PSC-98-0508-FOF-EI, p. 1, issued April 13, 1998, in Docket No. 980131-EI,1n Re: Petition by Tarrma 
Electric Company for approval of emergency relay power supply service option for general service customers. 
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the GSD rate, the GSDT optional rate, the ftrm standby and supplemental service (SBF) rate, and 
the time-of-day firm standby and supplemental service (SBFT) optional rate. 

TECO witness Ashburn testified that the proposed emergency relay service charges are 
based on updated material and labor costs and also a change in methodology for allocating O&M 
costs to trunk lines. TECO explained that the underlying theory of emergency relay service 
charges is to recognize the portion of the cost of service embedded revenue requirements 
associated with back-up capacity at the substation and the O&M expense associated with both 
the trunk line and back-up capacity at the substation. 

TECO stated that the methodology for determining the service charges has changed since 
the 1992 rate proceeding only with respect to the calculation of the trunk line percent. The trunk 
line percent determines the portion of the total distribution primary line O&M expense that is 
attributed to trunk or feeder lines. TECO explained that the trunk line percent used in this 
proceeding is calculated based on the ratio of the embedded cost of underground (UO) and 
overhead (OR) wire typically used for feeder or trunk lines to the embedded cost of total system 
cable and wire. The ratio is then applied to the O&M expense for primary lines. The resulting 
trunk line O&M portion of the relay service charge is divided by the kW billing for a $/kW 
charge for the combined GSD class. The ¢/kWh charge for GSD option customers is the result 
of dividing the trunk line O&M allocation by billing kWh. 

In TECO's last rate proceeding, a weighted average trunk line percent was calculated 
using OR and UO trunk line conductor footage allocations, embedded pole and conduit costs, 
and embedded primary OR line and UO cable costs. The percent was then applied to the billing 
kW unit cost for primary line O&M expense. A $/kW O&M expense associated with trunk lines 
resulted. 

TECO stated that while footage allocations attempt to factor in other variables on a cost 
basis, the embedded cost of poles and conduit used in feeder work does not compare to the 
embedded cost of poles and conduit used in other primary conductor work on a dollar for dollar 
basis. Therefore, contended TECO, a straight percentage of embedded pole and conduit costs 
added to the equation may not result in more accuracy. TECO asserted that the level of detail 
required to accurately obtain the information required for the method previously used is 
burdensome and diffIcult to derive. TECO believes a simplified approach to calculating the 
trunk line percent is reasonable and should be accepted. 

Upon review of the record evidence, we find that TECO's emergency relay service 
charges are reasonable. We have reviewed TEeo's approach to calculating the tnmk line 
percent and agrees that the current method is more simplified than the method previously used. 
We also find that the cost ofmaintaining the level of detail required for the previous method may 
not outweigh any possible accuracy gained in the final calculations, especially given that the 
embedded costs of conductor types are readily available information. 

Because we approved keeping the interruptible class as a separate rate classification, the 
Transformer Ownership Discount, as well as the Power Factor Adjustment and the Emergency 
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Relay Service charges, shaH be adjusted by a factor of .99 to reflect rates for primary delivery 
service. 

Time Of Use Rate Customers 

We find that the appropriate contributions in aid of construction for time of use rate 
customers choosing to make a lump sum payment for a time-of-use meter in lieu of a higher 
time-of-use customer charge are $70 for the GST rate schedule and $0 for the GSnT rate 
schedule. 

Energy Charges' 

Our decision herein establishes the method by which any increase in revenue 
requirements is allocated to the various customer classes to set new rates. This decision set 
certain parameters for designing new rates: (1) to the extent possible, consistent with other 
parameters, the revenue increase should be allocated so as to bring all rate classes as close to 
parity as practicable; (2) nO class should receive an increase greater that 1.5 times the system 
average increase; and (3) no class should receive a decrease. The final class revenue 
requirements are shown in Schedule 7. 

Several interim steps are necessary to establish final rates. First, to determine the 
increase by class, the present revenues must be restated to reflect the change in rate structure for 
the interruptible (IS) class approved herein. Because production demand costs will now be 
allocated to the IS class based on its actual measured 12 Coincident Peak load responsibility, 
demand costs to all other rate classes are reduced. However, the ECCR charge for all classes 
will increase to reflect the demand-side management (DSM) credits payable to IS customers, in 
lieu of the reduced base rate. If current revenues are not adjusted to reflect the IS rate 
restructuring, firm customers will see an increase in their total bills (base rates plus clauses) 
simply due to the restructuring, even without any change in total revenue requirements. 

Second, the unadjusted revenue requirement by class is determined by subtracting the 
revenues at current rates (determined in step one) by class, from the revenue requirement shown 
in the compliance cost of service study. This unadjusted result must then be evaluated against 
the parameters set forth herein. If the increase to any class is greater than 1.5 times the system 
average increase (11.6 percent), revenue requirements will be shifted to other classes to meet that 
constraint. Also, since no class is granted a decrease in a general rate increase, the surplus 
shown for the IS class is reallocated to reduce the increase to other classes. 52 Class revenue 
requirements are then adjusted to recognize unbilled revenues to arrive at the final revenue 
requirement by rate class. 

52 We note that this apparent surplus for the IS class is likely the result of the one-time change from a dIscount base 
rate to the treatment of this rate group as a DSM program. There IS no way to know if the credit built into the 
existing base rate was greater or less than the currently avaHable credit used to adjust current revenues for the 
structure change, and that relationship determines if the class is shown as under- or over-earning in this analysis. 

~ 
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The final step is to translate the class revenue requirement into actual rates. The total 
revenue requirement for each rate class is first reduced by the customer charge revenue we 
approved herein. The proposed energy and demand charges are designed to provide 
approximately the same percentage increase in energy and demand charge revenues as the 
overall percentage increase in class revenues. All other rates, charges, and credits reflect our 
decisions herein. Final rates, charges, and credits by rate class are contained in Schedule 8. 

Pursuant to our approval of the GSD, GSLD, IS rate schedules, TECO also developed 
rates and charges for the new firm IS and IS standby and supplemental rate schedule. The IS 
customer charge is based on the approved GSD customer charges for primary and 
subtransmission level plus the cost of interruptible equipment. IS service is only provided at 
primary or higher level. TECO proposed to keep the current IS-1 and IS-3 demand charge of 
$1.45 per kW at the same level, while increasing the non-fuel energy charge. The dollar increase 
in the energy charge will be offset by the per kW DSM credit interruptible customers will now 
receive under the GSLM-2 and GSLM-3 load management riders. Since the DSM credit is a 
load factor adjusted credit, increasing the energy charge in lieu of the demand charge will ensure 
that the base rate component of bills for all IS customers with varying load factors will remain 
unchanged. 

Schedule 10 contains a calculation of TECO's 1,000 kWh monthly residential bill at both 
present and recommended rates. While the base rate component of the bill will increase by 
$1.45, overall bills will decrease due to projected lower fuel charges that we approved in Docket 
No. 090001-E1, in TECO's petition for a mid-course correction to its fuel factors. 

TECO proposes that the revised fuel factors be effective May 7, 2009, coincident with the 
Company's base rate changes approved in this docket. Based on the fuel factors we approved in 
Docket No. 090001-E1, the 1,000 kWh residential bill will decrease from $128.44 to $114.06, a 
$14.38 decrease. 53 Schedule 10 also contains residential bill calculations at various other usage 
levels based on our decisions regarding base rates and fuel adjustment. TECO's energy charges 
are included in Schedule 8. 

Allocation and Rate Design 

The methodology for adjusting the affected cost recovery clause factors was stipulated. 
We approved the following language: 

The changes in allocation and rate design to TECO's capacity cost recovery factors 
established in Docket No. 080001-EI, conservation cost recovery factors established 
in Docket No. 080002-EI, and environmental cost recovery factors established in 
Docket No. 080007-EI should reflect the Commission vote in Issues 83, 87, and 88. 
In addition, the capacity cost recovery clause and energy conservation cost recovery 
clause factors should be recovered on demand basis rather than an energy basis as it is 
currently done. 

53 UnderTECO's proposed fuel factor in Docket No. 090001-EI, the residential bill would be $116.66. 
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The current factors require revision for four reasons. First, we approved a change in cost 
of service methodology from 12 CP and 1113 Average Demand (AD) to 12 CP and 25 percent 
AD to allocate production demand costs. This change in cost of service methodology applies to 
both base rates and cost recovery clause factors. Second, pursuant to our decisions regarding 
interruptible rate schedules, interruptible customers will now be responsible for their full 12 CP 
load share of production capacity related costs in base rates and cost recovery clause factors. 
Third, the DSM credits payable to interruptible customers will be recovered from all rate classes 
through the ECCR clause. Finally, the capacity and ECCR factors will be recovered on a 
demand basis from the demand rate classes rather than an energy basis as it is currently done. 

Pursuant to our decisions regarding this issue, TECO revised the factors in the above 
dockets. We have reviewed the calculations and approve the factors by rate class as shown in 
Schedule 9. The factors shall become effective May 7, 2009. 

Monthly Rental And Termination Factors 

TECO has proposed tariff changes to its Facilities Rental Agreement (Agreement). 
Witness Ashburn explained that the tariff applies to distribution equipment, such as a 
transformer, that a customer might lease from TECO in order to take service at a higher voltage. 
The Agreement includes a monthly rental factor and annual tennination factors applicable to the 
long term facilities TECO may agree to lease. 

TECO proposed an increase in the monthly rental factor from 1.23 to 1.25 percent per 
month, plus applicable taxes. The rental factor is applied to the in-place value of the rented 
facilities. If the agreement is terqlinated earlier than 20 years, TECO also proposed termination 
factors to apply to the in-place value based on the year the Agreement is terminated. MFR 
Schedule E-14 shows the cost analysis for the rental factor and termination factors. The major 
reason for the change in the monthly rental factor and the termination factors is due to TECO's 
proposed capital structure. The new rates would apply to new Facilities Rental Agreements. 

The development of the monthly rental factor and the termination factors are based on 
assumptions of the book and tax life of distribution equipment, property tax, insurance, and the 
capital structure and cost of equity. The factors reflect the cumulative present value of revenue 
requirements levelized over the remaining life of the distribution plant. 

We have reviewed the assumptions used in TECO's development of the applicable 
factors and the supporting calculations in MFR Schedule E-14. We find that the underlying 
assumptions are appropriate with the exception of the capital structure and cost of equity. The 
monthly rental factor and termination factors shall be recalculated using the cost of capital and 
capital structure that we have approved herein. 

Customer-Specific Rate Schedule 

Ms. MaryEllen Elia, Superintendent of Hillsborough County Schools, addressed us both 
at the Service Hearing held in Tampa on October 21, 2008, and prior to the technical hearing in 
Tallahassee on January 20,2009. On both occasions, she expressed concern over the impact of 
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TECO's rate increase on the already strained budgets of the school system. Superintendent Elia 
suggested two changes that she believed would benefit schools. The first was to combine all 
school locations as a single customer for purposes of billing. Since different school sites are 
billed at different rates, even though the school district is one of TECO's largest customers, it is 
unable to negotiate a lower rate on individual10cations. Alternatively, she suggested a separate 
rate class for schools. 

Superintendent Elia maintained that schools were different kinds of customers, in that 
schools had no one to whom it could pass the increase. She noted that an increase in electric 
rates was especially difficult now with all of the other budget cuts schools are facing. Absent 
relief, Superintendent Elia stated that Hillsborough schools would be faced with further 
reductions in services to students. In response to cross examination, she stated that the school 
system had taken advantage of numerous conservation programs to attempt to reduce their 
overall demand. She also indicated that it was unlikely that the county would increase ad 
valorem taxes, the primary support for schools, in this economic climate. Superintendent Blia 
stated that the Hillsborough system electric bill for the preceding year was $39 million, and she 
expected costs to go up for the current year even without a rate increase. 

During cross examination, witness Ashburn stated that the school system was served 
under mUltiple rates currently. From a ratemaking perspective, rate classes are established by 
grouping customers with similar usage characteristics and assigning costs based on those usage 
characteristics. In response to Superintendent Elia's suggestion that all schools be combined for 
purposes of determining rates, witness Ashburn stated that combining different locations under a 
single rate distorts the price signals each school location receives. Combining all locations under 
a single large customer rate would reduce the bills to the school system, but that rate would not 
reflect the cost to provide such service. 

Witness Ashburn noted that a single combined bill also does not provide information to 
individual schools on their conservation efforts. If the bills and responsibility for evaluating 
conservation efforts rests with the school board, it makes policing all of the different locations 
the board's responsibility. On a daily basis, however, the local principal is in the best position to 
actively monitor conservation activities and take corrective action quickly. Centralized 
monitoring might result in inappropriate conservation programs or cross-subsidization among 
school locations. 

Superintendent Elia also suggested at the Tampa Service Hearing that a separate rate 
schedule be established for schools. At the Service Hearing, she spoke about a separate rate 
based on usage characteristics, however, at the Technical Hearing, she appeared to move more 
towards a special rate that would be lower than otherwise applicable rates. 

Up until the 1980's, many utilities had multiple end-use specific rates such as irrigation 
rates and farm rates. These rates were effectively eliminated when we adopted the Public Utility 
Regulatory Policies Act standard on cost based rates in 1980.54 Customers were no longer 

S4 Order No. 10179, p. 7, issued August 3. 1981, in Dockets 780793-EU, 790571-EU, 790593-EU. 790594-EU, and 
790859-EU, In re: Consideration of PURPA Standards in the following pockets: Peak Load Pricing, Declining 
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classified by how they used electricity, but by the cost to the utility to provide that electricity. 
Customers with similar usage patterns were grouped into rate classes based primarily on 
contribution to peak, load factor and energy usage levels. As a point of clarification, while the 
non-residential rate schedules are often referred to as "commercial," the more correct 
terminology is General Service rates, as reflected in the titles of the rate schedules. These rates 
apply to all non-residential usage. Schools, churches, and local governments all take service on 
these General Service rates, as well as commercial entities. 

During cross examination and in response to discovery, witness Ashburn described at 
length the information that TECO would need to design an appropriate cost based rate. Among 
the things required is a clear definition of the class, including which schools would be eligible. 
TECO serves several public school systems, as well as multiple private schools. Once the 
popUlation was defined, the utility would need to collect load data specific to that subset of 
customers. Currently load data is collected on a statistically valid sample of existing customer 
classes.55 Special time-of-use meters would have to be installed on a similar statistically valid 
sample of schools to determine their specific usage characteristics. Defming the usage 
characteristics of the eligible load is critical to estimating the impact on the rest of TECO's 
ratepayers. Even if we were to decide a special school rate was appropriate, there is insufficient 
data in this docket to design such a cost based rate. 

Witness Ashburn stated that no government entity currently receives a discounted rate 
from TECO. He went on to state that, while the Company recognizes the various economic 
constraints the school faces, his responsibility was to design rates which provide the right price 
signal to make a decision on whether or not to purchase energy. Discount rates could result in 
little or no conservation since the customer would not be realizing the full cost the utility incurs 
to serve him. In a discussion about the level of ad valorem taxes, Superintendent Elia noted that 
increasing taxes would impact the parents of her students. However, allowing the school system 
to take service at a discount rate has the same impact. To the extent an increase is granted, costs 
not recovered from the school system will not be absorbed by TECO. The parents of her 
students and the businesses which employ them would see higher electric rates as a result of any 
discount afforded the school system. 

While we are sympathetic with Superintendent Elia's pOSItIon, we do not approve 
shifting costs from one group of customers to another on a non-cost basis, purely to address 
current economic conditions. As witness Ashburn pointed out, non-cost based rates send 
incorrect price signals and could result in higher usage, or the failure to invest in further 
conservation efforts, leading to increased cost to other customers in higher fuel costs or 
additional plant construction. Providing a subsidy to schools would open the door to requests for 
subsidies by other tax supported entities such as hospitals, police and fire departments, and local 
governments, all ofwhich, it could be argued, serve a similar public purpose as schools. Rates to 
remaining customers might spiral ever higher as the number of customers paying less than cost 
compensatory rates increases. 

Block Rates. Cost of Service, Load Management Decision Making (note: DN 790859-EU was the PURP A umbrella 
docket) 
55 Rule 25-6.0437, F.A.C., Cost ofService Load Research 

http:classes.55
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Section 366.03, F.S., states: "[a]ll rates and charges made, demanded, or received by any 
public utility for any service rendered, or to be rendered by it, and each rule and regulation of 
such public utility, shall be fair and reasonable. No public utility shall make or give any undue 
or unreasonable preference or advantage to any person or locality, or subject the same to any 
undue or unreasonable prejudice or disadvantage in any respect." We are granted broad 
authority with Chapter 366, F.S., to interpret the tenn "undue" discrimination. Adopting a non­
cost base rate to achieve a public good could open the door not only to other such requests, but 
also charges of discriminatory treatment of those customers who would bear the increased cost 
not paid by the cost causer. Therefore, we decline to develop a special rate for school systems at 
this time. 

Effective Dates for Rates and Charges 

We find that the revised rates shall become effective for meter readings taken on or after 
30 days following the date of our vote approving the rates and charges which would mean for 
meter readings taken on or after May 7, 2009. 

OTHER ISSUES 

Transmission Base Rate Adjustment Mechanism 

Witness Chronister explained that TECO's proposed Transmission Base Rate Adjustment 
(TBRA) mechanism would allow the Company to timely recover its transmission costs for 230 
kV and above transmission projects that TECO submits for review by the Florida Reliability 
Coordinating Council, Inc. (FRCC). He proposed a regulatory treatment similar to the 
Generation Base Rate Adjustment (GBRA) clause that we approved in Docket Nos. 050045-El 
and 050078-EI.56 He stated that the Company would be entitled to receive the annualized base 
revenue requirement for the first 12 months ofoperation, reflecting the actual costs incurred once 
the asset is placed in service. He explained that the TBRA would be calculated using TECO's 
approved ROE and capital structure. He added that TECO would use a methodology similar to 
that used for the Capacity Cost Recovery Clause. He testified that the Company would provide 
its specific construction plans, estimated construction costs and its expected in-service date once 
a project has been identified by the FRCC in its regional planning process. He explained that 
TECO would file for cost recovery in the year the transmission project is expected to be 
substantially complete, and use a true-up mechanism for any variances in cost. Witness 
Chronister noted that the TBRA would not be automatic, but would be subject to a thorough 
review. TECO witness Haines testified that TECO's projected 2009 test year transmission 
expenditures include $68, I 01,000 for 230 kW transmission projects. 

TECO alleged that a high degree of uncertainty has developed from recently promulgated 
procedures to ensure transmission reliability. Witness Haines explained: "NERC reliability 

56 Order No. PSC-05-0902-S-EI, issued September 14, 2005, in Docket No. 050045-EI, In re: Petition for rate 
increase by Florida Power & Light Company; Order No. PSC-05-0945-S-EI. issued September 28,2005, in Docket 
No. 050078-EI, In re: Petition for rate increase by Progress Energy Florida. Inc. 

http:050078-EI.56
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standards specify transmission system scenarios to be evaluated and the levels of the system 
performance to be attained." He stated further that: 

NERC's reliability standards dictate the planning and operating criteria for the 
transmission system that all utilities must meet. The criteria can and does have a 
direct impact on what transmission gets constructed and when it is required. 

Witness Haines testified that there are significant penalties and fmes associated with not 
being compliant with NERC reliability standards, although specific transmission projects are not 
ordered under the standards. He also described a new cost allocation methodology to be used for 
regional transmission expansion. 

When asked to name or describe recently-developed specific changes to transmission 
planning, witness Haines explained: 

prior to the new FERC standards, each utility would develop its own 
transmission plan internally and construct transmission facilities that existed 
within its own footprint. Now, with the new regional transmission planning 
process that is in place, each utility will do that, but in addition will submit those 
plans to the FRCC for the transmission plarming committee at the FRCC to 
consolidate those plans, review and study and ensure that that is the best 
expansion plan for the state of Florida. 

Witness Haines described an extensive plarming process that begins with "consolidation 
of the long-term transmission plans of all transmission owners and providers in the FRCC 
region." Witness Haines also stated in deposition that, "We have a role as far as submitting what 
we believe needs to be constructed in our footprint to meet the FERC standards and 
requirements, and then we have a role in reviewing the consolidated plan and ensuring that it's 
the most efficient plan for the state." The witness described an extensive cost-sharing 
methodology. As part of a late-filed exhibit, he provided a nine-page document titled "FRCC 
principles for Sharing of Certain Transmission Expansion Costs." The document sets out 
guidelines for cost sharing among parties involved with developments that result in a need for 
expansion of transmission facilities. Remuneration is to be arranged among the affected parties, 
and financial assistance is part of the plarming when a transmission owner must accommodate 
the needs of other parties. 

Witness Haines stated that the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (the Act) "made compliance 
with reliability standards approved by FERC mandatory and enforceable, subject to civil 
penalties." He added that the FERC delegated authority to the FRCC to enforce compliance. 
He stated that the FRCC also developed a cost allocation methodology for regional transmission 
expansion in response to the FERC's Order 890, issued in December 2007. He explained that 
the methodology incorporates a settlement structure to address third party impacts. He argued 
that allocation of the costs will be difficult to predict in the future. He also pointed out that 
requests for generator interconnection and firm transmission service require the construction of 
new transmission facilities, and that such requests are unpredictable in nature. 
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Witness Haines advised that the Company's transmISSion and distribution expansion 
plans are part of a five-year construction plan and budget developed to identify the near term 
projects required to provide reliable service. He added that the plans are incorporated into the 
FRCC's planning process. Witness Haines described the FRCC's transmission planning process 
as a more comprehensive regional piaTlning model than the former approach, whereby 
transmission planning was primarily performed and studied individually by electric utilities. He 
stated that TECO is "one of the members that sits on the FRCC planning committee and also the 
board of directors of the FRCC that reviews annual transmission plans and does have a vote in 
approving those plans." 

OPC witness Larkin stated that the FRCC cannot impose construction requirements, but 
can only suggest that a particular transmission project be undertaken. He argued that the 
transmission facilities constructed by TECO are fully under the control of the Company and this 
Commission. He noted that construction expenditures over lengthy periods of time have always 
been difficult to project, but that is not a reason to establish an automatic adjustment clause. 

Witness Larkin referred to the testimony of TECO witness Haines as a basis for his 
understanding that "because the FRCC is reviewing regional transmission planning documents ... 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (PERC) has required the development of a cost 
allocation methodology for regional transmission expansion ... " Witness Larkin noted that 
TECO anticipates a possibility that "the FERC review may somehow impose costs on Tampa 
Electric over the next five years" and that it would be virtually impossible to predict the 
magnitUde of the cost TECO would be required to-.bear. He concluded "[p]resumably, this is the 
basis for Tampa Electric's request for aTl automatic adjustment clause for traTlsmission 
investment. " 

Witness Larkin stated that TECO currently recovers almost 60 percent of its revenue 
requirements through adjustment clauses. He argued that the addition of arlother clause will shift 
additional risk to ratepayers and add additional administrative costs to our staff and the OPC, due 
to the short timeframe for reviewing and auditing another clause. 

Witness Larkin contrasted the proposed TBRA with currently approved clauses. He 
described the Fuel arid Purchased Power Cost Recovery Clause as being designed to compensate 
for day-to-day fluctuations in the cost of fuel which cannot be anticipated in base rates. He noted 
that fuel varies both as to price and the amount consumed almost on a daily basis, making it 
impossible to anticipate the actual level or cost of fuel for any length of time. He stated that such 
a clause is necessary to ensure that there is a reasonable matching of fuel costs with fuel 
revenues. He added that the Capacity Cost Recovery Clause is similar because capacity costs 
related to Purchased Power are difficult to predict arid control on a long-term basis arid cannot be 
accurately arlticipated in order to be included in rate base. He also described several other 
clauses as having the characteristics of promoting efficiency and providing programs that benefit 
ratepayers. 
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Witness Larkin stated that transmission facilities are planned several years in advance. 
He explained that a cost benefit analysis is performed. followed by acquisition of the right-of­
way for the transmission facility, and followed by addressing environmental issues, before 
making a cost estimate. He asserted the process spans several years during which the costs are 
neither unknown, nor uncontrollable by a utility. He opined that the process affords ample time 
for a company to file a rate request which incorporates the projected cost of this construction and 
any operating expenses, if needed. 

FIPUG witness Pollack described the cost-recovery clauses as "piecemeal rate riders 
[that] shift the risks that are normally the responsibility of utility shareholders between rate cases 
to ratepayers." He argued the clauses do not provide a balanced regulatory framework, because 
it is single-issue ratemaking. He continued that this fonn of ratemaking ''would allow a utility to 
raise rates to reflect changes in certain specified costs, while ignoring potentially offsetting 
changes in other costs not subject to the rider." Witness Pollack argued that costs subject to 
recovery through a clause should be "material, volatile, and beyond the utility's control." He 
contended that transmission investment is none of these things, noting that "the projected $68.1 
million of transmission plant additions in 2009 is less 'than 2 percent of TECO's rate base." He 
added that once a transmission facility is in service, the revenue requirement is fixed and does 
not vary over time. He pointed out that TECO receives additional base rate revenues from the 
sales of additional energy. thus helping to offset the cost of plant additions. Further, he stated 
that the dollar-for-dollar recovery of a clause reduces TECO's regulatory risk, which should be 
considered in determining TECO's authorized ROE. 

FIPUG argued in its brief that TECO must seek a determination of need before it can 
build transmission facilities. FIPUG added that companies must also seek siting approval from 
the Department of Environmental Protection and the Governor and Cabinet sitting as the Siting 
Board for transmission lines over 230 kV. (See Sections 403.502-.539, F.S.) 

FIPUG pointed out with regard to the GBRA discussed by TECO witness Chronister that 
both Docket Nos. 050045-El and 050078-EI57 involved settlements as well as other pertinent 
provisions not at issue in this case. FIPUG argued that "[t]here is a large difference between a 
time-limited settlement and a new, on-going adjustment clause." FIPUG described Docket No. 
050045-EI as FPL's 2005 rate case, which resulted in a stipulation and settlement which we 
approved in Order No. PSC-05-0902-S-EL FIPUG explained the provisions whereby: 

FPL's retail base rates and base rate structure were frozen for four years; no 
petition for any new surcharges to recover costs traditionally recovered in base 
rates was permitted; a revenue sharing plan between FPL and its customers above 
a threshold level was put in place as well as other terms and conditions. No such 
stipulations or agreements are at issue in this docket. 

FIPUG also noted a similar situation in Docket No. 050078-EI, involving PEF's 2005 
rate case. FIPUG stated that Order No. PSC-05-0945-S-EI contained a stipUlation that froze 

57 Ibid. 
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PEF's base rates for four years, included a revenue sharing plan between the company and 
customers, and applied the generation adjustment only to the Hines plant. 

We recognize that the transmission planning process is extensive and on-going. TECO 
stated the process begins with long-term plans of individual parties, and TECO is a participant in 
the evaluation of those plans by the FRCe. This process is a matter of years rather than months. 
The planning process extends over a period of time that affords TECO an opportunity to utilize 
the standard FPSC rate case procedure, if needed. 

The ratemaking process is based on maintaining an appropriate balance between revenue 
and costs. Since the cost of expansion may be offset or compensated by associated revenue, it is 
not valid to asswne that some wlquantified cost in the future will upset the balance and require 
some added revenue provision. Planning for a transmission expansion will necessarily provide 
sufficient time for TECO to file a rate case if the situation requires arrangements for additional 
revenue. 

It should be noted that the FRCC does not impose a plan upon any transmission owner, 
but rather facilitates resolution of issues at110ng the impacted transmission owners in a given 
region. TECO's depiction leads one to believe that the Company has less control over 
transmission investment than prior to changes made in 2005. The recent changes associated with 
the FRCC planning process are limited to: (1) the cost allocation to address third-party impact on 
transmission expansion and, (2) the assessment of penalties for utilities that are not in 
compliance with reliability standards. Otherwise, the planning procedure remains as it has been, 
a process for consolidating the long-term transmission plans of-all transmission owners. 

To date, there do not appear to be any measureable impacts of the evolving transmission 
policies on Florida companies. We decline to react to TECO's "sky is falling" approach by 
instituting a mechanism, which once in place, will more than likely be difficult to remove. 
TECO included costs of future transmission projects in its filing. Given the long-term horizon 
that transmission projects appear to have, it appears more prudent to continue to consider such 
costs in the context of a rate proceeding. If we determine at a future date that companies are 
filing rate cases to recoup the cost of transportation projects, we can always consider 
implementation of a recovery mechanism at that time. Of course, other companies would have 
an interest in such proceedings. There is no record evidence that TECO is in a unique position 
with regard to transmission expansion needed in Florida. 

Although TECO proposed a mechanism similar to the GBRA already in place for FPL 
and Progress, we agree with FIPUG witness Pollack that the GBRA was part of a complex 
settlement. Acceptance of a settlement at110ng parties is not the same as establishing a generic 
policy. 

TECO noted in its brief that "FIPUG's own witness admitted the Texas Commission 
allows utilities to recover transmission costs in between base rate cases." However, FIPUG 
\\-;tness Pollack also clarified that the situation is different in Texas because "the utilities are 
completely unbundled and ...the regulated utilities in Texas only provide delivery of service..." 
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Although there is no reason why we could not be the first to adopt a transmission cost recovery 
mechanism, the lack of such in other states may be an indication that there is no need. 

Therefore, we do not approve TECO's proposed Transmission Base Rate Adjustment 
(TBRA) mechanism. The TBRA considers the cost of constructing new transmission facilities in 
isolation, without considering potential increases in revenues from additional sales or decreases 
in rate base due to retirements or depreciation that may offset the impact of construction costs. If 
the cost of additional transmission facilities does necessitate a rate increase, the long-term nature 
of transmission planning, design, and construction would afford TECO sufficient time to request 
a base rate increase. 

Entries or Adjustments to Various Reports, Books and Records 

We find that TECO shall be required to file, within 90 days after the date of the final 
order in this docket, a description of all entries or adjustments to its annual report, rate of return 
reports, and books and records which will be required as a result of our findings in this rate case. 

Step Increase In Revenue Requirements 

We approved an additional increase in base rates of $33.5 million, effective January 1, 
2010, provided that the investments in the five Combustion Turbines and the Big Bend Rail 
facilities are in service by December 31, 2009. (See Schedule 6) Furthermore, we decided that 
such costs shall be allocated to rate classes consistent with the approved cost of service 
methodology. 

In order to retain the relative class relationships developed in the current cost of service 
study, the incremental costs shall first be allocated to each rate class, consistent with the 12 CP 
and 25 percent AD cost methodology approved herein. Once the dollar increase per class is 
established, the base rate energy'- or energy and demand charges, shall be increased by the 
percentage increase in class revenues. In addition, non-clause recoverable credits shall also be 
increased by a similar amount to retain the relationship between the charges and credits approved 
in the current cost study. 

Additionally, we grant our staff the authority to approve the step increase rates 
administratively, once the dollar amount of the increase has been verified and our staff has 
confirmed that the new plant and facilities are in service by December 31, 2009. 

Based on the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that Tampa Electric Company's 
Petition for Rate Increase is granted in part and denied in part as set forth herein. It is further 

ORDERED that each of the findings made in the body of this Order are hereby approved 
in every respect. It is further 
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ORDERED that all matters contained in the attaclunents and schedules appended hereto 
are incorporated herein by reference. It is further 

ORDERED that within five business days of the issuance of this Order, Tampa Electric 
Company shall file revised tariffs to reflect our approved fmal rates and charges for 
administrative approval by our staff. It is further 

ORDERED that the approved rates and charges for Tampa Electric Company shall be 
effective for meter readings on or after May 7, 2009. Pursuant to the requirements of Rule 25­
22.0406(8), F.A.C., customers shall be notified of the revised rates in their first bill containing 
the new rates. It is further 

ORDERED that Tampa Electric Company shall file, within 90 days after the date of the 
Final Order in this docket, a description of all entries or adjustments to its annual report, earnings 
surveillance reports, and books and records that will be required as a result of the decision's 
made in this docket. It is further 

ORDERED that upon expiration of the period for appeal these dockets shall be closed. 

By ORDER ofthe Florida Public Service Commission this 30th day ofApril, 2009. 

dwt& 
ANN COLE 
Commission Clerk 

(SEAL) 

KY 
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DISSENTS BY: CHAIRMAN CARTER 

COMMISSIONER ARGENZIANO 


CHAIRMAN CARTER dissents on Stonn Damage Reserve. 

COMMISSIONER ARGENZIANO dissents on the following: Non-Utility Activities Removed 
from Rate Base; Pro Fonna Adjustment; Adjustment for the Credit from CSX; Pro Fonna 
Adjustment related to Big Bend; Cost Rate for Long-Term Debt; Appropriate Capital Structure; 
Appropriate Return on Common Equity; Weighted Average Cost of Capital; Demand Charges; 
Stand-by Service Charges; Energy Charges; Step Increase In Revenue Requirements; and Close 
Docket, with opinion: 

DISSENT 

BY COMMISSIONER ARGENZIANO: 

I dissent from certain decisions of the majority_ 

The record for this docket reflects my negative votes on issues 4-7, 33, 34, 37, and 38. I 
have substantive objections to the votes of the Commission on issues 5, 7, 34, and 37. The other 
issues reflect my negative vote due to the form of the motions, which grouped issues for vote. 

Issues 5 and 7: 

These two issues relate to the annualization of 5 Combustion Turbines (CTs) to be placed 
into service during the course of 2009 (none of which were actually in service at the time of the 
hearing) and the railroad facilities to be built for the Big Bend Power Station which are not 
contemplated to be in service until 2010. 

My first objection to the inclusion of these expenses in this rate case is the gross violation 
of the test year "matching principle." The whole concept of a test year is to match revenues to 
expenses during the period when rates will be in effect. In this case, the company chose to use a 
projected 2009 test year, which did not include 12 full months of revenues and expenses related 
to the CT and Big Bend rail projects. However, the company then attempted to add "pro-fonna" 
expenses related to those projects without any consideration of associated revenues, and worse, 
attempted to "annualize" those expenses so that they could be included in base rates 
immediately, regardless of whether the facilities are even actually placed into service. This is 
wrong. 

My second objection is the late notice of staffs "step increase" proposal, and lack of 
ability to hear from all sides. The staff recommendation, released 12 days prior to the vote, 
contained a recommendation to deny the company's requests for the cr and rail projects. Then, 
at the vote, staff presented a "revision" of their recommendation, allowing the costs. Given that 
this item was limited to discussion between Commissioners and staff, no opportunity was given 
for parties or intervenors to provide comment or input on staffs "revision." The issue was 
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framed as "should a pro fonna adjustment be made," and the testimony and briefs addressed that 
issue, not whether a "step increase" should be allowed, at some time in the future, with some 
types of conditions. The lack of opportunity for the parties to this case to be heard on staffs 
proposal to modify the issues post-hearing, without any opportunity to object or be heard on a 
$33 million change from the agreed-upon issue, constitutes an abject denial of due process. 

Issue 34. 

Staff made very clear the 54% equity ratio ("E/R") recommended for the capital structure 
was based on a 10.75% return on equity ("ROE"). The recommended equity ratio was designed 
to enable the company to attract the low cost capital needed to finance both operations and a 
significant capital investment program over the next several years. I supported that goal. 

However, with the higher ROE the Commission ordered in issue 37, the appropriate 
amount of equity in the capital structure could have been reduced without any adverse impact to 
the company's credit rating, reSUlting in a significant savings to the ratepayers. While the higher 
EIR may improve the company's credit rating58 and access to capital, given the cost to ratepayers 
of the higher EfR where no unambiguous measure was made of either a benefit to the 
company's credit rating or a pass-through benefit to the ratepayers from lower capital costs - this 
decision was in error. 

Issue 37. 

As a Public Service Commissioner, my ultimate concern is the appropriate balance 
between a financially healthy company and the ultimate cost of product to the ratepayers. The 
tension in attempting to achieve this balance is perhaps nowhere more evident than in this one 
issue. 

The record evidence supported a return on equity investment (ROE) for the company 
ranging from 7.5% - 12.75 13.27%. The record further reflected that the national average of 
electric utility'S authorized ROEs was 10.35%. 

Florida is by no means an "average" state, for reasons on which I will comment shortly. 
Staff recommended an ROE of lO.75%, and a 200 basis point range, high to low. I have 
detennined an ROE of 10.50% is the absolute highest which in rationally good conscience might 
be awarded. 59 

58 This is not to validate the estimations of Standard and Poor, Fitch's, or Moody's, given their triple A awards to 
entities issuing Credit Default Obligations. 

59 Every 25 basis points has a value of approximately $7,250,000. So, 150 basis points higher is an additional 
$43,500,000 per year, just in return to the company's shareholders. This is in addition, of course, to the dollars being 
used to repay debt. 

And, if the step increase goes into effect in January, 2010, there will be an additional $700,000 ratepayers to 
shareholders transfer, in the name of "creditworthiness", which the record demonstrates wou1d be met at a much 
lower ROE and therefore lower cost to ratepayers. 
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The ROE determined by my colleagues, 11.25%, is simply an extravagant grant to the 
utility, for the following reasons: 

Bluefield Waterworks and Improvement Co. v. Public Service Commission of West 
Virginia et. al., 262 U.S. 679, 43 S.Ct. 675, 67 L.Ed. 1176, as hoary as it may be, gives guidance 
in cormection with the application of the "just and reasonable" standard which the FPSC is 
charged with applying in rate cases before it. Bluefield gives further guidance on what matters 
are to be considered in cormection with determinations related to rate fixing. 

"A public utility is entitled to such rates as will permit it to earn a return 

on the value of the property which it employs for the convenience of the 

public equal to tbat generalJy being made at the same time and in 

tbe same general part of the country on investments in other business 

undertakings whicb are attended by corresponding risks and 

uncertainties,...". 262 U.S. 679, 692 (emphasis added) 


Without preamble, there are no similar "business undertakings" outside regulated 
utilities, at this time in this or any part of the country which enjoy a 1) stranded consumer 
constituency for 2) an essential service whose existence is 3) protected by government with 4) a 
guaranteed profit, operating in an economic environment made 5) virtual1y risk free by 
legislative accommodation. The record is absent of any effort by any party or staff - to 
identify any alternative "business undertakings", such as non-regulated industries providing an 
essential service (food, healthcare, fuel, housing, etc.) and with their corresponding returns to 
investors. I conclude therefore, that such a creature is pure fiction, and the measure of the 
entitlement by the utility to a return on its investment based on such an entity is purely as 
fashioned by the Commission on other guidance provided by Bluefield. 

Inasmuch as Bluefield requires consideration of a utility's operational risk in establishing 
return on equity, it is notable that by legislative action, the following no longer exist as risk 
factors in the conduct of the utility business: 

1. costs related to storm events, per 366.8260, in 2000; 
2. renewable energy undertakings, per 366.91, in 2005; 
3. nuclear costs, not applicable with regard to this petitioner, per 366.93, in 2006; 
4. Ifpassed by the 2009 Legislature, costs associated with expanded renewable portfolio 
standards. 

Prior to the last rate case for this company, recoveries for environmental compliance 
costs (authorized by Section 366.8295 F.S); conservation costs (authorized by Section 366.82, 
F.S.); and fuel and capacity costs (authorized by Orders of the Commission) were provided to the 
utility.60 

60 Something in excess of 60% of the company's annual revenues are generated by these "clause" recoveries, which 
are virtually guaranteed and correspond to zero risk for the company's investors. 

http:utility.60


ORDER NO. PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI 
DOCKET NO. 0803 I 7-EI 
PAGE 132 

Each of the four numbered statutory recovery guarantees has occurred since the last rate 
case awarded the utility a return on equity of 11.75%. To now install a return on equity of I 1.25, 
almost a full percentage point above the national average, is to disregard the Bluefield Court's 
contemplation of risk. 

In fact, it is difficult to see what "risk" exists for the utility in the conduct of its 
operations. I believe that my colleagues have wholly failed to appreciate that, with the absence 
of risk, the entitled rate of return might well commence at the essentially risk free rates of 
Treasury bills, with the burden shifting to the utility to make a case for every point rise in the rate 
which it needs above Treasury bill rates averaged over the term since the last ROE award. 
Certainly, the legislature may well have intended that, as the legislature acted to eliminate risk to 
the utility, the FPSC would exercise its responsibility to provide for "just and reasonable" rates, 
by way of reduction in ROE, as contemplated by Bluefield. 

Too, my colleagues further disregard the Bluefield Court's identification of the context in 
which the return on equity should be set: 

"A rate of return may be reasonable at one time and become too high or too 
low by changes affecting opportunities for investment, the money market, and 
business conditions generally." 262 U.S. 679, 693 

The Dow Jones Industrial Average, for example, reflects a reduction in value of 34%, 1108 ­
1109, I believe inarguably establishing the market reflected "changes" contemplated by the 
Court. 

Apparently the meltdown of the world's financial systems, and the United States' in 
particular, is not an occurrence deserving notice. I believe that it is unconscionable and 
rationally indefensible to disregard the evaporation of trillions of dollars in wealth, to slight the 
250% increase in unemployment, to ignore what has been described as the most significant 
economic disaster since the Great Depression, and to avoid consideration of the Court's 
requirement to consider "business conditions generally," in ho-hum establishing the utility's 
return on equity at 11.25%, or a mere 4% deviation from that which it enjoyed in 1992. 

Finally, the Bluefield Court advises that the utility" ... has no constitutional right to such 
profits as are realized or anticipated in highly profitable enterprises or speculative ventures." 
262 U.S. 679, 692-693. The $50,000,000,000 of capital lost through investments made in 
Bernard Madoffs schemes were induced by the promise of "phenomenal" returns in the 10-12 % 
range, the same realm the Commission has awarded the utility. 
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NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 120.569(1), Florida 
Statutes, to notify parties of any administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders 
that is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as well as the procedures and 
time limits that apply. This notice should not be construed to mean all requests for an 
administrative hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief sought. 

Any party adversely affected by the Commission's final action in this matter may request: 
I) reconsideration of the decision by filing a motion for reconsideration with the Office of 
Commission Clerk, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850, within 
fifteen (15) days of the issuance of this order in the form prescribed by Rule 25-22.060, Florida 
Administrative Code; or 2) judicial review by the Florida Supreme Court in the case of an 
electric, gas or telephone utility or the First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water and/or 
wastewater utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Office of Commission Clerk, and filing a 
copy of the notice of appeal and the filing fee with the appropriate court. This filing must be 
completed within thirty (30) days after the issuance of this order, pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida 
Rules of Appellate Procedure. The notice of appeal must be in the form specified in Rule 
9.900(a), Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
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[..J.~ .___ ~~=.~~~.~~=____.~~~~:'~.-=:'==_.J ·~l-:·-~.==~_~SCHEDU.!,~~ll 
' ! TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
:'---r~""'--~"-'-'------"---------"" '" ..--.-.-.-....- ....-----.. 
i_~;_. DOCKET NO. 080317-EI i 
l--i---..--..... ----. CALCULATION ~F JANUARY \2010 STEP INCREASE __ I I 
, 1 • 1 'I 
l-.-~-.---_.. m-••• ·=~=~L----.-. ~r-- .......__ J ... ____ .__ J. __ ...... _... l 

~__--+Step Increase Revenue Reguirement ..L ____. I ~----..-.--J.-----_-J 

t:__~~~nd Ra(,Faci·~ty____=_~ __~~·=-l=~~f~tlcLt==.==~~L=~:==.:=~l=======:--j
t--Ts!d~~:r~09cTs·---- .!' ·-,H¥o::+·----- --··,··J-------···-1---------·-i
:--~-T.---'- ...---._.. -, ! _______ ~_-_-___'T.-_-~.-----_-_~ 

, iTotal Step Increase , $33,561,370Ii' : 

Fr~--=-=-~=---::-~=t~=:=~--==~l=:: -! ~jtQDt-.------.-========l Big Bend _J_ M~l'.0..~_.k~E!~GI~_~CTs
t1i2J-----------.- I Rail Facili ' __ L2 Units!; (3 Units •... " __.15 Units) 
: 1. iNat Plant in Service ... ...... 1 $44,754,000 $36,125,0001 $94,563.000; $130,688,000 
['2rRateOiRe~m.. ------_ .... -.--- ·-!··--··-8:11~;;/·---8~11%r------8-:-f1%i .. --8:11% 
['~ J~~guj,"~ifi~t\,!m{~L:: ' .. j __ .?t~29,§:19 J 2,9~,73~jH_-.l.t~_?~!o591 _.!Q,!>~~,7gr 
, 4 !O&M Expenses i. . 0 i 212.000 i 658,000 ' 870.000 
h~_!!:)~~_cj~~·~=~.~ ___=:_. .t:=_96~,p6ot=1~llJ:QQQ_L... -j.0~2.9.QT:=3:4~JiQQ 
~_.6..Jlaxe~.Q!l:1~Than Income ...... __' _1.03g,00Q.~.§....0.QlU__3,21Z.'_.qQ.Q.l--j-,153,000 
i._LJ!Dggr:!l~axes(4+ 5+?} x (-.3~?IS.)._L......_.J~S.Q,_?.~L j 1.477.0371j... _J~,054,75:1J1J~§31 ,79JJ 
~8)lncOme T~.t::ffe.c.Lo! Lnter.e_~t -t- _ (5.3~,54.~.LI~11Jt!)~ 1,13!JI~?)i_ t1'~Eb~3611 
,_.LjL!l!l12~_~t~.}85Z§iL.__ ........ 1 ----- I --- ! ---- • ­

• 1 
9
0 :~~~I:u~·p~tir~ment(~:.i:':?:.6+7:.8+·-~f,~l1191---4l~~ 1.63491 1.6349 

lTDr§~n_~E~quiremenf~IQi . - $7,006.720 $7,924,344 i $18,630.306! $26,554.650I 

!=-t-------· .. _____...__~-=-==~~t----·-....-+·:_ .~]=---~--j 
~=-t:-mmon E ui ; -5~~.;~:i=-.=~R~~O~;oj~cost R~~Htweigtd6ci~~s~
k .•.• ____!::.9.I:lLty, ______.~. _._.___......" ... __ .... ___ . ______~._.~__•• 
L.i!:-ong Term D~._____ .... _.;J~,28q,.~_~I----~U%1 .. - ..-.-~~Qr'?1--- 3, 11~ 
~.I?hortJ...e.rr.n.!?;;~t '. 7,430,567 I 0.25%i,. 275%; 0.01% 
_-iI~~aI2,936,851 ,516 I 100.00%1....__.. _: 3.12%1 

. L ..... _.. ._ ..... _._ .. ___ ...~ ._........___._ ! ..__L_...__ ..__..___.l.__.........__J 
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Base rates, other charges, and credits for all rate schedules - effective May 7, 2009 

Schedule 8, page one of ten 

Current Approved 

Rate Current Rate Approved 

Schedule Type of Charge Rate Schedule Rate 

RS CYstomer Facilities Charge: 

Slandard 

Time-of·Oay 

8.50 

11.50 

$IBiH 

$IBHI 

RS 

10.50 

10.~0 

Energy and Demand Charge: 

Stand...d 

First 1,000 kWh 

All addilionall<Wh 

Tlmll-of.l)ay On-Peak 

Time-ol-Oay Off-Peak 

4.342 

11.460 

0.968 

¢I~Wh 

t/lkWh 

¢/kWh 

¢/~Wh 

¢/~Wh 

4.287 

5.287 

4.637 

4.637 

Current 

Rate 

Schedule 

OS 

T~ 0( Charge 

Customer Facilijies Charge: 

Standard 

Standard' Unmetered 

nme-ol.()ay 

Current 
Rate 

8.50 

7.50 

11.50 

$IBili 

$IBlil 

Si8i1! 

~ 

Rat. 

Schedule 

OS 

Approved 
Rate 

10.50 

9.00 

12.00 

$IBi!I 

$IBill 

$IBili 

EllErgy and Demand Charge: 

Standard 

Tim<Klf-oay On.f'eak 

llme..,r-oay Off-Peak 

4.342 

11.460 

0.968 

¢i\<Wh 

¢i\<Wh 

¢/kWh 

4.637 

12.477 

1.010 

¢/kWh 

¢/kWh 

¢/k'Ntl 

Emergency Relay Charge 0.190 ¢/kWh 0.145 ¢/kWh 

Current 

Rale 

Schedule 

TS 

Type of Charge 

Customer Facilmes Charge: 

Standard 

Current 

Rate 

8.50 SIB ill 

App<owd 

Rate 

Schedule 

TS 

App<oved 

Rate 

10.50 SlBIA 

Energy and Demand Charge: 

Slandard 4.342 ,,'kWh 4.637 ¢/kWh 
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Schedule 8, page two often 
Current ApprtM!(! 

Rate Current Rale Approved 

Sche<lule Type 01 Charge Rate SchOOul. Rate 

GSD Customer Charge' eso 
Standard Secondary 42 SIBil! 57 SlBiU 

Standard Primary 42 $IIl,1 130 SlBill 

Standaro Sublraosmlsskn 42 SJIl~1 930 SiBIl! 
Optional Secondary 42 S/SIII 57 Wit 

Optional Primary 42 $IIlRI 1:JO SiBil! 

Optional SublransmissiOI1 42 $IIl~1 9:JO SiBil! 

Time-of.Qay Secondary 4~ Sl8il 57 SiBlIl 

Time-of-Day Primary 4~ SlB~t 130 SISal 
Time-of -Da y SubCrnnsmlsstoo 4~ $IIlUi 930 Wit 

Energy Olarg.: 

Standaro 1.370 ¢IkWh 1.515 ¢!kWh 

Opllonat 5.210 ~IkWh 5.564 flkWh 

Time-01·Oay On-Peak 2.198 ;IkWh 2.751 ;IkWh 

Time-01·Day Off-Peak 1.00S ¢IkWh 1.010 ¢kWh 

Demand Charge: 

Siandam (all dellvety vcltages) 7.25 SJ1<W e.o6 SJ1<W 

Optional (all delivery voltages) SJ1<W SJ1<W 
nm.,.of·Oay Billing <aU d<lIlYery voltages) 2.36 SJ1<W 2.72 SJ1<W 

Tlme-of·Oay Peak (.11 d.lIV€<)' voltages) 5.06 $IkW 5.34 SJ1<W 

Tfaosformcr Owner:ship Discount: 

Stand.<d Primary (O.36) SlkW (0.70) SJ1<W 

Standard Subtransmls.im (O.~) SJ1<W (110) $IkW 

Optional Primary (0.36) $IkW (185) $lMWh 

OpUon.1 SubtransmiS5lon (O.~) SlkW (2.87) $lMWh 

T,m.,.of-Oay Primary (0.38) SlkW (0.70) SlkW 

Time-of-Day Sublransmission (0.59) $1kW (1.10) $IkW 

Em"'1l""CY Relay Power Supply Charge' 

Stand""'; (all delivery "ol!ages) 0.60 $1kW 0.57 $1kW 

OpUOI1a1 (all delivery voltages) 0.60 SlkW 1.45 SlMWh 

Time-ol-Oay Billing (all delivery ;o/tages) 0.60 SlkW 0.57 $/kW 

Meter Levet Discount 

SlaIIdardPrimary (1.0) % (1.0) % 

Slalldard Sulliransmrssion (2.0) % <2_0) % 

Optional Primary (1.0) ..,. (1.0) % 

Optional SubtransmissiQ"l (2.0) % (2.0) 'Y. 
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Curr",,! 

Rale 

Sdledule 

GSlO 

TI:!!! 0/ Charge 

Customer Charge, 

Standartl Secondary 

Slandartl Primary 

Siandartl Suhlnmsmlssion 

11me-of.lJay Seca100ry 

Tlm<H!f-Oay Prlmary 

Time-of-Oay Subtrnnsmlssioo 

Currenl 

Rate 

255 $IBln 

255 $lEI.. 

255 $I81n 

255 $IBlH 

255 $18111 

255 $I6ill 

Schedule 8, page three of ten 
Appr!)Ye(I 

Rals Approved 

Scl>edule Rale 

GSD 

57 $I1ll11 

no SIBIl! 

9:lO $IBm 

57 StIllY 

130 $IB<a 

930 S181H 

Energy Charge: 

Standard (All deli""')' ""'tage') 

nme-of-Oay On-Peak (All deilvery \!OIlagell) 

Time-of-Oay Off·Peak (AB delivery \'Ollagesl 

1.370 

2.198 

1.008 

¢/kWh 

¢ll<Wh 

¢/kWh 

1.515 

2.751 

1.010 

¢/kWh 

¢/kWh 

¢/kWh 

Demand Charge: 

Standartl (All dElIVery ",,"ages) 

Tim&-O/·Day Billing (All delivery voltages) 

11me-of.Oay Peak (All delivery ""Itag") 

7.25 

2.36 

5.08 

$/kW 

$/kW 

$/kW 

8.06 

2.72 

5.34 

$/kW 

~/kW 

$/kW 

Puwer Faclor Charge: 

Siandard (An Delivery voltages) 

'Tlme-<JI.Oay (All Delivery \/OIIages) 

0.002 

0.002 

$/kVARh 

$lkVARh 

0.002 

0.002 

$/kVARh 

S/kVARh 

Puwer Faclor Credit: 

Siandard (An Deli .....ry vollages) 

Time..of.Oay (All Delivery voltages) 

(0.001) $lkVARh 

(Q.ool) $lkVARh 

(0.001) $/kVARh 

(0.001) $/kVARh 

Emergency Relay Power Suppty Charge: 

Sianderd (M Delivery vdl8ges) 

11me-of-Oay (An Delivery voIlages) 

0.60 

0.60 

$/kW 

SlkW 

0.57 

0.57 

$/kW 

SlkW 

Trans/orrne, Owr>erohip Di""".mt 
Standard Primary 

Standard Subl1aosmlssioo 

Time-ol'-Day Primary 

Time-of-Day SUbtnmsmi$$lon 

(0.36) 

(0.59) 

(0.36) 

(0.59) 

$/kW 

$/kW 

$/kW 

$/kW 

(0.70) 

(1.10) 

(0.70) 

(1.10) 

$/kW 

S/kW 

$/kW 

$/kW 

MeIer level Dio""""1: 
Standard Prtmary 

Sta ndard Subtransmissial 

Time-of·Day Primary 

Tim.of~Day Subtransmission 

(1.0) 

(2.0) 

(1.0) 

(2.0) 

% 

% 

% 

". 

(1.0) 

(2.0) 

(t.O) 

(2.0) 

% 

% 

% 

% 
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Schedule 8, page four of ten 

Current Approved 


Rate Current Rate Approved 


Sc:he<lule T~olCha ..... Rate SchedlJ/e Rate 


SBF Customer Charge: 

Slandard Secondary 

Standard Prlm"'Y 

Standard Sublransmisslon 

Tlme-o!-Oay Se<:ondary 

T""...Clf.{lay Primary 

TlrTle-of-Oay SWtransmission 

200 $IBU! 

200 SlBil1 

200 $IBiI! 

200 $IBili 

200 $IBIII 

200 $IElII! 

SBF 

82 $IB11' 

155 $IB111 

955 $ISiIi 

e2 SIIliH 
155 $I!!iII 
955 $IBiR 

Supplemental Demand Charge: 

Standard (An dell.....-y ><>Itages) 

TIm ... of-Oay BUling (An delivery voII'ges) 

Tlm...oI-Oay Peak (All delivery ...,Itage.) 

7,25 

2.36 

5,08 

SlkW 

$lkW 

SlkW 

8,(16 

2.72 

5.34 

$i1<W 

$/kW 

$.'l<W 

Supplemental Energy Charge: 

StaMand (A. deliwry voltages) 

TIfTle-o!·Oay On-Peak (All delivery voltages) 

Time-o!".Oay Off-Peak (All delivery voU.agesl 

1.370 

2.196 

1,006 

_IkWh 

¢il<Wh 

¢lkWh 

1.515 

2.751 

1.010 

_Il<Wh 

¢!kWh 

¢!kWh 

Standby Demand Charge (All): 

l.t;x:aI Faci"ies Resetv.nion 

Plus Ihe greater of 

Power Supply Reservation. 0< 

Power Supply Demand 

2.00 

0.57 

0.34 

$lkW 

$lkW.Mo 

$lkW·Day 

2.23 $lkW 

1.20 $lkW·Mo 

O.4B $lkW·Day 

SIandby Energy Charge: 

Time-o!-Day (AI! delivery ""lIag",,) 0.984 ¢lkWh 1.010 ¢!kWh 

Transformer Ownership O!:scounl: 

SUpplemental 

Standard Prfm"'Y 

Standard SublransmlssIon 

Time-of-Day Prfm"'Y 

Tirne-o!.Day SUbtransm/s.ICfI 

Slandby 

TIme-of.Day Primary 

TimlHlf.l)ay Sublransmissioo 

(0,36) $IkW 

(0.59) SI1<W 

(0,36) SI1<W 

(059) SlkW 

(0,32) $/kW 

(0,52) $JkW 

(0,70) 

(1.10) 

(0.70) 

(1.10) 

(O,SIl) 

(1.11) 

SI1<W 

$lkW 

SI1<W 

SI1<W 

SikW 

SI1<W 

E"""llancy Relay Power SUpply Charge (an): 

SUpplemental 

Standby 

0.60 

0,60 

SlkW 

SI1<W 

0.57 

0,57 

SlkW 

SikW 

Power Factor Charge (all): 0.002 SI1<VARIl 0.002 $lkVARIl 

P""""r Factor Credil (all): (0,00l) SI1<VARh (0,001) Sl\tVARh 

Meier L"",' Di!<:ount 

Supplemental 

Standard Primary 

Standard SUblnll'lSmission 

Tlme-<>f·Day Primary 

Tlm<H1f-Day Subltlln.""••ion 

Standby 

TIme-of-Day PrI mary 
Time-of-Day SubtmnsmiSSIon 

(1.0) 

(2.0) 

(1.0) 

(2.0) 

(10) 

(20) 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

(1,0) 

(2.0) 

(1.0) 

(2.0) 

(1.0) 

(2.0) 

% 

% 

"­

% 

% 

% 
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Schedule 8, page five often 

Current 

Rale 
Schedule 

IS-I 

T~. 

OJ,tom'" OIarge: 

St;>ndard Pn"""Y 

Standard SubtraMmiSSton 

Tlme-oI-Day PrImary 

T1me-oI-Day Subttansmi.sloo 

Currenl 
Rat. 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

\\ill/II 

$19," 
\\illiH 

\\illJ~ 

Approved 

lOla 

Schedule 

IS 

App"","" 

RaIB 

622 \\illilt 

2.372 $Ill" 

622 $IIl11 

2.312 Will 

"'nergyCh3lll": 
Standard Prlmary 

Standard Subiran:smiMilon 

Time-of·Day Or>-peak • prtm..-y 

Time-at·Day Or>-peak -SuClr.>nsmisslon 

TJme.oI·Day OfI..peak • Prtm..-y 

Time-<>/-l)oy OfI..peak -5ub"".,.",J..lon 

1018 

1.078 

1.018 

1.018 

1,018 

1.018 

¢/kWh 

¢/I<Wh 

¢/I<Wh 

¢/kWh 

¢/I<Wh 

¢/I<Wh 

2.504 

2.504 

2.504 

2.504 

2.504 

2.504 

_!kWh 

¢/kWh 

¢/kWh 

_!kWh 

¢/kWh 

¢/kWh 

Domand 0Iarge: 

Sl3ndard (ail oen-y ><JItag9lJ 

TJm&-oI-Day BllHng • (AI """""'Y ~..) 
Time-a/-Day Peak· (AD """\My ~) 

1.46 

1.45 

5;1<W 

5;1<W 

$lkW 

1.45 

1.45 

$lkW 

5;1<W 

$lkW 

Em_ey Relay PoNe< Supply Ola'llt! (all): OliO 5;1<W O.se 5;1<W 

PoNe< F>C1O< 0Ia0Q<! (a~~ 0.002 5;1<VARh 0.002 ~ARh 

""""" Faoto<C_t (all), (0.001) 5;1<VARh (0.001) $lkVARh 

Tra""I"""", OWnersllJp Discount 
Standard Prtm..-y 

Stand:aird Subtransmission 

Time-oI-Day Prtmary 

Tim&-oI-Day Subtransmksslon 

5;1<W 

(0.23) $I1<W 

$I1<W 

(0.23) Si1<W 

$lkW 

(OAO) $lkW 

$lkW 

!O.~) SllcW 

MeIer Level DlSCOl.lnt 

Stan<I:InlPllm..-y 

Stwtard SubitanStrnSSiOO 

Time-of-Do; Prtmary 

Tlme-ol·Day SubIrnosml>'ion 

0.0 % 

(1.0) "4 

00 % 

(1.0) % 

0.0 % 

(1.0) % 

0.0 % 

(1.0) % 
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Schedule 8, page six often 

c.,..,... Approw<! 

Rato CUrrent Ral. ~ 
S<I>~ T~. R.t_e___ 

~ Rale 

1S-3 euS1"""" O\arge: 'S 
St!o<t;ml PrImary 1.000 ~ijt 622 ~H! 

Standarn SublT3_on 1.000 $IBol 2,372 $IllH! 

TIme-of·Day PrImary 1.000 ~Rt 622 $Illin 

1lm&-of~Day Subtransmisslon 1.000 ~Ir 2,372 $Ill'. 

E.r1"'IJY0la<ge: 

St:and:Ird Prlmary 1.327 ¢AWl! 2,504 ¢AWh 

Standard Subtraosmi6Sioo 1.327 ¢AWh 2.504 4/'fMIh 
l1m ... or·Day 0.,."""•• Primary 1.3:27 ¢AWh 2.504 4/kWh 

Ttm..of..Day On-peak - SUbb"af13ffil&SiOO 1.327 ¢AWh 2.504 4/kWh 

Tl",.,."'·Day O~·_k • PrlI!'I9IY 1.327 ¢AWh 2.504 1lkWh 

T ....... oI-Day Otf.peok • Sub,r.II>sm'SO/OO 1.327 ¢AWh 2.504 4/kWh 

Oemand Charge: 

Standa'd loll dIlll""'Y ~""I 1.4!> $/1<W 1.4!> $/1<Vi 

I'mergeocy Reay _ Supply Cha"". (aUI: O.eo $/1<Vi 0.5<1 $/1<Vi 

_ F"""" Ola'lle (an): 0.002 $/1<VARh 0.002 $/1<VARh 

P<>Ml(Factor Credit (all). (0.001) $/1<VARh (0.001) $/1<VARh 

Tran5former Oawlef$hip DI$GOUOt: 

SloIndardPMmary $/1<W $/1<Vi 

StJndan:l $ubtr.lnsmlsslon (0.23) $/1<W (040) $/1<W 

Time-ol·Day prrn.ry $/1<W $/1<W 

Ttn'le-of·Day Subtransmls.sion (0.23) $/1<W (0.40) $/1<W 

Meter Level o;..,OOfll: 
$tand;>rd Primary 0.0 % 0,0 % 

Standard Svbtransmlssla'l (1.0) % (1,0) 'JI" 

Time-of-Dcly Primary 0.0 % 0.0 % 

Tlme-ot-Oay Sobtr.ms~sslon (to) % (1.0) % 
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Schedule 8, page seven of ten 

Curtent ApprO"'lO 

Rate Current Rate ApprO"'lO 

Schedule Type o( Charge Rate Schedule Rate 

S61·1 Customer Charge: 

Standard Primary 

Standard Sublransmlsslon 

Time-<Jf-Oay Primary 

nnlHlf·Day Subtrar6mlSSIO<1 

1,025 

1,025 

1,025 

1,025 

SI'6111 

$l'6ill 

$113m 

SlBm 

SBt 

&47 

2.397 

&47 

2.397 

SJBiIl 

$!Bill 

$!Bill 

$!Bill 

Supplemental Demand Charge: 
Standard (a" dell""", vollage5j 

Time-of..ooy BiKlno - (All dell.ery voltages) 

TlmlHlf·DeyPeak· (All deliwry vd!ages) 

lAS S/l<W 

$Il<W 

$Il<W 

1.45 

1.45 

$Il<W 

$Il<W 

$Il<W 

SuppI"",ental Enerw Charge: 

Standarn (an dell""", voltages) 

TirrnHlf·Dey On-Peak· (An delivery voI!ages) 

TlmIHlf·Day Off-Peak - (All_very voltages) 

1.076 

1.076 

1.079 

1lkWh 

'lA<Wh 

~iI<Wh 

2.5G4 

2.504 

2.5G4 

¢IkWh 

'lA<Wh 

¢IkW" 

Standby Demand Charge (aH dell.ery voltageS): 

Local Faciijlles Reservation 

Plus the \7ealOr 01 

Power SUpply Reservalion. or 
Power Supply Demand 

0.95 

0.09 

0.03 

$Il<W 

$Il<W-Mo 

$Il<W·Day 

1.43 

1.19 

0.48 

$Il<W 

$Il<W·Mo 

$Il<W·Dey 

Standby Energy Charge: 

TIme-o(·Day (All) 0.951 ~/l<Wh 1.000 ¢iI<Wh 

Transformer Own~p rnscoon1: 

SuP!llemeota! 
Standard Primary 

Standard Subtransmtsslon 

TIme-of·Day Primary 

Tim"",('Day SublransmiSslOO 

Standby 

Time-of·Day Primary 

Time-of·Day Sublransmission 

(0.23) 

(0.23) 

(0,21) 

S!J<W 

$Il<W 

$Il<W 

$Il<W 

$Il<W 

$Il<W 

$Il<W 

(040) $/l<W 

$Il<W 

(0040) $lkW 

$lkW 

(0.33) $lkW 

EmerQe<lCy Relay Power Supply Charge (all): 

Supplemental 

Standby 

0,00 

0,00 

$Il<W 

$Il<W 

0.56 

0.56 

$lkW 

$Il<W 

Power Faclor Char\je: 0.00'2 $lkYARil 0.00'2 SIl<\fAR/! 

Ptmer FlICt()r Credit: (0.001) $Il<VARh (0.001) $Il<VJ\Rh 

Meier Lev<)I Discount: 

Supplemental 

Standald Primary 

S1andard Subtl1msmlSsiOt'l 

Time-ol-Day Primary 

TIme-of..Oay Subtransrrission 

Standby 

Tlme-<ll-Oay Pnmary 

l1me-o(~Day Sublf'aflsmlsslon 

0.0 % 

(1.0) % 

0,0 % 

(1.0) .,. 

0.0 'A­

(1.0) % 

0,0 % 

(1,0) % 

0,0 '" 
(1.0) % 

0.0 'Y. 

(1.0) % 
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Current Approved 


Rate Currenl Rate Approved 


Schedule Type of ChaT Rale Schedule Rate 


S81-3 Customer Charge: 

Stand.nl Primary 

Standatll Sublransrnl=on 

Time-<lf-Day Primary 

Tim&-Of-Day Subtransmission 

Suppleme<ltal Demand Charge: 

Standanl (all dell""'Y vc~lages) 

Time-oHley afiling - (All delivery voltages, 

Time-<ll-Oay Peal< - (All delivery voltages) 

Supplemental Energy Charge: 

Standard <all delivery vollages) 

Time-ot-Day On-Peak - (AY deWeIY voltages) 

Ti"....of-Day Off-Peak - (All der.very vollages) 

Standby Demand Charge (all d_ery voltages): 


Locat Facilitle'$ ReserwtJOI'\ . 


Plus the !Teat..- of 

Powe< Supply ReservatIOn. or 
Power Supp!y Demand 

Standby Energy Charge: 


TiI11e-of-Day (All) 


Transr(l(lTle' Ownership Discount: 

Supplement.t 

Standand Pnmary 

Standard Subtfansmi~..sion 

Time-of.Day Primary 

T'me-of-Day Subll'ansmosslon 

Siandby 

nme-of-Day Pnmary 

Time-of-Day Subttall5missioo 

Emergency Relay Power Supply Charge (eli): 

Supplemental 

Standby 

Power ••clor Charge: 

P""",r Fael'" Creel!: 

Meter level Discount· 


Supplemental 


Standard PMmary 

Siandort! 3u"'",nsmis.SiOO 

nme-of-Day Primary 

TIme-of-Oay Subtransrnission 

Standby 

Time-of-Dsy Primary 

T1me-of-Day Sut;ltransmrsSion 

S81 

1.025 	 SoIBIY 641 $18111 

1.025 	 $lSHI 2_3'i17 $.fOil! 

1.025 Wil 647 $IBiI! 

1,025 WMI 2.3'i17 $IBHI 

1,45 	 $/kW t.45 $/kW 


$/'KW 1.45 $/kW 


SlkW SlkW 


1.327 ¢I1<Wh 	 2.504 _I1<Wh 

1.327 ¢I1<Wn 	 2.504 ¢I1<Wh 

1.321 ¢I1<Wh 	 2.504 ,I1<Wh 

0.95 $Il<W 	 1.43 $/kW 

0.09 $/kW·Mo 	 1.19 $/kW-Mo 

0.03 $/'KW-Day 	 046 SlkW·Day 

0.001 	 ¢I1<VVh 1.QOO ttl'<Wh 

$/kW 	 $/kW 

(0.23) 	 $/kW (0.40) $/kW 


$ll\W $/kW 


(0.23) $ll<W 	 (0.40) $/kW 

$/kW 	 $/kW 

(0.21) SI1<W 	 (0.33) SI1<W 

0.60 $/kW 	 0.56 SI1<W 

0.60 $/kW 	 0.56 SI1<W 

0.002 $/kVARh 	 0.002 $/kVARh 

(0.001) SlkVARh 	 (0.001) $/kVARh 

0.0 % 	 0.0 % 

(1.0) % 	 (1.0) % 

0.0 0/, 	 C.O % 

(1.0) % 	 (1.0) 0/. 

0.0 % 	 CO % 
(10) 	% (1.0) % 

http:Stand.nl
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Rates for LS-1 lighting rate schedule 

Oeserl tion 
LlGI-mNG FIXTURES Fixture Maintenance 
COBRA 50 WAn HPS 2.B5 2.24 

PT50 WAn HPS 3.59 2.24 

COBRA_NEMA 70 WAn HPS 2,89 1.90 

COACH PT 70 WAn HPS 4.25 1.9] 

COSRA_NEMA 100 WAn HPS 3.28 2.10 

COBRA 150 WAn HPS 3.n 1.82 

COBRA 250 wAn HPS 4.40 2.35 

FLOOD 250 WAn HPS 4.85 2.35 

COBRA 400 WAn HPS 4.59 2.70 

FLOOD 400 WAn HPS 5.15 2.71 

MONGOOSE 400 WAn HPS 5,87 2.73 

YBOR ARCHWAY 80 l( 10 WAn 15.26 16.44 

CLASSIC PT 100 WAn HPS 10.70 1.71 
CONTEMPORARY PT 100 WAn HPS 7.48 1.93 

COLONIAL PT 100 WAn HPS 10,61 1.71 

SAlEM _STND_ PT 100 WAn HPS 8,15 1.71 

SHOEBOX 100 WAn HPS 7.23 1.71 

SHOEBOX 250 WAn HPS 7.84 2.87 

SHOEBOX 400 WAn HPS 8.59 2.20 

FLA T DECOR 400 WA TT HPS eliminated eliminated 

SHOEBOX 175 WAn MH 7.1B 3.34 

SHOE80X 400 WAn MH 9.04 3.58 

SHOEBOX 1000 WAn MH 14.89 7.37 

FLOOD 400 WAn MH 7.55 3.63 

FLOOD 1000 WAn MH 9.48 7.37 

CUBE DECORA TIVE 400 WATT MH eliminated eliminaled 

GENERAL PT 175 WAn MH 9.83 3.37 

SALEM PT 175 WAn MH 8.47 3.38 

COBRA 400 WAn MH 5.44 3.62 
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100 WATT-
I WATT 

STD DB 35 FT UG FOR 2&1_400 WATT 

DB 28 FT UG FOR 70_100 WATT 

AS 27 FT UG FOR 150 WATT 

AS 27 FT UG FOR 2&1_400 WATT 

PT HERITAGE UG 

PT ALUMINUM UG 

PT ARUNGTON UG 

PT CHARLESTON UG 

PT RIVIERA UG 

COMP PT FRANKLIN DB 15 FT 

FIBER PT W1NSTON UG 

CONC PT VICTORIAN UG 

STEEL AS 30 FT UG 

AB30FTUG 

CONC TALL WATERFORD 35 FT UG 

CONC STD DB 16 FT UG 

CONC STD 08 25 OR 30 FT UG 

CONC STD DB 35 FT UG 

CONC STO DB 45 FT UG 

10UND 23 FT UG 

UP TO 45 FT OH 

18.43 

5.99 

9.03 

0.13 

028 

0.28 

Schedule 8, page ten of ten 

Ml 
0.152.36 

5.44 0.15 

2.66 0.15 

4.82 0.15 

4.47 0.31 

10.23 0.31 

13.88 0.31 

20.98 0.31 

0.3110.64 

25.15 0.31 

25.15 0.31 

36.17 0.31 

1.175.43 

1.177.07 

0.9917.72 

2410 0.99 

19.10 0.13 

15.36 0.99 

eliminaled eliminated 

18.44 0.99 

18.66 0.99 

21.58 0.99 

12.38 0.99 

22.19 0.13 

35.39 152 

eliminated eliminated 

26.01 0.13 

14.47 0.13 

19.44 0.13 

21.28 0.31 

25.01 0.13 

BASE ENERGY CHARGE (¢/KWHl 2.385 ¢fkWh 

CUSTOMER CHARGE (only for metered street lights) 10.50 $/Bili 
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Schedule 9 

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 

Cost Recovery Factors for the period MaV through December 2009 

Rate Class 

Environmental Cost 

Recovery Factor 

Capacity Cost 

Recovery Factor 

Energy Conservation 

Cost Recovery Factor 

RS 

(c/kwh) (cIkwh) ($/kw) (clkwhl ($/kw) 

0.223 0.541 0.221 

GS. TS 

GSD.SBF 

0223 0.518 0.214 

Secondary 0.223 1.73 0.73 

Primary 0.221 1.72 0.73 

Transmission 

GS(}'Optional 

0.219 1.70 .72 

Secondary 0.223 0.411 0.174 

Primary 0.221 0.407 0172 

TransmiSSIOn 

IS 

0.219 0.403 0171 

Primary 0220 1.41 061 

Transmission 0.218 1.39 0.61 

LS 1 0.222 0.158 0.084 
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TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 

Docket No. 080317-EI 


Monthly 1,000 Kilowatt-Hour Residential Electric Bill 


Approved 
Current effective 

Ma,l7,2009* 

Customer Charge $8.50 $10.50 

Energy Charge $43.42 $42.87 

Fuel and Purchased Power $64.16 $47.99 

Energy Conservation Cost Recovery $1.06 $2.21 

Environmental Cost Recovery $2.29 $2.23 

Capacity Cost Recovery $5.80 $5.41 

Gross Receipts Taxes $3.21 $2.85 

Increasel 
Decrease 

$2.00 

($0.55) 

($16.17) 

$1.15 

($0.06) 

($0.39) 

($0.36) 

Total Monthly Bill $128.44 $114.06 ($14.38) 

Tampa Electric Company 
Total Residential Bill Comparisons by kWh Usage 

Usage 
Approved Difference 

Current effective From Current 
Ma~ 7, 2009" $ % 

1,000 kWh 

1.250 kWh 

1,500 kWh 

2.000 kWh 

2,500 kWh 

3,000 kWh 

$128.44 $114.06 -$14.38 -11.2% 

$160.93 $145.02 -$15.91 -9.9% 

$193.44 $175.97 -$17.47 -9.0% 

$258.42 $237.87 -$20.55 -8.0% 

$323.42 $299.77 -$23.65­ -7.3% 

$388.40 $361.67 -$26.73 -6.9% 

-.--~-

Schedule 10 
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FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 
KICKBACK EMAIL ADDRESSES FOR EMAIL ID 836400 I 

PARTY 
NAME 

COMPANY 
CODE 

EMAIL 
ADDRESS 

ADDRESS 
IN 

MASTER 
COMMISSION 
DIRECTORY 

Florida Industrial Power Users Group (Keefe09) vkaufman@asglegal.com No ! 
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1 eLK Otllc/al Flllng****8/24/2009 2:24 PM ***** 

Matilda Sanders '1'2C=~ oj - 05'7JA-Eo F '"t ~ , 080~1:J 
From: Theresa Walsh 
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2009 1 :20 PM 
To: eLK· Orders 1Notices; Keino Young; April Vicary 
Subject: Order 1Notice Submitted 

Date and Time: 8/24/2009 1:17:00 PM 
Docket Number: 080317 

Please issue the Amendatory Order now in GCOrders. Thanks! 

{'CL~ ?, 
I"­

'\\\~\~~ ~ 


~\'\\~\\~~ 2) 
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FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

PARTICIPATING EMAIL ADDRESSES FOR DOCKET 080317 

PARTY 
NAME 

COMPANY 
CODE 

EMAIL 
ADDRESS 

ADDRESS 
IN 

MASTER 
COMMISSION 
DIRECTORY 

AARP (Twomey) miketwomey@talstar.com No 
City of Tampa (08a) salvatore. territo@tampagov.net No 
Credit Suisse yang. y.song@credit-suisse.com No 
Florida Industrial Power Users Group (Keefe09) vkaufman@asglegal.com No 
Hillsborough County Public Schools MaryElIen.Elia@sdhc.k12.f1.us No 
McWhirter Law Firm jmcwhirter@mac-Iaw.com No 
Office ofAttorney General (08) cecilia. bradley(ciJmvf1oridalegal.com No 

• Tampa Electric Company El806 Regdept@tecoenergy.com No 

Printed on 8/24/2009 at 2:59:14 PM 
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Commission Clerk 

From: Commission Clerk 

Sent: Monday, August 24,20093:00 PM 

Subject: Order or Notice issued by the Public Service Commission (Email 10 = 836400) 

Attachments: 08794-09.pdf 

The attached order or notice has been issued by the Public Service Commission. 

If you have any problems opening this attachment, please contact the Office of Commission Clerk by reply email 

or at 850-413-6770. 


When replying, please do not alter the subject line; as it is used to process your reply. 


Thank you. 


8/2412009 




FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

KICKBACK EMAIL ADDRESSES FOR EMAIL ID 963303 

PARTY 
NAME 

COMPANY 
CODE 

EMAIL 
ADDRESS 

ADDRESS 
IN 

MASTER 
COMMISSION 
DIRECTORY 

Florida Industrial Power Users Group (Keefe09) vkaufman@asglegal.com No 

• 

t~"e cl 5 {;2.A [01 

rFPSC,CLIC· -'"CClRRESPONDENCE" 
ItitlA' . '. . I"J P . Or iF Q;i11mstrafivc L .l!ties ~onsumel I 

DOCUMENT NO._() 51)j~~:P_gL_ I~ 
D!STR.f:mnON: 

L... ",~____~.JL.:::;::: .....~ "d 

Printed on 8121/2009 at 1:51 :06 PM 
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Matilda Sanders P£c~ Q7J --b57/-fpE.... tu 6663L1 
From: Theresa Walsh 
Sent: Friday, August 21,200912:34 PM 
To: elK - Orders 1Notices; Keino Young 
Subject: Order 1Notice Submitted 

Date and Time: 
Docket Number: 

8/21/200912:32:00 PM 
080317 ;1>tr ~1~ 

Please issue the following order today: 080317.0RDER.denying.Reconsideration 

~~~~ 
~\W~ 
~~W~ 
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FLORI

PARTICIPATI

PARTY 
NAME 

AARP (Twomey) 
City of Tampa (OSa) 
Credit Suisse 
Florida Industrial Power Users Group (Keefe09) 
Hillsborough County Public Schools 

DA PUBLIC SE

COMPANY 
CODE 

CASE MANAGEMENT 
NG EMAIL ADD

RVICE COMMISSION 

EMAIL 
ADDRESS 

miketwomey@talstar.com 
salvatore.territo@tamoagov.net 
Yang.v.song@credit-suisse.com 
vkaufinan@asglegal.com 
MarvEllen.Elia@sdhc.kI2.f1.us 

SYSTEM 
RESSES FOR DOCKET 080317 

ADDRESS 
IN 

MASTER 
COMMISSION 
DIRECTORY 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

McWhirter Law Firm 
Office of Attorney General (OS) 
TalTlpa Electric Company EI806 

jrncwhirter@rnac-Iaw.com 
ceci lia. bradley@mvtloridalegal.com 
Regdept@tecoenergv.com 

No 
No 
No 

Printed on 812112009 at 1 :38:51 PM 
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Commission Clerk 

From: Commission Clerk 

Sent: Friday, August 21,2009 1 :40 PM 

Subject: Order or Notice issued by the Public Service Commission (Email 10 =963303) 

Attachments: 08746-09.pdf 

The attached order or notice has been issued by the Public Service Commission. 


If you have any problems opening this attachment, please contact the Office of Commission Clerk by reply email 

or at 850-413-6770. 


When replying, please do not alter the subject line; as it is used to process your reply. 


Thank you. 


8/2112009 
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Commission Clerk 

From: Commission Clerk 

Sent: Monday, July 06,20093:46 PM 

Subject: Order or Notice issued by the Public Service Commission (EmaillD = 506919) 

Attachments: revagenda.pdf 

The attached order or notice has been issued by the Public Service Commission. 

If you have any problems opening this attachment, please contact the Office of Commission Clerk by reply email 

or at 850-413-6770. 


When replying, please do not alter the subject line; as it is used to process your reply. 


Thank you. 


EPSC, CLK - CORRESPONDENCE 
~Administrative 0 Parties 0 Consumer 

OOCUMENTNO. osc:fl3·ct) 
DISTRIBUTION: 

7/6/2009 




FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 


REVISED 


COMMISSION CONFERENCE AGENDA 

CONFERENCE DATE AND TIME: Tuesday, July 14,2009,9:30 a.m. 


LOCATION: Betty Easley Conference Center, Joseph P. Cresse Hearing Room 148 


DATE ISSUED: July 6, 2009 


NOTICE 

Persons affected by Commission action on certain items on this agenda may be allowed to 
address the Commission, either informally or by oral argument, when those items are taken up 
for discussion at this conference. These items are designated by double asterisks (* *) next to the 
agenda item number. 

To participate informally, affected persons need only appear at the agenda conference and 
request the opportunity to address the Commission on an item listed on agenda. Informal 
participation is not permitted: (1) on dispositive motions and motions for reconsideration; (2) 
when a recommended order is taken up by the Commission; (3) in a rulemaking proceeding after 
the record has been closed; or (4) when the Commission considers a post-hearing 
recommendation on the merits of a case after the close of the record. The Commission allows 
informal participation at its discretion in certain types of cases (such as declaratory statements 
and interim rate orders) in which an order is issued based on a given set of facts without hearing. 

See Rule 25-22.0021, F.A.C., concerning Agenda Conference participation and Rule 25-22.0022, 
F.A.C., concerning oral argument. 

To obtain a copy of staffs recommendation for any item on this agenda, contact the Office of 
Commission Clerk at (850) 413-6770. There may be a charge for the copy. The agenda and 
recommendations are also accessible on the PSC Website, at http://www.iloridapsc.com. at no 
charge. 

Any person requiring some accommodation at this conference because of a physical impairment 
should call the Office of Commission Clerk at (850) 413-6770 at least 48 hours before the 
conference. Any person who is hearing or speech impaired should contact the Commission by 
using the Florida Relay Service, which can be reached at 1-800-955-8771 (TDD). Assistive 
Listening Devices are available in the Office of Commission Clerk, Betty Easley Conference 
Center, Room 110. 

Video and audio versions of the conference are available and can be accessed live on the PSC 
Website on the day of the Conference. The audio version is available through archive storage for 
up to three months after the conference. 

http:http://www.iloridapsc.com


Commission Conference 
Agenda for 

July 14, 2009 

ITEM NO. 

17** 

Revised 7/6/09 

CASE 


Docket No. 080317-EI - Petition for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company. 

Critical Date(s): August 11, 2009 (12 month deadline for final agency action pursuant 
to Section 366.06(3), F.S.) 

Commissioners Assigned: All Commissioners 
Prehearing Officer: Skop 

Staff: 	 ECR: Slemkewicz, Draper, Maurey 
GCL: Young, Brown, Brubaker, Hartman 

Oral Argument Requested on Intervenor's Motion - Participation dependent upon 
Commissioners vote on Issue 1 
Issue 1: Should the Commission grant the Intervenors' Request for Oral Argument and 
TECO's Conditional Request for Oral Argument? 
Recommendation: Yes, the Commission should grant oral argument on the Intervenors' 
Motion for Reconsideration, with fifteen minutes allotted to each side. 
Issue 2: Should the Commission grant the Intervenors' Motion for Reconsideration? 
Recommendation: No. The Intervenors' motion for reconsideration should be denied, 
however, staff recommends that the Commission correct a scrivener's error and clarify 
that parties will have a point of entry to contest the continuing need for the CTs and 
revision of the revenue requirement for the CTs and Rail Facility. Except for the 
scrivener's error, the Intervenors have not identified a point of fact or law that was 
overlooked or which the Commission failed to consider when it made its decision in the 
first instance. 
Issue 3: Should the Commission grant TECO's Motion for Reconsideration requesting 
recalculation ofTECO's weighted average cost of capital? 
Recommendation: Yes. The appropriate weighted average cost of capital for TECO 
should be revised from 8.11 percent to 8.29 percent. 
Issue 4: Should the annual base rate revenue increase and the step increase granted in 
Order No. PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI be revised to reflect the revised weighted average cost 
of capital? 
Recommendation: Yes. Staff recommends that the approved annual base rate revenue 
increase should be increased from $104,268,536 to $113,604,121, a $9,335,585 increase, 
to reflect the revised weighted average cost of capital. In addition, the approved 2010 
step increase should be increased from $33,561,370 to $34,077,079, a $515,709 increase. 
Issue 5: How should the revised annual base revenue increase be distributed among the 
rate classes? 
Recommendation: If the Commission approves a revised annual base revenue increase 
in Issue 4, the increase should be allocated to each rate class consistent with the cost of 
service methodology approved in the Final Order to retain the relative class relationships. 

- 18 ­



Agenda for Revised 7/6/09 
Commission Conference 
July 14,2009 

ITEM NO. CASE 

17** Docket No. 080317-EI - Petition for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company. 

(Continued from previous page) 

Issue 6: What is the appropriate effective date for TECO's revised rates and charges? 
Recommendation: If the Commission approves the revised annual base rate revenues 
recommended increase in Issue 4, the revised rates and charges should become effective 
for meter readings on or after 30 days following the date of the Commission vote. TECO 
should file revised tariffs to reflect the revised annual base rate increase approved in Issue 
4 for administrative approval. Pursuant to Rule 25-22.0406(8), F.A.C., customers should 
be notified of the revised rates in their first bill containing the new rates. A copy of the 
notice should be submitted to staff for approval prior to its use. 
Issue 7: Should this docket be closed? 
Recommendation: Yes. This docket should be closed upon the expiration of the time 
for appeal. 

- 19­



FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 


P ARTICIP ATING EMAIL ADDRESSES FOR DOCKET 080317 


ADDRESS 

PARTY 
NAME 

COMPANY 
CODE 

EMAIL 
ADDRESS 

IN 
MASTER 

COMMISSION 
DIRECTORY 

AARP (Twomey) miketwomey@talstar.com No 
Florida Industrial Power Users Group (Keefe09) vkaufinan@asglegal.com No 
McWhirter Law Firm jrncwhirter@rnac-law.com No 
Office of Attorney General (08) ceciliahradley@myfloridalegal.com No 
Tampa Electric Company EI806 Regdept@tecoenergy.com No 

Printed on 7/612009 at 3:44:01 PM 
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Commission Clerk 

From: Commission Clerk 

Sent: Thursday, July 02, 2009 2:08 PM 

Subject: Order or Notice issued by the Public Service Commission (Email 10 =757855) 

Attachments: JUL 14-09.AGN-080317.00C 

The attached order or notice has been issued by the Public Service Commission. 

If you have any problems opening this attachment, please contact the Office of Commission Clerk by reply email 

or at 850-413-6770. 


When replying, please do not alter the subject line; as it is used to process your reply. 


Thank you. 


!lSC. CLK - CORRESPONDENCE 
~Administrative 0 Parties 0 Conswner 

DOCUMENT NO. Cl309.o· of> 
DISTRIBUTION: 

71212009 




FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 


COMMISSION CONFERENCE AGENDA 

CONFERENCE DATE AND TIME: Tuesday, July 14, 2009, 9:30 a.m. 


LOCATION: Betty Easley Conference Center, Joseph P. Cresse Hearing Room 148 


DATE ISSUED: July 2,2009 


NOTICE 

Persons affected by Commission action on certain items on this agenda may be allowed to 
address the Commission, either informally or by oral argument, when those items are taken up 
for discussion at this conference. These items are designated by double asterisks (**) next to the 
agenda item number. 

To participate informally, affected persons need only appear at the agenda conference and 
request the opportunity to address the Commission on an item listed on agenda. Informal 
participation is not permitted: (1) on dispositive motions and motions for reconsideration; (2) 
when a recommended order is taken up by the Commission; (3) in a rulemaking proceeding after 
the record has been closed; or (4) when the Commission considers a post-hearing 
recommendation on the merits of a case after the close of the record. The Commission allows 
informal participation at its discretion in certain types of cases (such as declaratory statements 
and interim rate orders) in which an order is issued based on a given set of facts without hearing. 

See Rule 25-22.0021, F.A.C., concerning Agenda Conference participation and Rule 25-22.0022, 
F.A.C., concerning oral argument. 

To obtain a copy of staff's recommendation for any item on this agenda, contact the Office of 
Commission Clerk at (850) 413-6770. There may be a charge for the copy. The agenda and 
recommendations are also accessible on the PSC Website, at http://www.f1oridapsc.com. at no 
charge. 

Any person requiring some accommodation at this conference because of a physical impairment 
should call the Office of Commission Clerk at (850) 413-6770 at least 48 hours before the 
conference. Any person who is hearing or speech impaired should contact the Commission by 
using the Florida Relay Service, which can be reached at 1-800-955-8771 (TDD). Assistive 
Listening Devices are available in the Office of Commission Clerk, Betty Easley Conference 
Center, Room 110. 

Video and audio versions of the conference are available and can be accessed live on the PSC 
Website on the day of the Conference. The audio version is available through archive storage for 
up to three months after the conference. 

http:http://www.f1oridapsc.com


Agenda for 
Commission Conference 
July 14, 2009 

ITEM NO. 	 CASE 

16** 	 Docket No. 090323-TP - Proposed repeal of telecommunications rate-of-return Rules 
25-4.017,25-4.0171, 25-4.0174, 25-4.0175, 25-4.0178, 25-4.0405, 25-4.135, 25-4.140, 
25-4.141,25-4.214, and 25-4.215, F.A.C. 

Critical Date(s): None 

Commissioners Assigned: All Commissioners 
Prehearing Officer: Skop 

Staff: 	ECR: Hewitt 

RCP: Mailhot 

GCL: Miller 


Issue 1: Should the Commission propose the repeal of Rules 25-4.017, 25-4.0171, 25­
4.0174, 25-4.0175, 25-4.0178, 25-4.0405, 25-4.135, 25-4.140, 25-4.141, 25-4.214, and 
25-4.215? 
Recommendation: Yes. The Commission should propose the repeal of the rules, as set 
forth in Attachment A of staff's memorandum dated July 1, 2009. 
Issue 2: Should this docket be closed? 
Recommendation: If no comments or requests for hearing are filed, the rule repeals as 
proposed by the Commission may be filed with the Department of State and the docket 
may then be closed. 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMISSIONERS: OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 
MATTHEW M. CARTER II, CHAIRMAN ANN COLE 
LISA POLAK EDGAR COMMISSION CLERK 
KATRINA J. MCMURRIAN (850) 413-6770 
NANCY ARGENZIANO 

NATHAN A. SKOP 

l}Iuhltr~.erfrir.e illnmmtzztnn 
May 8, 2009 FPSC, CLK - CORRESPONDENCE 

~ AdmiDistrative Parties_Consumer 

D()CUMENT No.OSd13..Q8 
James D. Beasley, Esquire DISTRIBUTJON' ~C/?; @!_lL
Ausley Law Finn 
Post Office Box 391 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 

Re: Return ofConfidential Document to the Source, Docket No. 080317-EI 

Dear Mr. Beasley: 

Commission staff has advised that confidential Document No. 00441-09, filed on behalf of 
Tampa Electric Company, can be returned to the source. The document is enclosed. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions concerning return of this 
material. 

Sincerely, 

Ann Cole 
Commission Clerk 

AC:kmp 
Enclosure 

cc: 	 John Slemkewicz, Division ofEconomic Regulation 
Keino Young, Office ofGeneral Counsel 
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May 7, 2009 

James D. Beasley, Esquire 
Ausley & McMullen 
Post Office Box 391 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 

Re: Return ofConfidential Documents to the Source, Docket No. 080317-EI 

Dear Mr. Beasley: 

Commission staffhas advised that confidential Document Nos. 07080-08, 09990-08, 
09996-08, 10440-08, 10923-08, 11422-08, 11425-08, 11562-08, 11564-08, 11651-08, 11945-08, 
00232-09, and 00439-09, filed on behalf of Tampa Electric Company, can be returned to the source. 
The documents are enclosed. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions concerning return of this 
materiaL 

Sincerely, 

Ann Cole 
Commission Clerk 

AC:mhmc 
Enclosure 

cc: 	 John Slernkewicz, Division ofEconomic Regulation 
Keino Young, Office ofthe General Counsel 
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Date and Time: 4/3012009 9:57:00 AM 
Docket Number: 080317 , //) 
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Please issue the Final Order in Docket No. 080317-EI today. 
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AARP (Twomey) miketwomey@talstar.com No 
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Commission Clerk 

From: Commission Clerk 

Sent: Thursday. April 30, 2009 11 :53 AM 

Subject: Order or Notice issued by the Public Service Commission (EmaillD = 460135) 

Attachments: 04028-09.pdf 

The attached order or notice has been issued by the Public Service Commission. 


If you have any problems opening this attachment, please contact the Office of Commission Clerk by reply email 

or at 850-413-6770. 


When replying. please do not alter the subject line; as it is used to process your reply. 


Thank you. 


4/3012009 




FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 


COMMISSION CONFERENCE AGENDA 

CONFERENCE DATE AND TIME: Tuesday, April 7, 2009, 9:30 a.m. 


LOCATION: Betty Easley Conference Center, Joseph P. Cresse Hearing Room 148 


DATE ISSUED: March 27, 2009 


NOTICE 

Persons affected by Commission action on certain items on this agenda may be allowed to 
address the Commission, either informally or by oral argument, when those items are taken up 
for discussion at this conference. These items are designated by double asterisks (* *) next to the 
agenda item number. 

To participate informally, affected persons need only appear at the agenda conference and 
request the opportunity to address the Commission on an item listed on agenda. Informal 
participation is not permitted: (1) on dispositive motions and motions for reconsideration; (2) 
when a recommended order is taken up by the Commission; (3) in a rulemaking proceeding after 
the record has been closed; or (4) when the Commission considers a post-hearing 
recommendation on the merits of a case after the close of the record. The Commission allows 
informal participation at its discretion in certain types of cases (such as declaratory statements 
and interim rate orders) in which an order is issued based on a given set of facts without hearing. 

See Rule 25-22.0021, F.A.C., concerning Agenda Conference participation and Rule 25-22.0022, 
F.A.C., concerning oral argument. 

To obtain a copy ~QLstaffs recommendation Jo:r any item on this agenda, contact the Office of 
Commission Clerk at (850) 413-6770. There may be a charge for the copy. The agenda and 
recommendations are also accessible on the PSC Website, at http://www.floridapsc.com. at no 
charge. 

Any person requiring some accommodation at this conference becauseof a physical impairment 
should call the Office of Commission Clerk at (850) 413-6770 at least 48 hours before the 
conference. Any person who is hearing or speech impaired should contact the Commission by 
using the Florida Relay Service, which can be reached at 1-800-955-8771 (TDD). Assistive 
Listening Devices are available in the Office of Commission Clerk, Betty Easley Conference 
Center, Room 110. 

Video and audio versions of the conference are available and can be accessed live on the PSC 
Website on the day of the Conference. The audio version is available through archive storage for 
up to three months after the conference. 

' SC, eLK ,. CORRESPOl\l1)ENCE 

~.dmillist...am~ Parties Consumer 
~OCl1r.fu~T NO. _0512'['3 ..oB 

DiSTRIBlJ110N: .__________ ._____ _ 
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Commission Conference 
Agenda for 

April 7, 2009 

ITEM NO. 

• 

CASE 


Docket No. 080317-EI - Petition for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company. 

Critical Date(s): 4/13/09 (8-Month Effective Date) 

Commissioners Assigned: All Commissioners 
Prehearing Officer: Skop 

Staff: 	ECR: Draper, Kummer 
GCL: Young, Brown 

(Post-Hearing Decision - Participation is Limited to Commissioners and Staff) 
Issue 101: What are the appropriate demand charges? 
Recommendation: The appropriate demand charges are shown in Schedule 3 of staffs 
memorandum dated March 26, 2009. Staff requests that the Commission grant staff the 
authority to administratively approve the tariffs filed to implement the rates, charges, and 
credits presented in Schedule 3 of staffs memorandum dated March 26, 2009. 
Issue 102: What are the appropriate Standby Service charges? 
Recommendation: The appropriate Standby Service charges are shown in Schedule 3 of 
staffs memorandum dated March 26, 2009. 
Issue 107: What are the appropriate energy charges? 
Recommendation: The appropriate energy charges are shown in Schedule 3 of staffs 
memorandum dated March 26, 2009. 
Issue 108: What changes in allocation and rate design should be made to Taco's rates 
established in Docket Nos. 08000l-EI, 080002-EG, and 080007-EI, to recognize the 
decisions in various cost of service rate design issues in this docket? (Stipulated) 
Recommendation: The methodology for adjusting the affected cost recovery clause 
factors was stipulated in Issue 108. Pursuant to the stipulation, the revised factors are 
shown in Schedule 4 of staffs memorandum dated March 26, 2009, and should be 
approved. The revised factors should become effective May 7, 2009. 
New Issue 114A: How should the step increase in revenue requirements effective 
January 1,2010, be collected from the customers? 
Recommendation: The total step increase in revenue requirements should be allocated 
to all customer classes based on the cost of service study approved in this docket. The 
energy charge, or energy and demand for demand metered classes, and non-clause 
recoverable credits should be increased by the percentage increase in each class's revenue 
requirements. Staff further requests that the Commission grant staff the authority to 
approve the step increase rates administratively, once the dollar amount of the increase 
has been verified and staff has confirmed the new plant and facilities are in service by 
December 31,2009. 
Issue 114: Should this docket be closed? 
Recommendation: The docket should be closed upon the expiration of the time for 
filing an appeal. 
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Commission Clerk 

From: Commission Clerk 

Sent: Friday, March 27, 2009 4:59 PM 

Subject: Order or Notice issued by the Public Service Commission (Email ID = 766960) 

Attachments: APR-07-09- 080317.AGN.DOC 

The attached order or notice has been issued by the Public Service Commission. 


If you have any problems opening this attachment, please contact the Office of Commission Clerk by reply email 

or at 850-413-6770. 


When replying, please do not alter the subject line; as it is used to process your reply. 


Thank you. 


3/27/2009 
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Commission Clerk <at03/7 

From: Commission Clerk 

Sent: Friday, March 06, 200912:57 PM 

Subject: Order or Notice issued by the Public Service Commission (Email 10 =032280) 

Attachments: Mar17 -09-080317 .AGN .DOC 

The attached order or notice has been issued by the Public Service Commission. 


If you have any problems opening this attachment, please contact the Office of Commission Clerk by reply email 

or at 850-413-6770. 


When replying, please do not alter the subject line; as it is used to process your reply. 


Thank you. 


3/6/2009 
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FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 


COMMISSION CONFERENCE AGENDA 

CONFERENCE DATE AND TIME: Tuesday, March 17,2009,9:30 a.m. 


LOCATION: Betty Easley Conference Center, Joseph P. Cresse Hearing Room 148 


DATE ISSUED: March 6,2009 


NOTICE 

Persons affected by Commission action on certain items on this agenda may be allowed to 
address the Commission, either informally or by oral argument, when those items are taken up 
for discussion at this conference. These items are designated by double asterisks (**) next to the 
agenda item number. 

To participate informally, affected persons need only appear at the agenda conference and 
request the opportunity to address the Commission on an item listed on agenda. Informal 
participation is not permitted: (1) on dispositive motions and motions for reconsideration; (2) 
when a recommended order is taken up by the Commission; (3) in a rulemaking proceeding after 
the record has been closed; or (4) when the Commission considers a post-hearing 
recommendation on the merits of a case after the close of the record. The Commission allows 
informal participation at its discretion in certain types of cases (such as declaratory statements 
and interim rate orders) in which an order is issued based on a given set of facts without hearing. 

See Rule 25-22.0021, F .A.c., concerning Agenda Conference participation and Rule 25-22.0022, 
F.A.C., concerning oral argument. 

To obtain a copy of staffs recommendation for any item on this agenda, contact the Office of 
Commission Clerk at (850) 413-6770. There may be a charge for the copy. The agenda and 
recommendations are also accessible on the PSC Website, at http://www.floridapsc.com. at no 
charge. 

Any person requiring some accommodation at this conference because of a physical impairment 
should call the Office of Commission Clerk at (850) 413-6770 at least 48 hours before the 
conference. Any person who is hearing or speech impaired should contact the Commission by 
using the Florida Relay Service, which can be reached at 1-800-955-8771 (TDD). Assistive 
Listening Devices are available in the Office of Commission Clerk, Betty Easley Conference 
Center, Room 11 O. 

Video and audio versions of the conference are available and can be accessed live on the PSC 
Website on the day of the Conference. The audio version is available through archive storage for 
up to three months after the conference. 

http:http://www.floridapsc.com
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Commission Conference 
Agenda for 

March 17, 2009 

ITEM NO. CASE 


Docket No. 080317-EI - Petition for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company. 

Critical Date(s): None 

Commissioners Assigned: All Commissioners 
Prehearing Officer: Skop 

Staff: ECR: 	 Slemkewicz, Bulecza-Banks, Draper, Hewitt, Higgins, Kummer, Kyle, 
Lee, Lester, Livingston, Marsh, Matlock, Maurey, Ollila, Prestwood, 
Springer 

GCL: Young, Brown, Brubaker, Hartman 

SGA: Graves, Sickel 


(Post-Hearing Decision - Participation is Limited to Commissioners and Staff) 
Issue 1: Is TECO's projected test period of the 12 months ending December 31, 2009 
appropriate? (StipUlated) 
Approved Stipulation: Yes, TECO's projected test period of the 12 months ending 
December 31, 2009 is the appropriate test year to be utilized in this docket with 
appropriate adjustments. 
Issue 2: Are TECO's forecasts of Customer, KWH, and KW by Rate Class for the 2009 
projected test year appropriate? 
Recommendation: Yes. TECO's customer and load forecast assumptions, regression 
models, and projected system peak demands are appropriate for the 2009 projected test 
year. 
Issue 3: Is the quality of electric service provided by TECO adequate? 
Recommendation: Yes, TECO's quality of service is adequate. 
Issue 4: Has TECO removed all non-utility activities from rate base? 
Recommendation: No. The adjustment is discussed in Issue 19. Except as discussed in 
Issue 19, no adjustments to rate base for non-utility activities are needed. 
Issue 5: Is the pro forma adjustment related to the annualization of five simple cycle 
combustion turbine units to be placed in service in 2009 appropriate? 
Recommendation: No. Staff recommends the elimination of the pro forma adjustments 
to annualize the May CTs (2 units) and September CTs (3 units). This decreases 
jurisdictional Utility Plant in Service and Accumulated Depreciation Reserve by 
$37,246,000 ($38,672,000 system) and $1,121,000 ($1,163,000 system), respectively for 
the May CTs. The elimination of the pro forma adjustment to annualize the September 
CTs (3 units) decreases jurisdictional Utility Plant in Service and Accumulated 
Depreciation Reserve by $97,193,000 ($100,915,000 system) and $2,630,000 
($2,730,000 system), respectively. The total of both adjustments decrease jurisdictional 
Utility Plant in Service and Accumulated Depreciation Reserve by $134,439,000 
($139,587,000 system) and $3,750,000 ($3,894,000 system), respectively. The impacts 
to Net Operating Income of staff's proposed adjustments are discussed in Issue 71. 
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Commission Conference 
Agenda for 

March 17, 2009 

ITEM NO. 

Docket No. 080317-EI Petition for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company. 

(Continued from previous page) 

Issue 6: Should an adjustment be made for the credit from CSX for the Big Bend Rail 
Project? 
Recommendation: No. The refunds or credits to be received from CSX during the first 
five years of service of the rail facilities should be recorded in the fuel accounts and 
subsequently flowed through to customers in the fuel and purchase power cost recovery 
clause. Furthermore, no part of the refunds or credits should be recorded as a reduction 
to the capital project and the related asset accounts to correct for an under projection of 
costs for the rail project. The Company should record the Big Bend Rail Facilities 
construction project without any consideration given to the refunds or credits to be 
received from CSX. No other adjustments for the freight discounts or credits are 
necessary in this case. 
Issue 7: Is the pro forma adjustment related to the annualization of the Big Bend Rail 
Project to be placed into service in December 2009 appropriate? 
Recommendation: No. The Company's pro forma adjustments to annualize the Big 
Bend Rail Project as if it was in service on January 1, 2009, violates the principle of 
matching revenue, expenses, and rate base for a projected test year. The use ofpro forma 
adjustments to annualize selected changes that occur several months after the beginning 
of the test year as if they occur on the first day of the test year ignores all of the other 
components that change during the test year such as employees, customers, usage, 
maintenance, financing, etc. The Company's pro forma adjustments to annualize the Big 
Bend Rail Project should be eliminated from the test year. If the cost of the rail facilities 
is included in the new rates, customers would be paying for the facilities months before 
the assets are in service. 

The jurisdictional adjustments to Utility Plant in Service and Accumulated 
Depreciation are decreases of $45,206,000 ($46,937,000 system) and $452,000 
($469,000 system) respectively for the test year. The impacts to Net Operating Income of 
staff's proposed adjustments are discussed in Issue 72. 
Issue 8: Should any adjustments be made to TECO's projected level ofplant in service? 
Recommendation: Yes. TECO's projected level of plant in service should be reduced 
by $35,671,000 to reflect over-projections in the amounts. Corresponding reductions 
should be made to accumulated depreciation and depreciation expense in the amount of 
$1,248,485. 
Issue 9: Should TECO's requested increase in plant in service for the customer 
information system be approved? 
Recommendation: Yes. The adjustment for CIS modification associated with rate case 
modifications is appropriate. 

- 3 ­
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Commission Conference 
Agenda for 

March 1 7, 2009 

ITEM NO. 

Docket No. 080317-EI - Petition for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company. 

(Continued from previous page) 

Issue 10: Is TECO's requested level ofPlant in Service in the amount of $5,483,474,000 
for the 2009 projected test year appropriate? 
Recommendation: No. The appropriate level of Plant in Service for the 2009 projected 
test year is $5,268,158,000. 
Issue 11: Is TECO's requested level of accumulated depreciation in the amount of 
$1,934,489,000 for the 2009 projected test year appropriate? 
Recommendation: No. The appropriate Accumulated Depreciation of Electric Plant in 
Service for the December 2009 projected test year is $1,929,038,515. 
Issue 12: Have all costs recovered through the Environmental Cost Recovery Clause 
been removed from rate base for the 2009 projected test year? 
Recommendation: Yes. No adjustment to Construction Work in Progress (CWIP) is 
needed to remove costs recovered through the ECRC. 
Issue 13: Is TECO's requested level of Construction Work in Progress in the amount of 
$101,071,000 for the 2009 projected test year appropriate? 
Recommendation: Yes. TECO's requested level of Construction Work in Progress 
(CWIP) in the amount of $101,071,000 for the 2009 projected test year is appropriate. 
Issue 14: Is TECO's requested level of Property Held for Future Use in the amount of 
$37,330,000 for the 2009 projected test year appropriate? 
Recommendation: Yes. TECO's requested level of Property Held for Future Use 
(PHFU) in the amount of $37,330,000 for the 2009 projected test year is appropriate. 
Issue 15: Should an adjustment be made to TECO's requested deferred dredging cost? 
Recommendation: Yes. As discussed in Issue 56, working capital should be reduced by 
$1,346,649 (jurisdictional). 
Issue 16: Should an adjustment be made to TECO's requested storm damage reserve, 
annual accrual and target level? 
Recommendation: Yes. TECO's requested increases in storm damage reserve, annual 
accrual, and the storm damage target reserve level should be rejected. The accrual for 
Storm Damage Reserve should remain at its current annual level of $4 million with a $55 
million target amount. Removing TECO's requested increase to the storm damage 
accrual results in a decrease in the Company's jurisdictional O&M expense of 
$16,000,000 ($16,000,000 system) and a decrease in the jurisdictional working capital of 
$8,000,000 ($8,000,000 system) for the test year. At this point, it would be premature to 
require that the storm damage accrual stop when the target level is achieved. Staff 
believes this issue should be readdressed if and when the target level is actually achieved. 
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Commission Conference 
Agenda for 

March 17, 2009 

ITEM NO. CASE 


Docket No. 080317-EI - Petition for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company. 

(Continued from previous page) 

Issue 17: Should an adjustment be made to prepaid pension expense III TECO's 

calculation ofworking capital? 

Recommendation: No. Staff believes that TECO has submitted sufficient evidence to 

demonstrate that its prepaid pension expense included in working capital is reasonable. 

Staff recommends that no a<ljustment to the Company's working capital concerning 

prepaid pension expense is warranted. 

Issue 18: Should an adjustment be made to working capital related to Account 143 ­
Other Accounts Receivable? 

Recommendation: Yes. Working Capital should be reduced in the amount of 

$10,959,000 (jurisdictional) to remove Account 143, Other Accounts Receivable. 

Issue 19: Should an adjustment be made to working capital related to Account 146 ­
Accounts Receivable from Associated Companies? 

Recommendation: Yes. Account 146 should be reduced by $390,000 (jurisdictional) 

for nonutility receivables included in the account. 

Issue 20: Should an adjustment be made to rate base for unfunded Other Post-retirement 

Employee Benefit (OPEB) liability? 

Recommendation: No. TECO has properly forecasted its unfunded Other Post­

retirement Employee Benefit liability and included the balance in rate base. 

Issue 21: Should an adjustment be made to TECO's coal inventories? 

Recommendation: No. TECO's requested coal inventory amounts for the 2009 

projected test year are appropriate. 

Issue 22: Should an adjustment be made to TECO's residual oil inventories? 

Recommendation: No. TECO's requested residual oil inventory amounts for the 2009 

projected test year are appropriate. 

Issue 23: Should an adjustment be made to TECO's distillate oil inventories? 

Recommendation: No. TECO's requested distillate oil inventory amounts for the 2009 

projected test year are appropriate. 

Issue 24: Should an adjustment be made to TECO's natural gas and propane inventories? 

Recommendation: No. TECO's requested natural gas and propane inventory amounts 

for the 2009 projected test year are appropriate. 

Issue 25: Has TEeO properly reflected the net overrecoveries or net underrecoveries of 

fuel and conservation expenses in its calculation ofworking capital? (Stipulated) 

Approved Stipulation: Yes, TECO has properly reflected net over- and under­

recoveries of fuel and conservation expenses in its calculation ofworking capital. 

Issue 26: Should unamortized rate case expense be included in Working Capital? 

Recommendation: No. Unamortized rate case expense in the amount of $2,628,000 

should be removed from working capital. 
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Commission Conference 
Agenda for 

March 17,2009 

ITEM NO. CASE 


Docket No. 080317-EI Petition for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company. 

(Continued from previous page) 

Issue 27: Is TECO's requested level of Working Capital in the amount of ($30,586,000) 
for the 2009 projected test year appropriate? 
Recommendation: No. The appropriate level of Working Capital for the 2009 projected 
test year is ($130,910,649). 
Issue 28: Is TECO's requested rate base in the amount of $3,656,800,000 for the 2009 
projected test year appropriate? 
Recommendation: No. The appropriate amount of rate base for the 2009 projected test 
year is $3,346,610,836. 
Issue 29: What is the appropriate amount of accumulated deferred taxes to include in the 
capital structure for the 2009 projected test year? 
Recommendation: The appropriate amount of accumulated deferred taxes to include in 
the capital structure for the 2009 projected test year is $357,400,000, as shown on 
Schedule 2 of staffs memorandum dated March 5,2009. 
Issue 30: What is the appropriate amount and cost rate of the unamortized investment 
tax credits to include in the capital structure for the 2009 projected test year? 
Recommendation: The appropriate amount and cost rate of unamortized investment tax 
credits to include in the capital structure are $10,365,000 and 8.92 percent, respectively, 
as shown on Schedule 2 of staffs memorandum dated March 5, 2009. 
Issue 31: What is the appropriate amount and cost rate for short-term debt for the 2009 
projected test year? 
Recommendation: The appropriate amount and cost rate for short-term debt for the 
2009 projected test year are $7,227,005 and 2.75 percent, respectively, as shown on 
Attachment 2 of staffs memorandum dated March 5, 2009. 
Issue 32: Should TECO's requested pro forma adjustment to equity to offset off-balance 
sheet purchased power obligations be approved? 
Recommendation: No. The $77 million in question should be removed from the capital 
structure through a specific adjustment to common equity and the same amount should be 
removed from rate base through an adjustment to working capitaL 
Issue 33: What is the appropriate amount and cost rate for long-term debt for the 2009 
projected test year? 
Recommendation: The appropriate amount and cost rate for long-term debt are 
$1,308,427,206 and 6.80 percent, respectively, as shown on Schedule 2 of staff's 
memorandum dated March 5, 2009. 
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Issue 34: What is the appropriate capital structure for the 2009 projected test year? 
Recommendation: The appropriate capital structure for purposes of setting rates in this 
proceeding is based on the Company's 2009 projected capital structure with certain 
adjustments to more accurately reflect the level of equity investment in the utility on a 
going-forward basis. This capital structure reflects a projected equity ratio of 
approximately 54 percent as a percentage of investor-supplied capital. The appropriate 
capital structure for the 2009 test year is shown on Schedule 2 of staff's memorandum 
dated March 5, 2009. 
Issue 35: Dropped. 
Issue 36: Dropped. 
Issue 37: What is the appropriate return on common equity for the 2009 projected test 
year? 
Recommendation: The appropriate return on common equity for the 2009 projected test 
year is 10.75 percent with a range ofplus or minus 100 basis points. 
Issue 38: What is the appropriate weighted average cost of capital for the 2009 projected 
test year? 
Recommendation: The appropriate weighted average cost of capital for the projected 
test year is 7.87 percent. 
Issue 39: Is TECO's projected level of Total Operating Revenues in the amount of 
$865,359,000 for the 2009 projected test year appropriate? 
Recommendation: Yes, TECO's projected level of Total Operating Revenues in the 
amount of$865,359,000 for the 2009 projected test year is appropriate. 
Issue 40: What are the appropriate inflation factors for use in forecasting the test year 
budget? (Stipulated) 
Approved Stipulation: Having reviewed TECO's inflation escalation factor for its 
forecasts and compared it with Florida's National Economic Estimating Conference 
(10/2008) CPI forecasts, we find that TECO's 2.06% inflation factor is reasonable. 
Issue 41: Is TECO's requested level ofO&M Expense in the amount of $370,934,000 for 
the 2009 projected test year appropriate? 
Recommendation: No. The appropriate amount of O&M Expense for the 2009 
projected test year is $342,957,065. 
Issue 42: Has TECO made the appropriate test year adjustments to remove fuel and 
purchased power revenues and expenses recoverable through the Fuel and Purchased 
Power Cost Recovery Clause? (StipUlated) 
Approved Stipulation: Yes, TECO has made the appropriate test year adjustments to 
remove fuel and purchased power revenues and expenses recoverable through the Fuel 
and Purchased Power Cost Recovery Clause. 
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Issue 43: Has TECO made the appropriate test year adjustments to remove conservation 
revenues and expenses recoverable through the Conservation Cost Recovery Clause? 
(Stipulated) 
Approved Stipulation: Yes, TECO has made the appropriate test year adjustments to 
remove conservation revenues and expenses recoverable through the Conservation Cost 
Recovery Clause. 
Issue 44: Has TECO made the appropriate test year adjustments to remove capacity 
revenues and expenses recoverable through the Capacity Cost Recovery Clause? 
(Stipulated) 
Approved Stipulation: Yes, TECO made the appropriate test year adjustments to 
remove capacity revenues and expenses recoverable through the Capacity Cost Recovery 
Clause. 
Issue 45: Has TECO made the appropriate test year adjustments to remove 
environmental revenues and expenses recoverable through the Environmental Cost 
Recovery Clause? (Stipulated) 
Approved Stipulation: Yes, TECO has made the appropriate test year adjustments to 
remove environmental revenues and expenses recoverable through the Environmental 
Cost Recovery Clause. 
Issue 46: Should an adjustment be made to advertising expenses for the 2009 projected 
test year? 
Recommendation: No. Staff recommends that the Company's forecast for advertising 
expense is reasonable and no adjustment to the test year advertising expenses is 
necessary. 
Issue 47: Has TECO made the appropriate adjustments to remove lobbying expenses 
from the 2009 projected test year? 
Recommendation: Yes. Staff recommends that no adjustment to the 2009 projected test 
year is necessary to remove lobbying expenses. 
Issue 48: Should an adjustment be made to TECO's requested level of Salaries and 
Employee Benefits for the 2009 projected test year? 
Recommendation: Yes. Staff recommends that the officer's compensation for both 
TECO Energy, Inc. (Parent) and TECO be reduced to reflect no increase in 2009 as 
announced by the Company during the hearing held in Tallahassee, January 21, 2009. 
This adjustment decreases jurisdictional O&M expense $206,812 ($213,088 system) for 
all the officers ofboth companies. 

Staff also recommends that 90 positions be removed from the test year. The 
reduction of 90 positions reduces jurisdictional O&M expense by $3,568,109 ($3,676,382 
system) and reduces Benefits expense by $1,420,208 ($1,461,650 system). (EXH 52, 
HWS-l Schedule C-4, C-5) 
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Issue 49: Should an adjustment be made to Other Post Employment Benefits Expense 

for the 2009 projected test year? 

Recommendation: No. The staff recommends that no adjustments be made to the 

Company's revenue requirement concerning Other Post Employment Benefits Expense. 

Issue 50: Should operating expense be reduced to take into account budgeted positions 

that will be vacant? 

Recommendation: No. Staff's recommended adjustment in Issue 48 accounts for this 

issue. No further adjustment is necessary. 

Issue 51: Should operating expense be reduced to take into account TECO's initiatives to 

improve service reliability? 

Recommendation: No. Staff has already recommended adjustments to payroll in Issue 

48 that compensates for this issue. 

Issue 52: Should operating expense be reduced to remove the cost of TECO's incentive 

compensation plan? 

Recommendation: Yes. Staff recommends that jurisdictional operating expenses be 

reduced by $540,000 ($560,000 system) for that portion of incentive compensation pay 

tied directly to TECO Energy's results as recalculated by witness Chronister. 

Issue 53: Should operating expense be reduced to take into account new generating units 

added that are maintained under contractual service agreements? 

Recommendation: No. The impact of new generating equipment will be minimal (if 

any) on headcount. Staff already recommended reductions in the overall increase in 

headcount in Issue 48. No further adjustment is recommended for this issue. 

Issue 54: Should an adjustment be made to TECO's generation maintenance expense? 

Recommendation: Yes. Staff recommends that Generation Maintenance expenses be 

reduced by $2,850,000 ($2,960,000 system). 

Issue 55: Should an adjustment be made to TECO's substation preventive maintenance 

expense? 

Recommendation: No. Staff does not recommend an adjustment to the Company's test 

year preventive maintenance on substation infrastructure. 

Issue 56: Should an adjustment be made to TECO's request for Dredging expense? 

Recommendation: Yes. Although dredging costs are a necessary cost of doing 

business, the full amount requested by TECO is not supported. The Company should be 

allowed a total cost of $3,400,272, resulting in a reduction to expense of $650,056 

(jurisdictional), and a reduction to working capital of $1 ,346,649 (jurisdictional). 

Issue 57: Should an adjustment be made to TECO's Economic Development Expense? 

Recommendation: No. Staff recommends no adjustment be made for this issue. 
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Issue 58: Should an adjustment be made to Pension Expense for the 2009 projected test 
year? 
Recommendation: No. Staff believes that TECO has submitted sufficient evidence to 
demonstrate that its pension expense is reasonable. Staff recommends that no adjustment 
to the Company's revenue requirement concerning pension expense is warranted. 
Issue 59: Should an adjustment be made to the accrual for property damage for the 2009 
projected test year? 
Recommendation: No. Staff recommended a $16,000,000, decrease to this account for 
the storm damage accrual in Issue 16. Staff recommends no further adjustment for this 
Issue. 
Issue 60: Should an adjustment be made to the accrual for the Injuries & Damages 
reserve for the 2009 projected test year? 
Recommendation: No. Staff recommends no adjustment for this issue. 
Issue 61: Should an adjustment be made to remove TECO's requested Director's & 
Officer's Liability Insurance expense? 
Recommendation: No. Staff recommends no adjustment for this issue. Directors and 
Officers (D&O) insurance is a part of doing business for a public-owned company and 
should be allowed. The requested amount of $1,700,908 is the lowest of the five-year 
period, 2005 through 2009. 
Issue 62: Should an adjustment be made to reduce meter expense (Account 586) and 
meter reading expense (Account 902)'1 
Recommendation: No. No adjustment should be made to reduce Account 586, Meter 
Expense and Account 902, Meter Reading Expense. 
Issue 63: What is the appropriate amount and amortization period for TECO's rate case 
expense for the 2009 proj ected test year? 
Recommendation: Staff recommends that the appropriate amount of rate case expense 
be set at $1,973,000 with a four year amortization period. Staff also recommends that the 
amortization period be increased from 3 to 4 years which results in a revised annual 
amortization of $493,250. This reduces the Company's original jurisdictional projection 
of$I,051,000 by $557,750 ($557,750 system basis). 
Issue 64: Should an adjustment be made to Bad Debt Expense for the 2009 projected test 
year? 
Recommendation: No. Staff recommends no adjustment for bad debt expense. 
Issue 65: Should an adjustment be made to office supplies and expenses for the 2009 
projected test year? 
Recommendation: No. Staff recommends no adjustment for Office Supplies and 
Expense. 
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Issue 66: Should an adjustment be made to reduce TECO's tree trimming expense for the 
2009 projected test year? 
Recommendation: Yes. Staff recommends a decrease in tree trimming expenses of 
$1,314,000 ($1,314,000 system). 
Issue 67: Should an adjustment be made to reduce TECO's pole inspection expense for 
the 2009 projected test year? 
Recommendation: No. Staff recommends no adjustment for this issue. TECO's 
proposed budget for the 2009 pole inspection program is appropriate and necessary to 
meet the requirements of the pole inspection plan that was approved by the Commission 
in Order No. PSC-06-0778-P AA-EU issued on September 18, 2006. 
Issue 68: Should an adjustment be made to reduce TECO's transmission inspection 
expense for the 2009 projected test year? 
Recommendation: No. Staff recommends no adjustment to reduce TECO's transmission 
inspection expense. 
Issue 69: Should an adjustment be made to O&M expenses to normalize the number of 
outages TECO has included in the 2009 projected test year? 
Recommendation: No. Staff recommends that no adjustment should be made in this 
issue to normalize the number of outages TECO has included in the 2009 projected test 
year. 
Issue 70: Is the pro forma adjustment related to amortization of CIS costs associated 
with required rate case modifications appropriate? 
Recommendation: Yes. The adjustment for customer information system (CIS) 
modification associated with rate case modifications and TECO's proposed five-year 
amortization period are appropriate. 
Issue 71: Is the pro forma adjustment related to the annualization of five simple cycle 
combustion turbine units to be placed in service in 2009 appropriate? 
Recommendation: No. The Company's proposed jurisdictional O&M, Depreciation & 
Amortization Expense, and Taxes Other Than Income Taxes should be reduced by 
$212,000, $1,391,000, and $2,226,000 respectively, for the May units. The Company's 
proposed jurisdictional O&M, Depreciation & Amortization Expense, and Taxes Other 
Than Income Taxes should be decreased by $658,000, $4,034,000, and $3,227,000, 
respectively for the September units. (MFR Schedule C-2) The total jurisdictional O&M, 
Depreciation & Amortization Expense, and Taxes Other Than Income Taxes should be 
decreased by $870,000, $5,425,000, and $5,453,000, respectively, for all 5 combustion 
turbine units. 
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Issue 72: Is the pro forma adjustment related to the annuaHzation of rail facilities to be 

placed in service in 2009 appropriate? 

Recommendation: No. Staff recommends that Depreciation & Amortization Expense 

and Taxes Other Than Income Taxes be decreased by $906,000 and $1,039,000, 

respectively, to remove the pro forma adjustments. 

Issue 73: Should any adjustments be made to the 2009 test year depreciation expense to 

reflect the depreciation rates approved by the Commission in Docket No. 070284-EI? 

Recommendation: No. TECO has reflected the approved rates in its MFRs. No 

adjustments are necessary. 

Issue 74: What is the appropriate amount of Depreciation Expense for the 2009 

projected test year? 

Recommendation: The appropriate level of Depreciation and Amortization Expense for 

the December 2009 projected test year is $187,028,515. 

Issue 75: Should an adjustment be made to Taxes Other Than Income Taxes for the 2009 

projected test year? 

Recommendation: No. This is a fall out issue. There are no separate adjustments for 

Taxes Other Than Income Taxes. 

Issue 76: Is it appropriate to make a parent debt adjustment as per Rule 25-14.004, 

Florida Administrative Code? 

Recommendation: Yes. Jurisdictional income tax expense should be decreased by 

$9,657,000 ($9,623,000 system) to reflect the parent debt adjustment required by Rule 

25-14.004, F.A.C. 

Issue 77: Should an adjustment be made to Income Tax expense for the 2009 projected 

test year? 

Recommendation: Yes. Total Income Tax expense should be increased by $8,562,853 

resulting in a total income tax expense of $57,054,853 for the 2009 projected test year. 

Issue 78: Is TECO's projected Net Operating Income in the amount of $182,970,000 for 

the 2009 projected test year appropriate? 

Recommendation: No. The appropriate Net Operating Income for the 2009 projected 

test year is $216,455,567. 

Issue 79: What is the appropriate 2009 projected test year net operating income 

multiplier for TECO? 

Recommendation: The appropriate 2009 projected test year net operating income 

multiplier is 1.63490 using a bad debt rate of .349 percent. 

Issue 80: Is TECO's requested annual operating revenue increase of $228,167,000 for 

the 2009 projected test year appropriate? 

Recommendation: No. The appropriate annual operating revenue increase for the 2009 

projected test year is $76,713,931. 
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Issue 81: Did TECO correctly calculate the projected revenues at existing rates? 
(Stipulated) 
Approved Stipulation: Yes, TECO correctly calculated the projected revenues at 
existing rates. 
Issue 82: Is TECO's proposed Jurisdictional Separation Study appropriate? (Stipulated) 
Approved Stipulation: Yes, TECO utilized, with minor changes, the same jurisdictional 
separation methodology approved by the Commission in its last base rate proceeding 
producing separation factors utilized in the MFRs. Changes made to that methodology 
relate to transmission and were made to comply with FERC and FPSC orders and 
practices. The results of TECO's jurisdictional separation study show that retail 
represents the vast majority of the electric service provided by TECO and that retail is 
responsible for 96.3 percent of production plant, 82.3 percent of transmission plant and 
100 percent ofdistribution plant. 
Issue 83: What is the appropriate retail Cost of Service methodology to be used to 
allocate base rate and cost recovery costs to rate classes? 
Recommendation: The appropriate methodology is 12 Coincident Peak (CP) and 25 
percent Average Demand (AD). 
Issue 84: Should the investment and expenses related to the Polk Unit 1 gasifier and the 
environmental costs of the Big Bend Unit scrubber be classified as energy or demand? 
Recommendation: The Polk Unit 1 gasifier and the Big Bend scrubber should be 
classified as energy. 
Issue 85: Is TECO's calculation ofunbilled revenues correct? (StipUlated) 
Approved Stipulation: Yes, TECO's calculation ofunbilled revenues is correct. 
Issue 86: What is the appropriate allocation of any change in revenue requirement? 
Recommendation: The appropriate allocation of any change, after recognizing any 
additional revenues realized in other operating revenues, should track, to the extent 
practical, each class' revenue deficiency as determined from the approved cost of service 
study (Issues 83 and 84), and move the classes to parity as practicable. The appropriate 
allocation compares present revenue for each class to the class cost of service 
requirement and then distributes the change in revenue requirements to classes. No class 
should receive an increase greater than 1.5 times the system average percentage increase 
in total, and no class should receive a decrease. The appropriate allocation must 
recognize approved changes in consolidation ofclasses, treatment ofcurrent IS customers 
and restructuring of lighting rate schedules. 
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Issue 87: Should the interruptible rate schedules IS-I, IS-3, 1ST-1, 1ST-3, SBI-l and 
SBI-3 be eliminated? If so, how should rates for customers currently taking service on 
interruptible rate schedules be designed, including whether a credit approach is 
appropriate, and if so, how such an approach should be implemented? 
Recommendation: Yes, the interruptible rate schedules IS-I, IS-3, 1ST-1, 1ST-3, SBI-1, 
and SBI-3 should be eliminated and existing customers on these rate schedules should be 
transferred to a new firm IS and IS standby and supplemental rate schedule, with the 
credit for interruptible service provided under the approved GSLM-2 and GSLM-3 
conservation program rate riders. The new IS base rates and cost recovery clause charges 
(capacity, environmental, and conservation) should be designed based on the 
Commission-approved cost of service with IS customers fully sharing any production 
demand related costs based on their 12 Coincident Peak (CP) load responsibility. The 
current GSLM credit has been approved by the Commission in the Energy Conservation 
Cost Recovery (ECCR) docket and is not an issue in this docket. The credit will be re­
established in the next ECCR proceeding, Docket No. 090002-EG. 
Issue 88: Should the GSD, GSLD and IS rate schedules be combined under a single 
GSD rate schedule? 
Recommendation: No. Only the GSD and GSLD rate schedules should be combined 
into a single GSD rate schedule, while the IS class should be a separate firm rate schedule 
(with the interruptible credits provided under the GSLM-2 and GSLM-3 conservation 
programs as discussed in Issue 87). IS base rates and cost recovery clause charges 
(capacity, environmental, and conservation) should be designed based on the 
Commission-approved cost of service methodology with IS customers fully sharing any 
production demand related costs based on their 12 Coincident Peak (CP) load 
responsibility. 
Issue 89: Is the change in the breakpoint from 49 kW to 9,000 kWh between the GS and 
GSD rate schedules appropriate? (Stipulated) 
Approved Stipulation: Yes, establishing an energy rather than a demand threshold will 
facilitate transition from one rate class to another and will reduce the need for the 
installation ofdemand meters on GS class customers for this purpose. 
Issue 90: What is the appropriate meter level discount to be applied for billing, and to 
what billing charges should that discount be applied? (Stipulated) 
Approved Stipulation: The appropriate meter level discount is 1 percent for customers 
who take energy metered at primary voltage and 2 percent for customers who take energy 
metered at subtransmission voltage or higher and should apply to the demand charge, 
energy charge, transformer ownership discount, power factor billing, emergency relay 
power supply charge, and any credits from optional riders. 
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Issue 91: Should an inverted base energy rate be approved for the RS rate schedule? 
Recommendation: Yes. TECO's inverted base energy rate should be approved because 
it sends an appropriate conservation-oriented price signal to the company's residential 
customers. 
Issue 92: Should the existing RST rate schedule be eliminated and the customers 
currently taking service under the schedule be transferred to service under the RS or 
RSVP rate schedule? (Stipulated) 
Approved Stipulation: Yes, the RST rate schedule should be eliminated and the 
approximately 40 customers taking service under RST should be transferred to their 
choice of the RSVP or RS rate schedule. Both of these rate schedules afford customers 
the opportunity to modify usage similar to RST. 
Issue 93: Should TECO's proposed single lighting schedule, and associated charges, 
terms, and conditions be approved? 
Recommendation: Yes, staff recommends that TECO's proposed single lighting 
schedule, and associated charges, terms, and conditions be approved, subject to 
adjustment based on the Commission's decisions in other issues and reflecting corrected 
labor costs. 
Issue 94: Are the two new convenience service connection options and associated 
connection charges appropriate? 
Recommendation: Yes. The two new service reconnection options, Same Day 
Reconnect and Saturday Reconnect, and their associated connection charges, $65 and 
$300, respectively, are appropriate. The new service reconnection options should be 
recalculated to reflect any applicable decisions in prior issues. 
Issue 95: Are TECO's proposed Reconnect after Disconnect charges at the point of 
metering and at a point distant from the meter appropriate? 
Recommendation: Yes, it is appropriate to have a Reconnect after Disconnect at Meter 
for Cause charge and a Reconnect after Cut on Pole Disconnect for Cause charge; the 
appropriate rates are $50 and $140, respectively. The reconnection options should be 
recalculated to reflect any applicable decisions in prior issues. 
Issue 96: Is the proposed new meter tampering charge appropriate? (Stipulated) 
Approved Stipulation: Yes, the proposed new meter tampering charge, designed to 
recover the costs of discovering and confirming tampering when the cost of investigating 
and estimating is greater than the damages, is appropriate. 
Issue 97: Is the proposed new $5 minimum late payment charge appropriate? 
Recommendation: Yes. Staff recommends that the proposed new $5 minimum late 
payment charge is appropriate and should be approved. 
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Issue 98: What are the appropriate service charges (initial connection, nonnal reconnect 

subsequent subscriber, field credit visit, return check)? 

Recommendation: The appropriate service charges are $75 for Initial Connection, $25 

for Nonnal Reconnect Subsequent Subscriber, $20 for the Field Credit Visit, and the 

reference to Section 68.065, Florida Statutes, for the Returned Check Charge. The 

service charges should be recalculated to reflect any applicable decisions in prior issues. 

Issue 99: What is the appropriate temporary service charge? 

Recommendation: The appropriate Temporary Service charge is $235. The Temporary 

Service charge should be recalculated to reflect any applicable decisions in prior issues. 

Issue 100: What are the appropriate customer charges? 

Recommendation: Staff recommends that the customer charges proposed by TECO are 

appropriate. 

Issue 101: What are the appropriate demand charges? 

Recommendation: This is a fall-out issue and will be decided at the April 7, 2009, 

Agenda Conference. 

Issue 102: What are the appropriate Standby Service charges? 

Recommendation: This is a fall-out issue and will be decided at the April 7, 2009 

Agenda Conference. The Standby Service charges should be designed in accordance 

with the Commission's prescribed methodology in Order No. 17159. 

Issue 103: Is TECO's proposed change in the application of the transfonner ownership 

discount appropriate? 

Recommendation: Yes. The change provides needed clarification on when the discount 

applies. 

Issue 104: What is the appropriate transfonner ownership discount to be applied for 

billing? 

Recommendation: Staff recommends that the appropriate transfonner ownership 

discounts are those calculated by TECO, adjusted to reflect the Commission's decision in 

Issue 88. 

Issue 105: What are the appropriate emergency relay service charges? 

Recommendation: Staff recommends that the appropriate emergency relay service 

charges are those calculated by TECO, adjusted to reflect the Commission's decision in 

Issue 88. 

Issue 106: What are the appropriate contributions in aid for time of use rate customers 

opting to make a lump sum payment for a time-of-use meter in lieu of a higher time-of­

use customer charge? (Stipulated) 

Approved Stipulation: The appropriate contributions in aid for time of use rate 

customers opting to make a lump sum payment for a time-of-use meter in lieu of a higher 

time-of-use customer charge are $70 for the GST rate schedule and $0 for the GSDT rate 

schedule. 
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Issue 107: What are the appropriate energy charges? 
Recommendation: This is a fall-out issue and will be decided at the April 7, 2009 
Agenda Conference. 
Issue 108: What changes in allocation and rate design should be made to TECO's rates 
established in Docket Nos. 080001-EI, 080002-EG, and 080007-EI to recognize the 
decisions in various cost of service rate design issues in this docket? (Stipulated) 
Approved Stipulation: The changes in allocation and rate design to TECO's capacity 
cost recovery factors established in Docket No. 080001-EI, conservation cost recovery 
factors established in Docket No. 080002-EI, and environmental cost recovery factors 
established in Docket No. 080007-EI should reflect the Commission vote in Issues 83, 
87, and 88. In addition, the capacity cost recovery clause and energy conservation cost 
recovery clause factors should be recovered on demand basis rather than an energy basis 
as it is currently done. 
Issue 109: What are the appropriate monthly rental factors and termination factors to be 
approved for the Facilities Rental Agreement, Appendix A? 
Recommendation: The appropriate monthly rental factors and termination factors for 
the Facilities Rental Agreement are those proposed by TECO, subject to recalculation 
based on the Commission's decisions in prior issues. 
Issue 110: Is it appropriate to establish a customer specific rate schedule for county (K­
12) public schools in this proceeding? 
Recommendation: It is not appropriate to apply a non cost-based discount rate to 
schools. 
Issue 111: What is the appropriate effective date for the rates and charges established in 
this proceeding? (Stipulated) 
Approved Stipulation: The revised rates should become effective for meter readings 
taken on or after 30 days following the date of the Commission vote approving the rates 
and charges which, under the current schedule, would mean for meter readings taken on 
or after May 7,2009. 
Issue 112: Should TECO's request to establish a Transmission Base Rate Adjustment 
mechanism be approved? 
Recommendation: No. TECO's proposed Transmission Base Rate Adjustment (TBRA) 
mechanism considers the cost of constructing new transmission facilities in isolation, 
without considering potential increases in revenues from additional sales or decreases in 
rate base due to retirements or depreciation that may offset the impact of construction 
costs. If the cost of additional transmission facilities does necessitate a rate increase, the 
long-term nature of transmission planning, design, and construction would afford TECO 
sufficient time to request a base rate increase. 
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Issue 113: Should TECO be required to file, within 90 days after the date of the final 
order in this docket, a description of all entries or adjustments to its annual report, rate of 
return reports, and books and records which will be required as a result of the 
Commission's finings in this rate case? (Stipulated) 
Approved Stipulation: Yes, TECO should be required to file, within 90 days after the 
date of the final order in this docket, a description of all entries or adjustments to its 
annual report, rate of return reports, and books and records which will be required as a 
result of the Commission's findings in this rate case. 
Issue 114: Should this docket be closed? 
Recommendation: The docket should be closed upon the expiration of the time for 
filing an appeal has run. 
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FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 


PARTICIPATING EMAIL ADDRESSES FOR DOCKET 080317 


PARTY COMPANY EMAIL 
NAME CODE ADDRESS 

AARP (Twomey 08) miketwomey@talstar.com 
FIPUG/The Mosaic Company (McWhirter) jmcwhirter@mac-Iaw.com 
Florida Industrial Power Users Group (Keefe09) vkaufman@asglegal.com 
Office of Attorney General (08) cecilia.bradley@myfloridalegal.com 
Tampa Electric Company EI806 Regdept@tecoenergy.com 

ADDRESS 

IN 
MASTER 

COMMISSION 
DIRECTORY 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

Printed on 1122/2009 at 1 :40:37 PM 



Opllon'2: 

:sJ IFaxes 

e egln F3,dng From 1 of3_________________-. 
1°0547-09 

Florrda Retail Federation (Young 08) 
Office of Public Counsel (D8a) 

iI . Attachments (Right-click an :lft.1chment to view the document) 

. ..' -. 

i,J Fax scheduled for file 
L~\PSC\llBRARY\FILlNGS\09\00547-o9\09-00510RD.DOC. 

OK 

t1J Order or ... 
« 1:41 PM 

Thursday, Jan 22, 2009 01:41 PM 



1 cue otIIclal Flllng....,/22/2009 11:10 AM ***** 

Matilda Sande,. psc- oq ·-6051 -Cf12 -~ 060 '5(1 
From: April Vicary 
Sent: Thursday, January 22, 200911:10 AM t!' 
To: ClK - Orders 1Notices J 
Subject: Order 1Notice Submitted 

Date and Time: 1/22/2009 11 :07:00 AM 
Docket Number: 080317-EI 
Filename 1Path: 1:\2008\080317-TECO\Confidentlality Orders\00439.teco.arw.com.mem 
Order Type: Signed 1Hand Deliver 

ORDER GRANTING TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY'S REQUEST FOR CONFIDENTIAL CLASSIFICATION AND MOTION 
FOR TEMPORARY PROTECTIVE ORDER FILED IN DOCKET NO: 080317-EI (DOCUMENT NO. 00439-09) 
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FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 


PARTICIPATING EMAIL ADDRESSES FOR DOCKET 080317 


PARTY 
NAME 

COMPANY 
CODE 

I 
EMAIL 

ADDRESS 

I 

ADDRESS 
IIN 

MASTER 
COMMISSION 
DIRECTORY 

AARP (Twomey 08) miketwomey@talstar.com No 
FIPUG/The Mosaic Company (McWhirter) jmcwhirter@mac-law.com No 
Florida Industrial Power Users Group (Keefe09) vkaufman@asglegal.com No 
Office of Attorney General (08) cecilia.bradley@myfloridalegal.com No 
Tampa Electric Company EI806 Regdept@tecoenergy.com No 

Printed on 1122/2009 at 1 :43:30 PM 



Page 1 of 1 

Commission Clerk 

From: Commission Clerk 

Sent: Thursday, January 22,20091 :42 PM 

Subject: Order or Notice issued by the Public Service Commission (Email 10 = 091337) 

Attachments: 09-00510rd.doc 

The attached order or notice has been issued by the Public Service Commission. 


If you have any problems opening this attachment, please contact the Office of Commission Clerk by reply email 

or at 850-413-6770. 


When replying, please do not alter the subject line; as it is used to process your reply. 


Thank you. 


1/22/2009 
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State of Florida 

JIuhItt~:erfrtt.e Glolttlttisian 
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER. 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850 

-~-~-~-()-Il-l\-~-])-lJ-~-
" rPSC, CLK • CORRESPONDENCE 
dw.'dmi"etntin llttllli. COD8umer 

DATE: January 21,2009 DOCUMENT NO. oS::>j 3-0? 
T· h J D l' D' D' .. fE . R lDISTRIBUTION:TO: lmot y. ev In, lrector, IVlSlOn 0 conomlC egu atlOn 

FROM: Michael A. Springer, Regulatory Analyst IV, Division of Economic Regulation ~S 
RE: Docket No. 080317 -EI - Petition for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company 

Pursuant to Chapter 11.04-13c of the Administrative Procedures Manual, staff requests approval 

to make seven (7) copies of the following confidential document: 


Document No. 00439-09 Late Filed Deposition Exhibit No.3 of Gordon L. Gillette. 


Copies are being made for the Commissioners, Court Reporter, and Staff. 


MS:sa 




1 eLK OHicial Flllng****1120/200912:35 PM ***** 


Matilda Sanders OBo3 l 1 

From: Theresa Walsh 
Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2009 11 :34 AM 
To: elK - Orders 1Notices; Anna Williams; Keino Young; Martha Brown 
Subject: Order 1Notice Submitted 

Date and Time: 1/20/200911:29:00 AM 
Docket Number: 080317 
Filename 1Path: see below 
Order Type: Signed 1Hand Deliver 

Please issue the twelve confidentiality orders listed below today in Docket No. 080317-EI: 

10440.teco.arw.doc 
10923.teco.arw.doc 
00232.teco.arw.doc 
11422.teco.arw.doc 
09990.teco.arw.doc 
07080.teco.arw.doc 
11945.teco.arw.doc 
09996.teco.arw.doc 
11425.teco.arw.doc 
11564.teco.arw.doc 
11651.teco.arw.doc 
11562.teco.arw.doc 

Because these orders are signed by Commissioner Skop, the originals are on their way to you. 

B~-chh~cl @ ~;ln5 


\/-ro/()i ~ 


FP$C, CLK - CORRESPONDENCS 
Uf'Administrative 0 Parti- 0 C ...., onswner 
DOCUMENT NO. Q5)'1:3.-.Qe. 
DI~JU~'::!!ON: ­ __.-=- J. .~-. 



1 eLK OHicia' Flling"'* **112012009 12:35 PM ***** 

Matilda Sanders 

From: Theresa Walsh 
Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2009 11 :34 AM 
To: elK * Orders 1Notices; Anna Williams; Keino Young; Martha Brown 
Subject: Order 1Notice Submitted 

Date and Time: 1/20/200911:29:00 AM 
Docket Number: 080317 
Filename 1Path: see below 
Order Type: Signed 1Hand Deliver 

Please issue the twelve confidentiality orders listed below today in Docket No. 080317 -EI: 

10440.teco.arw.doc 
10923.teco.arw.doc 
00232.teco.arw.doc 
11422.teco.arw.doc 
09990.teco.arw.doc 
07080.teco.arw.doc 
1194S.teco.arw.doc 
09996.teco.arw.doc 
1142S.teco.arw.doc 
11S64.teco.arw.doc 
116S1.teco.arw.doc 
11S62.teco.arw.doc 

Because these orders are signed by Commissioner Skop, the originals are on their way to you. 

o ~-cLl\\}~_Nt~~ ~n:lAj 

\JLD/c~ ~ 

F.,C. ClK - CORRESPONDENC~ 
[!1 Administrative 0 Parties 0 Consumer 

DOCUMENT NO. OS'OJ3: 0 e 
DiSTE1BUTION: 



1 eLK Official Flling****1120/2009 12:35 PM ***** 


Matilda Sanders 080317 

From: Theresa Walsh 
Sent: Tuesday, January 20,200911:34 AM 
To: elK - Orders 1Notices; Anna Williams; Keino Young; Martha Brown 
Subject: Order 1Notice Submitted 

Date and Time: 1/20/200911:29:00 AM 
Docket Number: 080317 
Filename 1Path: see below 
Order Type: Signed 1Hand Deliver 

Please issue the twelve confidentiality orders listed below today in Docket No. 080317-EI: 

10440. teco.arw.doc 
10923.teco.arw.doc 
00232.teco.arw.doc 
11422.teco.arw.doc 
09990.teco.arw.doc 
07080.teco.arw.doc 
1194S.teco.arw.doc 
09996.teco.arw.doc 
1142S.teco.arw.doc 
11S64.teco.arw.doc 
116S1.teco.arw.doc 
11S62.teco.arw.doc 

Because these orders are signed by Commissioner Skop. the originals are on their way to you. 

e~-OJ1t~@ ~vi:~ 

l/'Lo/b) ~ 

'.lI' mila _ I 
F~C, CLK - CORRESPONDENCE 
~Administrative 0 Parties 0 Consunler 

OOCUMENTNO. 05b'l~:~ 
Di&TiUBUTlON: ____._. 



1 eLK Official Flllng****1120/2009 12:35 PM ***** 

Matilda Sanders 1'5C- O'q- Q04C(- Cfc? - tj OB03l] 
From: Theresa Walsh 
Sent: Tuesday, January 20,200911:34 AM 
To: eLK - Orders 1Notices; Anna Williams; Keino Young; Martha Brown 
Subject: Order I Notice Submitted 

Date and Time: 1/20/2009 11 :29:00 AM 
Docket Number: 080317 
Filename 1Path: see below 
Order Type: Signed 1Hand Deliver 

Please issue the twelve confidentiality orders listed below today in Docket No. 080317-EI: 

10440.teco.arw.doc 
10923.teco.arw.doc 
00232.teco.arw.doc 
11422.teco.arw.doc 
09990.teco.arw.doc 
07080.teco.arw.doc 
11945.teco.arw.doc 
09996.teco.arw.doc 
11425.teco.arw.doc 
11564.teco.arw.doc 
11651.teco.arw.doc 
11562.teco.arw.doc 

Because these orders are signed by Commissioner Skop. the originals are on their way to you. 

F~C, eLK - CORRESPONDENCE 
~Administrative 0 Parties 0 Conswner 
DOCUMENT NO. OS"o'\3 - 0 2> 
Di~TRJBllTION: __.__ 



1 eLK Ollie/al Flllng****1120/2009 12:35 PM ***** 


Matilda Sanders 086311 


From: Theresa Walsh 
Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2009 11 :34 AM 
To: elK - Orders I Notices; Anna Williams; Keino Young; Martha Brown 
Subject: Order 1Notice Submitted 

Date and Time: 1/20/2009 11 :29:00 AM 
Docket Number: 080317 
Filename I Path: see below :1l
Order Type: Signed 1Hand Deliver ~ ~ 

c­ ~ 
Cl ~ 
0 'z. 

Please issue the twelve confidentiality orders listed below today in Docket No. 080317-EI: ~C'">"1 \3
I

~if> Jr\10440. teco.arw.doc ~ 
10923.teco.arw.doc ~~ 

0 .. 
00232. teco .arw .doc -;t:. - -0 

'f> 
11422.teco.arw.doc ~ 
09990.teco.arw.doc 
07080.teco.arw.doc 
11945.teco.arw.doc 
09996. teco.arw.doc 
11425.teco.arw.doc 
11564.teco.arw.doc 
11651.teco.arw.doc 
11562.teco.arw.doc 

Because these orders are signed by Commissioner Skop, the originals are on their way to you. 

F~C, CLK - CORRESPONDENC'if" 

B Administrative 0 Parties 0 Consumer I 

DOCUMENT NO. oSDct.3:..Qe. , 

Di~TRmlJ110N; ---_.----. 

http:oSDct.3:..Qe


1 el.K Official Fillng****1120/2009 12:35 PM ***** 

Matilda Sanders 

From: Theresa Walsh 
Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2009 11 :34 AM 
To: elK· Orders 1Notices; Anna Williams; Keino Young; Martha Brown 
Subject: Order 1Notice Submitted 

Date and Time: 1/20/2009 11 :29:00 AM 
Docket Number: 080317 
Filename 1Path: see below 
Order Type: Signed 1Hand Deliver 1t,~ 

~ ~ 
Please issue the twelve confidentiality orders listed below today in Docket No. 080317-EI: (") ~ '2

0 ~ 
10440.teco.arw.doc (i~ q 
10923.teco.arw.doc ~d> -;.
00232.teco.arw.doc ~()1 ..,... ~ 
11422.teco.arw.doc '0 .. 

:..,;:. ~ 
09990.teco .arw .doc ~ 
07080.teco.arw.doc 
11945.teco.arw.doc 
09996.teco.arw.doc 
11425.teco.arw.doc 
11564.teco.arw.doc 
11651.teco.arw.doc 
11562.teco.arw.doc 

Because these orders are signed by Commissioner Skop, the originals are on their way to you . 

.. F~C, .C~K ~ CORRESpONDENCE' 
l2J Admlrustrative 0 Parties 0 Conswner 
OOCUMENTNO.CSOq~ 
Di~11UBunON; . 

-----~---.. 



1 ..........
eLK OffIcIal Flllng****1120/2009 12:35 PM 

Matilda Sanders 

From: Theresa Walsh 
Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2009 11 :34 AM 
To: elK - Orders 1Notices; Anna Williams; Keino Young; Martha Brown 
Subject: Order 1Notice Submitted 

Date and Time: 1/20/2009 11 :29:00 AM 
Docket Number: 080317 
Filename 1Path: see below 
Order Type: Signed 1Hand Deliver 

Please issue the twelve confidentiality orders listed below today in Docket No. 080317-EI: 

10440.teco.arw.doc 
10923.teco.arw.doc 
00232.teco.arw.doc 
11422. teco.arw.doc 
09990.teco.arw.doc 
07080.teco.arw.doc 
1194S.teco.arw.doc 
09996.teco.arw.doc 
1142S.teco.arw.doc 
11564.teco.arw.doc 
116S1.teco.arw.doc 
11S62.teco.arw.doc 

Because these orders are signed by Commissioner Skop, the originals are on their way to you. 

rF-~C-,-CL-K--~C~O~RRES-==P~ON~D~E~N;;:CF.:;;",,·I 
21 AdminisU"ative 0 Parties 0 Consumer 

DOCUNffiNTNO. OSD~~~~ 
mSTEIBlJTION: _---. 

ca, ~. 
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1 eLK OfflciaIFiling****1120/2009 12:351'''' ***** 


"'atllda Sanders D6D3l1 

From: Theresa Walsh 
Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2009 11 :34 AM 
To: elK - Orders 1Notices; Anna Williams; Keino Young; Martha Brown 
Subject: Order I Notice Submitted 

Date and Time: 1/20/2009 11 :29:00 AM 
Docket Number: 080317 
Filename 1Path: see below 
Order Type: Signed 1Hand Deliver 

Please issue the twelve confidentiality orders listed below today in Docket No. 080317-EI: :Q$ tl:' 
10440.teco.arw.doc ~ ~ 10923.teco.arw.doc cJ ~ ''2. 
00232.teco.arw.doc 0 '£,
11422.teco.arw.doc c.>~ ~ \""":::::.09990.teco.arw.doc ~(j') -;. J.n
07080.teco.arw.doc ~<!J.11945.teco.arw.doc - -0 

'b.' 
09996.teco.arw.doc ~ 

~ 11425.teco.arw.doc 
11564.teco.arw.doc 
11651.teco.arw.doc 
11562.teco.arw.doc 

Because these orders are signed by Commissioner Skop, the originals are on their way to you. 

FP,C. CLK - CORRESPONDENCE 
B Administrative 0 Parties 0 Con!1iIU-ner 

DOCUMENT NO...Q2,e>Q3- oS 
DI&TRIBUTION: ____ 



1 eLK Official Fillng ftftftft 1120/2009 12:35 PM ***** 

Matilda Sanders iJ-=c. .. Ot1- 00 CfG - CEO -- E ( 
From: Theresa Walsh 
Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2009 11 :34 AM 
To: elK· Orders 1Notices; Anna Williams; Keino Young; Martha Brown 
Subject: Order 1Notice Submitted 

Date and Time: 1120/2009 11 :29:00 AM 
Docket Number: 080317 
Filename I Path: see below ~ 
Order Type: Signed I Hand Deliver fA tr'(1<­

(J ~ f:nz.0 
~ 

Please issue the twelve confidentiality orders listed below today in Docket No. 080317-EI: (J~ ~ ~(f) -; ~ 
10440.teCO.arw.doc ~~ - -0 

010923.teco.arw.doc -;::. .'J;" ~ 00232.teco.arw.doc cJ'\
11422.teco.arw.doc 
09990.teco.arw.doc 
07080.teco.arw.doc 
11945.teco.arw.doc 
09996. teco.arw.doc 
11425.teco.arw.doc 
11564.teco.arw.doc 
11651.teco.arw.doc 
11562.teco.arw.doc 

Because these orders are signed by Commissioner Skop, the originals are on their way to you. 

~krold.- thl\~v-e&.. Q l.u C>.V\'j 
1/2-0/0'1 ~ 

'F~C, .C~ ~ CORRESPONDENce"li 
EZI AdJDlmstrative 0 Parties 0 Consumer 

OOCU!\lIENT NO. OS<>'~B 
DiSTRIBUTION: 

---..-.,--~ 



1 eLK Official Fllinfl ....1120/2009 12:35 PM ***** 

Matilda Sanders ?S e. ... O'i - o-D3 q .. CEQ - E;{ OB03l:Z 
From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Date and Time: 
Docket Number: 
Filename 1Path: 
Order Type: 

Theresa Walsh 
Tuesday, January 20, 2009 11 :34 AM 
eLK - Orders 1Notices; Anna Williams; Keino Young; Martha Brown 
Order 1Notice Submitted 

1/20/200911:29:00 AM 
080317 
see below 
Signed I Hand Deliver 

Please issue the twelve confidentiality orders listed below today in Docket No. 080317-EI: 

10440.teco.arw.doc 
10923.teco.arw.doc 
00232.teco.arw.doc 
11422.teco.arw.doc 
09990.teco.arw.doc 
07080. teco.arw.doc 
11945.teco.arw.doc 
09996.teco.arw.doc 
11425.teco.arw.doc 
11564.teco.arw.doc 
11651.teco.arw.doc 
11562.teco.arw.doc 

Because these orders are signed by Commissioner Skop, the originals are on their way to you. 

::iJfA rn 
c,.... 

CJ ~ ~ 0 ~ N qC"» <::)C-::t. 
-0';jU1 
~ --n 
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F~C, CLK - CORRESPONDENCJ;: 
r:YI Administrative 0 Parties 0 Consumer 

DOC~ffiNTNO.Q5oq3=b~ 
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Di~TRIBUTION: 



1 eLK Official Filing'** **1120/2009 12:35 PM ***** 


Matilda Sanders 06a3lr 


From: Theresa Walsh 
Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2009 11 :34 AM 
To: elK - Orders 1Notices; Anna Williams; Keino Young; Martha Brown 
Subject: Order 1Notice Submitted 

Date and Time: 1/20/200911 :29:00 AM 
Docket Number: 080317 
Filename 1Path: see below 

C$ 1t,Order Type: Signed 1Hand Deliver 
c- Q 

C") ~ '-;2.
0 

~ Please issue the twelve confidentiality orders listed below today in Docket No. 080317-EI: C">~ q 
~~<p --\\-:s.10440. teco.arw.doc -"()~<!?-

.010923.teco.arw.doc 0-;;:. - '800232.teco.arw.doc ~ 11422.teco.arw.doc 
09990.teco.arw.doc 
07080.teco.arw.doc 
11945.teco.arw.doc 
09996.teco.arw.doc 
11425.teco.arw.doc 
11564.teco.arw.doc 
11651.teco.arw.doc 
11562.teco.arw.doc 

Because these orders are signed by Commissioner Skop, the originals are on their way to you. 

'8~rwA-cllh~J.~ kQ>'\ ~ 

\/2 °/°1 

"FPSC, CLK - CORRESPONDENCf,': II 

E1 Administrative 0 Parties 0 Consumer 

DOCUMENT NO. 050'\~:J2e:>1 

, Di~?UTlON: --;::--;-:d 



1 el.K OfficIal Flllng****1116/2009 2:33 PM ***** 

Matilda Sanders 

From: Carolyn Craig 
Sent: Friday, January 16,20092:33 PM 
To: ClK - Orders 1Notices 
Subject: Order 1Notice Submitted 

~ ff f 1"1'" ,LI__ 11 I"S .Date and Time: 1/16/20092:31:00 PM 
Docket Number: 080317-EI ~ /J.~....... 
Filename I Path: 080317.0RD DENY MITS AND CMS.WITH ATTACHMENTS ~~ ­
Order Type: Signed I Hand Deliver 

ORDER DENYING MOTION TO STRIKE AND CROSS MOTION TO STRIKE, SIGNED BY COMMISSIONER SKOP 

~~ 
Administrative Assistant III 
Office of the General Counsel 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 
Phone: (850) 413-6206 !\L\(~ 
Fax: (850) 413-6207 

vA~s\~ + T(C,O v 

-Ai'cJlO v e;/ r::::r: rUc, 
v' 'You/Y"j/ FR F 

vAAR.P 
Ope:,~ AG 

--------~~-:::'.....­
FP~C, CLK - CORRESPONDENC~ 
Gl'Adminisuative 0 Parties 0 Consunler 

DOCUlvtENTNO. Q50"\'&"oe 
DisTRIBUTION: 



1 eLI( Official Flllng****1116/2009 10:41 AM ***** 

Matilda Sanders 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Date and Time: 
Docket Number: 
Filename 1Path: 
Order Type: 

Theresa Walsh 
Friday, January 16,200910:13 AM 
elK - Orders 1Notices; Keino Young; Martha Brown 
Order 1Notice Submitted 

1/16/200910:12:00 AM 
080317 
080317.PHG.order.ky.doc 
Signed I Hand Deliver 

Please issue the above-referenced Prehearing Order in Docket No. 080317-EI today. Because this order is signed by 
Commissioner Skop. the original is on its way to you. 

/ AlA.s\~ .+,'IE'CD v 
--A n cVt,o {':!>J F .1 PL< 0 

/YoWVlg/FRF 
/AARP 

QPC ~ PrG 

Fp'sC, CLK - CORRESPONDENCY;: 
E:JAdministrative 0 Parties 0 Conswner 
DOCUMENT NO.bi;)04.3"'l?6 
DiSTRIBUTION: 
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1 eLK Official Filing*** *112112009 10:50 AM ***** 
0603\(

Matilda Sanders 2sc.... Q<j ... Qo@ .... w< ....et 

ORDER GRANTING TECO REQUEST FOR CONFIDENTIAL CLASSIFICATION AND MOTION FOR TEMPORARY 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Date and Time: 
Docket Number: 
Filename 1Path: 
Order Type: 

PROTECTIVE ORDER 

Deputy Clerk, II 
Public Service Commission, General Counsel 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 
(850) 413-6630 

S" e mru \.~d 
~ .(~e d 
1 rV\.fu led 

April Vicary 
Wednesday, January 21, 2009 10:26 AM 
ClK - Orders I Notices 
Order I Notice Submitted 

1/21/200910:23:00 AM 
080317-EI 
1:080317-TECo\Confidentiality Orders\11564.teco.arw .com 
Signed 1Hand Deliver 

::0fA 
<- ~ 

CJ ~ rn
0 ....., ~~l ­fY"­-;o(f) ~ ~ ~~ ­ -00 ­...
% 

~ ~ ....J 

--.._-- .. 
-~ ~ ..... -­



Page 1 of 1 

Commission Clerk 

From: Commission Clerk 

Sent: Wednesday, January 21, 20093:34 PM 

Subject: Order or Notice issued by the Public Service Commission (EmaillD =541740) 

Attachments: 09"()050ord.doc 

The attached order or notice has been issued by the Public Service Commission. 


If you have any problems opening this attachment, please contact the Office of Commission Clerk by reply email 

or at 850-413-6770. 


When replying, please do not alter the subject line; as it is used to process your reply. 


Thank you. 


1/2112009 




FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

PARTICIPATING EMAIL ADDRESSES FOR DOCKET 080317 

PARTY 
NAME 

COMPANY 
CODE 

EMAIL 
ADDRESS 

ADDRESS 
IN 

MASTER 
COMMISSION 
DIRECTORY 

AARP (Twomey 08) miketwomey@talstar.com No 
FIPUG/The Mosaic Company (McWhirter) jmcwhirter@mac-law.com No 
Florida Industrial Power Users Group (Keefe09) vkaufinan@asglegal.com No 
Office of Attorney General (08) cecilia.bradley@myfloridalegal.com No 
Tampa Electric Company EI806 Regdept@tecoenergy.com No 

Printed on 112112009 at 3:32:09 PM 



State of Florida 


fUhItt~mtir~ QInttmtissinn 
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER. 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850 

-M-E-M-O-R-~~McoRRESPONDENCE 
"'>LAdmilliltntive_Parties_CODlllmer 

DOCUMENT NO. 0$09:3- a l?
DATE: January 14, 2009 

DISTRIBtmON: 
TO: Timothy J. Devlin, Director, Division of Economic Regulation 

FROM: Stacey H. Livingston, Regulatory Analyst II, Division of Economic Regulation 

RE: 080317 -EU - Petition for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company. 

Pursuant to Chapter 11.04-13c of the Administrative Procedures Manual, staff requests approval 
to make seven (7) copies of the following confidential documents: 

Copies are being made for the Commissioners, Court Reporter, and Staff. 

DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION DOCUMENT NO. 1\1 

TECO (Willis) - (CONFIDENTIAL) Portions ofMFR Schedule D-2. 07080-08 ~ 
TECO (Beasley) - (CONFIDENTIAL) Staffs PODs (Nos. 2 and 15) and 
OPC's PODs (Nos. 46 and 69). 

11945-08 ~~ 

SL:kb 



CLK Official Flllng**
*
*1212212008 9:07 AM * * * * *

Matilda Sanders

From: Theresa Walsh

Sent: Monday, December 22, 2008 9:06 AM

To: CLK - Orders / Notices; Keino Young; Martha Brown FPSC, CLK - CORRESPONDENCE
Subject: Order! Notice Submitted

Date and Time: 12/22/2008 9:04:00 AM DOCUlv1ENT NO. O5O3 -og
Docket Number: 080317

Filename / Path: 080317.Not.Hrg&Prehrg.KY.doc
DISTRIBUTION:

Notice Type: Prehearing/Hearing

Please issue the above-referenced Notice of Commission Hearing and Prehearing today in Docket No. 080317-El.

S3 Faxe4

S fl'je4

p, evnied



FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

PARTICIPATING EMAIL ADDRESSES FOR DOCKET 080317

ADDRESS

PARTY

NAME

COMPANY

CODE

EMAIL

ADDRESS
M S

COMMISSION

DIRECTORY

AARP Twomey 08 miketwomey4taIstar.com No

Akerman Senterfitt matt.feil@akerman.com Yes

Akerman Senterfitt Beth.Keatingakerman.com Yes

Alisolar Service Company DBessettel@CFL.rr.com Yes

Amanda Quirke agtewlaw.com Yes

Anchors Smith Grimsley jmoyleasgIegal.com Yes

Ausley & McMullen jwahlenausley.com Yes

Beggs & Lane md@beggslane.com Yes

Black & Veatch rollinsmr@bv.com Yes

Catapult Partners edward heyn@catapult-llc.com Yes

Central Florida Electric Cooperative, Inc. EC9OI jrobson@cfec.com Yes

Chandler, Lang & Haswell, PA. CLHPALAW@AOL.COM Yes

City of Leesburg EM868 Jay.Evansleesburgflorida.gov Yes

City of Melbourne citymanagermelbourneflorida.org Yes

City of Tallahassee wailesktalgov.com Yes

City of Tallahassee, Electric Operations clarkptalgov.com Yes

City of Tampa 08a salvatore.territotampagov.net No

Committee on Utilities & Telecommunications cochran.keating4rnyfloridahouse.gov Yes

Credit Suisse yng.ysongcredit-suisse.com No

Earthjustice mreimerearthjustice.org Yes

Fearington Smith & Ralston foyt@fsrflorida.com Yes

Florida Alliance for a Clean Environment Alliance4CleanFL@aol.com Yes

Florida Building & Construction Trades Council floridabuildingtradeshotmail.com Yes

Florida Cable Telecommunications Association, Inc. dkonuch@fcta.com Yes

Florida Electric Cooperatives Association fecabill@embargmail.com Yes

Florida Electric Cooperatives Association mhershel@feca.com Yes

Florida Industrial Power Users Group AnchorsOs vkaufrnan@asglegal.com No

Florida Industrial Power Users Group/The Mosaic jmcwhirter@mac-law.com No

Company

Florida Institute of Technology fleslie@fit.edu Yes

Florida Municipal Power Agency fredbryant@fmpa.com Yes

Florida Municipal Power Agency rick.casey@finpa.com Yes

Florida Power & Light Company Wade Litchfield@fpl.com Yes

Florida Power & Light Company E1802 wade litchfieldflpl.com Yes

Florida Reliablity Coordinating Council abrown@frcc.com Yes

Florida Solar Energy Center Youngfsec.ucf.edu Yes

Florida Solar Energy Industries Association bruce@fhseia.org Yes

Florida Solar Energy Research and Education cmkeltles@cfl.rr.com Yes

Foundation

Gainesville Regional Util./City of Gainesville EM858 manascoro@gru.com Yes

General Electric Company davidl swansonge.com Yes

Hillsborough County Public Schools MaryEllen.Eliasdhc.kl2.fl.us No

Hopping, Green & Sams gperkohgslaw.com Yes

Itron, NA Jim.Fisher@itron.com Yes

JEA knowb@jea.com Yes

Keys Energy Services EM864 dale.finigan@keysenergy.com Yes

Lee County Electric Cooperative, Inc. EC908 donald.schleicher@lcec.net Yes

Management and Regulatory Consultants frankdennettally.com Yes

Mayor, City of Belleair Beach BBPD444@AOL.COM Yes

Mayor, City of Belleair Bluffs bbluffs@aol.com Yes

Mayor, City of Ft. Meade cftmeade@aol.com Yes

Mayor, City of Indian Rocks Beach cityirb@ix.netcom.com Yes

Mayor, City of Madeira Beach firstintiallastname@ci.madeira-beach.fl.us Yes

Office of Attorney General 08 cecilia.bradleymyfloridalegal.com No

Office of Public Counsel beck.charlesleg.state.fl.us Yes

Printed on 12/22/2008 at 1:54:41 PM



FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

PARTICIPATING EMAIL ADDRESSES FOR DOCKET 080317

PARTY

NAME

COMPANY

CODE

EMAIL

ADDRESS

ADDRESS

ER

COMMISSION

DIRECTORY

Orlando Utilities Commission JSzaro@ouc.com Yes

Pennington, Moore, Wilkinson, Bell & Dunbar, PA. gene@penningtonlaw.com Yes

Progress Energy Florida, Inc. £1801 paul.lewisjr@pgnmail.com Yes

REA International LLC christopherschoonover@gmail.com Yes

REA International LLC amaguirerea-int1.con, Yes

Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. mhewitt@seminole-electric.com Yes

Sierra Club joanne.spaldingsierraclub.org Yes

Sierra Club kristin.henrysierraclub.org Yes

Sumter Electric Cooperative, Inc. john.chapmansecoenergy.com Yes

Tampa Electric Company £1806 Regdept@tecoenergy.com No

The Corporation for Future Resources dglickd@pipeline.com Yes

Utility Board of the Cityof Key West Jack.WetzlerKeysEnergy.com Yes

Vista Energy Group, Inc. abumbera@vistaenergygroup.com Yes

Young, van Assenderp, PA. RYoung@yvlaw.net Yes

Printed on 12/22/2008 at 1:54:41 PM
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11/25/2008 2:58 PM
Office of Commission Clerk Official Filing

Ruth Nettles C - 0? -  r7 / ? -- Peo - g,

From: Timolyn Hen ry
Sent: Tuesday, November 25, 2008 2:45 PM
To: CLK - Orders I Notices FPSC, CLK .. CORRESPONDENCE

Subject:
HartmanOde / 

NoticeOrder! Notice Submitted Ad miflistrative Parties Consumer^. i
DOCUMENT NO. 0 -O$

Date and Time: 11/25/2008 2:42:00 PM
- --DISTRIBUTION: —Docket Number: 080317-El

Filename! Path: 080317.OR.grant.intv.AG.jeh.doc
Order Type: Signed l Hand Deliver

ORDER GRANTING INTERVENTION

2- faxed Tn x
c

Vnea ^ m

sexni\ca M

Co



FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

PARTICIPATING EMAIL ADDRESSES FOR DOCKET 080317

ADDRESS

PARTY COMPANY EMAIL IN
MASTERNAME CODE ADDRESS

COMMISSION
DIRECTORY

AARP (Twomey 08) miketwomey@talstar.com No
Florida Industrial Power Users Group Anchors08 vkaufman@asglegal.com No
Florida Industrial Power Users Group/The Mosaic jmcwhirter@mac-law.com No
Company
Office of Attorney General (08) cecilia.bradle m oridale al.com No
Tampa Electric Company E1806 Re de t tecoencr .com No

Printed on 11/26/2008 at 10:43:26 AM

mailto:miketwomey@talstar.com
mailto:vkaufman@asglegal.com
mailto:jmcwhirter@mac-law.com
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State of Florida

jjuhlir,^sm-britrz Tammi uun
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER . 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-©850

-M-E-M-O-R7 P- UAI_ CORRESPONDENCE
Administrative Parties Consumer

DATE: November 14, 2008 DOCUMENT NO. Q5q
DISTRIBUTION:

TO: Beth W. Salak, Director, Division of Regulato ry Compliance

FROM: Denise N. Vandiver, Chief of Auditing, Division of Regulato ry Compliance

RE: Docket No. 080317-El, Copy of Confidential Information; Document Nos.
10568-08 and 10567-08

Pursuant to APM 11.04(C)(6)(c) I request approval to make a copy of
Confidential Document Numbers. These documents are the confidential work papers of
the staff rate case audit of Tampa Electric Company. Tricia Merchant from the Office of
Public Counsel has requested a copy of these documents. Attached is her request.
Therefore, I request approval to make a copy of the following documents.

Document # Description
10568-08 TECO rate case audit; Working papers Volume 3 of 9 (Audit

Control No. 08-234-2-1)
10567-08 TECO rate case audit; Working papers Volume 2 of 9 (Audit

Control No. 08-234-2-1)

re&ei ved ky

R. Earl Paulcher
nf J fos

CD



MARCO RUBIO
Speaker

STATE OF FLORIDA

KEN PRUITT
President

OFFICE OF PUBLIC COUNSEL

Patricia W. Merchant, C.P.A.
Senior Legislative Analyst

merchant.tricia@leg.state.fl.us

Clo THE FLORIDA LEGISLATURE
111 WEST MADISON ST.

ROOM 812
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399.1400

PHONE; 850.488-9330
FAX: 850-488.4491

J. R. Kelly
Public Counsel

November 14, 2008

Ann Cole, Director
Office of Commission Clerk
Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Re: Docket 0803 171-El, In re: Tampa Electric Company's Petition for an Increase in Base Rates
and Miscellaneous Service Charges - Citizen's Request for Copies of Confidential Staff Audit
Documents.

Dear Ms. Cole:

By this letter, I am requesting copies of the following confidential document filed in the above-
referenced docket. By this request, OPC agrees to treat this information as confidential, and thus
exempt from Section 119.70(1), Florida Statutes. We will also comply with Rule 25-22.006,
Florida Administrative Code, which addresses the treatment of confidential information.

The following documents are requested:

10568-08 11/13/2008 RCPNandiver - ( CONFIDENTIAL) Working papers binder 3 of 9 for
TECO, for rate case audit (Audit Control No. 08-234-2-1).

10567-08 11/13/2008 RCPNandiver - (CONFIDENTIAL) Working papers binder 2 of 9 for
TECO, for rate case audit (Audit Control No. 08-234-2-1).

mailto:merchant.tricia@leg.state.fl.us


Letter to Ann Cole
November 14, 2008
Page 2

Thank you in advance and please contact me by phone or e-mail when the copies are
available for pick-up or if any further information is requested. We would like to pick
up the copies on Monday morning if available.

Respectfully submitted,

s/ Earl Poucher
Earl Poucher
Chief Legislative Analyst

Office of Public Counsel
c/o The Florida Legislature
111 West Madison Street
Room 812
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400
(850) 487-8242
poucher.earl@leg. state.fl.us

c: Division of Regulatory Compliance & Consumer Assistance (Vandiver)
Office of the General Counsel (Hartman, Young)
AARP (Twomey)
Ausley Law Firm (Beasley)
Florida Industrial Power Users Group (Kaufman)
Florida Retail Federation (Scheffel Wright)
Office of Public Counsel (Christensen, Merchant)

mailto:poucher.earl@leg.state.fl.us


1 CLK Official Filing**'*l0123/2008 9:30 AM ....* 
Matiida Sanders pse -08- 07 O S -  6?% - El 
From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Theresa Walsh 
Thursday, October 23,2008 9:30 AM 
CLK - Orders 1 Notices; Martha Brown; Keino Young 
Order 1 Notice Submitted WSC, CLK - CORRESPONDENCE 

Date and Time: 
Docket Number: 080317 
Filename 1 Path: 08031 7.0R.grant.PTI.AARP.mcb.doc 
Order Type: 

1012312008 9:27:00 AM 

Signed 1 Hand Deliver 

DOCUMENTNO. 036q3-0g 
DISTRIBUTION: 

Please issue the above-referenced ORDER GRANTING AARPS PETITION TO INTERVENE today in Docket No. 080317. 
Because this order is signed by Commissioner Skop, the original is on its way to you. 



FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

PARTICIPATING EMAIL ADDRESSES FOR DOCKET 080317 

PAR" COMPANY 
NAME CODE 

ADDRESS 
IN 

MASTER 
COMMISSION 
DIRECTORY 

EMAIL 
ADDRESS 

I I I 
I miketwomevhtalstar.com I No .. AARP (Twomey 08) ~~~. ~~ ~~~~~~~~~ ~ 

I 
I 

1 vkaufman@asglegal.com I NO 

I No 
Florida Industrial Power Users Group (AnchorsOB) 
Florida Industrial Power Users Group (McWhirterO8) I I jmcwhirter@mac-lawsom 
Tampa Electric Company E1806 I Regdept@tecoenergy.com I No 

Printed on 10/23/2M)8 at 2:2246 PM 



Thursday, Oct23,2008 0223 PM 



Thursday, Oct 23,2008 0223 PM 



1 ..... CLK Official FIIing****l012012008 10:39 AM 

Matilda Sanders QSC -08- Ob73  - c 

From: Theresa Walsh 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: Order I Notice Submitted WSC, CLK - CORRESPONDENCE 
Date and Time: 
Docket Number: 080317 
Filename / Path: 08031 7.or.092908.ky.doc DISTRIBUTION 

Monday, October 20,2008 10:40 AM 
CLK - Orders I Notices; Keino Young; Martha Brown 

'zCAdmin~~~e-Parties_Consnmer 
DOCUMENTNO. ODW3-0% 

10/20/2008 10:38:00 AM 

Please issue the above-referenced ORDER SUSPENDING PERMANENT BASE RATE INCREASE AND ASSOCIATED 
TARIFFS today in Docket No. 08031 7-El. 



FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

PARTICIPATING EMAIL ADDRESSES FOR DOCKET 080317 

PARTY COMPANY EMAIL 
NAME CODE ADDRESS 

ADDRESS 
IN 

MASTER 
COMMISSION 
DIRECTORY 

I I I 
AARP (Twomey 08) I miketwomey@talstar.com I No 
Tampa Electric Company I E1806 [ Regdept@tecoenergy.com I No 

Printed on 10120/2008 at 12:40:59 PM 

I 



Monday, Oct 20,2008 1241 PM 





I01912008 8:34 AM 
Office of Commission Clerk Official Filing - 

Ruth Nettles 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
cc: 
Subject: 

Ruth McHargue 
Wednesday, October 08,2008 443 PM 
Ruth Nettles 
Kimberley Pena; Cheryl Buleua-Banks 
Docket correspondence 

Please add to docket file. 
Thanks, 
Ruth 

_ _ _ _ -  Original Message----- 
From: Webmaster 
Sent: Friday, October 03, 2008 1:23 PM 
To: Consumer Contact 
Subject: FW: My contact 

.____ Original Message----- 
From: contact@psc.state.fl.us [mailto:contact@psc.state.fl.usl 
Sent: Friday, October 03, 2008 12:46 PM 
To: Webmaster 
Cc: dhaslop@peoplepc.com 
Subject: My contact 

Contact from a Web user 

Contact Information: 
Name: David Haslop 
Company: resident 
Primary Phone: 813-818-1853 
Secondary Phone: 
Email: dhaslop@peoplepc.com 

Response requested? Yes 
CC Sent? Yes 

Comments: 
I hope the commission doesn’t fall for this grossly over priced proposal by TECO. Their 
profits show there is no need for an increase. Their just as greedy as the Insurance 
companies and those fat cats on Wall Street. Please help the struggling consumers of 
Tampa and tell TECO NO!!!! 

1 



1 ... t. CLK Ofncial Filing****9/30/2008 1O:OO AM 

Matilda Sanders PSC-08- O 6 3 9 - P C O  - 6 1  
From: 
Sent 
To: 
Subject: 

Theresa Walsh 
Tuesday, September 30,2008 1O:OO AM 
CLK - Orders / Notices; Keino Young; Martha Brown: Jennifer Brubaker: Jean Hartman 
Order/ Notice Submitted 

Date and Time: 
Docket Number: 080317 
Filename / Path: 080317.OR.deny.MOM.ky.doc 
Order Type: 

9/30/2008 9:57:00 AM 

Signed / Hand Deliver 

Please issue the above-referenced order today in Docket No. 080317-El. Because this order is signed by Commissioner 
Skop, the original is on its way to you. 

FPSC, CLK - CORRESPONDENCE 
Udministntive-Partie-Commr 

DISTRIBUIION: 
- D O C ~ N O . 0 5 0 9 3  og 

I faxcd 



PARTY COMPANY EMAIL 
NAME CODE ADDRESS 

Tampa Electric Company E1806 Regdept@tecoenergy.com 

Printed on 9/30/2008 at 2:08:34 PM 

ADDRESS 
IN 

MASTER 
COMMISSION 
DIRECTORY 

No 
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Tuesday, Sep 30,2008 0209 PM 



08sEP29 MI 
@Tu+ CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850 

-M-E-M-0-R-A-N-D-U-M- 

coMi-ilL.d / .  

CLEW 

DATE: September 29,2008 

TO: Commissioner Lisa Polak Edgar 
Commissioner Katrina J. McMurrian 
Commissioner Nancy Argenziano 
Commissioner Nathan A. Skop 

Sandy Simmons, Scheduling Coordinator ss 
RE: Docket No.0803 17-GU -Petition for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company, 

The locations listed below have been reserved for the purpose of holding customer 
service hearings. 

Tuesdav, October 21.2008.6:OO a.m. 
Dr. Blaise F. Alfano Conference Center 

11606 North McKinley Drive 

Contact: Debbie Cox 813-978-8228 

Wednesdav, October 22,2008,lO:OO a.m. 
Chain of Lakes Complex Poolside Room 

210 Cypress Gardens Blvd. 

Contact: Jackie Richardson 863-291-5656 
Tampa, FL Winter Haven, FL 

Maps and directions to the facilities are attached for your convenience. If you have any 
questions regarding the hearing location please contact me at 413-6008. 

Cc: Office of General Counsel (Young) 
Office of Public Information (Muir, DeMello, Brunson) 
Division of Economic Regulation (Slemkiwicz) 
Office of Hearing Reporter Services (Faurot, Boles) 
Office of Commission Clerk (Wang,Btkk& File) 

Attachments 



I Dr. Blaise F. Alfano Conference Center 

Contact: Debbie'Cox 513-975-5228 
From CCOC, proceed to 1-10 E toward Lake City 
Take Exit #296A toward Tampa onto 1-75 S 
Take Exit #274/Airpoflampa/St. Pete onto 1-275 S 
Take Exit #51/Fowler Ave/Temple Terrace onto N Central Ave 
Turn left onto E Fowler Ave 
Tum right onto N McKinley Drive 
Arrive at 11606 N McKinley Dr on the right 

91.2 miles 
161.8 miles 

9.5 miles 
.3 miles 

2.4 miles 
.1 mile 

- 

11606 North McKinley Drive 
Tamoa. FL 

I 

J 



Chain of Lakes Complex 
210 Cypress Gardens Boulevard 

Winter Haven. FL 

Piedmont. 
DrSE 



From: Theresa Walsh 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: Order I Notice Submitted 

Date and Time: 
Docket Number: 08031 7 
Filename I Path: 08031 7.Notice.CSH.ky.doc 

Wednesday, September 24,2008 9:32 AM 
CLK - Orders / Notices; Keino Young; Martha Brown; Jean Hartman; Jennifer Brubaker 

ccs  9/24/2008 9:29:00 AM 

Please issue the above-referenced NOTICE OF CUSTOMER SERVICE HEARINGS today in Docket No. 08031 7-El 

FPSC, CLK - CORRESPONDENCE 
~Adminttrltive-Partica-Comm~ 
Do(3uMENT NO. 05093-0z) 
DISTRIBUTION: 

1 



FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

PARTICIPATING EMAIL ADDRESSES FOR DOCKET 080317 

I I ADDRESS -\, 

Amanda Quirke 
Ausley & McMullen 
Beggs & Lane 
Black & Veatch 
Catapult Partners 

PART- 
NAME 

aq@tewlaw.com YES 
Yes jwahlen@ausley.com 

md@beggslane.com Yes 
rollinsrnr@bv.com Yes 

Yes edward heyn@catapult-llc.com .. 

COMPANY 
CODE I 

Flonda Elccinc Cooperatives Associaiion 
Flonda Elecmc Cooperatives Associatiun 
Florida lndusmal Puwer Users Group (Anchors08) 
Florida Institute of Technology 

EMAlL 
ADDRESS 

fecdbill@embarqmail.com 
mhcrshel@,fccn.com 
\kaufman@asglegal com 
fleslie(ufit.edu 

I,. 

MASTER 
COMMISSION 
DIRECTORY 

Florida Reliablity Coordinating Council 
Florida Solar Energy Center 
Florida Solar Energy Industries Association 
Florida Solar Energy Research and Education 

Akerman Senterfitt I matt.feil@akerman.com I Yes 
Akerman Senterfitt I Beth.Keating@akerman.com I Yes 

I 

Allsolar ServiceCompany I I DBessettel@CFL.rr.com I Yes 

abrown@frcc.com Yes 
Young@fsec.ucf.edu Yes 
bruce@flaseia.org Yes 
cmkettles@cfl.rr.com Yes 

Foundation 
Gainesville Regional Util./City of Gainesville 
General Electric Company 
Hopping, Green & Sams 
Itron, NA 

Centtal Florida Electric Cooperative, Inc. I EC901 I jrobson@cfec.com I Yes 
Chandler, Lang & Haswell, P.A. I CLHPALAW@AOL.COM I Yes 
City of Leesburg I EM868 I Jay.Evans@leesburgforida.gov 1 Yes 

I 
EM858 manascoro@gru.com Yes 

davidl .swanson@ge.com Yes 
gperko@hgslaw.com Yes 

Yes Jim.Fisher@itron.com 
.. 

I City of Melboume I 1 citymanager@melboumeflorida.org 1 Yes ~~ 

I fiankden@nettally.com I Yes 
I jmoylejr@moylelaw.com I Yes 

City o f  Tallahassee I I wailesk@talgov.com I Yes 
City of Tallahassee, Electric Operations I clarkp@tdgov.com 1 Yes 
City of Tampa (08a) I I salvatore.tenito@tampagov.net I No 

I Committee on Utilities & Telecommunications I I cochran.keating@myfloridahouse.gov I ~~ Yes 
Edn hJ usiice I I mrcimer@eanhjusticc org I Yes 
Feanngton Smith & Rdston I foyi&fsrflonda com I Yes 
Flonda Building & Construction Trades Council I I flondabuildingn3des~hormail com I Yes 

I Florida Cable Telecommunications Association, Inc. I I dkonuch@fcta.com I Yes ~~ 

! I Yes .. I Florida Municipal Power Agency I fredbryant@fmpa.com 
I 1 Yes I Yes 

Flonda Municipal Power Agency 
Flunda Power & Light Company 

1 rlck casev@hpd LUI~ I  

I Wade Litchficld@ fpl com 
Flonda Power & Light Company I E1802 I wade Iitchfield@fpl com I Yes 

E A  I knowb@jea.com I Yes 
Keys Energy Services EMS64 I dale.finigan@keysenergy.com I Yes 

I 

Lee County Electric Cooperative, Inc. I EC908 I donald.schleicher@lcec.net I Yes 
Management and Regulatory Consultants I 
Moyle, Flanigan, Katz, Breton, While & K&P2P. I 
Orlando Urilitics Commission I 
Pennington, Moore, Wilkinson, Bell & Dunbar, PA 
Progress Fnergy Florida, Inc I 

[ JSzaro@ouc.com I Yes 
I gene@penningtonlaw.com I Yes 

E1801 I paul.lewisjr@pgnmail.com I Yes 
I REA International LLC I I christopherschoonover@gmail.com I ~~ Yes 

REA Intemational LLC I 1 amaguiremrea-intl.com I Yes 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. I mhewin@seminole-electric.com 1 Yes 
Sierra Club I I joanne.spalding@sierraclub.org I Yes 

I I laistin.henry@sierraclub.org I Yes I Yes 
Tampa Electric Company I E1806 I Regdept@tewenergy.com I No 

Sierra Club 
Sumter Electric Cooperative, Inc. I john.chapman@secoenergy.com 

The Corporation for Future Rccources I 1 dglickd(u'pipeline com I Yes 
Utility Board of the Ciiy of Key West I Yes I Jach WetAer@KeysLnergy com 

Printed on 9/24/2008 at 2:3402 PM 

1 



FXORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

PARTICIPATING EMAIL ADDRESSES FOR DOCKET 080317 

PARTI 
NAME 

COMPANY 
CODE 

EMAIL 
ADDRESS 

ADDRESS 
IN 

MASTER 
COMMISSION 
DIRECTORY 

Vista tnergy Group, Inc I I ahumbcrdq virtaenergygroup corn I Yrc 
Young, van Assenderp, P A  I KYoungeiyvlaw net I Yes 

Printed m 9/24/2008 atZ:3402 PM 

2 



Wednesday, Sep 24,2008 0234 PM 



..****e’. ....... l l X * . r . .  . .  . .  
. ,. . . . ...... . . .  ,D1 ... 

. . . . . . . . . .  h4r-:.i _ _  Ilnr - .n w! v c v  ... - .’,:y.,’!, ........ ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . ....... -. - - ___ . . . . . . . . .  
, ,  . s  . .  I !?‘ 

Wednesday, Sep 24,2008 0234 PM 



Wednesday, Sep 24,2008 02:34 PM 
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Wednesday. Sep 24,2008 02:35 PM 



City Manager, City of Bartow 
450 North Wilson 
Bartow, FL 33831-3954 

Clerk, Board of County Commissioners, Pasco County 
38053 Live Oak Avenue 
Dade City, FL 33525 

Clerk, Board of County Commissioners, Polk County 
P. 0. Box 9000, Drawer CC-1 
Bartow. FL 33831-9000 

Mayor, City of Belleair Beach 
444 Cause Way Blvd. 
Belleair Beach, FL 34635-3326 

Mayor, City of Clearwater 
P. 0. Box 4748 
Clearwater, FL 33758-4748 

Mayor, City of Davenport 
P. 0. Box 125 
Davenport, FL 33836-0125 

Mayor, City of Eagle Lake 
P. 0. Box 129 
Eagle Lake, FL 33839-0129 

Clerk, Board of County Commissioners, Hillsborough County 
P. 0. Box 1110 
Tampa, FL 33601 

Clerk, Board of County Commissioners, Pinellas County 
315 Court Street 
Clearwater, FL 34616-5165 

Mayor, City of Auburndale 
P. 0. Box 186 
Aubrundale. FL 33823-0186 

Mayor, City of Belleair Bluffs 
2747 Sunset Blvd. 
Belleair Bluff, FL 33770-1978 

Mayor, City of Dade City 
P. 0. Box 1355 
Dade City, FL 33526-1355 

Mayor, City of Dunedin 
750 Milwaukee Avenue 
Dunedin. FL 34698-7140 

Mayor, City of Frostproof 
P. 0. Box 308 
Frostproof. FL 33843-0308 



Mayor, City of Ft. Meade 
P. 0. Box 856 
Ft. Meade, FL 33841-0856 

Mayor, City of Haines City 
P. 0. Box 1507 
Haines City, FL 33845-1507 

Mayor, City of Lake Alfred 
120 East Pomelo Street 
Lake Alfred. FL 33850-2136 

Mayor, City of Lakeland 
228 South Massachusetts Avenue 
Lakeland, FL 33801-5086 

Mayor, City of Madeira Beach 
300 Municipal Drive 
Madeira Beach, FL 33708-1916 

Mayor, City of New Port Richey 
5919 Main Street 
New Port Richey, FL 34652 

Mayor, City of Pinellas Park 
P. 0. Box 1100 
Pinellas Park, FL 33781-1 100 

Mayor, City of Gulfport 
P. 0. Box 5187 
Gulfport, FL 33737-5187 

Mayor, City of Indian Rocks Beach 
1507 Bay Palm Blvd. 
Indian Rocks Beach, FL 34635-2827 

Mayor, City of Lake Wales 
P. 0. Box 1320 
Lake Wales. FL 33859-1320 

Mayor, City of Largo 
P. 0. Box 296 
Largo, FL 34649-0296 

Mayor, City of Mulberry 
P. 0. Box 707 
Mulberry. FL 33860-0707 

Mayor, City of Oldsmar 
100 State Street, W. 
Oldsmar. FL 34677-3655 

Mayor, City of Plant City 
P. 0. Drawer C 
Plant City, FL 33564-9003 



Mayor, City of Port Richey 
Attn: City Clerk 
6333 Ridge Road 
Port Richey. FL 33668-6746 

Mayor, City of San Antonio 
3281 9 Pennsylvania Avenue 
P. 0. Box 75 
San Antonio, FL 33576-0075 

Mayor, City of South Pasadena 
7047 Sunset Drive 
South Pasadena, FL 33707-2819 

Mayor, City of St. Pete Beach 
155 Corey Avenue 
St. Pete Beach, FL 33706-1839 

Mayor, City of Tampa 
City Hall 
306 East Jacksonstreet, 8N 
Tampa, FL 33602-5223 

Mayor, City of Temple Terrace 
P. 0. Box 16930 
Temple Terrace, FL 33687-6930 

Mayor, City of Winter Haven 
P. 0. Box 2277 
Winter Haven, FL 33883-2277 

Mayor, City of Safety Harbor 
750 Main Street 
Safety Harbor, FL 34695-3553 

Mayor, City of Seminole 
9199 113th Street North 
Seminole, FL 33772-2806 

Mayor, City of St. Leo 
P. 0. Box 2479 
St. Leo, FL 33574-2479 

Mayor, City of St. Petersburg 
P. 0. Box 2842 
St. Petersburg, FL 33731-2842 

Mayor, City of Tarpon Springs 
P. 0. Box 5004 
Tarpon Springs, FL 34688-5004 

Mayor, City of Treasure Island 
120 - 108th Avenue 
Treasure Island, FL 33706 

Mayor, City of Zephyrhills 
5335 8th Street 
Zephyrhills, FL 33540-5133 



Mayor, Town of Belleair Shore 
1200 Gulf Blvd. 
Belleair Shore, FL 33786-3351 

Mayor, Town of Hillcrest Heights 
151 Scenic Highway, N. 
P. 0. Box 129 
Babson Park, FL 33827-0127 

Mayor, Town of Kenneth City 
6000 - 54th Avenue, N. 
Kenneth City, FL 33709 

Mayor, Town of North Redington Beach 
190 - 173rd Avenue E 
North Redington Beach, FL 33708-1397 

Mayor, Town of Redington Beach 
105 - 164th Avenue 
Redington Beach. FL 33708-1 565 

Mayor, Village of Highland Park 
1337 North Highland Park 
Lake Wales, FL 33853-7422 

............................ 
Code for order: 
Total for order: 54 
09/24/2008 

Mayor, Town of Dundee 
P. 0. Box 1000 
Dundee, FL 33838-1000 

Mayor, Town of Indian Shores 
19305 Gulf Blvd. 
Indian Shores, FL 33785-2257 

Mayor, Town of Lake Hamilton 
P. 0. Box 126 
Lake Hamilton, FL 33851-0126 

Mayor, Town of Polk City 
P. 0. Box 1139 
Polk City, FL 33868-1139 

Mayor, Town of Redington Shores 
17798 Gulf Coast Blvd. 
Redington Shores, FL 33708 

Town Clerk, Town of Belleair 
901 Ponce de Leon Blvd. 
Belleair, FL 34616-1034 



1 CLK Oftlciai Filing'**n911612008 1:OO PM ..... 
From: Theresa Walsh 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: Order I Notice Submitted 

Tuesday, September 16,2008 1:00 PM 
CLK - Orders / Notices; Keino Young; Jennifer Brubaker g 8. 

Date and Time: 9/16/2008 12:57:00 PM 0 6 %  
%$ 2 % 

'0 

Docket Number: 080317 O M  0% 6 6% Q 
$5 / 

Filename I Path: 08031 7.or.grant.PTI.FRF.revised.ky.doc 
Order Type: Signed / Hand Deliver e 

.a 0 
% S O  

Please issue the above-referenced ORDER GRANTING PETITION TO INTERVENE today in Docket No. 080SP7-EI. This is 
the revised version of the order sent earlier today. Because this order is signed by Commissioner Skop, the original is on its 
way to you. 

F'PSC, CLK - CORRESPONDENCE 
XAdminLtntive-hrties-Cmmm 
DOCUMENT NO. 05043-OEz 
DISTRIBUTION: - 



FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

PARTICIPATING E M A n  ADDRESSES FOR DOCKET 080317 

PARTY 
NAME 

COMPANY I CODE 1 ADDRESS 
IN 

MASTER 
COMMISSION 
DIRECTORY 

EMAIL 
ADDRESS 

I I I 
Tampa Electric Company E1806 I Regdept@tecoenergy.com I No 

Printed on 9/1612008 at 40253  PM 

1 



7 ***.. CLK Official Filing****917612008 9:37 AM 

Matilda Sanders *-oa- d77-m - i3 
From: Theresa Walsh 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: Order / Notice Submitted 

Date and Time: 
Docket Number: 080317 
Filename I Path: 080317.OR.grant.PTI.FlPUG.ky.doc 
Order Type: 

Tuesday, September 16,2008 8:56 AM 
CLK - Orders / Notices; Keino Young; Martha Brown; Jennifer Brubaker; Jean Hartman 

9/16/2008 8:55:00 AM 

Signed / Hand Deliver 

Please issue the above-referenced ORDER GRANTING PETITION TO INTERVENE today in Docket No. 08031 7-El. 
Because this order is signed by Commissioner Skop, the original is on its way to you. 



FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

PARTICIPATING EMAIL ADDRESSES FOR DOCKET 080317 

PARTY 
NAME 

ADDRESS 
IN 

MASTER 
COMMISSION 
DIRECTORY 

COMPANY EMAIL 
CODE ADDRESS 

I I I 
Tampa Electric Company E1806 I Regdept@tecoenergy.com I No 

Printed a 9/16/2008 at 1:38:16 PM 

I 



Page 1 of 1 

Clara Leider 

From: Sandy Simmons 

Sent: 
To: Clara Leider 

Subject: 
Attachments: CCS Form 080317-El-00001 -005.pdf 

Tuesday, September 02,2008 8:47 AM 

Proposed Changes to Form 08031 7-El-00001 

Docket Number 080317-El - Form Number 080317-El-00001-005 

Petition for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company. 

Change in appointments: Tentative to firm 

Attached is a Case Scheduling/Rescheduling Advice (CSRA) in the referenced docket. If you have any questions 
regarding the form, please contact Sandy Simmons at 413-6008. 

9/2/2008 



Case SchedulindRescheduling: Advice 
Last Revised 09/02/2008 at 8:45 a.m. Page 1 of 2 

Commissioners 

ALL I C T  I E D  IMMIAG I S K  
X I  

Economic Regulation 
Court Reporter 
Staff Contact - Marshall Willis 

Commissioner Edgar Deputy Executive Director 
Commissioner McMurrian General Counsel 
Commissioner Argenziano 
Commissioner Skop Commission Clerk 
Executive Director Replatoy Compliance 
Public Information Officer Service/Safety/Consumer Asst. 

Strategic Analysis & Gov. Affairs 

From: Office of Chairman Matthew Carter 

Docket Number: 080317-E1 -- Petition for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company. 

Heanng Staff 
Exam 

Remarks: 

Prehearing 
Offieer 

OEP PSC-O8-0557-PCO-E18/26/08. 

Commissioners 1 
CT I ED I M M ~ A G  I SK l ADM w 

PSC/CHM 8 (09/2005) CCS Form Number: 080317-EI-00001-005 



Case Schedulinfieschedulinp Advice 
Last Revised 09/02/2008 at 8:45 a.m. Page 2 of 2 

Commissioners Hearing Staff 
Exam. 

ALL ICT (ED I M ~ A G  ISK 

Economic Regulation 
Court Reporter 
Staff Contact - Marshall Willis 

Commissioner Edgar Deputy Executive Director 
Commissioner McMurrian General Counsel 
Commissioner Argenziano 
Commissioner Skop Commission Clerk 
Executive Director Regulatory Compliance 
Public Information Officer Service/Safety/Consumer Asst. 

Strategic Analysis & Gov. Affairs 

From: Office of Chairman Matthew Carter 

Docket Number: 080317-E1 -- Petition for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company. 

Commissioners Hearing Staff 

1. Schedule Information 

2. Hearing/Prehearing Assignment Information 

Remarks: 

Hearing 
Officers 

OEP PSC-O8-0557-PCO-E18/26/08. 

Commissioners I( Prehearing 
Offieer 

m Commissioners 

PSC1CHM 8 (0912005) CCS Form Number: 080317-EI-00001-005 



From: Theresa Waish 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: Order I Notice Submitted 

Date and Time: 
Docket Number: 08031 7 
Filename I Path: 08031 7.0EP.ky.doc 
Order Type: 

Tuesday, August 26,2008 11 :23 AM 
CLK - Orders I Notices; Keino Young: Martha Brown; Jennifer Brubaker; Jean Hartman 

8/26/2008 1 1 :21 :00 AM 

Signed I Hand Deliver 

Please issue the above-referenced ORDER ESTABLISHING PROCEDURE today in Docket No. 080317-El. Because this 
order is signed by Commissioner Skop, the original is on its way to you. 

FPSC, CLK - CORRESPONDENCE 
ZLAdmi.ttrrtivc_Plr~~m~~ 

DISTRIBUTION: 
DOCUMENTNO. 65643 -0% 

1 



n O R I D A  PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

PARTICIPATING EMAIL ADDRESSES FOR DOCKET 080317 

PARTY 
NAME 

sa Electric Company 

ADDRESS 
IN 

MASTER 
COMMISSION 
DIRECTORY 

COMPANY EMAIL 
CODE ADDRESS 

E1806 Regdept@tecoenerg y.com No 

Printed on 8/26/2008 at 3:OX:OO PM 

1 
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Tuesday, Aug 26,2008 03:08 PM 
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1 ... t. CLK Official FiIlng**"811812008 12:53 PM 

Matilda Sanders T3c- OR - d 6 B  -pco - ef 
From: Theresa Walsh 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: Order I Notice Submitted 

Date and Time: 
Docket Number: 080317 
Filename I Path: 08031 7.0R.ack.intv.OPC.ky.doc 

Monday, August 18,2008 12:53 PM 
CLK - Orders I Notices; Keino Young 

811812008 12:52:00 PM 

IFPSC? CLK - CORRESPONDENCE ! 

Please issue the above-referenced ORDER ACKNOWLEDGING INTERVENTION today in Docket No. 08031 7-El. 



Page 1 of 1 

Commission Clerk 

From: Commission Clerk 

Sent: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 08-0538ord.doc 

Monday, August 18,2008 4:26 PM 

Order or Notice issued by the Public Service Commission (Email ID = 512258) 

The attached order or notice has been issued by the Public Service Commission. 

If you have any problems opening this attachment, please contact the Office of Commission Clerk by reply email 
or at 850-413-6770. 

When replying, please do not alter the subject line; as it is used to process your reply. 

Thank you. 



FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

PARTICIPATING EMAIL ADDRESSES FOR DOCKET 080317 

PARTY 
N A M E  

Tampa Electric Company 

ADDRESS 
IN 

MASTER 
COMMISSION 
DIRECTORY 

COMPANY EMAIL 
CODE ADDRESS 

El806 Regdept@tecoenerg y.com No 

Prinled on 8/18/2008 a 1 4  25 39 I’M 

I 



STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMISSIONERS OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 
MATTHEW M CARTER 11, CHAIRMAN 

LISA POLAK ELXAR COMMISSION CLERK 
KATRINA 1 MCMURRIAN 
NANCY ARGENZIANO 

ANN COLE 

(850) 413-6770 

NATHAN A SKOP 

June 16,2008 

Charles R. Black, President 
Tampa Electric Company 
Post Office BOX 1 11 
Tampa, Florida 33601-01 11 

Re: Docket No. 080317-E1 

Dear Mr. Black 

This will acknowledge receipt of a petition for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company, 
which was filed in this office on June 12, 2008, and assigned the above-referenced docket number. 
Appropriate staff members will be advised. 

Mediation may be available to resolve any dispute in this docket. If mediation is conducted, it 
does not affect a substantially interested person's right to an administrative hearing. For more 
information, contact the Office ofGeneral Counsel at (850) 413-6248 or FAX (850) 413-7180. 

Office of Commission Clerk 

CMITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 0 2540 SHUMARO OAK BOULEVARD TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Affirmative Action I Equal Opportunity Employer 

PSC Website: hUp9wvw.floridapsc.mm Internel Email: mnt.~psc.st.te.fl.ur 



Ca~e Assignment and Scheduling Record 	 Page 1 of 1 

Section 1 - Office of Commission Clerk 

Docket No. 080317-EI Date Docketed: 06/12/2008 Title: Petition for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company. 

Company: Tampa Electric Company 
tlSC, eLK .. CORRESPONDENCE 
.A.Admiaistrative_Partics_Cousum~r 

DOCUMENT NO. Of)CJ 13-0'8' 
DISTRlBtr110N: 

Official Filing Date: Expiration: 
Last Day to Suspend: 

Referred to: ADM ClK CMP (ECR) GCL PIF RCA SCR SGA 
("0" indicates OPR) 	 x x x 

Section 2 - OPR Completes and returns to CLK in 10 workdays. Time Schedule 
Program Module Al(a) WARNING: THIS SCHEDULE IS AN INTERNAL PLANNING OOCUMENT 

I.IT IS TENTATIVE AND SUBJECT TO REVISION. 
Staff Assign~nts FOR UPDATES CONTACT THE RECORDS SECTION:(850) 413-6110 

Due Dates 
OPR Staff --------- ­ Current CASR revision level Previous Current 

~ 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

------------11 ~: 
____________-1'14. ______________---11 15 . 
_________---1. 16 . __________~17. _________---1 18 • 
___________-1 

19
• 

______________~20. _________---1 21 . _____________-;22. 
I 

_______________-;23. 
____________-;24. 
__________-1 25 . I _________________~26. 
______________-;27. 
____________-;28. 

29. 
Recommended assiqnments for hearinq 30. 
and/or decidinq this case: 31. 

32. 
Full Commission Commission Panel __ 33. 
Hearing Examiner_ Staff 34. 

35. 
Date fi 1 ed wi th CLK: ___________~ 36. 

37. 
Initials 	OPR -----------i 38. 

Staff Counsel 39. 
40. 

Sectlon 3 - Chalrman Completes 	 Asslgnments are as follows: 

Prehearlng Off'lcer 

ALL 

s) 

Commissioners Hrg Staff 
____. ­ __~--~ Exam 

SK 

Where panels are assigned the senior Commissioner is Panel Chairman: 

Commissioners ADM 

CT J ED J MM I AG I SK 

I I J I 
the identical panel decides the case. 
Where one Commissioner, a Hearing Examiner or a 
assigned the full Commission decides the case. 

Staff Member is 
Approved: 
Date: 

PSC/CLK015-C (Rev. 04/07) * COMPLETED EVENTS 

I 
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Section 1 - Office of Commission Clerk 


Docket No. 080317-EI Date Docketed: 0611212008 Title: Petition for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company. 


Company: Tampa Electric Company 


Official Filing Date: _________ Expiration: 
last Day to Suspend: 

Referred to: ADM ClK CMP (ECR) GCl PIF RCA SCR SGA 
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Section 2 - OPR Completes and returns to ClK in 10 workdays. Time Schedule 

WARNING: THIS SCHEDULE IS AN INTERNAL PLANNING OOCUMENT 
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FOR UPDATES CONTACT THE RECORDS SECTION: (850) 413-6770 

Program Module Al(a) 
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2. Revised CASR Due 
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and/or deciding this case: 31. 
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Hearing Examiner Staff 34. 
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37. 
Initials OPR 38. 
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I I I I X 
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__________________~19. 


__________________~20. 


__________________~21. 


__________________~22. 


__________________~23. 


___________________ 24.
~ 

___________________~25. 
____________________-;26. 
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Full Commission ..x.COlllllission Panel 33. 
Hearing Examiner Staff 34. 

35. 
Date filed with ClK: 08 12 2008 36. 

37. 
Initials aPR ---------------1 38.

Staff Counsel _______---1 39. 
40. 

Section 3 - Chairman Completes Assignments are as follows: 
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1. Schedule Information 

Event Former Date New Date Location 1Room Time 

Service Hearing 

Service Hearing 

Prehearing Conference 

Hearing 

Hearing 

Hearing 

10/2112008 

10/22/2008 

01107/2009 

01120/2009 

0112112009 

01/27/2009 

Tampa 

Winter Haven 

Tallahassee I E-148 

Tallahassee I E-148 

Tallahassee I E-148 

Tallahassee I E-148 
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Hearing 
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SAME 12/23/2008 
SAME 12/26/2008 
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2009 
OCRs (RCP) 0 

0114. _.i~(J~.Z1.27.Z.,•.,om~ ~ 
2009 
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02 2009 
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OS/27SAME 200922. Clos@ Docket or R@vise CASR 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 

Recommended assignments for hearing 30. 
and/or deciding this case: n. 
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Commissioners Hrg 
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Staff 
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Where one Commissioner, a Hearing Examiner or a Staff Member is 

assigned the full Commission decides the case. 
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J Kyle, P Lee, P Lester 

SAME3. ID Meetina - Preliminary (Canceled) 
12/03/2008 

S Livingston. A Marsh 
11/21/20084. Testimony - Staff 

01/09/2009 
S Matlock, A Maurey 

SAMES. Discovery Actions Complete 
01/09/2009 

S Ollila, C Prestwood 
SAME6. FAW Notice Published - Hearina 

01/12/2009 
MSpringer 

SAME7. Transcript of Prehearing Due 
SAME 01/14/20098. Prehearina Order 
SAME 01/20/20099. Hearing (1/20,21,27,28,29,30/09) 

10. I :... of H@arina Dm~ - Daill>v 01/23/2009 01/21/2009 
Staff Counsel KYoung, MBrown 02/17/2009 

J Brubaker. J Hartman 
11. Briefs Due SAME 

912. Staff Recommendation - Rev. Rea. & Rate I 

ion - R:lI1"i> Di>c.ian Tc.c.Ui>c. 
- Ra1"i> D~c.;an Tc.c.Ui>c. 

SAME 03 26 
SAME 04 07 

Anon, I", - RI>v. R~a "Ra1"~ Tc.C.Ui>c.13. 
14. Stafi 2009 

OCRs (RCP) D Vandiv@r 15. Aa@nr101 2009 
(SSe) R Hicks 04 27 2009 
(SGA) R Grav@s ] Sickel 

16. Stanr lard Ord~r SAME 
17. Cln...~ Dnck~t: nr R~vi"'I> CASR SAME 05 27 2009 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 

Recommended assignments for hearing 30. 
and/or deciding this case: 31. 

32. 
Full Commission ..x..Commi ssion Panel 33.-Hearing Examiner Staff 34. 

35. 
Date filed with CLK: 01/08/2009 36. 

37. 
Initials OPR 38. 


Staff Counsel 
 39. 
40. 

Sectl0n 3 - Chalrman Comgletes Asslgnments are as follows: 


- Hearlng Off'lcer()s Prehearina Officer 

Commissioners Hrg 

Exam 
Staff 

ALL I CT I ED I MM I AG I SK 
X I I I I I 

Commissioners ADM 

CT I ED I MM I AG I SK 

I I I I X 
Where panels are asslgned the senlor CommlSSloner is Panel Chairman: 

the identical panel decides the case. 
 Approved:
Where one Commissioner, a Hearing Examiner or a Staff Member is Date:
assigned the full Commission decides the case. 

PSC/CLK01S-C (Rev. 04/07) * COMPLETED EVENTS 



Case Assignment and Scheduling Record Page 1 of 1 

Section 1 - Office of Commission Clerr-­ .-..., 

Docket No. 080317-EI Date Docketed: 06/12/2008 Title: Petition for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company. 

Company: Tampa Electric Company 

Official Filing Date: 08/11/2008 Expiration: 04L13L2009 
last Day to Suspend: 10LlO/2008 

Referred to: 
("on indicates OPR) 

ADM 
I 

ClK (ECR) 
X 

GCl 
X 

PIF RCP 
X I 

SGA 
X 

SSC 
X 

Section 2 - OPR Co~letes and returns to ClK in 10 workdays. Time Schedule 
Program Module A1(a) WARNING: THIS SCHEDULE IS AN INTERNAL PLANNING DOCUMENT 

IT IS TENTATIVE AND SUBJEIT TO REVISION. 

Staff Assignments FOR UPDATES CONTAIT THE RECORDS SEITION: (850) 413-6770 

Due Dates 

OPR Staff J Slemkewicz ~ Current CASR revision level 
( Bulecza-Banks 
S Cornelius o Dowds 1. MFR DeficienY letter 
E Draper C Hewitt 2. FAW Notice Published - Customer Service Hearin 
o Higgins, C Kummer 3. 10 Meeting - Preliminary (Canceled) 
P lee, P lester 4. Testimony - Staff 
S livingston, A Marsh s. FAW Notice Published - Prehearing 
S Matlock, A Maurey 6. Discovery Actions COlII)lete 
S Ollila, C Prestwood 7. FAW Notice Published - Hearina 
101 Springer 8. Staff Recommendation 

9. Aaenda 
10. c;:1""' ......"'...... Ord..r 

Staff Counsel KYoung, 101 Brown 11. Close Docket 
J Brubaker, J Hartman 12. 

13. 
14. 

OCRs (RCP) o Mai"l hot: 15. 
(SSe) R Hicks 16. 
(SGA) R Graves J Sickel 17. 

18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 

Recommended assignments for hearing 30. 
and/or deciding this case: 31. 

32. 
Full Commission ~Commission Panel - 33. 
Hearing Examiner Staff 34.- - 35. 
Date filed with ClK: OS/29/2009 36. 

37. 
Initials OPR 38. 

Staff Counsel 39. 
40. 

Sectlon 3 - Chalrman Co~letes Asslgnments are as follows: 

- Heanng 0fficer(s) Prehearina Officer 

Where panels are asslgned the senlor CommlSSloner is Panel Chairman: 
the identical panel decides the case. 

Previous 

SAME 
SAME 
SAME 

11/21/2008 
12/26/2008 

SAME 
SAME 
SAME 
SAME 
SAME 

OS/27/2009 

Current 

09/10/2008 
10/03/2008 
10/09/2008 
12/03/2008 
12/24/2008 
01/09/2009 
01/09/2009 
07/01/2009 
07/14/2009 
08/03/2009 
09/03/2009 

Commissioners Hrg 
Exam 

Staff 

All I CT I ED I 101M I AG I SK 
X I I I I I 

Commissioners ADM 

CT I ED I 101M I AG I SK 

I 1 1 I X 

Approved:
Where one Commissioner, a Hearing Examiner or a Staff Member is Date: OS/29/2009\
assigned the full Commission decides the case. 

PSC/ClK01S-C (Rev. 04/07) * COMPLETED EVENTS 



Case Assignment and Scheduling Record Page 1 of 1 

Section 1 - Office of Commission Clerr--- ,..... 


Docket No. 080317-EI Date Docketed: 0611212008 Title: Petition for rate increase by Tampa Electric Co...,any. 


Company: Ta...,a Electric Co...,any 


Official Filing Date: 08/11/2008 Expiration: 04/13/2009 
last Day to Suspend: 10/1012008 

Referred to: ADM ClK (ECR) GCl PIF Rep SGA SSC 
(" ().. i ndi cates OPR) r-":":'::::~'I-==--""'::'::'::x:":'::"""---=:x:::::=--'---='''::';''---'r-=-=:x::;':--'----=~x::'':'''''''''-=:x:::-:=--'---''''' 

Section 2 - OPR Completes and returns to ClK in 10 workdays. Time Schedule 
PrQgram Module Al (a) WARNING: THIS SCHEDULE IS AN INTERNAL PLANNING OOCUNENT 

IT IS TENTATIVE AND SUBJECT TO REVISION. 

Staff A~~ignment~ FOR UPDATES CONTACT THE RECORDS SECTION: (850) 413-6770 

OPR S1aff J Slemkewicz [ZJ Current CASR revision level 
C Bulecza-Banks 
S Cornelius D Dowds I. MFR Deficienv letter 
E DraDer C Hewitt 2. FAW Notice Published - Customer Service Hearin 
D HiGGins C Kummer 3. ID MeetinG - Preliminary (canceled) 
P lee, P lester 4. Testimony - Staff 
S livingston, A Marsh 5. FAW Notice Published - Prehearina 
S Matlock, A Maurey 6. Discoverv Actions Complete 
S Ollila, C Prestwood 7. FAW Notice Published - Hearing 
MSpringer 8. Staff Recommendation 

9. Agenda 
10. C+~""'~M'" 0 .."'.... 

Staff CQyn~el KYoung, MBrown 11. Close Docket 
J Brubaker, J Hartman 12. 

13. 
14. 

OCRs (RCP) D Mailhot: 15. 
(SSe) R Hirlcc 16. 
(SGA) R r...... , .. c J Sickel 17. 

18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 

Recommended assignments for hearing 30. 
and/or deciding this case: 31. 

32. 
Full Commission ...L Commission Panel - 33. 
Hearing Examiner Staff 34.- - 35. 
Date filed with ClK: 06/17/2009 36. 

37. 
Initials OPR 38. 

Staff Counsel 39. 
40. 

Sectlon 3 - Chalrman Completes Asslgnments are as follows: 

- Hearing Officer(s) PrehearinG 0 fficer 

Where panels are asslgned the senlor Commlssloner is Panel Chairman: 
the identical panel decides the case. Approved: 

Due Dates 
Previous Current 

SAME 09/10/2008 
SAME 10/03/2008 
SAME 10/09/2008 

11/21/2008 12/03/2008 
12/26/2008 12/24/2008 

SAME 01/09/2009 
SAME 01/09/2009 

07/01/2009 08/06/2009 
07/14/2009 08/18/2009 
08/0312009 09/0812009 
09/03/2009 10/08/2009 

Commissioners Hrg 
Exam 

Staff 

All I CT I ED I MM I AG I SK 
X I I I I I 

Commissioners ADM 

CT I ED I MM I AGI SK 

I I I I X 

Where one Commissioner, a Hearing Examiner or a Staff Member is Date:
assigned the full Commission decides the case. 

PSC/ClK015-C (Rev. 04/07) * COMPLETED EVENTS 



Case Assignment and Scheduling Record Page 1 of 1 

Section 1 - Office of Commission Clerk:--" ,-. 

Docket No. 08Q317-EI Date Docketed: 06112/2008 Title: Petition for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company. 

Company: Tampa Electric Company 

Official Filing Date: 08/11/2008 Expiration: 04/13/2009 
Last Day to Suspend: 10/10/2008 

Referred to: ADM elK (ECR) GCl PIF RCP SGA SSC 
(U Q .. i ndi cates OPR) '-':":':::"':"'-"'I-=:"'-"":~x:":'==-"'--=:x:::=--'----:"=---;---'::"::x:;:--'--I--=.:=:x:...:-.,.--=:x:::=--,----., 

Section 2 - OPR Completes and returns to CLK in 10 workdays. Time Schedule 
Program Module Al(a) WARNING: THIS SCHEDULE IS AN INTERNAL PLANNING DOCUMENT 

IT IS TENTATIVE AND SUBJECT TO REVISION. 

Staff As~ignments FOR UPDATES OONTACT THE RECORDS SECTION:(8S0) 413-6770 

Due Dates 

OPR Staff J Slemkewicz Current CASR revision level Previous Current 
C BulF!cza-Banks 
S Cornelius o Dowds 1. MFR Deficienv letter 
E Draper C Hewitt 2. FAW Notice Published - Customer Service Hearin 
o Hiaains, C Kummer 3. 10 Meetina - PreliminarY (Canceled) 
P lee, P lester 4. Testimony - Staff 
A Marsh, S Matlock 5. FAW Notice Published - Prehearing 
A Maurey, S Ollila 6. Discovery Actions Complete 
C Prestwood, MSpringer 7. FAW Notice Published - Hearina 

3. Staff Recommendation 
9. Aaenda 

Staff Counsel K Youna M R ..nwn 10. <';:'I',."",. ..d nr".... 
J Brubaker, J Hartman 11. Close Docket 

12. 
B. 

OCRs (RCP) o MaHhn'l' 14. 
(SSe) R IHrke 15. 
(SGA) R Grav",c;: 1 C;;;ck",l 16. 

17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 

Recommended assignments for hearing 30. 
and/or deciding this case: 31. 

32. 
Full Commission ~Commission Panel - 33. 
Hearing Examiner Staff 34.- - 35. 
Date filed with ClK: 0612912009 36. 

37. 
Initials OPR 33. 

Staff Counsel 39. 
40. 

Sectlon 3 - Chalrman Completes Asslgnments are as follows: 

- Hearlnq 0 ff )icer(s Prehearina Officer 

Where panels are asslgned the senlor Commlssloner is Panel Chairman: 
the identical panel decides the case. Approved:
Where one Commissioner, a Hearing Examiner or a Staff Member is 

SAME 09/~
SAME 10/03 
SAME 10/09/2003 

11/H/2003 12/03/2003 
12/26/2003 12/24/2003 

SAME 01/09/2009 
SAME 01/09/2009 

03/06/2009 07/01/2009 
03/13/2009 07/14/2009 
09/0312009 08/03/2009 
10/03/2009 i 09/04/2009 

I 

Commissioners Hrg 
Exam 

Staff 

ALL I CT I ED I MM I AG I SK 
X I I I I I 

Commissioners ADM 

CT I ED I MM I AG I SK 

I I I I X 

Date:assigned the full Commission decides the case. 

PSC/ClKOI5-C (Rev. 04/07) * COMPLETED EVENTS 




