BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In Re: Petition to establish an ) DOCKET NO. 930613-EI
environmental cost recovery ) ORDER NO. PSC-94-0345-FOF-EI
clause pursuant to Section ) ISSUED: 03/28/94
366.8255, Florida Statutes by )
Gulf Power Company. )

)

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of
this matter:

SUSAN F. CLARK
JULIA L. JOHNSON
LUIS J. LAUREDO

BY THE COMMISSION:

On June 22, 1993, Gulf Power Company (Gulf) filed a petition
to establish an environmental cost recovery clause (ECR) pursuant
to Section 366.8255, Florida Statutes. Gulf requested that its
petition be considered during the fuel adjustment hearings
scheduled for August 18-19, 1993. Gulf also requested that it be
allowed to implement initial ECR factors concurrent with new fuel
cost recovery factors that would become effective October 1, 1993.
We denied Gulf's request to collect revenues through implementation
of proposed ECR factors effective October 1, 1993 prior to a
showing that the costs were necessary or prudent. (Order No. PSC-
93~1283~-FOF-EI, issued September 2, 1993) A formal administrative
hearing was held on December 8-9, 1993 to consider Gulf's petition.
We approved Gulf's recovery of certain environmental compliance
costs during the December 21, 1993 agenda conference. (Order No.
PSC-94-0044-FOF-EI, issued January 12, 1994) (Attachment 1)

On January 26, 1994, Florida Industrial Power Users Group
(FIPUG) filed a Motion for Reconsideration of Order No. PSC-94-
0044-FOF-EI and Request for Oral Argument. (Attachment 2)
Specifically, FIPUG requested us to reconsider the Order and to
order Gulf to allocate the costs of environmental compliance
approved in this proceeding on the basis of the allocation
methodology approved for similar environmental expenses in Gulf's
last rate case. On February 14, 1994, Gulf joined FIPUG's Motion
for Reconsideration and Request for Oral Argument. Gulf also
requested to participate in oral argument. (Attachment 3) The
requests for oral argument were denied at the March 8, 1994 agenda
conference.
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The appropriate standard for review is that which is set forth
in Diamond Cab Co. v. King, 146 So. 2d 889 (Fla. 1962). The
purpose of a motion for reconsideration is to bring to the
attention of the Commission some material and relevant point of
fact or law which was overlooked, or which it failed to consider
when it rendered the order in the first instance. See Diamond Cab

ing, 146 So. 2d 889 (Fla. 1962); Pingree v. Quaintance, 394
So. 2d 161 (Fla. 1st DCA 1981). It is not an appropriate venue for
rehashing matters which were already considered, or for raising
immaterial matters which even if adopted would not materially
change the outcome of the case.

In Order No. PSC-94-0044-FOF-EI, we decided to allocate the
costs incurred by Gulf Power Company to comply with the Clean Air
Act Amendments of 1990 among customer classes on the basis of their

energy consumption.

FIPUG asserted that we should reconsider our decision so as to
remove the impact of mistaken reliance on the order approved in
TECO's rate case. (Docket No. 920324-EI, Order No. PSC-93-0165-
FOF-EI) FIPUG argued that, in support of the decision, we twice
referred to the order in TECO's last rate case regarding allocation
of the cost of TECO's scrubber for the Big Bend 4 unit. FIPUG
asserted that we approved a settlement and stipulation of the
parties on issues regarding cost of service and rate design that
expressly stated that it was to have no precedential effect.

We, however, based our decision regarding allocation to rate
classes on our evaluation of the evidence of record and not on the
decision in TECO's rate case. On page 23 of the order, we clearly
provide the reasons for our decision:

We find that those costs required for compliance
with the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA) shall be
allocated to the rate classes on an [sic] per kilowatt
hour, or energy basis. Such an energy allocation is
appropriate because the purpose of the CAAA is to reduce
the level of emissions of air pollutants such as sulphur
dioxide and nitrogen oxides. The level of emissions of
such pollutants is dependent in large part on how many
kilowatt hours are generated. (TR 396) Consequently, we
find that an energy allocation method results in the most
equitable apportionment of these particular compliance
costs. We have adopted this treatment of environmental
compliance costs . . . in the past: in Tampa Electric
Company's last rate case, the approved cost of service
study classified and allocated the costs of the scrubber
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on its Big Bend 4 coal plant on an energy basis. (Docket
No. 920324-EI) (emphasis added)

The last sentence was not the basis of our decision in Gulf's case
and merely refers to the fact that this type of allocation had
occurred previously: essentially, this reference to the TECO rate
case is merely dicta. In fact, this reference could be deleted
without materially affecting our decision regarding cost
allocation.

Likewise, our reference to the TECO rate case on page 24
occurs as part of a larger discussion regarding FIPUG's objection
to "carving out" of specific types of costs and allocating them on
an energy basis. Again, we merely recited a fact and did not rely
upon this reference to form our decision. Rather, the preceding
paragraph on page 24 explains that many of the costs associated
with CAAA compliance are fixed costs and sized to meet peak
demands, but this does not dictate that such costs should be
allocated on peak demand. The order, on page 24, provides that
such costs were incurred to meet the requirements of legislation
enacted to solve the specific problem of excessive emission of
pollutants.

The emission of these pollutants by the electric industry
is in large part a function of the number of kilowatt
hours produced. In this respect, these capital items are
different from other production plant items and thus
should be treated differently.

FIPUG also argued that Section 366.8255, Florida Statutes,
requires the Commission to apply the same criteria to a request for
recovery of environmental costs through the clause as it would in
a base rate proceeding. FIPUG asserted that the legislative intent
is to promote consistency and continuity in the allocation of
significant environmental expenses for individual utilities during
periods between rate cases. FIPUG further argued that this limits
our discretion.

We disagree with FIPUG's argument. Section 366.8255(4),
Florida sStatutes, provides that costs recovered through an
environmental cost recovery factor "shall be allocated to the
customer classes using the same criteria set out in s. 366.06(1),

, the manner in which similar types of
investment or expense were allocated in the company's last rate
case." (emphasis added) In other words, the statute does not
require us to allocate costs in the same manner as the company's
previous rate case; instead, it merely provides that we consider
it.
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In addition, although CAAA costs are environmental costs, they
are not "similar" to costs in Gulf's last rate case. As noted
above, we found that, indeed, CAAA compliance costs should be
treated differently. Also, we found that

due to the strong nexus between the level of emissions
which the CAAA seeks to reduce and the number of kilowatt
hours generated, the costs associated with compliance
with the CAAA shall be allocated to the rate classes on
an energy basis because it is the most equitable way to
apportion the compliance costs associated with the CAAA.
(Order, page 25)

In its motion to join FIPUG, Gulf addressed items that we have
already considered. Specifically, Gulf reargued its position
regarding cost allocation by citing to the testimony of its
witnesses. It is for this Commission, not FIPUG or Gulf, "to
assess the reliability of the testimony and other evidence
adduced." International Minerals and Chemical Corporation v. Mayo,
336 So. 2d 548, 553 (Fla. 1976).

Accordingly, we find that FIPUG's and Gulf's Motion for
Reconsideration regarding allocation of environmental compliance
costs associated with the CAAA in this proceeding shall be denied.
We relied upon and evaluated the evidence of record to form our
decision and did not rely on the TECO rate case order as asserted
by FIPUG. In the final order, we have provided our rationale
regarding allocation of CAAA environmental costs. We also have the
authority provided by Section 366.8255, Florida Statutes, to
allocate compliance costs accordingly.

Based on the foregoing, it is

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that Florida
Power Users Group's and Gulf Power Company's Motion for
Reconsideration of Order No. PSC-94-0044-FOF-EI, issued January 12,
1994, is hereby denied. It is further

ORDERED that this docket shall be closed.
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By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, this _28TH

it 2%/25%’
/

STEVE TRIBELE, Acting Director
Division of Records and Reporting

CE OF o EW

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

sought.

Any party adversely affected by the Commission's final action
in this matter may request judicial review by the Florida Supreme
Court in the case of an electric, gas or telephone utility or the
First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water or wastewater
utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Director, Division of
Records and Reporting and filing a copy of the notice of appeal and
the filing fee with the appropriate court. This filing must be
completed within thirty (30) days after the issuance of this order,
pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of 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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In Rer Petition to sateablish an
snvironmental cost rwcovery
clesuse pursuant to Bectlon
J66.0025, Tlorida Btatutes by l

DOCKET HO. $)041)-E1
ORDER HO. FEC-94-0044-FOr-EI
IBBUED: January 12, 1994

Culf Pover Cospany.

The tolloving Comalssloners participated In the disporition ot
this matter: .
BUSAN P. CLARK
JULIA L. JONNEOR
Lul® J. LAURRDOD

DROER_BEOARDING_GULE_POHRA COMPANY'S
ETATIQH_FOR ENVIRCHMENTAL COMPLIANCE CORT RRCQVERL

BY THR COoMMISBIONY

On April 13, 1993, Rectlon 388.9235, Florlda Reatukan, vae
enscted Into lav, estsblilshing en environmental cost racovery
claune.  The nav statute authorlses the recovery of prudent)
Incurred environsental vospllance vests through the environsesnta
tost recvevery factor.

On June 33, 1993, Culf Pover Company (Oult) Elled » patition
to establish an environmenta) cost recovery clause (ECR) revsnt
to Ssctlon 166.0283, Florlds Statutes. Gult requested that lte
petition be enn-l.Juul durl the fuesl adjustment I-n:lnz:
scheduled for Auguet 180-19, 1993, Gulf also reguested that It
Slloved to Impiement Inltial ECR factors concurrent vith nev fuel
cost recovery factors that vould becoms slfantive Detobar 1, 1991,
The Commlasion denled Oulf's reguest to vollsct revenuss through
Iuplemnntation of trn d m.,:ntau effsctive October 1, 1993
:r or ko a shoving that the costs ars necessary or prudent. (Ovder

« PIC~9I-120)-7OF-BI, lwmsued Septembhar 1, 199)3) A formal
sdsinlatrative hasring vas held on Decembar -9, 1993 to consider
oult'd petition.

AMALYAIR OF POLICY
Efteotive _Date_of Lealslation \

One lssus before us Is whether It le appropriate to recover
coste through the Environmental Cost Recovery € ause (ECRC) that
vers Inocurred before the sffective date of the PCRC leglelation.

We shall only spprove recovery of sxpen Incurred sfter April 13,
1993 for Quil Fover Company. Btatutes sre spplied on & prospective

NOCYIEN" 3T 3-CATE
00397 Jmii2s
FPSC-RILGETS/LIFORIING
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basin unlens there s n speclfic excéption uithin the Ianguage ot
the statute. Thum, conts incurred prfu to the effective dota of
the ststute would not be w)ligible tor recovery thtough the clause.
The allovence of axpanses Incurred prior to the sabtabllahimant of an
environmental cost recovery cliauss is Inappropriate.

Whan deternining vhethar » cost ham basn Incurrsd prior tn
April 13, 1993, ve made & dintinction batyesn the carrylng costs
smsociated with caplts]l Investwants and nther ot mxpannan,

r[lm coSte veprasent compensation to the utlllty for making a
copltal Invantmant. Carrylng coste include s pstuen on Investmant
lus depraclation.  Wa unnl'd-uo the date the carrylng cost 1o
neurred by the utlllty rather than whan the actus cepltal)
Investmant uap wade vhen detarmining whether sn anvironmental cost
In Incurred after April 13, 1989, 1t g ponslhla tor an Investment
to heva vocurred prine ko Aprl)l 13, 1993 and mtiLl have earryln
tosts vhich cen be tegovered through tha environsenta) cos
rscovary fector. Carrylng costs incurved atter Aprll 13, 1993
hall bs allowsd through the snyironmenta) voat recovery [esctor
¢van Lt the sctusl capltal axpendituie s mede rrlor to April 13,
199 If the caplts] swpenditure is amgociated with an sctivity
vhich meets our detinition of recovarabllity through the clawes,

Cont_Baguyery throvah_the_clspsy

The parties agreed that we ahoald not adlow recovery of vogts
tor anvironmental complliance activities which sre currently beln
recoversd through bame tatws or are currently bel rRcovere
through snother cost “w"'I mechanisn. Novever, the partins
dlusgresd sn to hov to determine which costs are “currently belng
recovered,” which will be dlscussed subsequently In thle Order.

Seotlon 364.9238(7) providen that It approvad, the commlanion
shall allow vecovery ol costs through an envjronmental Yecovery
tactor that s sepsrate and spart trom the utlility's bane retan and
that, in the petition, en ad Justment shall be mads for the lavel of
costs currently belng recovered throvwgh base rates or other rate-
sdjustmant clausas. Also, Sectlon 166.8253(1) provides that any
costa recoverad In bame rat may not almo ha recovernd In the
environmental cost Tecovery clauss.

Accordingly, wve [ind thet the recovery of ecnste for
environmental cospllsnce wsctivities which are cutrently bel
recovared through bass rates or are eurrently helng neov-r:z
through another cost recovery mechsniss shall not bha allowed for
Culf Pover Company.
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Reacoyery of Coats Currsntly Belna Recovered

We [ind that Gulf Fover Company hsr raquested racovery of
costs for environmental complliance sctivities which are “"'"“5
belng recovered through base rates or are currently belng recovers
through another cost rescovary machanlanm, culfl hess requested
recovary of the cost of activities Inoluded In tha test yasr of ita
last tate cane for vhich no nev lagal raquiremants vare anactad to
justity sny Increassd Jevel of expenditures The cost of these
activities Is hailng recovarad through base ratas and to mllow
racovery of thase corta through the anvironwantal cost recover
clause would amount to double recovary. This vill bs discusse
subsequantly In this Ordar.

lll:gnulu_'rbr_mh_t he_EcRT_le_utility Is Esrning _a_Ealc Rats_of
xn

During & rate casm, & test yoar Ie uned to represent thes costs
and volume of salen that a utlllity wiil experlence ducing s typlicsl
yesr. Bane ratew sre ast, on & cets/kWh basls, to adeguatsl
tospenaate the utllity for ml) earryi conta and OEN ewpens
the tast year st the glven voluse ol kWh sales. Mo one sxpects
that Lndividual expense Items wii] remain constant In futurs y
Some costs will Increa and some costs will deoranse. In
sddition, kWh ssles will difterent In subsequent yaars, ususlly
Incressing because Florlds ls & grovth stats,

in n:uln!ory theory, sn slloved return on equity range le
established vhich remolves the problems assoclat with watting
bese rates for future years. This Comnisslon satablishes s range
of ROEs, not & singls numhar, to allov the utility an opportunity
to sarn & felr rate of return on jtm Inveatment, 1€ It i» errning
In the alloved range, tha utlility I» recelvl tha Commleslon
spproved Amount of ravenue to compansate It for all ocarvying costs
#nd OCM avpanses Incurred. 1 the utillty narna above or balov the
set renge, this would Indioate the utfility ls over- or under-
. nl|1. In Gull's case, the alloved rangs ls 31V to 138, with o

point of 12%. On & monthly basle, ve receive s survelllance
report vhich conaldara all ¢ A swy Incicred by the
vt l:ty and calculates sn overall rate of return earnad by the
utllity,

Public Counsel srgued that It » utility Is sarning within ite
8lloved return on oquity range, It Iy slready hlnr compensated for
all environmental sxpenman, niwd It should not he alloved to recover
any costs through tha environmantsl cost recovery clause. rublle
Counsel maintaina that it does not matter vhathsr the anvironmsental
activity was Included in the test year of the utiljty's Iast rate
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case. The utllity shonld only bs alloved to recovar cortm through
the clause L€ the utility In under-sarning snd Lt the anviyoppental
axpanaes are the cnuse of the under-esrning. orc arqued that te
allov any recovery through the clause Lf the utlility In not under-
sarning vould amount to double racovery.

Altha\v?h reguiatory philowophy Indjoates  that orc e
theoreticelly corrmct, wa must conmlder the leglalation
sntsblishing the environmaantal cost recover clause. The atatuts
contains & non-exclusive List of the types of sxpensss uhich should
be racoverabls through the elause. (Sectlon yes.828301)(0),
Florida Btatutes). The enumarated swpensas are:

1. In-service caplital Investsents, Including the utltlity's
Inpt authorieed tate of raturn on squity)

1.  Operatlon and malntenance sxpansen)

3. Fusl procuremsnt coste)

1. Purchened ar vontap

3. Ewlsslon allovance costs; end,

[ birsct tanes on environmental squlpment.

ﬂwtltntut- Also states In Bectlon 326.9288(32), Florida BEntuten,
tha

(8)n ndjustment for the laval of vonts currently holng
recovarad through bame retes or other rata-sdjustmant
clausns must be Included In the Plling,

Finally, ths statuts provides that

{r)ecovery of anvironmantsl 1lanca costs under this
ssction doss not previude Inclusion of muoh coats in baew
tetqm In subssquent rate procesdings, If that Inclusion
ls necessary and appropriste) howavar, any eopts

In base ratne may not sisc be renoversd In the
ntal coat-regovary clisuse, ({Section
366.0280(0). riorides Statutas),

Thun, wa flnd that the leglslature ciaarly fInte 1 the
recovery of Investmant carryling costs and O8M awponsas thr nugh the
snvironsental cost recovary olause. For thim reason, Fubliec
Counsel ‘s Argument must be rejected.

Accordingly, ve tind that It the utility s curcently earning

& falr rate of coturn that It should be abin to recnver, upon
titlon, prudently Incurred anvironmental 1lnnce cnsta through
he ECRC If auch coste vare Incurred after the effective date of

(AT



=0345-FOF-EI
3-EI

. PSC-94
Q. 93061

NO
N

ORD

OMDER WO. PSC-94-0044-FOF-EI
DOCKET NO. %J0813-KEI
PAGE 8

the environmental compllisance cost leglelatiof and LT such corts are
not belng recovered through any othsr cost rscovery maschaniam.

lnollnln:lilvnqnl_xnlls:.xni_ZJnn&:ln_slrxlni

The parties dilfer as to hov we should Ieplement the
environmental cost recovery factor. The major difference among the
policias ls hov we should determine vhethesr specific costs are
bBelng recovered by the utllity through hase ratas, snd If wo, hov
the smount being recoveresd through base rates should he ectn-‘md.

The utlllt! is being compensated for -n! anvironmental
compliance activity which was Included In the utllity's test yenar.
Tha actusl sxpansse of such sotivities In subsequant ye
lerger, or smaller, then vhat vas included In rate ba
utllity is recovering they Cosmlselon spproved revanue
actlvities if Lt Lle earning In the alloved renge of ROR
of sctivitian that wvare
recover
oth

® will be
1 but the
for these
The gosts
ncluded In the test year shall not be
d thlwlih the snvironmental cost recovery clause unle 1
ste, and revenuss, spproved ih the utllity's lest reate cane
ors slso sdjuataed,

Cult's vitneses Roarbrough agresd that recovery of any costs
through the environmental cust recovery clause would have the
eoffect of Increasing the utlillty's retutn on aquity. Thie
indicates that our sctions in this docket will affect the rate of
return ve satablished In Guif's last rate case.

Double nwvotz of expenses wust be avoldad, The quastion
bacomss, hov should we lnclude rate case typs axpenses In the
snvironmental cont recovery ciause while st the wame tima ensure
thet tha utillty ls not double vecovering such expenses. Stall
vwitnesp pass proposed that the nolnllnn"rl to allov recovery of
costs socleted with sctivities which vers not Included In the
test yoar of the wtility's lest rats case. This pr sal satistlen
the leglslastive Intent and is conslstent vith tn':r:turr theory.

A problem arimens If & new environmantsl regulation ¢ ires
the wt Ilt‘ te incre the scope of an activity which wae
consldered In the last . cane. 'n‘ulltutf th-ur‘ Indlcstes that
the utllicy le elresdy belng compe ed for such changes In soope.
But the legleistive Intent Is ko allov utilitles to recover
incressed costs dus to naw envir tal requir . We 2ind
that the cost of the scops change shall ba allowed for recovery
through the envir 1 cost ¢ Y clause, bescaune ve conslder
the scopa changs to ha a nev activity.

ORDEM MO, PSC-94-0044-FOF-R1
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FIFUO arquad that the changs In kMh anlas should be consldeged
detersining vhat lavel of costm Are currently ba recoversd for
sctivitles Included In the utllity's last test yoar, becsuse base
rates are mat on a cente/kWh basls. If k¥Wh anlen Incressm, the
wtllity ls actually recovering more dollars than vere Included In
the lent teat yanc. This argueant Jr theoretically corract but
should only be applied If our polley vere to “trum-up* all
wnvironsental activitiss nmu.f In bass ratan, this kWh
ndjustmant 19 not nasded I only activities Included In tha test
yerr shd vhich axparience a changs of scope mandated hew
environmgntal raquiations sre considered., There are a Limited
numbsr of sctivities that tit Into this catagory and the Impact In
smallear. Any difference ls olt-met by Increasen and decreanes In
other environeentsl costs vhich Ars recovered through base tates
and not Included In the environmental cost recovery f(actor.

Gulf  Povar malntalned that we should “trum-up® sll
environmentsl costs Incurred during the tecovery parled with
anvironmantal costs \ncluded In the Company's lant tast yesr snd
recovered through bame rates. Culf atgued that we should determine
the amount recoverwd thr h bame ratas to be the awount Included
in the lant test yesr. OGulf's vitness sgreed that thia methodology
would, In effect, Increams the vesllsed encnings of the Cowpany.
Ve reject Oult's proposal snd find that the Company le siresdy
recovaring the costs of activit{es Included {n the utility's )amt
test year for the reasons previously dimcunsssd.

Wa find that #1)1 conta amsonintad with activities Includnd In

the t year of the utlll!"n last rate case are belng recovered
in base ra unlens thare have hean new lage) ragujraments vhich
caused oo to change from the level Included In the tast year.

1€ new ) 1 requiresents cause an Incresss, or decreass, In costs
from the level ilncluded In the test l:lr of tha utljity's Jast tate
cane, the amount recovared through bese tates shall ha determined
to be the amount Included In the test yesr.

We tind that the folloving pollcy 1s the most appropriste way
to Implemnnt the Intent of the environmental cost racovery statute!

tlron petition, we shall allow the racovery ot costa associated
with an environeants) Uianee activity through the
environmental cost recovery fsctor 1f:

1. such costs vers pmﬂ-ntl{ inourread attar April 1), 1993
2. the actlvity le legaliy required to et ly with »
z:'.ﬂ-‘ﬂlll’ ieposed environmental cequiation anacted,
cama affective, or vhose affnct wvas tr qgered nfter the
company'a lant test year upon which raten are bamed; nnd,
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3. much costm sre not reacoverad through moma othear oost
recovary mechanlem or through base ratas,

In additlon, ve mhal) conslider that »1) conts aspociated
vith activitles Included in the tast r of the utility's
Inst rate cane Are belng recovered In bo1e rates unlanms thars
have bean nev lwgal wnvlronmental raqulramante vhich change
the ncope of previously spproved activitias nnd canmed en:f.
to change from the level Included In the tesc fonar. It naw
legal requiraments cause an Incraase, or dacreina, In costs
from tha lavel Included In the test year of the azllity’s Jant
rAate cese, the smount recovered throuqgh base zatem should be
the determined to be the amount Included In try test year.

Ienlasantatlon_ of polley tor Constructlon_Mork_in_rzogr wr

It i our practice to Include CMIP that doan not earm ATUDC In
rate bass and to Include additional CWIP, that wouid aot otharwise
sarn AFUDC, In an smount needed to prsure adequate finsncial
Integrity. (TECO, Docket Mo, P20324-F1, Order Mo. rec-93-0169-rOF-
kI, (2/2/%)).

The vtility's lnvant t In plant undar conatructlion can be
sccounted for by sither of two methods. An Allovance for
Funds Usad During Construction [ATUUC) may ba sppiled to the
balance tn ba capltalized and later rmoovered through
deprecintion ch“T“ once the plant le placed In ssrvige.
When this method In chosen, the financisl statements of the
utllity raflact lncose ‘eradits’ mesociated with ATUDC, but
the utliity venlizes no current cash eatnings from the
Investment In CHIP. hlt!rnltlulr. CHIF way be Included ne &
portion of ratm bana. Whers the atter trestment Je slloved,
CYIR genarates cash sarnings, which provide cash flov and an
Increases In coveraga ratios. Mo APUDC ls taken on that
portlon of CWIP which Im Included In rats base. (rruc-
Harinnna Division, Dockest No. #300400-E1, Order No. PSC=9)-
1840=-FOr-E1 (11/8/9)).

Public Counsal assarted that the atatuts anly peralts recovery
of In-service capital Invest « M er, thes atstuts provides
& mon-ewclualve llst of costs or expensss that a utlliiey may
include in Its petition tor cost recovery. Tha statute provides
that .

“{e)lnvironmental complinnce conta™ inclwdne all costs or

expensss Incurred an slectrio utllity In e Iyl with
nngltn:-nt.ulrlauub:r regulations, Lmu:lmmnm

o
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1. In-mervies capltal Invantmentn, .

{Sectlon 386.8235{1)(d), Tiorlda Statutes, Eephanls Addnd) .

We tharstors find that Lt In PPPEOPrIate ko allov the treove)
of carrylng costs amsocliated with cMip through the -mhnn--nnf
tost recovery factor.

PRUDBNCR _OF_EROGRANY

Wone of the partian Alsputes the privdence ol any progean or
sctiviey Included In auit'e petition. Orlglnally, ORGULY and \mwp
disputed the prudence of certain sxpenditures aasociated with
Oult's Claan Alr Act Complliance wtrategy of svitching trom high-
sulfur to Jov-sulfur cosl. By the end of the hearling, onauLr and
\nUA determined that this docket vas not the spprapriate docket to
quastion Oul('s Clean Alr Ant Conmpliancs plan or fusl costs. Both
parties changed thelr positions to "o position.*

We shal)l ot make A specirie rindl of prudence ftor any
sctivity Included In nulf's petltion .:"!m. tims.  Thers ape
Seversl reamons for this. Flrat, mAhy of the coatp Included jn
Sult's petition are baned on projections, and soms ot the rlcgu-t-
have not yet besn Implemanted. Thus, it Is pramatura to estshiish
Prvdence for m projsct that haw not basn completed. Sacond, tha
environmental cost recovary clsuse, like tha fuel coat recovery
vill ba an on-rulw docket Involving trusing-up projected
We ratain jucisdiction In the fual cost Taoovery clausa
because of the trus-up provislons asscolated with tunl filingm,

APELICATION. OF POLICY
dosly l!;al_nmt.-.ln:nuJ.st_'ne_m-.tr.wtlm.lmlt,, In. Propress
m.lrir. ]

Our analysis of cult's activitles coptalnn » project-by-
project dlecusalon of wvhich eapltal Invastment activities should
eligible for recovary thr the environments] cost recow
clavse, ®inoe the degision of whether to Include a rroject wiil
arfect the our tindings regerding Constructiop Motk In Progress
(CVIP), CWIF Clgures are snalyted In this sactlion.,

Gult Fover's raqueast for capltsl Invastmant through the
envivonmantal cost tacovery factor Includes activitias which vare
Included tha Company's crate bass and sotivities vhich have been
Isplementod that ars not necammsry to comply with any environmentsl
ragulation. We hava ramoved thosa Prograns that ara Included In

<
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rate base for vhieh no naw dnvironsantal ragulatlon juntiflems n Racovarable Claan Alr Act Amnandannt capltal Activitien
change In scops. July 1993 throuqh Snptembar 1984 Totaln

($o00)

Gulf Pover's eapltal Investment request .nlso Includes comta Conptruction
smpocliasted vith renesrch and development (NLD) projectr which sra Flant Work In Frograns
commendabla but not nec aty to comply with any governmentally FE in Hon Interest
imposed snvironmental complisnce mandats. ‘“heme projects wvare Mea detivityibrolect Bvcylce Pearlpa
I=plamented st managemant's dincretion. We find that It Is not y
Approprista to pass any RLD costm through the snvironmental cost 1218 Trist 7 Preciplitator rade 160,460 -
recovery clause, The statute speciticelly statss In Bactlon 1320 Crint 7 Flue Gar Condlt oning N,920 -
J66.0235(1) (c), Florida Btatutes, thst 1238 Crlst 7 Lov MO¥ Burners 118,388 v

- 1290 crist 7 Over-Fire Alx 11,014

“{u)nvironsantal compliance costa® Includes all vorts or 1240 Crist 7 CENe . =

expenses incurred by an slectrle utility In complying 1243 crist § Proacipltstor Replaca. 11,78 102, 362

vith environmental lavs or reguistions . . ., 1242 Crlst § Lov NOx Burners LN 3] 2,112

. 8220 Crist § Over-Fire Alr - 120
LD etfortp ore discretionsry, snd they are not nacernary to comply 1245 crist & CEMe 5,410 2,509
with  anvironmenta) rsguiations. Compliance with tuture $230 Criat 3 CRMe - jo0
snvitonmantal requlrements of Phase 11 of the claan Ar Act ¥ 8219 Crist 4 CENe - j00
Amsnumante of 1990 are pramsturs and eAhnot ba determined at this §219 trist 3 CEMe - 00
time. (TR 320) Thees couts wust be excluded ko vomply with the 211 telnk § CEMe - oo
Intent ot Bectlon 386.8288, Florida Btatutes. 6214 Crist 1 CRHe -

1323 Bchole 1 ciMe 10,992

Ve shall allov recovery of carrylng comnts assoolated with 1330 Bcholt ¥ CEMe 1,20
lant-in-sarvice and CHIP for projmcts that qmlltgﬂlur recovery 1459 Umjth 1 ciMe s 5,1%
hrough the environsental cost recovery claume. guality for 1480 Bnith 2 cevp b, 780
Fecovery, thees projects must not have been Inoluded in cult's lest 1550 Plent Danind cENn -
rate case and they must be rog\llnd to comply with a ?o!otmvntlllr 1008 Alr Quallty Aesurance Testing 3,300
Imposed environmental ragulatinn, The hat elffect of 1ping vur -
pugley ko Qulf's petition ls A decrsass In both plant-ln-service - 311,5mm
ahd CMIP. Flant-in-service and cWIP comts are not recovered
thrw&lh the environmental recovery clanss. The carrying costs He alno Pind the tolloving capltal projects nkn tacovarable
Ssmouisted with thess Investmants are the axpenses recovered through tha viaume bacause sach project Is In vespohss te new
through tha cleuns., Tha reductions In plant-In-gervice and CHIP anvirohmdntal regulstions (othar thap the CAAA) and the activities
em;n 8 raduction In the carrylng coste ssmoolated vith thin Vers not conaidervd during owif's Jant rate came. Hona ol the
project. 9

earryling conte nclated vith theme projacts are belng tecovered
through base ra « TR 217, TR 280, TH 232, Tn 293, TR 389, TR

Ma ahal) raduce plant-In-netrvien $54,870,000 [system) and e, 2.. 3%3)

CWIF by ($),925,000) on » cusulative basis for the recovecy perlod.

The Ispack on ravanus requirement le dliscussed subsaqueptly In thie

Order,

e find that the folloving capltal projacts ara recoverable

through the clause because wach project le r-?ulr-d to comply with

the Clean Alr Act Amandmants of 1990. Mons of thane projscts vera

consldared during ouif's Jast rate case and none of tha carrying

conts thane projects sre Included In base rates. (TR 173-85, TR

248, TR 247, TR 354, EX §)
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Other Arcoversble Environmental Complinnce Capitsl Antivitiae
July 199) thrnugh Reptember 1994 Totals

{$o000)
Constructlon
Flant Work In Progress

PE . in Hon Interest
Mo, detlylty/Projact Bervica Asacing
1232 Crisk Coolling Tower cell 13,408 -
1466 Emlth Wante MWater Taclllty 1.2%0 11}
1197 wduirunnd Fuel Tank Arpincament 4, niA R 1% ]
153% Danlel Ash Management Froject 10,098 -

— —

19,68} (1)

¥e tind the folloving capltal projects are diealiound bacauss
they ralata to actlvities which vare connldared durlng cu)t'e last
rote ceme or are discratlonary RID projects. The NCh CleAn Coal
Technology project 1s discretlonary RD And not mendaked hy any
envivoneental regulation and, thus, It le dlvslloved. (TR 230, kX
") The remalnlng projectas llsted In the tablea helov wvers
connidared In duil's lant rate cass. the carrying costs assoclated
vith these projects are belng recovered through base rates. Thers
has not baen any nev envirdnmental regulatlon to jJustily coste
auudln: those Iuludad In the 1990 test year. (TN 179, TR 179,
TR 133, TR 236, TM 230, TR 251, TR 254, TA §%S, TR 354, TR 310, TR
4%, TR 3B1-2, TR 384)

Capltal Activitles Dinnlloved
July 1993 through Saptember 1994 Totals

(so00)
Construction
=i Flant Work In Frogress

PE i Non Intersst
Mo. Activlty/Proisct Reacing
SCR Clean Cosl Technol [}
snith 1 Precip. Piat Wires 1,108
S=ith I Frecip. Fla Wires °
Crist Coal Yard Bump © L]
Crist Cos) Yard Sump o
Crist 463 Service Water Systes 1,360
Schol: Ash Slulce Recycle System 150
S4,070 3,918

ORDER MO. PSC-94-D044-TOr-EI
DOCRET HO. 9I061)-E]
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Therefore, we [lind that 3407,239,000 [aystenm plant-ln-neivice)
capltal “pcnd{tuu shall be used In determining the enviconmentsl
cTost recovery factor. This reprassnts a dectsane of 834,470,000
{eyntes plant-In-ssrvice) from Oult's raquant.

We mlwo fInd that the carrylng cnsta annoclated ulth cHIp
Invastment shall bs recoverabls through the shvironmental ront
recovery clisias. We mpptove the monthly amounts of UMIF s
relircted in the tolloving table:r

COMRTRUCTION WORR 1IN FAOURESP (non-Intersst hearing)
18900)

(Ti}) 1 [ J11] 8/93 1093 | 21793 | 193 |
9,198 | 9,030 | 3,973 | 2,398 | 3,42 | 4,708 { 4,830 | s,634

1 VA1) 3 (T4l [ Vi1 yn 1N LA i)

11,100 ] 13,434 | 217,306 | 20,926 | 23,248 | 23,767 | 24,807 | 1,612

bepraclatlon

The amount of acoumilated depraclation applied tn Investmant
In tha environmenta) cost racovery factnr 1s a calculatlon hapnd on
tha tl-rt-ehllun rates In atfoct during the pariod the alloved
copital Investments ares In pervics. Company Witnems Cranmper
testitled that tha deprecistion rates usad to celeulate the
depreciation expenss and tha scoumilatad dapreciation reparve
should be the vates thst sre in effect during the perlod the
sllovad capltal Investmant Im In mervice. (TR I®3-3%4) Thin
Includas .tha new depraciation rateas approved In Dockat lio. 930221-
El and adjustwente sddressed In other lssuas., (Order No. FRC-93-
1900-7OF~-El, Inmued Decembar 20, 199))

Accordingly, we find thet the sppropriats amount of
sccusniated depreclation Ia §3,799,000 mm ratlacted In  the
(ollowing tahla:
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ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION

{8so00)

89 7793 /93 | /ey | oaey93 | aazva | apges e
[F1) [T} 123 994 1,088 | 1,1°7 | 1,212 | 1,213
1794 3 Vil N /94 1/ "y Y1
1,034 ) 1,398 | 1,456 | 1,917 | 3,578 | 1,600 | 1,700 | 1,790
Horking Capltal B

Thare var no controve
to the approprists smount

snd ve approva,

$3000.

credit for vhat Gulf recelv
at the EZPA auctlon.

Hek Environmental tnysstmsnt

Based on our tindings,
environsental lnvestment as

TRy Among the
=f vorking cep
that the »
The $3,000 Inoly

tal.

The f
ropriate amount of vor
ed In verking eapltal
allovences purchesed st the EPA's [irst asuctlon snd Lnelude a
*d for Its shire of withheld allovances
(TR 384-303)

artias at this hearlng as
srtias agreed,
Ing eaplta) is
ropresents the

;- u'npruvq the monthly smounts of nev
rellected In the folloving table:

NET ENYIRONWENTAL IMVERTHENT
18000}

(J11] 1493 [JiF] L JiF) 10793 | ad/0s | imges Vil
22,036 24,428 | 24,029 | 35,248 | 28,300 | 27,790 29,891 | 3),%30
. e Yil} [YAX] (i1l LAl LI (71X

3,969 ) 30,208 | 42,019 | 45,870 | 47,037 | 49,297 | 49,076 | 80,408
Bake_of Retuxn _on Equlty

It le Oulr Povar's positlon
last suthoriszed rate of return on

that Lt bn alloved to eacn lte

common Pursiant to the

stipulation ve spproved in Ordar Ne. PEC-
9#30221-C1), thls rate Is 12.0%,

position that the procesding rel

equity.

#)-0771-ror-rl (Dockst Mo,
In sddition, it is
atad to the environmantal cost

ulf Fover's
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recovery factor Is not the proper Porum tor tha Cosmimelon to
nddress possible changes to m utl Ity's nuthorieed noe. (1R 80-31)

1t 18 OPC's and UNWA's posltion that the bottos of the Al loved
range of raturn 8n eqguity be used for rposer ot guantitylng sn
tnvironmental cost recovery factor. OPC malntalned In 1ts baslc
porltion that "the Commlesion htlnant Bection 66,0288, Finride
Btatutes, an It In writtan, not as the Comalanlon be)leves |t
understands the leqiriative intent to be.® bpe otated that If o
utility Is eantning at or sbove the botbon ot the alloved range ot
tsturn on equity, sll costs ars, detinition, being currantly
tecovered. A meparats enviyonmentsl cost tacovery Cactor ls
Justitied only when Incresssd snvirenmental coste would sither
Cavse the uti)ity to warn l1ees than the bottom of the allowad range
or cause further eroslon In an equity return alraady balov tha
tange. Thersfore. OPC ssserted that the bottom ot Tult Fowar's
alloved range of 11,0V should be used for purposss of quantifying
an environmantal voat Tecovery factor.

Each time Ve approve & clanse for the racovery of utlllty
wxpenses or capltal costs, the overall volatility of the utjilry's
satnings hetore Intarast and tax €81T) lo reduced. Thim hae {h-
8ffect of reducing business risk, Thie reduced rlak mhould then
runult In A lover avarage vost of eapltal (vequlred rate ot teturn)
ovar the long run. While it oan be Atguad that curcently
suthorized ROES mey hot ratisct the reduced r)sk renulting from the
guarantwed recovery of rt‘d'hll! incvrred anvironmantal costs, hoka
sat prospectively should reflect this raduced elak.

Sectlion "l.i”lt‘ll!d]ll] Plorlde Statutes, clearly atetes
that an slectrlo utillty be aflovsd to sern Lts’ last suthorleed
rate ot t!!\lrn on squlty on lnq-nlr capltal Investnents Incurred
by the ntility L complylng vith environmental Jave or regulations.
Dased on the record In thls proceeding, ve find that Gulit Pover
®hall bs mlloved to earn ite ourrently Authorised ROE of 13.0\ on
capits!l Investment vosts.

Oyarall _Rata_of Return teox_Cepital Investments

In ita fliing, Oult Fover ham requantad an after-tex rate of
return of 10.8770% for purposes of sntitying man anvironmental
cost racovery factor. Thle rate of return vas calculated using the
Jurisdictional cepitel structura and cost retas for each copponent
of the capital structure [except lor common squity) spproved hy the
Comalesion In the Company's Jest rate case In ovder mo. 233573
(Dogket Ho. 891348-R1). Ase disnussed r"ﬂw"{' Bull rover haw
Used 11.00 as ths cost of common equity cepital purswant to the
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stipulation ve approved In Order Ho. PSC-9)-0771-FOF-BI. (TR 50-
51, 119-1)2)

A macond optlion wa could consider Is the rate of roturs that
vould bs produced by using current cost rates In the capitsl
strunture approved In Gull Fouer's last rate casm. Jf the current
coat rates from Oulf Fousr'm Geptember Survellilancs report (Ex 1,
Echedule 4) vers plugged Into the cepitsl structure from the
Company’s flling (EX 17, Bchadule 3), the after-tax rate of rsturn
would 10.1360V. Wa employsd this methodology to determine the
rate of return Florida Fover & Light (TPL) vuul?\u alloved to asrn
on Its environsents] cosplisance costs. (Ordar Me. PEC-9)-1880-FOF-
EI, Docket Ho. 9)0681-FEl, lswued Octobar 19, 1997) Company witness
Scarbrough mrgued, hovaver, that It would be Inapproprinte to
update the cost rates without also updating tha capltal structurs,
and vice versa. (TR 127-1)2, %)6-3)8)

The final optlon ve could cnnsldar Ls using the current rate

of return am rellected in Cull Pover's. mont recent Burvelllance *

report, Dased on the informstion (lled In the Septeamber 30, 199)
Survelllance report, the Company's sfter-tax rate of raturn le
10.7467%. (EX ), Schedule &) Witness Bcarbrough testified that
the Company vould have no objection to using the current coat rates
and capltal structure. (TR 127)

Bacause Guif Pover used the ROE of 12.0V we approved In Order
Ho. PSC-9)-0771-FOF-EI In Its (lling, the ROE under nll three
options Is the same, The primary difference betvesn tha rete of
return requestad I:r Qull Fover bawed on Itw 1999 rate came and the
rate of return reflected In Ite Septenbiar 199) Sucrvelllance report
ls the change In the Company's capltal structurs., The capltal
struckture spproved In Ordar Mo. 3337) consisted of 432.2% commson
-qui!.y‘ 91V prefncred mtock, and 49.7% long-term debt. (EX 17,
Schedule J) Oull Fover's currant capltal structure consiste of
49.31 enmmon equity, 9.91 praferrad stock, &nd 41.0% long-term
debt, (EX 1, SBchedule 4 Althovugh the onat of long-ters debt snd
preterred stock hes dnolined since the last rate case, the relstive
percantaga of comson eqilty snd prelerread stock In the aaplitsl
structure has Incr d such that the overall cost of enpltel on en
after-tax basls has inoressed.

Witness Bearbrouqgh testifisd that becsume of the dacline In
capitsl costs ovar tha last fav yesrs, the Cospany has besn shle to
refinance meversl debt and preferred stock lssuss vhich save the
Cospany and Ite ratepsyers approximately 37 milllon a year. (TR
$17) MNowaver, bacaume thare has not bean & commensurste decreass
In the Company's ROE, tha overall cost of capltal on an after-tax
basls hes (ncreassed vith the Increase In the Company'a equity

ORDER "0, TBC-%4-0044-FOr-rI
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retlo. ¥hlle we mre concernad that Gulf Power's overnll cont of
eapital has Incressed since lts last rate casa desplte the [act
that tha Company has bean opacrating In s declining eapltal cost
wnvironment, this sltvation should ba sddressed In A separate,
proceading,

Atter vevieving the options, the capltal atructwrs and cost
rates, sicept for ROE, approved in Gull Fousr's lant rate caee
shall be used to determine the sppropriata rate of return for Gult
Fover any. OGult Tovar shall be alloved to esrn |ltn last
suthorized ROE of 11.0%. Withess Scarbrough testifird that thie
methndolngy ls consistent with the approach used In tha fual cost
recovery clsuae and ths conservation coat recovery clause. In
sddition, ha explalned that thle approach veuld nimplify the
aduinistration of the trua-up mechanism and the audit requltemants
sspociated with the clauss. (TR S0-851, 130-1)3)

We sgres vith Gulf Pover thst potentla)ly controversial snd
time consuming evidentlisty debates regarding the apptopriste
cepital structurs and ROE should ba the subject of other
procevdings, In additlon, we agres with the Corpany that the
administration of tha true-up machaniam and the auvdit requiremante
would be uimpiified IF the quantiflcation of the environmantsl cont
recovery factor is conslstent with hov the other cost rescovary
clsusss are aduinistersd. Therefore, ve spprove sn overall vete of
return of 10,.%778% for the recovery of capital Inveastment coste for
Qulf Pover Company.

guaxating_snd_Meinksnance_Expsnass

oulf Fovar han regquented recovery of oparating and malntenance
axpenne [OEH) throvgh the environmental cost recovery factor for 19
dittarent activitiss. The types of actlvitlen for wvhich Cult
anught recovery Included thoss activities that wvare Includad In
cult's 1 ot year, sctivities that have been Implemented aml
stre not necesssry (or cosplience of snvironmental uﬁlntlono and
sotivitias Inciuded In the lest test yasr that have been modigied
to comply with nev govermmsntal r latlons. For the lattar lu‘l-
L]

to

of nctivity, we [ind that on) e oosts associsted with
increasad Level of costs (over the taat year expanes) nanenssry
coeply with the nevw r Intion shall ba sllioved for crecovery
through the environmentsl cost recovary clausa. MWe dany recovery
of the coate assoalated vith nine of tha reguanted prograns brosuse
they are activities that vars Included In the 1990 teat yrar, One
program ls dlsallovwed beosuse It Lle an slective NED project la not
nevded te comply with any legel aenvigonmantal reguiation ns
snalyred previously In this Order. We almo deny recovery of the
costs of [lve categories that have besn Implemented since Gulf's
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lamt rate case. For four projscte, we appova partinl recovery
becausa, although they vers Included in the 1990 test year, there
ham baan a change In project #cope dus to new anvironmental
regulations. -

The net eoffect of applylng our policy to Gulf's raquest la &

slight increase In OLH expenzes over the mmount requested. This je

beacauss the coat of asveral of the progeaps Included In gull's 1990
tast year have declined. This lucreasa Is mors than offset by tha
reductlion In earrylng costs for eapltal investments,

Thus, we (find that §2,28%, 000 (rystem) of operation and
malntenance expanse shall .be alloved for repovery through the
anvir tal cost r Ty (actor based on the polloy met forth in
this Order. This reprasents an Incresse of $74,000 (eystes) over
Cult's reguest. i

Anslysis of ssch activity Included In owir's raquest Im set
forth belowt ]
SULFUR: All sulfur costs sre approved for tecovery. Sulfur
Injection la required at Crist Unlt 7 due the lov sulfur cosl vhich
vill bs burned to comply with Phass ) of the Clsan Alr Act
Amendmants of 1990 (CAAA). (TR 157, EX 11) We approve thims
sctlvity and the period totel cdst of 122,979,

GEMERAL AIR QUALITY: This category Includes costs which vere
Included In the 1990 test yeer but contalns cartain costs
aescoleted with scops changes r iting from compllance vith tha
CAAA. We approve those costs ocisted wvith the scope change.
All other coste sra belng reco *d through base retes.

Oulf Included costs assoclated with ambjent air monltoring
systams, alr operating permits, and alr permit rensvals In this
catego I. (TR 187) We spprove only the sir emleslon fess that ars
activities dus to Clean Alr Act Amendments of 1990 raquiresants,
(TR 256, EX 12) We almo approve $226,950 for the parlod total cost
Sllovance. All remaining sctivities included in the Genersl Alr
Quality category are belng recoversd In base rates and aocordingly,
vwe dissllow, (TR 260-261, EX 3, LTE 1))

ENISSION MOMITORINGI This sctivity was Included In Gulf's last
rete case but nev leglsliation has ceused s changs In mcope. We
spprove only those Increassd costs necas Y to comply with new
regulations. Culf witness Vick stpted that the Emilanion Monlitori

ca -Tory Includes costs mamociated vith CEMs. (TR 138) llovever, »
hearing Oult reviaad its original estimated cost for CEM sotivity
at Plant Crist and Plant Danisl from $62,500 to $135,021 wvithout
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changlng aulf's origina) estimate Cor thils category. (EX 1), EX 12,
LTE 1)) Accordingly, ve opprove [or l'lcﬂll'l'lr only costn for CFM
sctivity at Plent crist and Plant Danlel and tind that the orliginal
estimatan ahall ba usad to pet the racovary {actors for the current
perfod. All other mctivitiss Included In the Emianion Monitor ing
category are belng raroverad In base rates and ahall be dinnlloved.
(TR 280-262, EX 11, LFE 13)

CLEAN COAL TECHNOLOGY t The Claan Coal Tachnolngy cnlngorr e »
remenrch and developmant and damnnsteation projact which ls not
nssded Pur complisnce with exlsting environmental e uirements.
(TR 158, 232, TR 235, TR 236, Ex 9, EX §) Therstors, thie sctivity
and lte costs shall he dll-’hmd becanee they do not guallty tor
Tucovery pursuvant to 3J88.82%8, Florida Btatutas.

PARTICULATE ENISSION TRETING:) Thia scklvity van Inclwlad In gull's
lant rete came, but the costs assoclsted with this actlviky have
Incresmed baoause of nev environsentsl regulationa. 1he coste
sssocisted with the noops change are approved tor rescovery and all
other custs srs diealloved becauss thiy are balng recovared through
Sull inclvded a CAAA reguirmment activity In the
ate Eninalon Tntlln: catagory oslled Relative Accuracy Test
TR 244, TR 348, 12) W¥e spprove the Relative M.-cune:
Test Audits sctivity which ham a perlod total projacead gost o
$102,290, and It shall be Incluited with the activitiss mnd conts
relatad to ocowplisnce with the CAAA. ALl other sctivities and
costs Included In the rartlculete Emiesion Test irg category nare
belng recoversd in base rates and are dienlloved. (TR 260-262, EX
11, LFE 1))

GENERAL WATER QUALITY! Thm Gansral Water nlll:{ eategory lncludes
four activitles due to environmental requireman changes sinca the
laat tate ca vhich are Burfsce Wetar QOuslit + Oround Water
Inlons, Dechlorination and soll Contamination
If's revimed 19 month cost projectlons for thems
sctivities are $30,138 mors than the eaciler {to’wtlom without
nn! change to Qulf's erlltnbl estinate of the total comts for sl
ectivities Included In thia cetagory. (EX 11, BX 12, LFR 13) WMe
approve t'n Surface Weter Quelity, dround Mster Monltoring Flan
Reviaions, Dechlorinstion and soll Contanination Studles sctivities
and ahall uee Guit's tlret response of $907,911. ALl othec costs
for activities Included in the Caneral Water Quallity cstegory nre
Inln!’rcea"nd In base rates snd are dienllowed. (TR 280-282, EX
11, E 13)

ASIl FOND MAINTENANCE! Quif vitness Lae Indicates the activities
and costs Included in this oatagory are dus to the constructjon aml
Inatalintion of & nev dry amh collection mystem at Flant Danlel,
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(TR J04) The nev dry amh collectlon myeten at Plant Danlel im almo
known capital projact PE 1535 Danlel Ash Hanagamant Croject.
Pacsuse ve approved the capital project,. tha Incldentsl otM
activities and costs to mccomplish the projact ars alno spproved.
The period July 1991 through Saptember of 1994 allovance amount ls
$140,050. .

GROUNDMATER HOMTTORING: This activity uvaw Included In Guif's lant
tate case, but Lhe comts msaccliated with this sctivity have
increased because of nev environmental requiations. culf vitneme
Vick Indicated varlous activities have Increansd mince cult's Inst
rote case, such as groundvater Investigations and studlien. (TR 181)
Simllarly, Ross Purnaman testifled to the Incrossad groundvster
Invastigations and studles in which nulr engeged to moquired
permite from the Florida Dapartment of FEnvironmantaml Protactlon.
(TR 17) This OLH caten~ry van addressed in the last rate c and
Gull budgeted $408,040 In the tent year. Cull's gurrent projection
over 15 months for all activitias Including the nev leval of
sctivition is 91,047,501. (JOV-1 Schednle 1) The nat OtM vhich
Gulf is requesting for grounduater hkonltorl is the diftersnce
batween the 13 month totsl end vhat vas Included In the test year
budget adjusted to s 1% month value. (TR 378, 8NC-2 Achedule 4) W
approve racavery only .. the Incrementa) OtM due to the incramental
sctivities. Guif's mathodology for sstimating the Incremental cost
Ie consfistent vith curs. The 18 month sllovance le 9937,511 and le
calculated below!

$537,800 = $1,007,5¢1 - (19/12) » $408,040

ENVIRONMENTAL AUDITING: We spprove the anvironmental asuditing
project. Oulf vitness Vick made many notable comments regarding
the prudence of wmaintaining an  environmental suditing
lﬂnlnl,tinllu progras which appear to be supported by Ross
Burnaman‘s testimony. Witness Vick stated,

(1)n today's environsant of mich Increasing ampliasis on
snforcament snd anvironmantal lave and regulation i
vould be extremely Imprudent of a compsny mot to ha
activa environmsentsl auditing and sssesement progras in
plece. (TR 180 Lines 14-18)

Gulf has Implemanted this program In the last 12 te 14 monthe,
therslo these are nev activities and nav conts mince the Innt
rate case. (TR 2)9) We ehall allov the 15 month projectsd total
of $215,064 for the environsantal auditing administrative progeam.

ROLID & NAZARDOUS WASTE: Wa approve this actlvity. cull witnese
Viek lndlcated the varlous activitiss Include the collectlion,
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storage, transport and dinpons) of harardous uantea, (YN JES) The
cost of these environmental complianca metlvitiecs have Incrannad
vsince the last rate case. Gulf bndgeted §#0,799 In the fete cass
test ymar. 0ulf's cureent projections over 15 months In $160, 100,
[JOV-1 Schedule 2) The net QLM which Gulr s trguesting for enlld
L haznrdous waste In the dl{fersnce batusen the 1% month total apd
vhet ves included in the test year budgat sdjusted to a 1% month
valus, (TR 370, #DC-2 Schedule 1) Thus, ve find that nult shall
recovar only the incramental OtM dus tn the incramental cost of
cospliance. Gull's mathodology for eatimating the incremental cost
In cons!atent vith oure. The 13 month Mlovanca In $49,102 and Im
cslculated ss showvn helovy

949,102 = 180,100 - (15/12) = $ma, 79y

The 1ast nine OLN catagorles are dleslloved hacanra il
nctivitl included In mach ot ths tolloving categorlen ate holng
racoversd ln base ratas. (TR 269-342, EX 11, LFYE 1)) The tact that
Cull's ocurrent onat projactions In difZsrent torday for the sase
sctivitien addresesd In the last rata case Iy not sn Incresan In
complisnce requirement® but an ndjustnant to reflact changem In
projections. (TR 449)

ABRESTOS1  Thle category "continnes am an on-going activity™ as
Indicsted by qult vithess Lee. (TR J02) MNowever, Gull witnaws Vick
contradicted Hr. Lee when Wr. Vick atsted that thees ace nev
activities and costs. (TR 492) MHr. Vick slso Indicated that thls
category contslne both Insurance and asbastos dig
498) Insurance sl ashenton dlsponal coste are a
in wattars regarding decomminsioning, Tharafore, t
and coste ars disslloved becsuse sppropriate recovery machaninme
slready exist for the coste ssscclated with asbastos ramoval
insurance sand ssbestos disposal,

FIVIRONNENTAL ATTAIRS ADNINISTRATION: Oule tequented recovecry for
the coste amsoclatad with lddln' wix profasslonala and vpgrading a

rccltllm to that of an adminietrative naoratary. (IR
tind that oull has not shown that antahllshing the
pom and the payroll amount for mach roslition s en
snvironmental requlstory tequirement, and thus, wva deny Tecoveary
for thame costs.

ATHOSPHERIC FLUIDIEED DED: Thie activity van Included In the 1950
tent year and har not changsd In nocopn Bam & rasult of new
envigonmantal ragulations, In sddition, the Atmorpheric Fluldlzed
Ded Iln a ressarch and devel nt and demonstration nctivity which
Is pot needed for complisnce vith existlng envlionmental
requirements. (TR %9, 232, TR 235, T 236, EX B, EX &)
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Tharsfore, this activity and Its coste sre (Haalloved hacaune thay
to not quallly for recovery pursuant to 166.82339, rFlorida Btatutes,
an discusned previously.

FRECIPITATOR MATHTENANCE: The costs sssocisted wvith this sctivit
vers included In Gull's tast year and sre belng recovarad throug
bage ratss. Gull witneas Vick mtatad that thess mctivities sre to
maintaln and repale the electroststic pracipltators st crist Unit
¢ and sSalth Unit 1 and keep them functional purauant to alr
operating permits. (TR 158) MNowevar, tha raquiremeants for alr
operating permits have not changed since the lsst rate cass. (TR
154) The CAAA wAs pamsed In Hovembar 1990 sftar tha lamt rate
Thersfore, thess activitiss cannct hs conaidersd CAAA
ants bhecause thars has not bsan a changs In the
its since the last rats cass. Alae, nil costs
tor sctivities In this category are being recoversd in bass rates.
(TR 260-262, EX 11, L.FE 13) Therefore, ve find that all activities
and costs Included In the Fraclipitator Malntenance category are
disalloved,

1
The coata sssociated vith the activities belov wers Included In
Gull's test ysar and current costs of thess ongolng programe ars
belng recoversd through base ratesi WATER MOHWITORING EQUIFHENT)
COOLING TOMER MAINTENANCE) ELECTROMAONETIC FIRLDS) RPRIDUAL ASM
EXPENSES] and ASH PROCEELS. (TR 180-3, EX 11)

Repcsciation/Ancrtizstion. Expensa

The maleulatlon of depreclationfasortizstion expsnse 1a »
caleulatlon baned on the depreclation rates in elfect ducing tha

z-rlud the allovad capltal Investments ars In marvies. - ny
Ithess Cranmer testitled that the deprscistion rates us te
eal 8 tha depreclation axp and the lated depreciation

hould be the rates that sre In effect durl he pericd
alloved capltal investment le In servics. |'|'In;"-:l ) we
Agreas This Includan the new cllsuelctlnn rates spproved In Docket
Mo. 930221-Et and sdjustwente addresesd in other lssves, Thue, Ve
find that the appropriate amount of depreciation/amortization
expenss that Oull shall recovar Is $979,000.

Taxen

Sectlion 386.02%3 (1)(d), TFlorida Gtatutas, speciticonlly
ldentifies “direct taxes on snvironmental equipment® us one of the
costs eligibla for recaveary conalderation through the environsentsl
cosplisnce comt-recovary factor. At the Pre earing Conference,
held on November 23, 1993, all partias agresd that thare stre no
Proparty taxes In the Company's reguast and that the appropriste
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nmounts of Ipcome taxems and revenua taxan are dapendant uwpon the
resolution of other Issues. We agree that thera ara no roperty
taxes Included In the Company's reanquast. llovaver, h.....l' on the
revenue requirament of $8.123,000, Incoms taxam are $1.19),000 sud
revenué taxes represanting 1.35% groas tecelpte tax and ,om31%
regulntory assensmant feen are §129,000. Both the amount of Incoms
tax expanss and the awount of revenue taxes will wvary as the
ravenue requlremant varjes,

ol tonnental_Expsnaes

Based wpon our previcus findings, wve find the appropriate
Amount of snvironmental expanne Ls $3,247,000.

Bexsnua_Tax_Expabaion Factor
requested 8 ravanue tax owpanmlon facter of

The any
1.01809, vhich Includas Gross Recelpts Taxes of 1.54% and Regulatory
Ansassmant Fees of .083% eslculated se follous:

Parcenk
1.  Revenus Requlresent 100. 0000
2. rrsc llltl:-:'lt LLL I D.;i!!
3. Oross RMace ® Tex 1.5%00
A Wt (1) - (h) - 3) i

5. Revenua Expansjon Facter
1100% / Line 4)

At the Prehearlng conlerance, hnld on Hovamhar 21, 199y, »ld)
partlas agresd that 1.0160% vas the spproprimte tevenue tax
sxpanaion factor. We sgree that 1.0ispp llr{hn Appropriate ravenue
tax ewpanslon (aotox and, wsocordingly, approva Lha vevenum tnx
expannion tector as Rlled,

Reyamve_Regulrsmanta

Phanna M our Findings, va find that the a rroprinate ayntem
revanue requirements are ll.ll!.”o.. |Mhr.|mast 1)

ducisdictlonal separakion Facters

The Compeny has proposed a jurladintinnal mopacntlon factor of

B. Thie numher represents the retsll customers' roentage
Al coinoident pesk kilovatts. Qult hes developed this factor
by using the same mathodelogy spproved In tha Jast inte cese;
houever, 1971 actual load dats wam used In the dorlvation. (TR 186)

.
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The nev load data was taken from the load ressarch the utllity le
required to flle vith thin Commimaion avery two years, Updating
the aplit betvenn ratall and wholesale colncident peak kW snmuree
thet tha retsll custowars pay no more or less than should be
sllocated to them. This Js an lwportant nonelderation if the
company has lost & Isrge retall custoser or has galned additional
vholesale customers since the Jant rate case.

We oegrem with oulf that .96%1%08 (s the appropriste
urisdictional meparation factor for costm that are -lﬂc- ed to
he customer cls ® using n demand allocator. We, hovever, tind
thet costa vhich are allncated to the customsr classsm ul{t\q an
.nuqr Allocator shall ha moparated with a factor of .9686060.
Thie factor represents tha percentage of retall kWh malaes to total
k¥Wh males prejncted lor the I‘.ﬂ“t’ period (TR 40)). Verlances
betvesn the projected porcentages of retall kWh sales and actusl
rotall kWh sales sre later captured In the final true-ups. Thie
prectice ia conmlatent vith tha mathodology umed In othar snargy
allocstad adjuatment clauses such As the Ol1 Backout Clauws,

Allocation te Rate Clasasa

Ms tlnd that those costs required for compliance with the
Clean Alr Act Amsndmsnta of 1990 (CAAR) mhall be allocated to the
rste classes on sn per kilowatt hour, or enargy basis. Such an
snergy allocation le appropriste because the purposs of the CAAA ls
to raduce the lavel of epimelons of alr pollutmants such as sulphur
dioxide end nitrogen oxides. The level of the emlsslons of such
pollutents la dependent In lerge part on how many kllovstt hours
Bre genarated. (TR 3196) Conmequently, we ¢l that an ener
allocation method results In the most equitabla apportionment o
these partioulsr oospllance costs. Wa hava sdopted this trastment
of --wf- nmantal cospliance costs has been adopted In the pasti In
Tamps Electria cu-iblny'l 1ast rate cese, the spproved ocost-of-
service study olsnslilied and allocated tha costs -? the socrubber on
::; Blg Bend 4 coal plant on an energy basls. (Doocket Mo. 930324~

Gulf lins proposnd allocating all caplta) expensen relatnd to
CAAA compllanca using the approved dewmsnd allocatlion mathodology
uned (or production plent In its last rate case, the 127 CPF and 1/13
AD method. This method allocstes most costs (11/13tha) based on
ssch class's contribution to the 12 monthly mystes peak hours. (TR
I9s)

Gult's witnass Cranmer Indicated that this -trestment ls
sppropriate because it Is conmistant with the sppioved cost-of-
service methodology used In Culf's last rate ca (TR J00) It is

.
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Important to note, hovever, that thers wers no eapltal coste
arnocleted With CAAA complisnce Included In the cost-of-mervice
wtudy in Gulf'e Iast tata cana, which ussd s 1990 tert year, and,
thus, ve have naver spscifieally addrassed tha treatment of wuch
coste for Gulfl.

Gulf has chonen to rcomply with the mulphur  dloxide
¥equiremants of the CAAA In part by mwitching to low mulphur coal,
As & result, any Incransed [usl] costs assoc!isted uith this couges
of nction will ba allocstsd to the rats cleanes on an anargy basle.
(TR 397) cult's viknees Indicatad that, had culf chosen to Inntall
mcrubhara instesd of rlrulng ® tusl mvitching qtran{. nhas would
ndvooate allocating tha eaplta) coata nmscclinted vith the scrubber
on a demand basie. Using thls phllosophy, the allooation of TAAA

llanna costa I depandent which compllsnce option Ia vhosen,
tather than on an axaminstion of vhy these conta arm belng
Incurrsd. We tlnd, howsver, thet it le mors -Tnttnht tn recognize
that theae comp)iance costa arm bming Incu bacaugs thers In »
statutory raguirement designed to reduce emisslons of pollutants,
and that the amount of thase pollutants le directly zelated to the
nuabar of kilovatt hours gensrated.

FITUC aupported the Cospany's position with regard to the
allocstion of CAAA costs. FITUQ stgued, se did the Gull, that the
capltal coste associated CAM complianos are fixed production Yhnt
coste, vhich sre sited based on the paximuve enplclt' of the plant.
Thum, FIPUG sdvoosted that thay should ba nllorstnd using the
spproved allocation rot"rroduotlon plant vasd In the Company's last
kate case, the 12 CPF 1/13 AD method.

We do not take imswe vith the fact that many of the nonte
asgnoglated uith CAAA compliance ate Lixed costn, and that thoy are
slzed Lo, weat pesk demands. MHowvever, these facts do hot dickate
thet such costs should be allocated bamed on pesk demand. 1t |a
mora sppropriate te sxsmine vhy thess costa ara belng Incorred.
They were Incurred tn mest tha requlrements of leglslation which
wan snscted to solve a spaciflo problem: the sucesnive sslsslon_
of Jlutante. The enission of thess 1lukants by tha slectric
vl Itz industry le In large pert s function of the numbar of
kilovatt hours produced. 1In this respect, thess capital itemn are
diftersnt from other production plant ltama and thus should be
treated diffarantly.

FIPUG also objactsd to tha "carving out® of spacific types of
costs and allocating them on an energy basls. This Ie precisel
what ve did with respect to the scrubber cnats ammociatad wit
TECO's Rig Bend Four plant in TECO's last rate case.
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FIFUG has ssnerted that declsions regarding allocation should
be conelderad in the context of a rate cass. FIPUG hoted that the
cepltal costa amsoclated with CAAA complisnce are substsntial.
FIrUG srgued that consldering this allocation lasve wnuld momshow
"do viclance® to daclslions made In Culf's Ins® rate cass. We gree
that such items ahould be carsfully consldared in & rate cane e a
part of the raview ol tha cost-of-service atudy. llowsver, mince
the leglslature has mandated that an snvironmantal cost recovery
machanisae be nastablished, and Guif has pr mnd ko rascover
substantis]l costs uslng such a machanisw, thame Isportant
Allocation lssues by necessity must be coneldersd outslde a rate
cane. ’

Accordingly, ve find that due to the strong nexws betvesn the
laval of esisslons vhich the CAAA sesks to reduce And ths numbst of
kllowstt hours genecrsted, the costs nssociatad with cosplliance vith
the CAAA shall allocated to the rate olasses on an snergy basis
becauss It 1= the most squitable way to apportlon the cowplisnce
coste ansccinted with the CAAA. Ve pleo find that the slloeatlion
of the remsining snvironsental u-thm. coatd made oult 1s
sppropriste and spprove the allocsklon propossd by Quil. thone
costs that are allocated on » demand basis shsll be allocated using
sllocetors developed from Cull's latest avallable load remsarch.

Reqoyexy Lroa Rate Clessan

Gulf hae proposed to recover snvironmental vosts through a per
kllowstt-hour charge for all vete classes. We agrea that this le
sppropriste. This ls ldentical to the way In which costs ars
recovervd In the c-pwltT Cost Recovery Fector, wvhere vosts are
sllousted on u demand bapla. (TR !ll!l He [imd that thls method ls
appropriate dus to ite anse n  adeilnletration and Ite
understandabliity.

FiPUG's wvitness has nadvoostsd recoveary of environmentsl
coeplinnce costs through a demand charge (rom thoss ocustomsrs in
damand metered clamses. (TR llli This assertion ls prediceted upon
the assumption that most of Guif's costs will be allocated to the
rate classes on » demand banie. Ilovever, the vitness offered
evidence » demand neov"I vould result In & mo *qu
spportionsant of costs vwithin the desand-metered rate class:

Eftactive Date of the Foxlronmental Cost_Recovery Facter

#ince rate Incresses are sffectiva at the earllest 30 dnz:'

from tha Comaisslon vote, we Cind that tha [sctors shall
effsctive vith the beginning of the February 1994 bllling oycle,
These Cfsctors shall be effectiva for the alght-month parlod of
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February throwgh Geptamber 1994, and sha)l recover sctual and
ptoeucnd environmanta)l costs for the period July, 1993 through
Saptomber 1994, anlnnlr-“ In October of 1994, the Iactor shall he
wstablished for mix-month perlods corresponding with the tuel
adjustmant clause.

An alfectiva date of February 1994 le appropr lata harause |t
vill lIsplemant owr daclelon of the hecambar 23, 1993 sgenda
contarance A8 woon as practicabla.  In the Intersat of falrness to
Gult and to reduce rats shock to the rate ayearw, the tactors shnll
be met for s one-ting ollht-mth rlod ol February through
Beptombar 1994, rolloving this Inlkla) 8-wonth perlod, the Pactors
Shall be set avery slx months, colncldent with the fual adjustmant
factors, as discussed 1ater In this order.

knelxobmental Coat Resovery Eackors
The apprnved environmentsl cost recovery fectors ave st forth

In the charkt belov and are bawed upon thes slight-month recovery
perlod of rebruary through Beptember 19941

ENYIRONNENTAL
RATR conr
oLARE RECOVARY PACTORS

(YL
NS, RST b.140
: as, asr 0,147
gsp, GsSOT 0.137
_LP, LPT 0.130
X, PRT 09.12)
o8I, o811 0.108
osiil 0.130
081V 0.106
5 0123

Subagcounta

Gult  currently malntaine subsccounts ta  record  coste
sssocisted vith conservation cost recovary ltass pursuant to Nule
219-17.013, Florida Adminiatrative Code (P.A.C.). The Company &lan
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malntsine subaccounts to record not onlI revanuss and axpanses
but other revenue and axpansa categorlies vall. (TR 141) 1In
sdditlon, Rule 25-17.018, F.A.C., requires ‘companies to malntain
subsccounts for oll back-out cost recovery ltems.

Gulf ammertead that other equally effective mschanlsms oan be
Veed to track costs and ravenuss asecciated with the clauvse to
provide a nlear avdlt traf), much an » vork ordar syates.

The requlrament to malntaln subsccounts assoniatad with
Onvltnm-ontnT.euln Is conmnlstent vith the conservation and ol
back-out rules snd the racant decislon In Docket Ho. 9)os&1I-RI,
Order Fo. FRC-91-1%80-TOF-F1, FrL's Petitlon for Recnvery of
Environmental Costs. (TR 140-143) This requirement, hovever, does
not preclude tha Company trom walng a vork nrder systea to capture
the snvironmental costs as suggeated by Oull.

There are Aleo nthar reamons vhy oult should be vegulired to
walntaln separate suhaccounts. First, 'maint s ol mubac L]
ensures that the 8 ho dothle reacovary, heacsuss It s sasler for
the suwditors to verify that smounts have hesn remaved from the
fi1ing vhen subaccounts ars used than vhen amounts are charged to
vork orders. « Une of mub ® ennures the separation of
the ECRC costm from othar cohta. Third, It Is slmpler to awtract
capltal costs, revenuas and expensss froa the computerized genecal
l-drr and aupporting accounting detall 1ndgar vhen subsccounts ars
used.

Accordingly, Gulf mhal) ba raquired to malntaln subaccounts
consistent vith the Unlfors Systes of Accounts prascribed by this
Comalssion for all Iteme Included In the environmental cost
recovery [actor.

Bsrlod of Factox

All parties sgresd that wva ahould astabllish racovary perlods
for the environmantal cost recovery tsoter whioh colnolde with the
periode usnd In the tual cost racovary cleuse. In sdditlon L1

rtise agree that environmantal cost resee ¥y hanrings nhuid ba
’::lul in ennjunction with the fuel cost recovory haarings. The only
dlspute vas vhether ve should establlsh §- or L1-month periods.

Gull Povar maintained that sdministrative and [1)ing axpenaes
cen be roduyced I{ wve aestablished 12-month perlode (or the
environmsental cost racovery clasuse. TFIFUG suggested that a S-month
period will help to reduce excessive over- and under-recoveries
because of the shorter projection pariod.
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DOCRET HO. 930&13-E1
PAGE 28

We tind Inltially that &-month pariods tor the anv)ronsental
cost recovery clause shall be establinhed, beginning In Ontnber
1994. This ls » nav cost recover mechanlsm and nelthar the
Cnepany or we have much experience ‘n rdninlstering the clauge.
This doss wot precluvde us from satablishing 17-month perlodn tor

!h: al:wlromnntul cost recovery olaues aftsr some rxprrionce s
gained.

Encecanta

Al partine hiave Mgreed that the © many'n  forecant of
cugtomars, RV, and KM tor the recnvery parl I8 both remponabla
At appropr + M8 have reviswad the load Rorscast and Jound
thene forecasts to ba consistent with histeylea) grovth pattarns
and vith wsconomic vonditlons anticipated for the onll aservice

terrltory. Thus, ue spprove of the agreemsnt that the foracast la
rahnonable amd appropriste.

Enleslon Allevances

The only ratemsking Lssve nddresned van the ewlinsinn allovance
Inventory. This ltem vas addrasmad previously In this ocder In
which we found that tha spproprlste smount of working capitat s
83,000, This represants Gulf's net Investmant fIn enlanlon
sllovancan. (TA. INA-305)

Tha UMMA tonk the position that wa should adopt tha ratemaking
trentment for allowancea adopted by the Georgin rac in a pending
dochet. There ls no record basls to mupport thia poaltion, and no
teatimony wvas prasented to explaln the trestmant In the panding
docket before tha Osorgla Comalaslon.

Pared on the foregoing, It ia

ORORRED by the Florida Fublio Sarvies Commianion that ouwlt
Pover C ny shall be alloved to recover $8.121,000 (nystes) of

expennan through the environmantal tiance cost recoavery clsuss
llrlt- fll =l de)inaated and dliscusesd ult':ln the body of thlz Ordar.
® further

ORNERED that Gulf Power Coapany shall be allound te sarn &

rate of return on equity of 12.00 on Its eapltal Investments. 1t
is further ’

ORDEREN that the mppropriste overall rate nf return for the
racovary of eapital investmant costs Is in.S778%. It la furthar
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ORDERED that tha appropriate jurledlotlional svparation factors
tre .9651588 for desand allocated cosks and .9654060 for costs
allocated using an Snargy allocator. It ls further

ORDFRED that environmental costs senoc)ited with eonpllance
vith the clean Alr Act Amandments of 1990 phall be lllocatl';rlo the
rete olasses on an oncry‘ basls, All other costa shall be
allocatad as propoasd GUll Povar Cowpeny. Thoss costs that (11]
Mllocated on a desand basis shall be Allocated using a)locators
developed trom Gulf Fower Cowpany's latast avallable load remesrch,
Environsantal cosplinnce costs shall bhe tacoversd from all rate
clasnes vsing lJ!r kilovatt hour faotor based upon the approved
sllooatlion method. 1t ls further

ORDERED that the effactize 2ate for the envirohsental cost
recovery factors begln with the Februaty 1994 bliling cycle. Thass
foctore shall rewsin An eftect ter slght monthe, through Bapteabar

”i ginning In October 1994, the factors shall be sstablished
-month periode corrasponding elth the fuel adjustmsent

8.  The appropriate anvironmental nost regovery facktors are

sekt forth In the body of the Order. It le turther

ORDERED that Oulf Power Company ahall wmalntaln saparats
subsccounts conslstant with bhe Uﬂ‘(l’tl Byetam of Acoounts
prevoribed by this Commlesion for a1l items Included in ths
snvironmental cosplisnce cost tecovery feotor as discusssd withln
ths body of thls oOrder,

By ORDER of the Florida Public service Commisslon, this 1ath
dey of January, 1%84.

Director
ecorde and Raporting

mmmmmww
The Florlda Public Berviece Cosmleslon is required by Rection
120.59(4), rioride statutes to  notlry artles of any
edeinistrative hearing or judl.ei-l reviev of Commlenlon orders that
is avallable under Beotions 120.57 or 1320.69, rlorids statutes, s
vall as the procedures and time limits thet spply. This notlce

OnADER Mo, l‘!(""‘-ﬂﬂll-l’!‘lf-l‘.l
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Rhould not ba conatrued to mann 81l requants tor an adminjetrative
hut'l‘:q or judicial reviev will be granted or ranult In the rellsr
sought,

Any party sdvarnely ol fected by the Comminslon'n Fina) actlion
In this natter mey requesti J) twconsideration of the declalon b
llllnx » motlon for reconslderation vith the blrector, bivinlon or
Records snd Reporting vithin fifkwen Llsl days of tha lsauance of
this order In the form prascribed Rule 25-22.080, Florlds
Mninlptrative l:ud-! or I‘ Judjein) reviey by the Florida Ruprepe
Court 'In the case ol an s)ecte)c, 988 or telephona utility or the
Firet Dlstrict court of Appeal In the case ot o vatar or mevey
VElLity by f11ing n notlce ot *ppeal vith the Dlrector, hivislon of
Reocordy ahd Reporting snd tiling & copy of tha hotles ot appeal and
the Iiling ten vith the Approprlate court. thiw tlilng must ba
tompleted within thicty IJo‘ ﬂlsl Atter the Lmanance ot this order,
pursuant to Ruls 9.110, Florlda Mulas of CIvl) Procedurn, The
hotlce of sppeal must be In the torm mpecitind in huln 3,900 ),
Florias mules of Appelinte Procedurs,
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SEYORE TSE FLORIDA PUELIC SZRVICE COMMISSION = ..

sinar o
In re: Petiticn to establish an ) DOCZET NO. 930613-2I
Envizonmental Cost Recovery clause }
pursuant to Section 366.82S5, ) PILZD: Januazy 25, 1994
Florida Stacutes, by Gulf Zower ) .
)
)

Company.

Pursuant to Rule 25-22.060, Zloricda Adminis::z:.i.‘ve C'o&e, the
Florida Industzial Power Users Group (°FIFUG"), chrough its
undersicned counsel, files its motion for reconsideration of Order
No. PSC-94-0044-70F-ZI, and scates:

1. In Crder No. ?SC-94-0044-20F-ZI, the Commission decided
to allocate the costs fncar—ed by Gulf PSower to comply with the
Clean Ai- Act Amencments cf 1390 among custcmer classes on the
basis of their energy cznsmpl:.i.ou [z supoort of the decision, the
Commission twice referzed to the order in Tampa Zlectric’‘s last
fates case. The Commission novad thazt in che TECO case it approved
2 cost of servica stady in which TECO’s scrubber was allocated on
the basis of energy consumprion. Zcwever, the Commission
overlooksd the fact that iz the T¥CO case the Commission aporoved
4 settlement and stipulation of parties on issues regarding cast of
servica and rate design. Lika other such sectlements, the
stipulation represented the cesult of negotiations designed ca
produce an overall package and tS awvoid a lizigatad resul: on any
particalar issue. T=e stipulation exaressly stated that it was Tt

have a0 pracedencial effecz. In 4approving the stisulaticn, the

JOCUMENT vUMETR-0ATE
00832 MX%a

FPSC-3ECCRCS/AERORTING

I2) 2 7 e,
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Commission alsc necessarily approved that aspect of the
set=lemenc.'

The Commission should reconsider ics decision so as to remove
from its decision the impact of its mistaken reliance on the T=CD
order. )

2. On ~econsideraticn, the Commission should -ecagnize that
its refersnce to the TSCO example was misplaced in aay event.
Section 366.0825, Plorica Statutes requices the Commission to apoly
S0 a request tJ ecover eavizommental o:r.;en.sés through an
extraordinary recovery clanse the same c-ite=ia it would apply ia
a base rate proceeding, takiag izto accomnt the mamnner in which
sinilar expenses weze allocated in the recuestiag grilitw’s last
Tata casa. The clear legislacive iatent uanderlying Section
366.0825, is to promote consistency and’ contimmity in  the
allocation of significant emvizommencal expenses for iadividual
atilicies during periods becseen base rate cases. 3y imposing =he
above requirements, the dirsctives contained ‘a2 the new statute
limic cthe Commission’s discrecion; yet, the Commission’s order
makes no mention of them.

Hers, the record establishes that in Galf Power’s last rats
case the envi-ommental expenses similar t3 CIAR costs  wers
allocatad on the same basis as production plant. The evidence of
secord provides ac basis for departiag fzom that ctTeatment. 3v
looking instead ts the example of a differenr utilizy, and b5v

: A copy of the per=inent zorzion of the stigulation is
aczacled. Unlike 30ST instances, the stigulation was anot atsachecd
TS e final order.

(8]
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failing to take into account Gulf Power’s past treatment of similar
expenses, the Commission either disregiarded or overlocked the
requirements of Section 365.0825, Florida Statutes.

WHEREFORE, FIPUG requests the Commission to reconsider Order
No. PSC-94-0044-?6?-BI in light of the above, and order GulZ Power
to allocate the costs of environmental compliance approved for
recovery in this proceeding on the basis of the allocation
methodology approved for similar environmental expenses in its last
rate case, consistent with the requirements of Section 365.0825,

florida Statutes.

S A. McGl lin
i Vicki Gordon Xaufman
r McWwhirter, Grandoff & Reeves
315 5. Calhoun Street
Suita 716
Tallahassee, Plorida 32301
904/222-2525

John W. McWhizter, Jr.
McWhir=er, Grandoff & Reeves
Post Office Box 3350

Tampa, Florida 33601-23350
813/224-0864

Attorneys for the Florida
Industrial Power Users Group
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HERESY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the Florida
Industrial Power Users Group’s Motion for Reconsideration has been

furnished by U.S. Mail or by hand delivery* to the following
parties of record, this _26th day of Janunary, 1394.

Donna Canzano*

Division of Legal Services

Florida Public Service
Commission

101 E. Gaines Street

Rm. 212, Fletcher Building

Tallahassee, FL 32399

G. BEdison Holland, Jr.
Jeffrey A. Stone

Teresa E. Liles

Beggs & Lane

Post Office Box 12950
Pensacola, PL 32576-2950

Jack L. Haskins

Gulf Power Company

Post Office Box 13470
Fensacola, FL 32591-3470

John Roger Howe g
Qffice of Public Counsel
111l West Madison Street
Pepper Bldg., Room 812
Tallahassee, 7L 32399-1400

Suzanne Brownlass, P.A.
2546 3lai-stone Pines Drive
Tallahassee, L 32301

Eugene M. Trisko
Post Office Box 596
Berkeley Springs, WV 25411

Mark X. Logan

Bryant, Miller § Olive
201 South Monroe Street
Suite 500

Tallahassee, PL 32301
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Ooclest T0813-85

Mogon for Ascorsicerasion
Page 1of3

BEFORE TEE FLORIDA PFUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSICN

In re: Peciticn of Tampa Slect-ic
Company for auchority to Dockec No. 920324-EI
inczease its rates and cha-ges.

COST OF SERVICE
AND RATS DESIGN .
STIZULATION

Tampa Electric Company (che Company), the Florida Indusexrial
Power Usess Group, and the Distzict School 3carxd of Pasco Councy,
Florida (collec"'ve.y. the Pazties), by. and through cheiz
undersigned csunsel, h.erel:y stipulaca acd agTee to sssolve Issues -
100 through 12§ contained in the Preheaxing Order No. ?SC-92-1163-

- PED-EI, per::.:;*_ag to Cost of Service and Race Design, as follows,

provided, however, chac while FIPUG takes 20 pesition on Issues
102, 103, 112 through 114 and 116 through 125, it does oot cbject
to che stipulation of these issues.

ISSUR 100: Are Tampa Zlectric's separacion of amountcs for
wholesale and recail juzisdicticns appropriate?

STIDULATION: Parties stipulace =tTo Cthe gepazacicn studies
provided by Witzess Gower iz his Depositiom Exhibic
43, which separaca the cost to the Zfour fizm
Schednle D custcmers on the basis of all gemerating
planc. The 1994 study will be revised to include
the St. Cloud contzacc.

ASSUE 101: Should the interzupcible service race classes be
tseated iz cthe cost of service study based on the
class' load chazacteristics and be provided a
credic based on cthe avoided cost?

ZSSUE 108: Whacr is che appropriacs level of czedic per

coincidenc KW for ianter-upcible services (IS-1 anod
s-3)7 -
ASSUE _109: Should che c-edits for iancter—uptible service be

disczibucted co IS cuscomers oo tl2e basis of billizng
AW? IZf so, whac is che appropriacs level of credic
per billing TA?
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Atactmant © APUG'S
' Modon for Reconeiceretion
) Page 20t 3

What is che appropriare cost of service methcdolegy
ts be used iz desigming che rates of Tampa |
Zlec==ic?

Should che race Sase for esvizommesntal izvestmenc,
including the peollucicn conessl equipment, £or 3ig
Send 4, be classified as ecergy relaced?.

Parties stipulace tg che use of the 12 C2 acd
1/15ch weighred average demand mechod witid the
sczubber porticn of the epvi-oomerncal equipment for
3ig 3end 4 classified as enmergy zalacedl  The cosT
study will be provided as the company's Iespodse O
IocerTocacory 94 (Staff's 13ch Sec). The 1954
study will be revised to include cthe City of St.
Coud comrtzact iz the zon-jusisdicticonal porticn.

Should lower lcocad factor GSD custcmers have tThe .
cpcion of paying an emergy charge which is 120
percenc . of the GS ensergy cha-ge iz lieu of the GSD
demard and emersy charges as Che compaoy Ras
provesed? .

Yes. This race design is a —sascmable scep towasd
mlciag low lcad factor Customer races moOre COsST
based. )

Is Tampa IZlecct—ic's propesal co stats Che power

a zange of 85% co 30%, wich a pemalrty ZoT
a power factor below 85% and a czedic for a power
factor above 90% agpropriaca?
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ISSUz 126: Whac is the corTect mechod to decermize the amount
of CIAC a custcmer is resguized to csmcIibucte o
purchase a Time-of-Cay mecex?

STIZULATED '
20SITION: The amount required should be equal €2 the

diffsrancs in curTent cost becwesn a regulars meter
anrd a2 Tizme-of-Day meterx.

The cex: "cost of service study” as used herein is izcended by
the parties to refer ©o a compliance cost of service study prepased
by the company wiich incorporaces che Cammission's decisicps oo 21l
issues in cthis proceeding affecting che compacsy's rCevenue
Tequirements or billisg decammizancs. Te pas=cties @ecognize,
however, chac cdue to che ciming of the Comxissicn's decisioms, thac
such f1ll campliance cost of service scudy may ot be available for
such use. Iz chac event, the pa-ties :i-cend chat cthe cost cf
sexvice sctudy preparsd by che compary based om the Stafl's c
recommendacicns -egarding reverue equi-emencs issues, as adjusced
by Staff to reflect the Commission's decisices, will be used. Any
adjustment macde Ty Staff as a sesult ¢f the Commissicn's wvoce oo
reverme requiremencs which difZars frcm oormal Commission procedurs
and which affects allocation of thcse -everue Ssguiremencs co the
Tace classes will be provided co incerssted pasties.

Tor 1994, the compliance cast of sesvice will be a full

compliance cost of service study, reflecting rsvemues f£or sales of
electTicity based cu the rates approved by the Commissicn for 1993.

The Compazy will provide revised Z-18A, Z-16C and Z-16D Schedules
for 1994 based on cthe 1991 rates approved 5y che Commission with
its compliance cost of servics study. The fizal agenda for the
zpproval of 1994 rares will occus at the zexr available Agenda
Conference, takiag inco consideracion cthe staff's recuissment 0
review the 1994 campliance cost of sexvice study and prepase 2
recommendacion.

Zach of che cemeral provisicons sec forth iz the issues coversd
by =this stizulacion have been nDegociaced as esseacial,
incerdependent campcnentcs t3 i camprehensive sectlement of tle CSST
of sexvics and rare desisn issues idencified, apd ther=fore,
colleczively ccomsticuce a single stipulacion becween tle pasties.
As such, che pa-Ties agr=e that if chis Stipulacion is acc approved
by the Commissicn in ics emcizecy, ic shall Se mull and void and of
0o binding effact on the parties. The parties further agoee Chac
this Stipulacicn is for sectlement puzposes cnly, shall have 20
srecadencial value, and shall be wichcut crejucdica oz che right and
the cpporTunicy of the Sazties to present and arzue <ost of sesvce
and race desicn coosideracions apd Tate levels they deem
agproprzate i future Tace proceedings Defors this CommessSLco.
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC ’SERV'IC! COMMISSION

In re: Petition to establish an ) DOCXET NO. 930613-EI
Eavironmental Cost Recovery clause )

pursuant to Section 365.8255, ) PILEZD: <anuary 26, 1994
Florida Statutes, by Gulf Power ) g .

sl )

. The Florida Industrial Power Users Group (FIFUG), pursuant
to Rule 25-22.058, Zlorida Administrative Code, hereby requests
oral argument on its Motion for Reconsideration of Order No.
PSC-34~-0044-FOF-EI. As grounds therefore, TIPUG states:

1. FI?UG  has simultanecusly filed a Motion for
Reconsideration of Order No. PSC-94-0044-ZOP-ET as it relates to
the Commission’s decisien to allocate the costs incuarzed by Gulf
Power to comply with the Clean Air Act Amencments of 1990 among
customer classes on the basis of energy consumption.

2. The order for whick PFIPUG seeks reconsideration deals
with an important cost of service issue which directly impaczs the
fair and equitable allocation of costs among rate classes.
Additionally, the Gulf Power order is the fi-st crder in which the
Commission has addressed this imporrtane allocation issue.

3. omum:mlmmcm;smmmm:iz
reaches the appropriace decision om an issue which has far reaching
ramifications for all Gulf Power customers.

JOCUMENT NUMRER -QATE
00884 iz

FPSC-AECSSACS/RIFIRTING
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WHEREFORE, FIPUG requests that the Commission grant oral

argument of 15 minutes per side on its Motion for Reconsideratiocn.

Josepn A. ¥cGlothli
Vicki Gordon Xau.
¥McWhiz-ter, Grandoff & Reeves
g J15 S. Calhoun Stceet
2 - Suite 716 :
Tallahassee, Florida 32301
904/222-2525 : .

John W. McWhirter, Jr.
McWhirter, Grandoff & Reeves
Post Office 3o0ox 3350

Tampa, Slorida 33601-3350
813/224-08646

Attorneys for the Florida
Industrial Power Users Group
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CERTITICATE OF SERVICE

I HERESY CERTITY that a true and correct copy of the Florida
Industrial Power Users Group’s Request for Oral Argument has been

farnished by U0.S. il or by hand delivery* to the following

parties of record, this 26th day of January, 1994.

Donna Canzanow

Division of Legal Services

Florida Public Service
Commission

101 2. Gaines St-eet

Rm. 212, Fletcher 3uilding

Tallahassee, FL 32399

G. Edison Holland, Jr.
Jeffrey A. Stone

Teresa E. Liles

Seqggs & Lane

Post Office Box 12950
Pensacola, 7L 32576-2950

Jack L. Haskinas

Gulf Power v

Post Office Sox 13470
Pensacola, FL 32591-3470

John Roger Eowe

Qffice of Public Counsel
111l West Madison Street
Pepper 3ldg., Room 8§12
Tallahassee, 7L 32399-1400

Suzanne Brownless, P.A.
2546 Blairstone Pines Drive
Tallahassee, 7L 32301

Zugene M. T=igko
Post Office 3cx 596
Berkeley Springs, WV 25411

Mark X. Logan

3ryant, Miller & Olive
201 South ¥onroe Street
Suite 500

Tallahassee, PL 32301

Vicki Gordon nu.ﬁu.p
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BEFORE TEE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In Re: Petition to establish an
enviremmental cost recovery
clause pursuant to Section
366.8255, Florida statutes, by
Gulf P:nn.r Company

Docket No. 930613-EI
Date Filed: 2/15/94

A

mwwmmmnmmmmusm

GILF POWER COMPANY (["Gulf Power”, *"Gulf", or "the
Company”], joins in the Florida Power Industrial Users Group’s
[{"FIPUG"] Motion for Reconsideratzion previously filed in the above

docket, and in support thereof states:

i. FIPUG’'S Motion reqguests reconsideration of that
portion of Florida Public Service Commission ["Commission”] Order
No. PSC-94-0044~7OF-EI, issued on January 12, 1994 in this docket,
which provided that costs incurred by Gulf in compliance with the
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 ("CAAA"] were to be allocated on
the basis of energy consumption.

2. In its initial Petition filed in this d.oc.lca-t, Guls
Power proposed to allocate all compliance costs, including CAAA
compliance costs, based on the same allocation method prescribed in
Gulf’s last rate case, Docket No. 891345-2I. At the hearings
concducted D-cnb-.r 8-2, 1993, Gulf’s witness Ms. Cranmmer presented
testimony supporting Gulf’s proposed allocation methodology. As
¥s. CCanmer testified, in a full -evenue requirements rate case the
Commission has the opporTunity to fully consider imporz=ant cost-of-

service policy issues in determining an appropriate allocation
DOCUMENT wiMEER-DATE
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methodology. (R. 389-390] The allocation methodology adopted by
the Commission after due consideration of all relevant factors in

the last rate case, therefore, should not'be changed in a limited

proceeding such as this docket. Gulf’s proposed allocation

methodology properly reflects the cost causatio'n principle which
guided the Commission’s determination in the Company’s last rate
Case. [R. 389, 398] FPurther,- both Mr. Vick and Ms. Cranmer
testified that planc-related expenses associated with Clean Air Act
compliance are incurred by the Company irrespective of the number
of kilowat: hours generated by the plant. [(R. 209-211, 391, 396]
Thus, these expenses are properly classified as production related,
and should be allocated on the basis of the demand allocator. (R.
391-392] '

3. Gulf Power agrees with FIPUG that based on the record
developed in this docket and the lanquage of Section 366.8255, the
Commission should utilize the allocation methodology prescribed for
Gulf Power in the Company’s last rate case.

WHEREFORE, Gulf Power Company joins in the Florida
Industrial Power Users Group’s request that the Commission
reconsider Order No. PSC-94-0044-POP-EI and allow Gulf to allocate
Clean Air Act-related envirommental compliance costs in a method
consistent with the methodology approved for similar expenses in
the Company’s last rate case.
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Respectfully submitted this \gﬁay of February, 1994.

Qe =R,

G. EDISON HOLLAND, JR.
Florida Bar No. 261599
JEFFREY A. STONE
Plorida Bar No. 325956
TERESA E. LILES
Florida 3ar No. 510998

& Lane
Post Office Box 12950
Pensacola, Florida _12576-2950
(904) 432-2451L
Attorneys for Gulf Power Company
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In Re: Petition to establish an )
environmental cost recovery )
clause pursuant to Section ) Docket No. 930613-EI
366.8255, Florida Statutes, by ) Date Filed:
Gulf Power Company } *
)

. CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

i I HFREBY CERTIFY that .a true and correct copy of the
foregoing has been furnished by U.S. Mail or hand delivery to the
following parties to this docket, this _/50.day of February, 1994.

Donna Canzanc, Esq. John Roger Howe, Esq.

Division of Legal Services Office of Public Counsel

Florida Public Service 111 West Madison Street
Commission Suite 812

101 E. Gaines St. Tallahaseee, FL 32399-1400

Tallahassee, FL 132399
Suzanne Brownless, Esqg.

Joseph A. McGlothlin, Esq. Suzanne Brownless, P.A.

Vicki Gordon Kaufman, Esq. 2546 Blairstone Pines Drive
] McWhizrter, Grandoff & Reeves Tallahassee, FL 32301

315 S. Calhoun St., Ste. 716

Tallahassee, FL 12301 Eugene M. Trisko, Esqg.

Post Office Box 596

John W. McWhirter, Jr., Esq. Berkeley Springs, WV 25411

McWhirter, Grandoff & Reeves

315 S. Calhoun St., Ste. 716 Mark X. Logan, Esg.

Tallahassee, FL 12301 Bryant, Miller & Olive

201 S. Monroe St., Ste. 500
llahassee, FL 323

G. EDISOM HO , JR.
Plorida Bar No. 261599
JEFFREY A. STONE
Florida Bar No. 325956
TERPS2 E. LILES
Florida 3ar No. 510998
Beggs & Lane '

Post Office Box 12950
Pensacola, Florida 312576-2950
(904) 432-2451

Atzorneys for Gulf Power Company
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In Re: Petition to establish an
environmental cost recovery
clause pursuant to Section
J66.8255, Florida Statutes, by
Gulf Power Company

Docket No. 930613-EI
Date Filed: 2/15/94

N N Sl e S Nt

GULF PCWER COMPANY ("Gulf Power”, "Gulf", or "the
Company”], joins in the request of the Florida Industrial Power
Users Group that oral argument be granted and requests that it be
allowed to participate in such oral argument if permitted, and in
support of this request states:

1. Gulf has, simultaneously with the filing of this
request, filed a joinder in the Plorida Industrial Power Users
Group’s ("FIPUG"] motion for recnnsidcra;:ian in this docket.

2. FIPUG has requested that oral argument be allowed in
support of its motion, asserting that the issue of Clean Air Act
compliance cost allocation is one of great importance, and that
cral arqument will aid this Commission in reaching a decision on
this issue.

J. Gulf supports and joins in FIPUG’s recuest for oral
argument, and requests that PIPUG’s request be granted, and tSat:
Gulf Power be allowed the opporTtunity to parzicipate.

—— =T
e Sl P T

s L 11 LR
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WHEREFORE, Gulf Power Company requests that ~the
Commission grant FIPUG’s request for oral argument, and further
that Gulf be allowed to participate in oral argument if allowed in

this docket. 3
Respectfully submitted this B day of February, 1994. .

Florida Bar No. 261599
JEFFREY A. STONE

Florida Bar No. 325956

TERESA E. LILES

Florida Bar No. 510998

Beggs & Lane

Post Cffice Box 12950
Pensacola, Florida 32576=2950
(904) 432-2451

Attorneys for Gulf Power Company

o reses o neatuce e b
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In Re: Petition to establish an
environmental cost recovery
clause pursuant to Section
166.8255, Florida Statutes, by
Gulf Power Company

)

) Docket No. 930613-EI
) Date Filed:
) a
)

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY CERTIFY that.a true and correct copy of the

foregoing has been furnished by U.S. Mail or hand delivery to the

following parties to this docket, this

Donna Canzano, Esqg.

Division of Legal Services

Florida Public Service
Commission

101 E. Gaines St.

Tallahassee, FL 32399

Joseph A. McGlothlin, Esq.
Vicki Gordon Kaufzman, Esq.
McWhirter, Grandoff & Reeves
315 s. Calhaun St., Ste. 716
Tallahassee, FL 32301

John W. Mc#hirter, Jr., Esqg.
McWhirter, Grandoff & Reeves
315 S. Calhoun St., Ste. 716
Tallahassee, FL 32301

|SC. day of February, 1994.

John Roger Howe, Esqg.
Office of Public Counsel
111 West Madiscon Street
Suite 812
Tallahaseee, FL 12399-1400
Suzanne Brownless, Esq.
Suzanne Brownless, P.A.
2546 Blairstone Pines Drive
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Eugene M. Trisko, EZsq.
Post Office Box 596
Berkeley Springs, WV 25411

Mark K. Logan, Esqg.

Bryant, Miller & Olive

201 5. Monroe St., Ste. 500
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Florida Bar No. 261599
JEFFREY A. STOME
Florida Bar No. 325956
TERESA E. LILES
FPlorida Bar No. 510998

Beggs & Lane
Post Office Box 12950

Pensacola, Plorida 312576-2950
(904) 432-2451

Atzorneys for Gulf Power Company
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