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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

ln rc: Joint Pe ition of Seminole ) DOCKET NO . 880309 - EC 
Elec ric Cooperattve, Inc., TECO Power ) 
Services corporat1on and Tdmpa Electric ) ORDER NO. 21903 
Company for a dctermtnali o n of need f o r ) 
proposed Plcctrical power plant. ) ISSUED: 9-18-89 

) 

Pursuant to No ti c e, a Prehearing Conference was h~ld on 
Augus 7.5 , 1989 , in Tallaha ssee, Flolida, before Commissi o ner 
Ccrald L. Cunler , Prehcaring Office r . 

APPEARA l CF'S_:. 

Back r ound 

RICHARD MELSON and CHERYL G. STUART, 
Esquires, Hopp ing, Boyd, Green and Sam-., P . 
0 . Box 6526, Tallahassee , Florida 32314 
On behalf of Seminole Electric Cooperative, 
Inc . ( SEC). 

J N1ES D . BEASLEY I LEE L . 
FONS, Esquires, Au s ley, 
Caro hers and Proctor, 
Tallanassee , Florida 32102 

WILLI S and JOHN P. 
McMullen , Mc~ehee , 

P. 0. Bo x 391, 

On beha 1 f of Tampa Electric 
~d TECO Power Services (TP§l. 

Company 

SUZANNE BROWNLESS , Esquire, Flo rida 
Serv1ce Commission , Division o f 
Services, 101 Easl Gaines 
Tallahassee , Florida 323 99-0863 

(TECO) 

Public 
Legal 

Street, 

On behal~f~o~C~t~h~e~C~o~mm~i~s~s~i~o~n~S~t~a~f~f~(=S~a~C~C~). 

PRENTICE PRUITT, Esquire , Florida Public 
Se rv ice Commission, General Counsel, 101 
East Gai nes St reel , Tallahassee, Flo rid a 
32J99-0862 
On behalf of the Commissioner s . 

PREHEARING ORDER 

On February 73, 1988, SEC filed a petition to determi ne 
tts nct.!d t Ot two 220 t1W c lass combtned c ycle generating u n its 
wt h an i n -scrv 1ce date of January 1, 1993. As par o f its 
cvalua ion o ( he most cos -effective means o f supplying its 
capac1 y n eds in 1993 , SEC 1ssued a request for proposals 
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(RFP) Cor capacity !rom qualify ing facllities and independ ent 
power producers. At the hearings in this docket in December , 
1988, SEC ·ndtcated t hat it had compiled a "short list" of two 
bidders who, wtth further negotia ·on of terms , might pro v i de a 
more econom1cal means of suppl ying SEC with its needed capacit y 
than cons ructton o f its proposed uni ts. Ba sed o n that 
rc>pre'len ation, we bifurcated this docket and agreed Lha two 
3Cls of findings would be made: an initial order dealing with 
thP nc d of SEC for 450 MW of capacity in 1993 and a second 
order. t:hc final order i n the docket, dealing with the most 

cononi ca 1 n ans o f satisfying that need if one were f o und to 
exist. I is our intention tha these two o rders taken 
togc her .. ttsfy th\! r porting requirement!> of Section 
03.507(b), Flooda Statutes. Order No. 20930 , issued o n t-1arch 

23, 1989, at 1-2. 

In Order No . 20930 we found tha L SEC had established a 
need for 450 MW of capacity in 1993. In this hearing the 
c ntral issu 1s the most «"'conomtc means of sattsfying that 

I 

n d: h two 270 MW combined cycle units wh1 c1 SEC has I 
proposed o build on its Polk/Hardee County site o r the 
combination of purchased power and construct ion o n the 
Polk/Harder. site proposed by TPS in i s response to SFC's RFP. 

On July 31, 1989, SEC filed a supplement to need 
d lt!rmindlion pelitton and joint molion to add TECO and TPS as 
co-appl1cant:s. The testimony of John Ramil {TECO), Richard E. 
Ludw1g (TPS), T1mo hy S. vloodbury {SEC), David L. Beam {SEC), 
and lhchard Midull a (SEC) was also filed o n Jul y 31. 
Pr h•ar1n9 Stat ments were filed by Staff, SEC, TECO and TPS on 
August: 1~, 1989. The con tinualion of this hear ing is currently 
scheduled !or September 20 , 1989. 

Usc OL of Pr CLled Test imony 

Al l s tmony which has been prefiled in hi s case will be 
insr.r d in o he record as though read after t he wi ness has 
taken h ~tand and affirmed the correctness of the test 1mony 
und xhibi s. unless there is a sustainable objection. All 

u tmony rem ins subjec to appropriate objections. Each 
w1ll h vo he oppor unity •o ora lly summaoze his 

he t1 me he or she takes the stand. 
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If any par y desires to use any portion of a deposit i o n o r 
an i nt rroga o ry, a t he time the ~dLty seeks to introduce lhat 
dcposi ton o r a por ton thereof. the request will be subject to 
iHop•r ObJ cttons a nd the approp ria te evid ntia ry rules wlll 
gov"rn. Th• parties will be f r ee t o utilize ant exhibits 
rcques cd a he time of lhe deposit ions s ubj eel l o the same 
cond i t;i ons. 

Order o f Wi 

W1tn ss 

1. 

2 . 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8 . 

Rtchard l1 tdulla 
(SEC) 

T1mothy woodbury 
( SEC) 

Oavtd l •. Beam 
(SE C) 

G1rard F. Ander son 
( TECO) 

Alan o. Oak 
(TECO En rgy) 

J.B. Ramil 
(Tf.CO) 

R.E. Ludwig 
(TPS) 

Thee sa Walsh 
(Staff) 

Subject Matter 

Overview o f SEC' s 
supplemented need 
determi nation 
petit i on . 

Results of SEC ' s 
compet itive bidding 
program and details 
of agreement wi h 
TPS . 

Economic and relia­
bi lity analysis of 
TPS project. 

Corporate rationale 
fo r s~lection of 
TPS. 

Role of TPS . 

Benefits of TPS 
rojec to TECO ' s 
ratepayers . 

TPS ' s role in SEC ' s 
pro)ect. 

Regulato ry overview . 

Issues 

2 , 4, 5, 16 

7, 16 

1-6 , 16 

10, l6 

10, 16 

1-7 1 10-16 

8, 11, 16 

l -15 
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EXHIBIT LIST 

(•) Will be numbered sequentiall y at hearing. 

Exhib1 Number." Witness 

Midulla 

woodbury 

Woodbury 

Woodbury 

Beam 

Beam 

Beam 

Descript ion 

(RM-2 ) Difference 
in rate to members 
(combi ned cycle vs. 
TPS project) 

(TSW-3) - summary of 
principal terms­
agreement for sale 
and purchase of 
capaci y and e nergy 

Ground lease 
agreement between 
Acuera Corporation 
and TECO Power 
Services (TPS) 

Agreement for sale 
and pcrchase of 
capacity and energy 
between TPS a nd SEC 

(DLB-9) - Result s of 
economic analysis 
(combined cycle vs. 
TPS project} 

(DLB-10 ) 
Comparison of 20 
year cumulative PWRR 
(combined cycle vs. 
TPS project) 

(DLB-11) 
Comparison of 30 
year cumulative PWRR 
(combined cycle vs. 
TPS project) 
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EXHJBfT LIST 

Exhibit.: Number Witness Description 

STAFF: 

Rami l 

Ramil 

Ramil 

Ludwig 

Walsh 

Walsh 

(JBR-1) - Summary of 
principal terms of 
TPS/ TECO agreeme nt 

Agreement for sale 
and purchase of 
capacity and energy 
from Bi g Bend 
Station Unit No. 4 
(rom TECO to TPS 

Agreement for sale 
and purchase o( 
capacity and energr 
from Hat dee rowe r 
Station be t ween TPS 
and TECO d 'l tCd July 
27 , 1989 

(REL-1) - Comparison 
of TPS and SEC 
projects 

(TGW-1} Letter of 
August 9, 1989, to 
Chairman Reeder , SEC 

{TCW-2) 
Reso lu tion 
July 27, 1989 

NARUC 
adopted 

PARTIES' STATEMENT OF BASIC POSITION 

StaCC is in basic agreem~nt with the "sharing" concept 
of ~his project. Pending further discovery , howevet. 
Staff is unJble to determine whether TPS lS he 
correct party to execute th i s plan. 
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SEC: By Order No . 20930 , the Commission determined that SEC 
had es tablished a need for 450 MW of capacity i n 1993 
a nd that, with the exception of any alternative which 
m1ght result from Seminol~'s ongo ing RFP process , t hat 
need would be best served by cons truction o f two 220 
r-1w class combined cycle un its at its Polk/Hardee 
Cou nty Site (the Seminole combined cycle projec t). 

TECO: 

TPS : 

SEC has subsequentl y achieved a s uccessful conclusior1 
to itS RFP effort and has entered into a 20-year 
cont r act with TPS under whi ch TPS will p rovide the 
capac1ty required to meet SEC's rese rve capacity needs 
(Power Services Project) . The capacity to be provided 
by the Power Services Project will come from a 
combi nation of combined cycle and combustion turbine 
facll1ties to be constructed by TPS at SEC's 
Pol k/ Ha rdee County site (Hardee Power Station) and, 
for the first ten years , a purchase of capacity from 
t he Big Bend 4 coal uni t . 

The Power Services Project is a viable and 
cost-ef fect i ve mea ns of meeting SEC's need tor rese rve 
capac 1 ty and represent s a PWRR savings to SEC of $57 
million compared to the o r igi nal Semi no le combined 
c ycle project . The Commission should t herefore 
d tetmine a need Cor the f aci li ties comprising the 
Hardee Power Station (i.e., 295 MW of capacity in 1993 
and an additional 145 MW of capaci ty i n 2003), and the 
associatea transmission lines and fuel de livery 
fac1li.ties. 

In addi ion to the benefits whi c h th i s pro ject wi ll 
prov1de to he cons umers of SEC, sign i ficant benefits 
w1ll flow o TECO ' s customers. Net benefits to TECO ' s 
cus ome rs over he 20 year life of the project are 
expcc ed ·o be approximatel y $90 million in 1989 
do llars. This a rrangement i.s the best alterna tive f or 
TrCO to satisfy 1ts peak1ng requirements . 

TPS is ready, willing and able to implem~nt his 
project. 1 s role wi ll enab!e SEC and TECO to realize 
signiti cant s~vings on capacit y and energy over the 20 
year lif 0 1 he proJect. At t he s ame time, TECO a nd 
$EC w1ll enjoy 1nsulation from risk associated wi t h 
the financ1ng, const rue 10n, operation and mai ntenance 
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of generattng plant and associated facilities and will 
be able to avoid the capital investment which would 
o herwise be necessary if either or both of these 
util1lies constructed the oroject . 

factual 

ISSUE 1: 
el eel ric 
Flo nda? 

STATEMENT OF ISSUES AND POSITIONS 

(7 ) 
system 

Would the 
reliability 

proposed units 
and integrity 

STAff: Yes. (Walsh ) 

provide for 
to Pen insular 

§F.C: {Nole: In Seminole ' s responses to the issues in lhe 
first prehearing order , the "proposed units" referred to 
lhe two 220 WM class combined cycle units compris i ng the 
Seminole Combined CyclP Project . Gi ve n the succe sful 
outcome of seminole's RFP efforts , the .. propo~· ed units" 
now refer lo the combi ned e ye le and combust ion turbine 
un.i ls proposed to be built by Power Se.rv ices that wi 11 

comprlse lhe Hardee Power Station . ) 

Yes. ThP Power Services Project , incl uding the Ha r dee 
Power Station and lhe interim purchase o( a capacity 
entitle~ent from the Big Bend 4 Unit , will meet Semi nole's 
reliabil1ty need for approximately 450 MW of reserve 
capacity in 1993. The Projec · s construction of 295 MW of 
combined cycle and combustion t urbine capacity by 1993 

will also contribute to Tampa Electric ' s need for peaking 
capactty and to he overall Pen i nsular Flor ida reliability 
need for approximately 1250 MW of capacity by 1993. The 
ProJect's construction of a additional 145 MW of capaci ·y 
by 2003 WJll further contribute to Peninsular Florida ' s 
c l1abili y needs. As indicated by testimony at Lhe 
hearings last December , t he proposed transmission 
conf1gu r a ton will assist in maintaining the integrity o f 
the lee r1c grid. (Beam) 

![QQ: Agrc•s Wl h Sf.C . 

If§ : Agr e s with SEC. 
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lSSUE 2: (8) Would Lhe proposed units provide adequa c 
electricily lo Seminole at a reasonable cost? 

STAfF: No position at this time . 

SEC: Yes. The Power Services Project w1ll provide 
adequate electricity to meet Seminole's r eliability 
criterion at Lhe most reasonable cost or any alternalive 
ava1lablc. The Power Services Project has the lowest 
present worth of revenue requirements (PWRR) over the 
study hori~on and over the 30-year life cycle of the planl 
or dny alternati ve. The Project r presents a 20-year PWRR 
savings oC $57 million compared to the original Semi nole 
Comb1 ned Cycle Project. The Power Services Project a 1 so 
has the leas rate 1mpact to Seminole's member-consumers 
or any alt~rnati ve. (M1dulla, Beam) 

TECO: AgrP.es w1th SFC . 

.!!!.§.: Age .. s with SEC. 

ISSUE 3: (9) Would the proposed unit s provide adequate 
el ctricity to Peninsular Florida at a reasonable cost? 

STAfF: No posilion at this time . 

SEC: Yes. The proposed units will provide needed 
addit1onal generating capaci y to Peninsular Florida at a 
reasonable cos~. (Beam} 

TF.CO: Agrees wi h SEC. 

TPS: Agrees with SEC. 

lSSQL 4: ( l-4 ) Are the un its proposed by Seminole the 
appropr1 l genera ing alternati ves to supp ly capacity to 
Scm1nolc gtven the uncertain ies of future load growth, 
fu 1 (Hie s , echnological developments a nd economic 
condttions? 

STAFF: No position at this time . 

I 
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SI-:C: Yes. The Power Services Projecl is the best 
g-o-rating alternative to meet Seminole ' s reserve capacity 
need. rhis Pro)cct (i) has the lowest present wot h of 
rev nu rcqut cements (PWRR) of dny alternative available, 
(11) has the least rate impact to Seminole's member­
consum~rs of any alternative avClilable , and (iii) has many 
o f th sam strategic benefits as the original Seminole 
Combined Cycle Pto]cct. (Midulla , Beam) 

TECO; Agrees Wlth SEC. 

TPS: Agr es w1th SEC . 

(18) Wou ld the proposed units be Lhe most 
cos- ffccttve alternative available Lo Seminole? 

STAF~: No position aL this time. 

SEC: Y s. The Power S rvices Projec has a prescn worth 
o-f-revenue requlrements that lS subs ant'ially l ss han 
any o f the avallable alternatives . In parti c ular, it has 
a 20-y ar PWRR that is $57 million less than the Seminole 
Comb1n d Cycle Project Lhat Order No . 20930 established as 

he ·b nch-mark against whi c h all RfP bids are m~asured . · 
(MJdulla . Beam) 

TECO: Agrees with SEC. 

TPS: Agre s with SEC. 

ISSUE 6: {19) Would the proposed units be the most 
cost-cTfcctive al orna 1ve to Pen i nsular florida? 

STAfF: No posi ion a this time. 

SEC: Yes. The FCC's Long R1ngc Planning Study for the 
T9ii9 Plilnrung Hear1ngs s hows that a mix of combined cycle 
and combu .. ion turb1n untts is the most cost effec ive 
alt•rnnttv• f o r me •ting PeninsuLar Florida ' s capacit y 
n(•t•ds 1n he 1992 to l 993 tlme (came. The Power Servi ces 
Pro] •c , wh1ch includes one 220 MW combined cycle urut and 
one 75 l1W combustion turbi ne unit in 1993, is fully 
c;onstut u wi h he s ate .. Hde need for both t ypes of units 
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in hal year. The future conversion of the 75 MW 
combustion turbine to a 220 MW combined cycle unit is also 
consist nt with the general trend of the fCG studies , 
which show thal combined cycle units are viable genera ing 
un1Ls through the end of the fCG's study period. (Beam) 

TECO: Agr es with SEC. 

!fa: Agrees Wlth SEC. 

ISSUE 7: (23) What transmission faciliti es are required 
o ti~ lhe proposed plan into the electric grid? 

STAH' : TF.CO wtll construct a transmission line from the 
H~rdu,.. Pow r Stalion to ils Pebbledale Substation . SEC 
will construct the remaining two li nes : one to fPC's 
Vandolah Substation and one o Lee County Electric 
Coopera i ve' s L Substation. 

I 

SEC: The ransmission configuration for thr Power I 
Servtces Pto)ect is the same as for t he original Seminole 
Combtned Cycle Project. Three transmission lines 
ext nding from the Hardee Power Station to (i) FPC ' s 
Vandolah Subs ation, (ii) TECO's Pebbledalc Substati on, 
and (i11) Lee County Electric Cooperative 's Lee Substation 
will b rcqutrcd to tic the proposed plant into the 

lect.:c 1c 91 td. As i nd icated by testimony a the hearings 
1ast December, these ransmission interconnections will 
reduc h sa e ' s transmission l osses and will provide 
addttional r liabtlily in several areas of cen cal 
Flortda. (Woodbury) 

TECO: Agrees with SEC. 

TPS: Agrees w1 h SFC. 

ISSUE 8: 
c cqu i c ~d 

(24) What natural gas pipeline facilities art! 
o prov1dc fuel to the plant sile? 

STAH' : Agrees wtth SEC. 

.§.1-"C: A natura 1 gas 1 a era 1 
len')th wtll be r""quircd to t1e 
9 s t.:can bmission system. 

approximately 47 miles in 
he plant site into the FGT I 
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TECO: Agrees with SEC. 

~: Agrees with SEC. 

ISSUE 9: (NEW) What other fuel delivery facilities could 
be used to provide fuel to the plant site? 

[LAFF: Aqrces with TPS. 

SEC: Agrees wilh TPS . 

~0: Agrees with TPS . 

TPS: Other fuel supply facilities include a liquid 
petroleum pipeline from Port Manatee to the Hardee Power 
Station as well as truck and rail deliveries. (Ludwig) 

ISSUE 10: (NEW) T£CO nas e ntered into a power sales 
agreement under which it will purchase certain capacity 
and energy from TPS during the period 2003-2012 . Does 
this ag rcement represent the best over a 11 means Cor TECO 
to satisfy its peaking requirements? 

STAFE: No position at this time . 

SEC: Agrees with TECO. 

TECO: TECO has analyzed other alternatives and has 
determined that t hi s arrangement is the best available 
alternative. TECO estimates that the net savings to its 
customers a lone under this agreement wi 11 be $90 mi 11 ion 
in 1989 dollars. (Ramil) 

TPS: Agrees with TECO. 

ISSUE 11: Have adequate 
r qarding available fuel to 
reasonable cost? 

STAFF: Yes. 

SEC: Agr es with TPS. 

assurances been provided 
service TPS ' s needs at a 
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TECO: Yes. 

TPS : Yes. 

Legal Issues 

ISSUE 12: What is the legal status under federal and 
state law of TPS' proposed project? 

gAFF : The structure of TPS is such that it does nol 
currently fall within FERC ' s proposed definition of an 
independent power producer (IPP) but does comport with the 
definition of exempt wholesale generator (EWG) as defined 
in pending U.S. Senate legis 1 at ion on PUHCA Reform. Th is 
pro)ect 1s not a "public utility" under Section 366.02(1), 
Florida Statutes. (Walsh) 

SEC: Agrees with TPS . 

TECO: Agrees with TPS. 

TPS: It 
determined 
el clrical 
usc §824, 
regulation 
("FERC"). 

is expected that the TPS project will be 
to constitute interstate transmissiou of 

power foe purposes of the Federal Power Ac t (16 
et eq . ), and that TPS will be subject to 
by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

Wi h respect to state law, TPS is a subsidiary of TECO 
En-ergy , Inc., and is a Florida corporation . Because its 
business is the supply of electric power on a wholesale 
basis to utilities, TPS will not be e ngaged in the retail 
sale of electric1ty . It is not a "public utility" as that 
term is defined by Section 366.02(1), Florida Statutes. 

ISSUE 13: Wha t is the jurisdiction of the FPSC over TPS ' 
proposed project? 

§.:l'Aff: As stated above, FPSC will have no direct 
regulatory authority over TPS . 

SEC_; Ag .. ees with TPS. 

I 
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TECO: Aqrees with TPS. 

~PS : Although TPS is not a "publi c u ti li t y" as t ha t term 
1s defined by Section 366.02(1), Florida Statu tes, t he 
FPSC will, nonetheless, retain o versight o ve r the core of 
TPS' business pursuant to the ' Florida Electrical Power 
Plant Siting Act ," Section 403.501, et seq. , F l orida 
S atutes. Since TPS is involved i n a project requiring a n 
affirmat1ve determination of need with respect to the 
construction of an elect rica 1 powe r plan t , or an 
el ctrical power plant alteration or addition, he FPSC 
wtll play a s1gnificant role. As evidenced by the instant 
proceeding , the FPSC , i n connection with its determinati o n 
of n ed, has amp le oppo rtun ity now to assure itself of the 
prudence of the TPS proposed project from t he ratepayers · 
standpotnt . Additionally, since TPS is an af f iliate of 
Tampa Electric, which is a regulated utility under Florida 
Statutes . the FPSC may--require certain reporting of TPS as 
part of its oversig ht of Tampa Electric Compa ny. 

ISSUE 14: What is the j u risdiction of FERC ove r TPS ' 
proposed project? 

STAFF: It is uncertain at this time whether t he TPS 
pCO)ect wlll be under tht. jurisdiction of the FERC . All 
wholesale sales of electricity are subject to FERC 
approval. Ho wever , under certain circumstances , FERC has 
ptoposed to exc.mpt wholesalers from o ngoi ng review . TPS 

could be gran ted such an exemption . 

~ Agrees wi h TPS. 

TECO: Agrees w1th TPS. 

TPS: It 
del rmined 
electrical 
usc §824 , 
rcqulat1on 
( .. foERC .. ). 

is e xpected that the TPS p roj ct wil l be 
to cons itute i n te r state transmission of 

power Cor purposes of t he Federal Power Act (16 

et eq.), and that TPS will be subject to 
by the federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

W1th respect to state law , TPS is !J subsidia ry of TECO 
Energy , Inc., a nd is a florida corpo r ation. Because its 
business is the supply of electric power o n a wholesale 
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basis Lo u tilities, TPS will not be e ngaged i n the retall 

sale of electricity . It is not a •public utility" as that 

term is defined by Section 366.02(1), Florida Statutes. 

In addttton, in the likely event it is determined TPS ' 

proposed project is subject to federal regulatio n , 

pursuant to lhe Federal Power Act ( 16 USC §824, et seq.) , 

TPS will file for approval of its rates by FERC . Should 

that be lhe case , then t here wi 11 be another opportuni ty 

at FERC Lo test the justness and reasonableness of the 

proposed ralcs. 

l§SUF. 15: What is the impact on TECO Energy of TPS? 

STAFF: TECO Energy is exempt from the provisions of 15 

USC §79 et ~e_g., Public Utility Holdi ng Company Act of 

1935 (PUHCA), by operation of 17 CFR §250 . 2(a)(l). 17 CFR 

§7S0.2{l){l) requires tha Lhe public u Lility be 

I 

·p r domtuanll y intraslaLe in character a nd carry on the i r I 
business substantially in a single Stale in wh i ch such 

holding company and e very such subsidiary company are 

orqanized. · 

Al hough, TPS would be prcdomjnantly intrastate in 

charact~r. TECO Energy could also lose its exempLion if it 

acquir s 10\ o f the "voting securities" of an electric 

u il1 y company. TPS is an electric utility company under 

PUHCA. Thus, a this time it i s unclear whether TECO 

Energy will lose ils exemption from PUHCA and come under 

SEC regulation. 

SEC: Yes . 

TECO: TECO Energy does not believe that there will be any 

adverse impac o n it from the acquisition of TPS . 

Based upo n xi sLing SEC precedent, and in light o f TPS ' 

in ention to confine its sale of electricity to Florida 

en 1 1 s, TECO Energy's formation of TPS should raot 

j eopardize TECO Energy's tntrasta ~e exemption under the 

pcov1stons of the Public Utility Compan y Holding Ac o f 

1935 (• PUCHA•), 15 USC §79, et seq. See Sierra Paciftc 

Resourc~~. Memorandum, Opinion and Order, dated January 

18 , 198~. TECO Energy wtll seek SEC approval under 

I 
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Scclions 9 and 10 of PUCHA (15 USC §79i and 79j). Based 
upon the above case, other SEC precedent, and the 
integtated nature of the transaction, TECO Energy believes 
that SFC approval wil l be obtdlned . 

TPS~ Agrees with TECO. 

ISSUE 16: ( 29) Based on the resol ution or the above 
factual and legal issues , should the joint petition for 
determ1nation of need be granted? 

STAFF: No position at this time . 

~ Yes. Seminole urges approval of the Power Services 
Projec as the best way to meet its capacity need . In the 
even hal Commission disagrees, then Seminole requests 
hat the Commission make a determination of need for the 

S mtnol Combtned Cycle Project a nd its associated 
factlt i s as original l y proposed in thi s docket. 
(Midulla, Woodbur y, Beam) 

TECO: Agrees with SEC . 

TPS: Agrees wi t h SEC. 

MOTIONS 

On July 31, 1989 , SEC filed a supplement to need 
d t rm1nalton pPtition and joint motion to add as co-applicants 
TECO and TPS. TPS ts a wholly-owned subsidiary of TECO Energy, 
Inc., lhe parent company of TECO . Thus , TECO and TPS are 
sister subs1d1aries . TECO and TPS are part of the RFP proposal 
wh1 ch SEC has determined to be more cost-effective than its 
cons ruction of wo 220 MW class combined cycle units. SEC has 
am nd d tls pe 1 ion to request t hat this RFP proposal b~ 

cert1fied by he Commission as the most cost-effective mea ns of 
meeting tl~ reserve capacity needs. As such , TECO and TPS are 
n c ssary pdr tes to lhis need determination. For that reason 
we gran SEC's r ques that TECO a nd TPS be added as 
co-applican s o n thts docket. we also grant the request of SEC 
lhat the docket ti le be amended to read: In re: Joint petiti on 
o f Scmtno e Electrtc Cooperati ve , Inc. , TECO Power Services 
Corpora ion and Tampa Electric Company for a determination of 
n ed foe proposed electrical power plant. 
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REQUIREMENTS 

All applicable procedural o rders and rules have been 
complied with. 

Based on t he f orego ing, it is 

ORDERED by lhe Florida 
lhese preccedings shall be 
modified by t he Commission. 

Public 
govetned 

Service Commission that 
by this order unl ess 

By oqoER of Commissioner Gera ld L. Gunter, as Prehearing 
1989 Officer , this J8th day of SEPTEMBER 

( S E A L ) 

SBr 

/ c 
==~~-~~~~~~==~='~-=-\-~~~~~~~----­
GERALD~. ~· Comm1s~ioner 

an' Prehe•ring OCfic<t 

I 

I 

I 
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