FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
Fletcher Building

101 Bast Gaines Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850

EENORANDYUNMN
September 12, 1991

k) s DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF RECORDS AMD REPORTING

B ome. o o [T 0 P g

2E s DOCEET NO.: 910701-GU - IMNVESTIGATION INTO THE
APPLICATION OF THEE FLEXIBLE RATE SCHEDULE OF FLORIDA
DIVISION OF CHESAPEAKE UTILITIES CORPORATION (FORMERLY
CENTRAL FLORIDA GAS COMPANY).

AGENDA: SEPTEMBER 24, 1991 - CONTROVERSIAL AGENDA - PROPOSED
AGENCY ACTION PARTIES MAY PARTICIPATE

INTRODUCTION
This item was deferred from the August 6, 1991 Agenda

Conference. At that Agenda, a number of interrelated issues

surfaced regarding staff concerns with Chesapeake Utilities
' = Florida Division's application of its flex rate
ible tariff. The Commission directed the staff to review
and clarify the issues and resolve all matters possible.

After the agenda, Commission staff met with Chesapeake staff,
the company's attorney and the attorney for West Florida Natural
Gas. (The Chesapeake tariff in question was approved by stipulation
based upon a very similar West Florida tariff that the Commission
had approved earlier in West Florida's stipulated rate case.)

Statff has revised the issues of concern regarding Chesapeake's
application of its flex rate tariff. This recommendation will
recount significant events in the development of the Commission's
policy on flexible interruptible rates and present the issues that
arise from the most recent event that has occurred, Chesapeake's
increase of its flexible interruptible rates before it has
experienced any loss associated with a decrease in its flexible
interruptible rate. Staff's recommendations on Issue 6 will be
presented in the alternative in order to present to the Commission
the full scope of the arguments for and against this issue.

DOCUMENT NUMBER-DATE
09138 sir12 13
FPSC-RECORDS/REPORTING



= T

DOCKET NO. 910701-GU
September 12, 1991

In Order No. 14965 (Attachment 1), issued September 17, 1985,
the Commission approved modifications to the i.ntorruptiblo rate
schedules of three natural gas utilities; Peoples Gas, West Florida
Natural Gas, and Central Florida Gas Company, which is now the
Florida Division of Chesapeake Utilities. In that order the
Commission recognized that the utilities were in danger of losing
a significant portion of their interruptible load to lower priced
alternate fuel sources, a circumstance that did not bode well for
the economic viability of the utilities.
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Adjustaent Clause", The ocompetitive rate adjustment clause
provided u mechanism by which the utility could recover any revenue
shortfalls that resulted from the use of the flexible rate tariff
from its other ratepayers, the non-CIS customers. The clause also

tted the utility to refund to non-CIS ratepayers any revenue

ml.ll the utility collected from the application of the tariff in
times the lll’!ot for alternate fuels permitted the utility to

‘when
raise its flexible rates above the usual tariffed rate. The tariff
modification would, the Commission said:
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. » » permit PGS to recover revenues lost due
to rate reductions to contract customers. The
utility's proposal also presents the
opportunity for non-contract customers to
realize a reduction in rates through refunding
of luses if natural gas again achieves a
competitive advantage over alternate fuels
used by the utility's contract customers. . .

We feel that the utility's proposal meets
our concerns regarding flexible rates: that
any change to flexible rate provisions be
egquitable to all parties, including flexing
ratepayers, non-flexing ratepayers and
shareholders, that it be limited to deal only
with the refund or recovery of revenues that
result from applying a rate other than the
interruptible tariff rate, and that the
provision not be designed to allow recovery of
lost revenues that result from any changes of
volume of sales or other outside influences.

The Commission's decision in Order No. 20529 set the standard
for other utilities to follow, and thereafter West Florida and
Chesapeake received Commission approval for modifications to their
flexible rate tariffs. The tariffs were similar to Peoples Gas,
but with what has become one significant difference. Peoples'
flexible rate tariff recovers all revenue shortfalls from non-
contract interruptible ratepayers, and refunds all revenue
surpluses to them. West Florida's tariff and Chesapeake's tariff
both provide, however, that the utility and the utility's firm
ratepa will share the burden of recovering the revenue
shortfalls that occur when the company is forced to lower its flex
rates belowv the usual tariffed rate. Concomitantly, the tariffs
provide that both the utility and the utility's non-contract
interruptible ratepayers will share the benefit of recovering the
surplus when the market for alternate fuels permits the company to
raise its flexible rates to contract interruptible customers above
the usual tariffed rate.

's Industrial Interruptible Sales tariff (Attachment
3), which vas effective July 9, 1990 provides;

The non-fuel charge for service hereunder
shall be subject to the flexible pricing
mechanism described in the Rates section of
this Rate schedule. It is the intention of
Company that this charge shall be determined

3
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based upon competition with Customer's
alternative fuel. . . . The non-fuel charge to
Customer shall be determined by Company based
upon Company's evaluation of competitive
conditions. . . . Company may from time to
time increase or reduce the non-fuel charge as
it deems necessary or appropriate to compete
with alternate fuel, but shall have no
obligation to do so. . . .

When the Commission approved Peoples' flexible rate tariff
modifications, it did so because Peoples had been forced to lower
its rates to retain its interruptible customers, and it had
experienced significant revenue losses as a result. Unlike
Peoples, Chesapeake has never flexed its contract interruptible
rate downward to be competitive with its customers' alternate
fuels, and it has thus never experienced any revenue losses.

In September of 1990, the company flexed its interruptible
rate upward, and collected surplus revenue from all of its
murn:ptibh customers, which it intends to split with its other

(Attachment 4) The company contends that its
mttrruptiblc rate tariff permits it to raise its rates to its
ible customers and its regular interruptible
cu-te-or-. even though it has never experienced any revenue losses.
Otherwise there would be no reason or incentive to share the risks
of loss on the down side. Mr. McCormick, chief of the Bureau of
Gas Regulution, agrees with the company's position. Mr. Makin of
the Commission's Bureau of Gas Regulation disagrees, and contends
that Chesapeake Utilities should not be permitted to raise its
flexible interruptible rate above the base non fuel energy charge
established in its last rate case without having had to lower its
flex rate first.

The company is reserving the incremental revenues pending the
Commission's decision on this issue.

IBBUR 1 : Chesapeake has charged its interruptible customers at a
rate within its approved flex rate range, but above the base non-
fuel energy charge set in its last rate case. That base charge was
developed using a cost of service study. The Company has never
charged a rate less than the base non-fuel energy charge; that is,
they have never flexed down. Is the Company's interpretation of
its tariff consistent with the Commission's intent in approving
those tariff provisions?
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RECOMMENDATION : The Commission's intent can not be clearly
determined from the record in the Chesapeake rate case or in the
record of the West Florida rate case (Docket 871255-GU). The
stipulated acceptance of Chesapeake's flex rate was based on the
flex rate established for West Florida in that case.

DISCUSSION: This flexible provision of Chesapeake's tariff was
approved by stipulation of the parties and accepted by the
Commission at Agenda following a hearing. Staff's Recommendation
stated that the tariff essentially mirrored a similar tariff the
Commission approved for West Florida in its recently completed rate
case.

West Florida's wvas a stipulated case. Staff does not believe
that the record in that case provides a clear statement of the
Commission's intent in permitting upward flexible rates; that is,
above the base non-fuel energy charge. The transcript of the

ing in Docket 871255-GU shows that Commissioner Gunter, as
ing officer, spoke at length of upward flex of rates being
permissible only to bring the utility back to parity. Thus, it
seems that his understanding was that a utility could not flex up,
except to the extent that it recovered any previous revenue
shortfall due to having to flex down to a rate below the base non-

fuel energy charge.

: At the hearing in Docket 871255-GU, Commissioner Gunter asked
then Chairman Wilson "... if I could take a couple of minutes and
tell you where I think we're at."” (TR 3) He then described the

and the result of the agreement of the parties on all
and stated;

I had some discussions and some questions at
the prehearing conference regarding contracts,
e » +» 4 the rate levels, some discussion about
one of the tariffs for interruptible service
and ths charges and what have you. I'm
satisfied with the work product, and I would
recommend that the stipulation be approved."®
(TR 5)

Because of his discussion after the prehearing, it appears
that Commissioner Gunter's recommendation for approval was based
upon the understanding that upward flex rates could only be used to
recover previous shortfalls.

Later, during a very brief hearing, Mr. Bob Goldman, attorney
for West Florida, discussed West Florida's proposed flex rate and
clearly stated the difference between a flex methodology previously
approved for Peoples Gas System and West Florida's proposal;

5
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The principle difference is that it (West
Florida's proposal) incorporates a sharing
mechanisam so that any -- both at the top end
- and bottom end, which is to say any risks or
rewvards that are the result of flexing the
rate to the interruptible customer will be
shared with the firm ratepayers rather than
keeping the Company totally whole, you know,
wvithout any risk whatsoever." (TR 13)

The vote was taken after Mr. Goldman's comment. Thus, the record
indicates conflicting statements as to the basis for the panel's

IRBUR _2: Should the Commission clarify its intent regarding
vhether a gas utility may flex its rate above the base non-energy
fuel charge regardless of whether it has previously suffered
revenue loss from flexing its rate that level?

RECOMMENDATION: Yes.

: The use of flexible rates for interruptible customers
has been evolving on a case by case basis since 1985. It is
imperative that all parties clearly understand the Commission's
present position as the process continues to evolve. Even if the
Coraission is unable to resolve the gquestion of intent in Issue 1,
the Commission may clarify its intent now on a prospective basis.

Z88UR _3: Should Chesapeake be regquired to have a tariff under
which interruptible customers would be able to receive service
under .;? set interruptible rate; that is, a rate that is not subject
to £l

COMMEMDATION: No.

RISCUSSION: The first interruptible flex rates in 1985 were the
result of customer pressure on utilities to lower rates to compete
with alternate fuels. The very real threat was that the customer
would leave the utility's system if no rate reduction was made.

Similar pressure can be expected if gas prices again become
non-competitive. A customer would benefit from a set interruptible
rate when alternate fuel prices were higher, suffering no upward
flex in rates. Yet, should gas prices again become non-
competitive, the customer could still demand a rate reduction or
threaten to leave the utility system if no downward flex was
provided. The utility and the Commission would then be faced with
a problem scenario identical to that which created the initial need
to flex downward in 1985.
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mﬂt Should gas utilities be required to have a separate rate
classification of contract interruptible customers?

RECOMMENDATION: No, a separate class is not necessary.

RISCUBSION: Prior to the Commission's actions in the West Florida
rate case (Docket 871255-GU), flexible rates were governed by
conditions set out in Order No. 14965, Docket No. 850203-GU,
850294-GU and 850213-GU, the initial 1985 flex rate order. That
order required that a utility place any customers for whom it
flexed its rates downward in a separate rate classification, the
Contract Interruptible class. That was required to avoid
customers within the same rate class being served at different
rates.

. The rate in Chesapeake's current Industrial Interruptible
Sales (IIS) tariff is stated to be between 0.00 cents and 90
percent of the applicable firm rate. Thus, all customers are
served within that banded rate, even though they may be served at
different individual rates based upon the cost of their alternate
fuels. For example, a customer who has propane as an alternate
fuel will face a higher rate than a customer who has residual fuel
oil as an alternate fuel. That is rate discrimination, but it is
not undue discrimination. The reason for the different rate will
be shown by the affidavit of alternate fuel costs that each
cuatomer must present to be eligible for downward flex rate from
the ‘s currently billed rate, whether that rate is above or
below the non-fuel energy charge.

Z88UR §: Does Chesapeake's tariff, as approved, permit the Company
to charge a rate above its base non-fuel energy charge without
previous revenue shortfall due to downward flex of

regard to any
its interruptible rate?
COMMBMDATION: Yes, it does.

RISCURBSION: The I1IS tariff is silent with regard to previous
shortfall. The tariff states in pertinent part that the;

« « « Company may from time to time jincrease
or reduce the non-fuel charge as it deems
necessary or appropriate to compete with
nlt;:nltivo fuel, but shall have no obligation
to so.

The language used can reasonably be interpreted to mean that either
an increase or a decrease may come first.
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ISBUR §: Should Chesa e be permitted to flex its interruptible
rate up or down with the approved range of 0.00 cents to 90
of the applicable firm rate based solely upon the company's
evaluation of competitive conditions as stated in Chesapeake's
tariff and without regard to any previous revenue shortfall?

: (Brown, Makin) No. The flex rate provision
should only be to recover lost revenues associated with
a prior decrease in the flex rate. The Commission should order
Chesapeake to revise its interruptible tariff to reflect the
Commission's decision on this issue.

uﬂ While some may argue that an interruptible customer's
will to pay a gas utility less than cost in times of lower

alternate fuel cost is justification for the customer to continue
to pay more than cost in times of higher alternate fuel cost,
flexible rates were in fact designed to prevent the loss of large
interruptible customers to lower priced alternate fuels. They were
not designed to provide an incentive for the utility to charge
market based prices for natural gas.

Under a flexible interruptible rate tariff, a utility may
recover from its firm ratepayers the revenue shortfalls that result
from discounted interruptible rates. The difference between the
discounted rates and the actual interruptible rates established in
the utility's last rate case based on the cost of service study is
multiplied by the volumes billed each year ending September 30.
That amount is then recovered from all other non-contract customers
during the following year. The utility may, at its option, defer
all or a portion of the recovery to a subsequent period. A
flexible ible rate tariff may also provide that the
utility and the firm ratepayers will share the burden of recovering
the shortfall.

When the market for alternate fuels permits, a utility may
adjust its interruptible rates above the actual interruptible rates
established in the last rate case, and thus collect revenues from
its interruptibla customers that exceed the utility's cost to serve
those customers up to the amount of the previous shortfall. When
a utility collects a surplus, the utility reduces rates to its firm
customers the following year by the amount of the surplus. If the
utility and its firm customers have shared the revenue shortfall
burden, both will recover a share of the surplus.

The surplus revenues are intended to be used to offset prior
revenue shortfalls. They are not intended to provide either the
firm ratepayers or the utility a windfall at the expense of the
utility's interruptible customers.
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Rates that are based on cost of service are the means by which
revenue deficiencies are allocated between rate classes based on
cost causality. Those who create the cost pay the cost. This is
not to say that every rate class always pays an equal rate of
return or every rate class is always at parity based on the cost to
serve. Consideration must be given in some cases to certain rate
design constraints. Nevertheless, the cost of service principle in
ratemaking strives to achieve parity between rate classes wherever

possible.

If large interruptible customers continue to pay more than the
cost tc serve because they are required to pay rates predicated on
higher priced alternate fuel, then this class of customer will make
a contribution to the cost to serve that is greater than its
proportional share, and a fundamental purpose of ratemaking is thus
lost.

As Commissioner Gunter explained during a discussion of West
Florida's competitive rate adjustment clause at the prehearing
conference in West Florida's rate case:

Because once it balanced it doesn't appear
that it would be proper to require ... that
shifting to other classes of customers. Then
it goes in the pot and you certainly would
want them to be at a parity basis -- in
regulatory theory you don't want anybody to
make a contribution greater than their
proportional share would be, interruptible or
othervise.

Transcript of Prehearing Conference in Docket No. 871255-GU, p 27
(Attachment 5)

Value of service in this case is directed toward the company,
in that by flexing rates downward the company is able to retain the
large interruptible customer, that otherwise would be lost to lower
alternate fuel or the potential of bypass. The remaining customers
receive a value in that their rates are not going to increase as a
result of the loss of these large interruptible customers.

ALTERMATE RECOMMENDATION: (McCormick) Yes.

RISCUSSION: Flex rate pricing is based upon value of service, not
cost of service. Customers with alternate fuels are interested in
cost of service only when it serves as a cap on gas rates and
results in service at a price lower than competitive conditions

9
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varrant. If competing fuel prices drop, the customer has shown a
will to abandon the cost of service philosophy and pressure
the 1ity to lower rates to the value of service level. Cost of
service is not exact, but is a mutually agreed upon regulatory
fiction that we hope approximates the actual cost to serve. 1In
Chesapeake's case, the base non-fuel energy charge developed in the
cost of service study exceeds the rate the cost study showed to be
the correct rate at parity.

Strict adherence to cost of service principals should not
obscure the objective of regulation to serve as a surrogate for
competition where no competition exists. Regulation provides
protection to the customer who needs protection when faced with a
natural monopoly. By definition, a customer with a readily
milmlmt. fuel does not face a monopoly with regard to

If Chesapeake should bill an interruptible customer at the
maximum rate and the customer then find that the rate exceeds its
alternate fuel cost, Chesapeake's tariff permits that interruptible
customer to control its gas cost by providing an affidavit to
Qn?ah showing the delivered cost of competitive fuels. After

ification of tllo data, Chesapeake will reduce its billed rate to
that customer. Thus, at any time, an interruptible customer can
control its gas cost so it will be paying less for gas than for the
next cheapest alternative.

all pricing conditions within the 0.00 cents to 90
tll. applicable firm rate, the customer benefits by

iper than the next lowest priced substitute. Firm
: b] having their rate reduced by the competitive
‘the following period. Finally, the utility
mlt by having their earnings increase.

The Commission retains control over earnings, however, because
the utility's increase in earnings is all treated above the line.
If the increase causes the utility to earn above its authorized
rate of return, the Commission can order a refund of the excess
earnings. It is hard to see who is harmed by letting competitive
pricing forces prevail in markets where customers have readily
available substitute fuels.

IBBUR 7 : Should Chesapeake be required to refund the surplus
revenues collected from its interruptible customers?

RECOMMEMDATION: No. Chesapeake should not be required to refund
the surplus revenues collected from its interruptible customers.

DISCUSSION: From September, 1990 through February, 1991,
10
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W utilities has collected more than $600,000, including

in surplus revenues from its interruptible customers.
staff tnl.thuy believed that Chesapeake should return the surplus
to its interruptible customers. On further consideration of the
lack of clarity surrounding the Commission's approval of

's tariff, however, staff now believes that the company
should not be regquired to make a refund to its interruptible

customers.
IBBUR 8: Should this docket be closed?

RECOMNEEDAZION: Yes. If no request for a hearing is timely filed,
m uy be closed when the protest period has run.

11
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SEPTEMBER 12! 1991 ia to: Petitioa of Pecples Cas Systea,

iac, for approval of modificatioas teo
‘ ite RMate Schedule IS.

Te: on © satural Cas
Cocpocation for modification of
istecruptidble schedules and request
tor essrgeacy coasideration.

DOCRET MO. 83020)-CU

DOCKET MO. 830204-CU

POCKET NO. 83021)-Cu
ORDER WO. 14965 X
Issvee: -17-85 e

on o enLls ofr
Gae “tntltl.- foc approval of
sodifications te ite rate schedule IIS.

T™he felloving Commissioners participated in the disposition
of this matter:

JONN R. MARKS, Chaltman
Josers P. CREssE
GERALD L. GuwTER

Betice le bereby ivea by the Plecida Pubiic Secvice
Connlesion that the octien diecuseed beceln Lo peoliminary in
satuce and will becose final waless & persen whese iatecests are
substaatislly affected files a petitien for formal proceeding :
putoseat te Bule 29-12.29, rlecids Administrative Code. :

By their sepacate petitiens, Gulf Wetural Gas Corporation
(Gulf metwrel) (Dectet Mo, 030204-CU), Pecples Gas Systes, Inc.

(Pesples) (Docket WNe. 030203-CU), and Central rPlocids Gas "

Cocpecation (Ceatral Frlecida) (Docket Be. 03021)-GU] seek ;

asdificetions te thelr iateccuptible cate achedules that would .

allew thea te adjust the rates charged ladividual intercuptible !

costeners I order Lo compete wilh altecmate (fwels avallable to :
these custesers. There are varistions (s the requested rellef,
but genecally they seek the [lexiblility te meet the price of an
sltecnate fuel avallable to sa fatecruptible customer -by lovecing
thelic rote te that custemer te the enecgy cherge plus custoser
charge, If aay. Under cach of the prepesals an intecruptible
costenet veould sshe application for the geduced rate and subait
aa aftidevit eotati the esoucce of the altermate fuel and (te
T esst, Ouif Netucrsl asnd Central rilecide oseek permsission to
-lmll elisinate their mea-fuel onecgy checyge, I necessary
« ¥hile Peoples aske that It be cequired to chacrge a

ﬂll— 1 moa-fuel emergy charge, plus aay espplicedble customer
ctarge.

e ceoasidered Culf Natwural'’s petitiea ot eur Ray 21, 1903
Agends Cealerence sad deterained teo suepend its preposed tacrifl
msdificet lons .nll.n further snalyeles., Sewever, becswse GCulfl
Batecal alleged aight lese the lergest eof (ts two
lﬂ.ouuuuo ouu-ou walese it received smergency celiel, we
Sepeoved proposed tarlff en aa iatecia basie peading our
finel ﬂ...u.l.- of the matter, We alee spproved Pocples’ and

Contzal Flecida®s propesed taciffe en aa iaterin basie and
annsunced we veuld teaperacily spprove sisilar tariffe foc the
cenaining natucal gas wtilitlies, If requested teo.

Oulf Wetucal®s potition stetees ite specific preblem requiring
rellef, and generally (llustrates the probles confroating
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differential betveen the price of delivered natural gas sad that
of Lhe the equivalest §6 oll eaerqy places significaat pecticas
of thelr (Industrial sales la ceal fJecpardy of being lost. As
alse alleged by the distribution companies, significaat pections
of ihe UCined costs of thelr opecations are recovered through
sales (o (adustrial custemere and, therefore, the ecemomic
viability of these wtilitiee ceste la large part on thelr ability
to qenarate gevemues f[rom their interruptible customers. Lastly,
a0 cegulatory seer s cequired to foresee that the less of
significant (intecruptible lood by & wtility could reswit ia o
fequest for cellef that would oseet to have the (esmalain
iavestseat (after reductions for that plant not ueed and useful
and ceoets berae by the remaining custesers through higher rates.

As alleged by the wtilities, the threatened loss of
intercuplible lead Lls due te the nacroving gap betveen the price
of natural gas end the altermate fuels. Whatever the causes of :

‘ Lthat sarroving gap, ve ehall motL wait watil significaat loads

t have baen lost to act becesuse such lesses could aversely affect

i both the wtility oad (te rcemsining customers be

izreversible. Accecdiagly, we propese to provide the petitiemers

¥ ia Lhis case and the remsining ceguiated natural gas stilities,

i if they desire it, with the flezibllity they need to compete with
the alteraste fuels available te thelr interruptible customers.

Istecruptible customers ore oomevhat waique asasag the
custemsr clesses ia that the tariff of cach regulated satural gas
otility in l'loclh coquices thet (sterruptible custesers beve an
altecnate te supplant the asstural gas during perieds of
lMl-ll-. Sased ea Its individual cegquiremsats, o
intercuptible custemer mey oelect prepane, 02, 013, or 06 ell,
anong eothers, a8 (te altermate fwel. Thus, ecach (aterruptible
custoner say be salgue vith respect te ite ceasons fer selecting
& givea alternste fuel. Sems soy vequicre the flexibllity eoffeced
by the bigher cost prepane and 02 Cuel oil altegastives, while
othere ace able te wee the Jewer-coet #6 oll.

the facters the Commiselen shall comsider wvhea (fizing
‘] fale, jJust aad geasonable gates, Section 366.06(1), rlecida
Statutes, eopecifically envastates “velue of service.® Althoegh
valee of secvice s & subjective coacept, ve belleve that each
intercuptible custemer, by ite selectieon of an slternative fuwel,
indicates Lhe celative value It placed oa receiving materal gas
service. Purthermste, wveo believe the value of service . as
sssouced by Lhe type of aliernste (fuel selected and the price ot
which it can be ebtalmed are sufficieatly adequate lmdicatecs to
warsant varlatiens (n the vcates effeced to interruptible
custesers.

ssws mma ww

mu we wshall ‘sethorise pricing (Clezibility te the
le sestensts, ve Slsapprove the proposed modificetiens
sesuit ia rete varistieas vithia the existing
s We ehall oautherize the
gas utilities te ewbeit
for *Contract [ater ible

) Sach wtility sball deviee preceduges for
I.lo-.un lu utl“-. vhich will be subject teo our review feoc
[ {1 cad « Ao agreed Lo by the petitiemers
they shall s-u all muﬂ Isteccuptible sales at the regulacly
appcoved laterrupiible rote end sepacately book the cempetitive
csatract disceouats (rea Lhe appreved rate.
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—. DOCKET NO. 910701-GU CITE as &5 Frsc 9:141 FPSC

SEPTEMBER 12, 1991 z ORDER WO. 14963
DOCEET MO. 03020)-Gu

DOCKET w0. 050204-CU
DOCKET NO. 850213-Gu
PAGE S

Sy OnsEh of the Florida Public Service Commiesion, this 17th
day of Septembec, 1985.

STEVE TRID
Commission Clerk

(seac)

SOTICE OF PURTHER PROCEEDINCS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW

T™he rlecida Public Secvice Commission s cequiced by Sectioa .

120.5%(4), Plecida Statutes (Supp. 1904), to metify pacties of
aay oduisistrative besring o jJudiciel ceviev of Comalssioa

thol may be avellable, a9 well as the procedures and time
limits that apply te swuch (ucrther proceedings. This motice
should aet be coastrued as aa eadocsement by the rlocrida Public
Secrvice Commission of any request mor should it be constrewed as
aa iadicstion that such request will be granted.

The sction propesed heareia s prelimimacy (e satuce and will
aol becoms offective or (Cimal, eucept as provided by Rule
23-12.19, rlerids Admiailstrative Code. Any person adversely
atfected by the actien proposed by this order may file a petitioa
for a fecma) procesding, as provided by Rule 25-12.29(4), rlocida

* adainistrative Code, In Lhe form pcovided by Rule 25-22.36(7)(a)
ond (f), rlecida Adalanletrotive Code. This petition must be
ceceived by the Commiesion Clerk at hie office at 101 East Galnes
Street, Tellahassee, Plorida 32301, by the close of business on

X 8, 1903, (a the abseance of such a petition, thie ocder
shall becese effective October 9, 1905 as provided by Rule
25-22.39(6), Plecids Adeainleotrative Code, and as ceflected ia a
subsoguent order.

1€ thies otder becomes final and effective on October 9, 19035,
any party advecsely affected may cequest judicial’ teviev by the
Flecides Supceme Couct by the Cfiling of & notice of appeal with
the Comnisslon Cleck and the [lling of & copy of the notlice and
flllag fee wvith the Suprese Couct. This filing sust be completed
withia 30 days of the effective date of this order, pursuant to
fule 9.110, rlocida mules of Appellate Procedure. The motice of
appeal sust be In the Cform specified In Rule 9.900(a), rlorida
Rules of Appellate Proceduce.



ATTACHMENT 2
DOCKET NO. 910701-GU
SEPTEMBER 12, 1991 J

L 00 .~ CITE as 8 FPSC 12:489 FPSC |

3n 5es Petition of Pecples See Oystes, ) BOCEIT BO. 881341-CU

1ae. fod appuoval ulrt
d’-_tﬂmzl.ﬂllnam::..‘ ORDER BO. 20319
Bate Schednles sad CIS sad CTB.

)
) IssvEDs 12-27-88

The tellowing Cramlisoioners ticipeted in th
dlsgesition of this mettess . _ e i 2

BATIS WICPFOLS, Cheflcmes
SEMLS L. COUTER
JOBE T. BEESDON
ey

SOEICE i beseby gives by the Fieside Peblic BSesvice

_ ' Cosnisslen that the actisn discuseed becela o prelisinary i
A astase and will becene fisal eanless & pecsen -nu istesests
ase odvessely affected (files. & -petitien for o formsl

w. pucossat to Rale 33-22 e Plosiés Adaimistrative

. On Octabes 19, 1909, Posples Gas Systen, Inc. (Pecples
a Sas, the stility, eoc P88) filed o Petition for Approval of o
“sapetitive Rate Adjestasat Classe and Nedificetion to its Rate
- . Sshedules CIP ond CIP. PGP, o ootegsl gee dilstribetion
o m‘.‘"“ﬂ sateral gee sesvice te sppresimately 200,000
» ctoasegcisl, govesnseatal end ladestris]l cestomere
ia pectiens of Filecida. Ite gas seles for Its (iecsl yeor
20, 1900, totaled 483,900,400 therss. Of this
¢ thecme wece seld te Aatecsuptible/indvetsinl
sustensze wader the wtility’s BRete OSchedele CI18, entitled
“Contsgect Inteisuptible Secvice.”

Rete fchedule CI8 wee -faitislly filed by the etility
2 felleviag the Connissien®s Gxdese Noe. 14943 ond 131220 snd, os
sssntly eoffective, provides for & msa-goe enecrgy charge of
Boseess of elthes 5.0300 poc thesm (the otility’s cerreatly
fatessuptible sate sppsoved fa fts lsst sate cese,
030011-C¥) oc the eoguivalent cuszeat coet to the
sltessste fssl, but met lese them $.01 -per thers.
thie “flesible” aeatsect fIsteszuptible rate In

14963, saylage

secloss of sigaificent lnteccuptible loed by
e otility oeuld sessit da & ceguest for
. - gelief theot weuld seck te hove the sessining
favestasat (alter sedectisns fec thet plaat
et seed sad seelul) aad ceets besae by the
sessining cestancce thcough bigher getes.

i

0. 17
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DOCKET NO. 910701-GU
SEPTEMBER 12, 1991

CITE es 8 FPSC 12:491 FPSC

see~ceatsect thern ssles dusing the sdjestmcat pericd. Any
woasistion between the octsal sefund of secovery would be
trued-up Suting the socesding peried.

¥he Sesmnla for ecalcwlating the (Cleaible cate Qe as
folleves

JSINIAE ACIP) —_fCIove 3 ACIE) = Comts Por Thota

whege

CEISTR = Ceatszect Intecreptible Sesvice Tasiff Rate
ACI® = Actesl Centsact Iatessuptible Beage

CISFR = Costzect Intetzeptible. Secvice Flexz Rete
FEERFS = Prejected Thern Sales Bacluding Flesed Seles

The . flesible zote .u-uu- of the C18 and CTS
gote age oo follewer
C10/CT8 Bote Bote
© 5329 .09 Costemer Chasge 5223 .00
3.904/Thate (1) Enczgy Chasge 14.8414/T0een (2)
(shestgall) Fles (sucples) Fle
Bowm Yo 1.0¢/Thesn [ ™ ib.= .ouln:n
(shoctfell)Flen

Powa Teo 1.04/Thera

i 1) Agpseved Tasilf Bate
E §2) Beuals P90 of the COLY Rate of 14.3604/Thecn

mm- -uu“um te the stility’s CIS ead CTS rate
toge ith  the oposed Ceapetitive Rste
Clases, vill perait PCS t': feceves sevenses lost due
e sote sedustions o oentizsct ocestesess. The wtility‘’s
peosents the onon-u' Loz moa-coatiact
e 80 sealise & soductien sates the sefending of
2 setesal ges sgaia mlmo s competitive asdvantage
ovet altosnste fwels seed by the stility’s contsect cwstomers.
w'. beole, thie ssditicetion will elimisste owr
thet seveswe lesses sesuiting frea (flesing cates

dova be ssapletely sbsorbed by PCS.

58 wo fo ast pesait sese mecheaies of e ing se .

m .lll..l.o mey fsce me alternstive bet to dlscentinee

psovisions becevses lessee of the sepaitede

cecsoatd hol-c w say be tee great. Price cespetition

feew seeme &o be o leng-tesn 'lclln.
pogelning the -uuq to pesssnsatly sbeerh 1L

peoviding sesvice ot o sote belov it slloved rote of fetwin

0 19
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ATTACHMENT 3
DOCKET NO. 910701-GU
SEPTEMBER 12, 1991

NATURAL GAS TARIFF First Revised Sheet No. 46-A
‘ORIGINAL VOLUME NO. 1 Cancels Original Sheet No. 46-A

Rate Schedule IIS
INDUSTRIAL INTERRUPTIBLE SERVICE

(Continued)
Rates:
Customer Charge: $350.00 per month
Non-Fuel:

An amocunt not less than 0.00 cents per therm nor greater than 90
percent of the currently applicable firm rate. Unless changed by
to this Rate Schedule, the base non-fuel charge shall

be 4.032 cents per therm.

The “"currently applicable firm rate" as used herein means the non-fuel
charge in a rate schedule for which Customer qualifies,
adjusted pursuant to the Firm Rate Adjustment Clause set forth on
Sheet Nos. 56 to 60.

The non-fuel charge to Customer shall be determined by Company based
upon Company’s evaluation of competitive conditions. Such conditions
) III hwllll., but are not necessarily limited to: the cost of gas
is available to serve Customer; the delivered price of
Customer’s designated alternate fuel; the availability of such fuel;
and the nature of Customer’s operations. Company may from time to
ase or reduce the non-fuel charge as it deems necessary or
compete with alternate fuel, but shall have no
do so; ided, however, that the non-fuel charge shall
' the limits set forth above.

Jl. reguest a reduction in its non-fuel charge by
completing !== which appears on Sheet No. 51 and submitting the
same to Company. During any p-r:l.od in which the non-fuel charge is
less than 90 percent of the currently applicable firm rate, Customer
shall complete and submit the same form with then current information
on the first day of each month and whenever information on the form
most recently submitted has changed.

Company will notify Customer at least 48 hours in advance of any
change in the non-fuel charge under this Rate Schedule.

Issued by: Ralph J. Adkins, President Effective:
CHESAPEAKE UTILITIES CORPORATION July 9, 1991
Issued on: June 24, 1991

0 21
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DOCKET NO. 910701-GU
SEPTEMBER 12, 1991

FLORIDA DIVISION
NATURAL GAS TARIFF Second Revised Sheet No. 46
ORIGINAL VOLUME NO. 1 Cancels First Revised Sheet No. 46

" _ Rate Schedule IIS
: INDUSTRIAL INTERRUPTIBLE SERVICE

“Avajlability:
In all of the Company’s service area.

wwnu £
ial customer pursuant to a service agreement with a
nlnt- annual regquirement of two hundred thousand (200,000) therms
m yur who contracts for service under this Rate Schedule for a
M of one year, has readily available standby facilities
mm the Company, and maintains a sufficient supply of fuel,
thlt the Company has delivery capacity in excess of the then
requirements of other customers receiving gas service and
’l" the Company has available from its supplier a quantity of
interruptible gas to meet such customer’s requirements.

Character of Service:
Natural gas or its eguivalent having a nominal heat content of one

thousand (1,000} btu per cubic foot.

Gas service rendered under this Rate Schedule may be curtailed or

fully interrupted at the sole discretion of the Company. The Company

assumes no 1iavility for any loss or damage that may be sustained by

customer by resascn of any curtailment or interruption of gas service
) rendered under this Rate Schedule.

The non-fusl charge for service hereunder shall be subject to
the flexible pric mechanism described in the Rates section of this
Rate Schedule. It the intention of Company that this charge shall
be determined based upon competition with Customer’s alternate fuel.

Notwithstanding the other provisions of this Rate Schedule, the
Company may enter into a contract with an interruptible customer to
provide service under terms other than those set forth herein;
provided that the charyes prescribed in any such contract shall be
established with the objective of enabling the Company to recover at a
minimum the fully allocated cost of serving that customer. Any such
contract shall be subject to approval by the Florida Public Service
Commission, and the Commission shall have continuing jurisdiction over
the rates charged therein.

(Continued on Sheet No. 46-A)

Issued by: Ralph J. Adkins, President Effective:
CHESAPEAKE UTILITIES CORPORATION July 9, 1991

Issued on: June 24, 1991

B 0 1A R s



DOCKET NO. 910701-GU
SEPTEMBER 12, 1991

MATURAL GAS TARIFF : First Revised Sheet No. 47
ORIGINAL VOLUME NO. 1 Cancels Original Sheet No. 47°

(mmn Sheet No. 46-A)

Rate Schedule IIS
INDUSTRIAL INTERRUPTIBLE SERVICE
(Continued)

Sheet No’s. 56 to 60.

When restorat t
, Company M:l -muny issue a rutontlon order
rﬂﬂu th delivery point, the quantity of gas to be restored and
time at which such restoration is to be made.

A m order with to customers purchasing gas under
this Rats Schedule shall be at least two (2) hours in advance
of its effective time; provided, however, that if curtailment of
w s occasioned by an event of Force Majeure affecting the
the Company shall be obligated to give only such
i .rm. under the circumstances.

Terms and Conditions of Service:
Service under this Rate Schedule is subject to the General Rules and
Regulations of the Company applicable to gas service.

Issued by: John W. Jardine, Jr., Chairman Effective:
CHESAPEAKE UTILITIES CORPORATION September 1, 1990
Issued on: August 28, 1990

anitiipiti ooy e O




ATTACHMENT 4
DOCKET NO. 910701-GU
SEPTEMBER 12, 1991

e k

* MATURAL GAS TARIFF Pirst Revised Sheet No. 46
ORIGINAL VOLUME NO. 1 - Cancels Original Sheet No. 46

Rate Schedule IIS
INDUSTRIAL INTERRUPTIBLE SERVICE

Original Central Florida Gas Company service territory. (Refer to
Central Florida Gas Company, Natural Gas Tariff, Original Volume No.

2, Original Shest No. 4). \

To any customer pursuant to a service agreement with a |\
minisun annual reguirement of two hundred thousand (200,000) therms
per ysar wvho contracts service under this Rate Schedule fcr a
ninimus of one . bas readily available standby facilities
the Company, and maintains a sufficient supply of fuel,
the Company has delivery capacity in excess of the then
existing requirements of other customers receiving gas service and

jided the Company bas available from its supplier a quantity of
mwuu such customer’s requirements.

is

;
!

Characte. of Service:

Natural gas or its eguivalent having a nominal heat content of one
thousand (1,000) btu per cubic foot.

Gas service rendered under this Rate Schedule may be curtailed or
fully interrupted at the sole discretion of the Company. The Company
assumes no liability for any loss or dmzo that may be sustained by
customer by reason of any curtailment or interruption of gas service
rendered under this Rate Schedule.

The non-fuel charge for service hereunder shall be subject to
the flexible pr mechanism described in the Rates section of this
Rate Schedule. It the intention of Company that this charge shall
be detsrmined based upon competition with Customer’s alternate fuel.

Notwithstanding the other provisions of this Rate Schedule, the
Company may enter into a contract with an interruptible customer to
provide service under terms other than those set forth herein;
provided that the charges prescribed in any such contract shall be
established with the objective of enabling the Company to recover at a
minimum the fully allocated cost of serving that customer. Any such
contract shall be subject to approval by the Florida Public Service
Commission, and the Commission shall have continuing jurisdiction over
the rates charged therein.

(Continued on Sheet No. 46-A)

Issued by: John W. Jardine, Jr., Chairman Effective:

CHESAPEAKE UTILITIES CORPORATION September 1, 1990

Issued on: August 28, 1990

0 24
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DOCKET NO. 910701-GU

R 12, 1991

"VOLUME MO. 1 Original Sheet No. 46-A

Rats Schedule IIS
INDUSTRIAL INTERRUPTIBLE SERVICE
(Continued)

Rates:
Customer Charge: $350.00 per month

w

An amount not less than 0.00 cents per therm nor greater than 90
percent of the currently unliﬂhln firm rate. Unless changed by

Company to this Rate Schedule, the base non-fuel charge shall
be 3.747 cents per therm.

The "cu | icable firm rate” as used herein means the non-fuel
charge in a rate schedule for which Customer qualifies,

adjusted m to the Firm Rate Adjustment Clause set forth on
Sheet Nos. 56 to 60.

The non-fusl charge to Customer shall be determined by Company based
upon Company’s evaluation of competitive conditions. Such conditions
:ulﬂlﬂig lut are not necessarily limited to: the cost of gas
available to sarve Customer; the delivered price of
w«: designated alternate fuel; the availability of such fuel;
the nature of Customer’s operations. Company may from time to
tl.n l.m or reduce the non-fuel charge as it deems necessary or

Whh compets with alternate fuel, but shall have no
igation to do so; ided, however, that the non-fuel charge shall

at all times remain within l:ll- limits set forth above.

Customer may at any time request a reduction in its non-fuel charge by
cnl&in ﬁ! fora wvhich appears on Sheet No. 51 and submitting the

. Duriwg any period in which the non-fuel charge is
lus thln 90 percent of the currently applicable firm rate, Customer
shall complete and submit the same form with then current information
on the thu. day of each month and whenever information on the form
most recently submitted has changed.

m will notify Customer at least 48 hours in advance of any
in the non-fuel charge under this Rate Schedule.

0 25

Issued by: John W. Jardine, Jr., Chairman Effective:

CHESAPEAKE UTILITIES CORPORATION September 1, 1990

Issued on: August 28, 1990
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ATTACHMENT 5
DOCKET NO. 910701-GU
SEPTEMBER 12, 1991

FLORIDA DIVISION
NATURAL GAS TARIFF
ORIGINAL VOLUME NO. 1 Original Sheet No. 46

Rate Schedule I1IS
INDUSTRIAL INTERRUPTIBLE SERVICE

Availability:
Original Central Florida Gas Company service territo (Refer to
Central Florida Gas Company, Natural Gas Tariff, Orig nal Volume No.

2, Original Shest No. 4).

Applicabili

To any ial customer pursuant to a service agreement with a

minisum annual regquirement of two hundred thousand (200,000) therms

per year who contracts for service under this Rate Schedule for a °

minimum of one year, has readily available standby facilities

to the Company, and maintains a sufficient supply of fuel,

prov. that the Company has delivery capacity in excess of the then

uhung rqult-nu of other customers receiving gas service and
the Company has available from its supplier a quantity of
gas to meet such customer's requirements.

Character of Service:
Natural gas or its eguivalent having a nominal heat content of one
thousand {1,000) btu par cubic foot.

Gas service rendered under this Rate Schedule may be curtailed or e e
: fully interrupted at the sole discretion of the Company. The Company
) assumes no liability for any loss or damage that may be sustained by

customer by reason of any curtailment or interruption of gas service

rendered under this Rate Schedule.

Rates:
Customer Charge: $350.00 per month
Non-Fuel: $.03747 per therm
Issued by: John W. Jardine, Jr., Chairman Effective:

CHESAPEAKE UTILITIES CORPORATION
J)ssued on: July 3, 1990
JuL ¢ 1990

0 <5



DOCKET NO. 910701-GU
SEPTEMBER 12, 1991

FLORIDA DIVISION
ORIGINAL VOLUME NO. 1 Original Sheet No. 47

(Continued from Sheet No. 46)

Rate Schedule I1IS
INDUSTRIAL INTERRUPTIBLE SERVICE
(Continued)

Billing ujm:
BILLING ADJUSTMENTS, Original Sheet No's. 56 to 60.

Curtailment Notice:

Whenever curtailment of gas delivered hereunder is required, Company
mn i-— a curtailment order to customer specifying the delivery

MILOI gas to be curtailed and the time at which such
eu-taiu sade. When restoration of service is

» Company shall similarly issue a restoration order
zoltftn. t'.ll. delivery point, the quantity of gas to be restored and
time at vhich such restoration is to be made.

A curtailment order with r.trct to customers purchasing gas under
this Rats Schedule shall be issued at least two (2) ‘hours in advance
of its effective time; provided, however, that if curtailment of
1. mﬂ.on-d by an event of Force Majeure affecting the
m the Company shall be obligated to give only such
) I.l ;ncttablc under the circumstances.

Terms and Conditions of Service:
Service under this Rate Schedule is subject to the General Rules and
Regulations of the Company applicable to gas service.

Issued by: John W. Jardine, Jr., Chairman Effective:
CHESAPEAKE UTILITIES CORPORATION JUIY—751990

Issued on: July 3, 1990
JUL 9 1990

)




'ATTACHMENT 6
DOCKET NO. 910701-GU
SEPTEMBER 12, 1991

CENTRAL FLORIDA GAS COMPANY First Revised Sheet No.50
NATURAL GAS TARIFF Cancels Original Sheet No. 50
ORIGINAL VOLUME NO. 2

Rate Schedule CIIS
CONTRACT INDUSTRIAL INTERRUPTIBLE SERVICE

: 3
" In all of the Company’s service area.

3
%ﬂl customer pursuant to a service agreement

with a minimum annual requirement of thirty-six thousand
< five hundred (36,500) therms per year who contracts for

service under this Rate Schedule for a minimum period of
one year, has readily available facilities acceptable to
the Company, and maintains a sufficient supply of fuel,

' provided that the Company has delivery capacity in excess

- of the then existing requirements of other customers
receiving gas service and provided the Company has
available from its supplier a quantity of interruptible gas
to meet such customer’s requirements.

ﬁ# gas or i.u equivalent having a nominal heat content|

©of one thousand (1,000) btu per cubic foot.

: Gas service rendered under this Rate Schedule may be

) . curtailed or fully interrupted at the sole discretion of
the Company. The Company assumes no liability for any loss
or damage that may be sustained by customer by reason of
any curtailment or interruption of gas service rendered
under this Rate Schedule.

Rates:
Customer Charge: $300.00 per month
Charga: The lesser of either $.03705
Non~-Fuel per therm or the equivalent current

cost (in cents per therm) to Customer
of the alternate fuel used by
Customer but not less than the
Company’s cost of gas.

"Equivalent current cost (in cents per therm) to Customer
of the alternate fuel used by Customer” means the price at
which Customer is able to purchase the alternate fuel,
including applicable taxes and transportation costs,

d to cents per therm, MINUS those amounts (in cents
able by customer under Company’s Purchased
‘Tax and Fee Adjustment

t:ohtimud to Sheet No. 51)

Effective:

SR February 1, 19%0

R
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DOCKET NO. 910701-GU

SEPTEMBER 12,

1991

-

CENTRAL FLORIDA GAS .COMPANY First Revised Sheet No.51

Cancels Original Sheet No. 51

ORIGINAL VOLUME NO. 2

(Continued from Sheet No. 50)

Rate Schedule CII
CONTRACT INDUSTRIAL INTERRUPTIBLE SERVICE

and Energy Conservation Cost Recovery Adjustment Clauses,
calculated as follows:

Alternate Fuel Price b ’ =
+ Transportation e
+_Taxes

= Total Landed Cost

= Total Landed Cost (in ¢/therm)

Purchased Gas Adjustment
Conservation Cost Recovery

-~
o
al

Equivalent Current Cost

Determination of Customer’s equivalent current cost of
altarnate fuel shall be based on information set forth in
Company’s Form FS-1 (set forth on Sheet No. 49). Once a
Customer has submitted such form, and the same has been
accepted by the Company, the Customer shall resubmit such
form, with then current information, on the first day of
each month thereafter, and at any time there is any change
in any information contained in a form previously
submitted. The monthly rate for a Customer who submits no
Form FS~-1 to Company, or who fails to submit such form
(properly completed) as required hereunder, or whose
completed form if not accepted by Company, shall be $.03705
per therm.

degn o

See BILLING ADJUSTMENTS, Second Revised Sheet No. 47 and
Ninth Revised Sheet No. 48.

- (Continued to Sheet No. 52)

Issued by: John W. Jardine, Jr., Chairman Effective:

CHESAPEAKE UTILITIES CORPORATION

Issued on: January 10, 1990 February 1, 1990

LT ARG v s D
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DOCKET NO. 910701-GU
SEPTEMBER 12, 1991

.Original ‘Sheget No. S0

Rate Schedule CIIS
CONTRACT INDUSTRIAL INTERRUPTIBLE SERVICE

In all of the Company's service area.

To any industrial customer pursuant to a service agreement with a
minisum annual requirement of thirty-six thousand five hundred

therms per year who coatracts for service under this
for a minimum period of one year, has readily
available facilities acceptable to the Company, and maintains a
supply of fuel, provided that the Company has delivery
capacity in excess of the then existing requirements of other
customers receiving gas service and provided the Company has
available from its supplier a quantity of interruptible gas to
mest such customer's requirements.

i

CHARACTER OF SERVICE:

Nutural gas or its equivalent having a nominal heat content of
oue thousand (1,000) BTU per cubic foot.

Gas service rendered under this Rate Schedule may be curtailed or
fully interrupted at the sole discretion of the Company. The
Company assumes no liability for any loss or damage that may be
sustained by customer by reason of any curtailment or interrup-
tion of gas service rendered under this Rate Schedule.

RATES:
Customer Charge: $300.00 per month
Energy Charge: The lesser of either $.0343 per therm or the
Non-Fuel equivalent current cost (in cents per therm)

to Customer of the alternate fuel used by
Customer but not less than the Company’s cost
of gas.

"Equivalent current cost (in cents per therm) to Customer of the
alternate fuel used by Customer®™ means the price at which Custo-
mer is able to purchase the alternate fuel, including applicable
taxes and transportation costs, converted to cents per therm,
MINUS those amounts (in cents per therm) payable by Customer

under Comapny's Purchased Gas Adjustment, Tax and Fee Adjustment
{Continued to Sheet No. 51)

) Issued By:

Issued On:

John W. Jardine, Jr., President Effective: January 22, 1988

CHESAPEAKE UTILITIES CORPORATION
January , 1988

TR IR+ e piedeb L
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DOCKET NO. 910701-GU
SEPTEMBER 12, 1991

GAS TARIFF Original Sheet No. 51

L T

from Sheet Mo. 50)

Rate Schedule CII
CONTRACT INDUSTRIAL INTERRUPTIBLE SERVICE

and Energy Conservation Cost Recovery Adjustment Clauses, calcu-
lated as follows:

Alternate Fuel Price
+ Transportation
+ Taxes
= Total Landed Cost \
Conversion Pactor

Landed Cost (in ¢/therm)

Purchased Gas Adjustment
Conservation Cost Recovery
Taxes and Fees

valent Current Cost

(¥ L]

1

Determination of Customer's equivalent current cost of alternate
fuel shall be baged on information set forth in Company's Form
FS-1 (set forth on Sheet No. 49). Once a Customer has submitted
such form, and the same has been accepted by the Company, the
Customer shall resubmit such form, with then current information,
on the first day of each month thereafter, and at any time there
‘is any change in any information contained in a form previously
submitted. The monthly rate for a Customer who submits no Form
FS-1 to Company, or who fails to submit such form (properly com-
pleted) as required hereunder, or whose completed form if not
accepted by Company, shall be $.0343 per therm.

BILLING ADJUSTMENTS:

DT T T R B T o

See BILLING ADJUSTMENTS, Second Revised Sheet No. 47 and Original
Sheet No. 48.

(Continued to Sheet No. 52)

Issued By: John W, Jardine, Jr., President Effective: January 22, 1988
CHESAPEAKE UTILITIES CORPORATION

Issued On: January , 1988
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DIVISION OF CHECSAPEAKE UTILITIES CORPONATION
0 DOXx %50
WIRTER HAVEN, FLORIDA J38B82-G060 - (8135 292.210%

September 17, 1990

To All !nterruptible Customers of Central Flolxda Gas Company:

In oonﬂmation of our phone notification to you today,

Central Florida Gas Company will be increasing your non-fuel
rate in the amount of $.02385 per therm, effective 8:00 a.m.,
Wednesday, September 19, 1990.

&
.
{
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some money from you in the future.® :.

: "gwmﬁ'lu's’ﬁﬂﬁiu s turalYGasRad; withhthaty .
Wﬁm&m%smm'mﬁthém |
waat to:dofinkthistTasetis’ say, \Fokay ¥rather? thaniat ¥'%H
WWWM&MW& tionto the! firm®
m and;thenivhen the: pricésof ofljgoes back ;up‘again,” asy
1t; wadoubt meV it 1 willjchitge thej
wamm ServeTthen to Ty
recover, for - these, customersivhatywe charge: them during:the time'®
an@ﬂ ‘we’1]-give:that ‘money toithosed
customecs.  We won't keep it. w2

This opportunity was offered to West Florida and we

e I Y
a W wN

i-“‘.--l‘o w

thought it was a rationale one — I mean to Airzona Chemical, but
we nli. *Look, why don’t we just cover your cost of service in
our comiract and take away the uncertainity, We would rather pay
sore than we would pay under the flex rate, and not require other
customer classes to subsidize us during the off period time, in
cetura for vhich we don’t have to suffer the risk of the price of

of service. muut{unu--cmmuﬂ
protected the gas company, ptmctdthmmulﬂ.m
Acizons Chemical. .

While ye pegotiated the costract, based on the origimal

‘cost of service studies and the origimal cevenues thet the 0 35

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMNISSION
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course, as you know -— we’re all painfully aware about what

23

happened with Stone Container.

So, the I guess the objective is to develop a system of

rates for the interruptible customer that recognizes the
realities of the vay they buy fuel, and they — you know,
they’re loocking at the price of their alternate fuels all the
time, and as you know, you’re one of the people that was involved
h.l establishing the flexibile rate that was in existence up until |~

@ ® N6 B A W N

just recently, the one-wvay flex rate. We came up with:a system, "}

back before I was imvolved vith this issue, the Commission came
wp with a system; West Florida Matural gas wvas a party; Peoples

Gas was & party and I believe Central Florida Gas was involved to,

allow utilities to flex their rates down to reduce the price in

14] order to keep an interruptible customer on the systes. And I

15| think everybody recogaized at that point that when you flex your
16] cates down you’re not necessarily recovering all the noannllﬁvlnln!
17] you would recover had you not done that. You know, you’re taking

a beating. A nusber of utilities that went into that
proposition, I think it was in 1985 or thereabouts, and I think
20| the Commission had the impression that the low ofl price scenario
Eﬂ!n’igabi!nhgn-li-lgﬂ.-n long term
22] situation, and that companies that would be flexing down would be
" 23] sbsorbing the losses wnder the Commission’s Ocder, would do so
24] but that this vould mot be » fixture or institution in Florida,
h 25] in the locsl distcibution industry ia Florida. well, it didn’t
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turn out that way.

The way it turned out was that we had a continuing
fairly unintecrpreted problem with low oil prices, and this
company has lost, you know, into the six figures now in having to
absorb losses due to interruptible customers’ capability of
buying alternate fuel and the risk that they would leave the
iﬂ'.

It’s still in the best interest of the ratepayers,
however, under most scenarios to keep the interruptible customer
on the system because of the fixed costs that the customer charge
contributes, and that you might be able to get a contribution to
at vhatever energy charge you’'re able to impose.

A number of other states, as well as some of the
E,Pnnh.a within this state, have worked with each other and with
Staff over a period of a couple of years now to try and develop
some longer term solutions to that problea.

Ong_salution that the Commission recently approved was
proposed by Peoples Gas Company. Peoples Gas Company‘s proposal
allows the Utility to flex its rate down, at times when

uonunn.l fuels are priced low, and to — in the next, I guess

it would be the next year, to recover the shortfall that is

causad by the necessity to flex from the rest of the ratepayers.
And similarly, because the interruptible customers have the
besefit of lower prices for gas whea their alternate fuel is
priced low, it seemed only fair that they also be in a situation

37
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where when altecnate fuel prices climb and gas can be competitive

25

at a higher price, that they also, you know, would be responsible
for paying the market rate or something close to it at that nmln.l
so that when altecnate fuel prices climb, Peoples Gas can price
their gas to their customers at higher than -- they can flex up,
up to I believe it’s 90% of the firm rate for Peoples just as it
is for us, and the surplus that they receive over what they would

r-gn. received just at a standard tariff rate, that flows ...._—_nocn..

® ® <& & N A W N e

to the general body of ratepayers just as the shortfall would in
10 n!. event of a shortfall.

1y The principle difference between what Peoples’ proposed |

12] and.what we haveproposed is simply this: Their proposal’ leaves’

h 13y the Company entirely without risk because if there is a '«

14] shortfall, 1008 of that shortfall goes to the general body of
have

similarly on the surplus

15| catepayers.

16] side, bescause there is no risk at the bottom end, they have no

17§ benefit at the top end, 100% of any surplus goes to the general

18] body of ratepayers. Que proposal diffecs in that we have a
19] sharing msechanisa in there, so that we share the risk at the low

end; we share the reward at the upper end; and the other

condition that we have agreed to on-this is that our share of any

losses and our receipt of any surplus as are going to be

20
21
22
23] considered above the line for regulastory purposes so that this
24
s

flex cate is mot going to be a vehicle for getting us outside our

authorised cange oa rate of retuca.

PLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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1 : ,in«-ﬁ GUNTER: Let me ask you a question, Mr.
ﬁ ; 2] Goldman, and one 1 wasn’t going to ask because it’'s one I ;
3|l explored in %nm,nh‘n now you don’t have any customers under .
Agugglaﬂzg-ioioﬁ?udcn:nu
5§ deal with, Stone Container, is gone for the time period, so it's
6] kind of an arm waiving guestion. It’s not really practical at
2| eate cime. i
s] * Sut vhere p- .F-. sechanism — for instance, say the
9] price of oil all of a sudden went to $30 a barrel, price of gas
10] is going to track it wp pretty good, and you had — I‘11 bet
vp!l!‘n!"nr!nno!ln.:nnann:;-
12] heartbeat. Assume they had been rocking along, and they had been

h. 13} charged sero they had a customer charge and they had been rocking
14] along for a year, and you — is there a tracking mechanisa

15] available ‘that let’s you be able to track on. a periodic basis,

16 Ihn'—.ﬂ basis or whatever — because I'm talking about now there

17] is going to be some hard looks at Staff, how are you going to

18] isplessat and how are you going to know on the front-end what

—

19] soct of machanism that tells you how much did you sell and how

20 such did you lose, 80 at some point in time you get along and you

21 say, “"Now, if we caise it,"” how can you make a determination of
A Cotemmymo®

22 u“o\“l;!n‘!n.-nr-.g-lonnf flow

23] to mske sure that the other ratepayers that absorbed the loss,
24 ﬂo..'!'i.‘lo!.nr-n‘l‘ni!n-’mm\

P ﬂn.v:pnl-gifpﬂ.‘rl-nl-!;ns- ; A

e — ————

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVILZ COMNISSION
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g +-and that’s;what:you’re’trying to get¥atris a+j
~5s

balanced So would it be inappropriate if, in fact, this was ever |.
\II\ =

started? You know, that Stone came back on at a time period that

they were on a minus side, would it be inappropriate to have a
trigger at that time to have a periodic reporting, as long as it
was on the minus and up until the time it balanced. Because once ¢

it . @ : . i . . . per ; re; 5 -

ﬂlaiﬂglahﬁ“ﬂ " g
goes _in the: pot:and:yds certainly-would want:them to beTatwaw;

make a contribution grester than their proportional shace would.

—

B E S oo v o v a ww =

+ It would be inappropriate to get

ﬁ 113] » mechanism established and require Staff that they come up vith

14] a procedure to handle this so that there is visibility and there

15] is not any guessing as to where the downside and upside is?

16 HR. GOLDMAM: Yeah. I think that’s fine, Commissioner.
17 : COMMISSIONER GUNTER: I°m just trying to — onme of the
18 El‘n!‘—lii.lr—nr!:;r,ln!nnulgnug
19] with you all, where they have a number of interruptible customers
20] is what is — what's the inceative to an imterruptible customer
21] to keep him from enjoying sll the downside, and vhea is got on

22] the upside he did some other things, and you say, “Well, you

23] know, they are limited because of the fuels they caa wse,” and

I'n reminded of Lomg Star, you kmow, which wes the first one to

ceally bounce out and move sway from & ges wtility, aad hell,
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they went to coal. Mow, you have to think about the
possibilities that exist for very large n,_.icnnn»-— customers.
J.B it was my recollection that City Gas, and your collegue
remembers probably better than I do, the perturbations that
created at City Gas at a time u.:o..n vhen the price of gas was
very high, the price of oil wvas very high. Folks might say,

ou wu. g‘—n’n’ln';nﬁl and developing some sort of
'n'on.n! lnn.g on nt- side ...o uﬂ-n... slipping in coal v-nnou
because that historically on a Btu basis has been less as long as
the capital investment has not been too high. That’s ome of the
devil’s ann Unﬂ,l out there and lives in the horizons of my mind.
Whatever.

But I appreciate nro - were you through, excuse me, I
apologize I didn’t mean to interrupt.

HR. GOLDMAN: If your questions about the interruptible
flex rate are adeguately answered, then I’m through. But I just
wvanted to make sure you saw from our perspective why we put this
thing together.

The old of having just a fixed rate or having a

company absorb the losses didn’t work froa the company’s
standpoint, and a flexible rate that only bepefits the

customec and the Company, in our opinion is not as eood on &

going-forward besis as ome benefits the ral of

catspayecs and, you kanow, vhat we have — we have preoposed to you

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE CONNISSION
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will provide’a:benefit;to.the .general body of. ratepayers in‘timesi

-

.of ‘high"alternate fusl*prices’even if we haven’t suffered a lot

R A

‘of losses: in’ the past’®§Fou know,” even-in the ‘event'that® wetid

o

haven’ t- suffered-any "1ossés “in the past, it’s. not’just 3 matter?

iz It's a matter-of trying.to -4

maximize the price that’we'can charge to customers who are trying

— .who -arerableitoinininize {the iprice that they can demand?in;the,
&-. - - —“P. ' - - : : o :
We worked on it for a long time. Had a lot of input from very

leased withithelresult.y

' good people, and we think it’s going to work. For some reason,

::'.HOH.UNH

after a period of time it loocks like it needs to be fixed in some

way, then of course, we’ll alvays wvant to come back to you, or

you’ll vant us to come back to you, and refine it in some way.
COMNISSIOMNER GUMNTER: Let me ask Mr. Makin a question:
Would it be inappropriate to ask the Company to provide

& repocting — just a boiler-plate kind
SRR

; g §=
COMNISSIONER GUNTER: You do.

NR. MAKIN: Yes, sir.

2
|
%

gul GUNTER: Bow about explaining it to me.

HR. NAKIN: BEvery month the Company files a report
indicating the amowit of gas sold, the amount of revenues they
!‘E[!!:-.E it at the tariff rate, and the

smount of reveswes they have collected under the flex rate, and . 40
v <
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1] fuel prices and they might wind up paying more under the flex

‘( 2] rate M tllly 'ﬂl if they could get a fair contract with us.
,’ V d oﬂe_‘
If‘ ~that"line -4
5 mmﬂm&"u you chu, zec0] your irevenue is - ;
E 6] on. the downsideYof that line, is cia.-"t"ughn ““I want' to know howy |
:, ] W‘“’m rt T Nen LS Btu situat ion
: — s Fpad s Tihow.much 40”1’ golabove¥tst get thatz:
e ’ WW"EON"W
] ‘And what yeu've got today is just kind of well, guess
11§ it, ving I.t-. ~ ons of the criteria goes is the difference —
. 12] and I’m just m to waderstand — is the difference 2.551 that
by 13] goes to zero? Is that the difference om the downside, the

14] difference on the uwpside and does that cover all the costs?

15 MR, MAKIN: xtmummt
16 mm lstlltn'ps'ora'no'?
k 17 ..ﬂlllc It covers the cost —
18 mﬁmm: Is that 3.55}?
; 19 NR. WAKIN: It covers the cost — let me clarify.

20 COMNISSIUNER GINTER: Well, mo. If it’s a tariff, you
21} know, wvhat you’re doisg, that’s a specific itea you’ve put on
22] this sheet, Wayne. This is your sheet. Does that cover the

‘-

23 cost, 2.5517

; 24 MR. NAKIN: - It covers cost.
W 2s COMMISSIONER GUWTER: All right. Fime. S0 thet's vhat
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I’m looking for.
MR. MAKIN: That's what you’re looking for.

GUNTER: All right, fine. You could have

| ot

sero below that rate — if =
pans ‘to be 2551y and if<youy
ound and you could’== it:went tog
five cents, the’t *a be int TthaY
2:5510pIEE ThaTE BEIT EhNC o A1d i thout! vhen Jouk veat” toiTera
"in. ordertto get toizero:7.Is thatiright? Theé only thing I want

o, h‘ Yp. W

e T

rested in is tecoverin

you to do is tell me how yqu are going to make sure that that’s
done. m it just doesn’t disappear.

MR. MAKIN: You want to recover that 2.551." - :

COMNISSIONMER GUNTER: Folks, they’re fixing to give you

MS. BULECIA-BANKS: All we’re going to be able to do
that in the way the accounting is set up on that, we’re going to
be able to t.l'l cright from the books because I have them booking
it in a Vuounu account.

COMMISSIONER GUNTER: Okay, will you come show me how
that’s going to be done?

NS. BULECIA-BANKS: Right now?

COMNISSIONER GUNTER: No. We don’‘t need to tie up
these folks. I've got no problem with the process. I just want
to know hov you’'re going to know.

RS. BULECTA-BANKS: Yeah. I can come tell you that.

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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