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of $94,745,493, at a 6.99% rate of return using a 10.30% return on 
equity. The interim test year is the period ended September 30, 
1999. 

The Commission last granted City a rate increase in Docket No. 
960502-GU. In Order No. PSC-96-1404-FOF-GU, dated November 20, 
1996, the Commission found the Company’s jurisdictional rate base 
to be $91,911,029 for the projected test year ending September 30, 
1997. The authorized rate of return was found to be 7.87% for the 
test year using an 11.30% return on equity. 

Pursuant to Section 366.06(4), Florida Statutes, City 
requested to proceed under the rules governing Proposed Agency 
Action (PAA). Under this section, if the Commission fails to issue 
an Order on PAA within five months of the filing, the utility is 
entitled to place the proposed rates in effect under bond or 
corporate undertaking. The Commission has jurisdiction under 
Section 366.04, 366.05 and 366.06, Florida Statutes. 

Customer service hearings were held in Miami on 10/23/00, Port 
St. Lucie on 10/24/00 and in Viera on 10/25/00. Two customers 
attended the hearing in Miami. 

The Company wishes to address the Commission on Issues 11, 
related to adjustments to non-utility operations, and Issue 33, 
related to rate case expense. There are several fall-out issues 
that are affected by the decisions on Issues 11 and 33. 
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ISSUE 1: 

DISCUSSION OF ISSUES 

Is City's quality of service adequate? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. City's quality of service is satisfactory. 
(REVELL) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Quality of service was reviewed by analyzing all 
complaints taken by the Commission's Division of Consumer Affairs 
for the period January 1999 through the end of November 2000. 
There were a total of 86 inquiries regarding City for this period. 
Of these, three were for complaints for which the Commission did 
not have jurisdiction. Of the 83 complaints that were 
jurisdictional, four were considered to be rule violations. One of 
these violations involved the incorrect calculation of the deposit 
to be returned at the termination of service, and three involved 
misreading gas meters registering usage. All four rule violations 
were resolved to the customer's satisfaction in a timely manner. 
Since there were only four complaints involving rule violations, 
and there does not appear to be a continuing pattern to the 
complaints, City's quality of service is satisfactory. 
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ISSUE 2 :  Is City's test year request for permanent rate relief 
based on a historical test period ending September 30, 1999, and a 
projected test period ending September 30, 2001, appropriate? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. With the adjustments recommended by staff 
in the following issues, the 1999 and 2001 test years are 
appropriate. (REVELL) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The Company used actual data for the 1999 test 
year rate base, net operating income and capital structure. The 
projected test year was prepared using the components of City's 
budgeting process f o r  2000, updated for cost increases and planned 
staffing levels, then trended. The 1999 and certain plant 
additions for the first nine months of fiscal year 2000 have been 
audited by the Commission auditors and analyzed by staff. 

The purpose of the test year is to represent the financial 
operations of a company during the period in which the new rates 
will be in effect. New rates for City will go into effect 30 days 
after the January 16, 2000 agenda, or about February 15, 2000. 
City's 2001 fiscal year begins October 1, 2000 and ends September 
30, 2001. Therefore, fiscal 2001 is an appropriate test year. 

In the following issues, staff is recommending that certain 
adjustments be made to City's projected test year. With the 
inclusion of these adjustments, staff believes that 1999 and the 
projections of City's financial operations for 2001 are accurate 
enough to use as a basis for setting rates. 
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ISSUE 3: 
appropriate? 

RECOMMENDATION: No. The test year customer and therm forecasts by 
rate class should be adjusted by $1,866,852 to reflect the effect 
of annualizing customer and therm growth associated with the 
Clewiston Pipeline Expansion Project. (STALLCUP, REVELL) 

Are the customer growth and therm forecasts by rate class 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The Company is proposing to construct a natural 
gas pipeline in three phases from western West Palm Beach to Ft. 
Myers Shores, a distance of approximately 150 miles. The Company 
will construct Phases I and I1 concurrently from West Palm Beach to 
South Bay, a distance of approximately 105 miles. Phase 111 will 
be constructed from South Bay to Et. Myers Shores, a distance of 
approximately 42 miles. 

The pipeline will pass through the communities of Belle Glade, 
Clewiston, South Bay, and La Belle, and the Company intends to 
serve hospitals, correctional facilities, and other commercial 
facilities along the pipeline. However, the main reason the 
Company is constructing the pipeline is the potential to provide 
service to several large citrus and sugar cane processors in the 
area. These processors presently are not being served by natural 
gas. The Company is confident, based on its initial surveys, that 
there is enough interest in taking gas service by them, and 
several other larger commercial accounts, that the project will be 
successful. At this time, the Company has no plans to serve any 
residential customers. 

The customer and therm test year forecasts by rate class 
submitted in MFR Schedule G-2, pages 6-11 of 34, reflect additional 
customer and therm growth associated with the Clewiston Pipeline 
Expansion Project during the last 4 months of the test year. Staff 
believes that these additional customers and therm sales should be 
annualized for rate setting purposes to reflect a full 12 months 
sales on a going forward basis. 

The company's response to staff's request for production of 
documents number 28 indicates that two rate classes are affected by 
this adjustment. This response lists projected annualized customer 
growth and therm sales associated with the pipeline extension by 
rate class and by customer. The company has requested that this 
information be treated as proprietary business information. The 
impact of this adjustment would increase test year revenues by 
$1,866,852, as addressed in Issue 4. 
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RATE BASE 

ISSUE 4 :  Should an adjustment be made for the Clewiston Pipeline 
Expansion Project? 

RZCOMMENDATION: Yes. Plant in Service should be increased by 
$13,355,569, Construction Work In Progress (CWIP) should be reduced 
by $5,232,615, Depreciation Expense should be increased by 
$418,278, and Accumulated Depreciation should be increased by 
$272,832. In addition, Revenues should be increased by $1,866,852. 
(REVELL) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: In its MERs, the Company has included the rate 
base additions, revenues and expenses associated with the Clewiston 
Pipeline Expansion Project. The Company has assumed that the 
project will be under construction, and not placed into service 
until June 2001 of the test year, so revenues for the project are 
far smaller than would occur if the project was operational for a 
full year. The Company also provided the rate base additions, 
revenues and expenses on an annualized basis, which assumes a full 
year of operation for the project. 

Staff believes that for the purpose of setting rates, it is 
appropriate to reflect the first full year of operations, that is, 
the project should be reviewed on an annualized basis to properly 
account for the project. Therefore, Plant in Service should be 
increased by $13,355,569, CWIP should be reduced by $5,232,615, 
Depreciation Expense should be increased by $418,278, and 
Accumulated Depreciation should be increased by $272,832. In 
addition, revenues should be increased by $1,866,852. Staff is not 
recommending any adjustment to O&M Expenses or Taxes-Other since 
the MER amounts were already stated on an annualized basis. 
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ISSUE 5 :  Should an adjustment be made to Plant, Accumulated 
Depreciation, and Depreciation Expense for canceled and delayed 
projects? 

RECOMMENDATION : Yes. CWIP should be reduced $35,000; Plant in 
Service should be reduced $465,675; Accumulated Depreciation should 
be reduced $12,254; and Depreciation Expense should be reduced 
$14,228. (REVELL, P. LEE) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The engineering staff reviewed the Company‘s 
projected plant additions for 2000 and the 2001 projected test 
year. Based on their audit, it was determined that a number of 
projects were either canceled or delayed. This impacts the 
Company’s 2001 projected test year and results in staff’s 
recommended adjustments to reduce CWIP by $35,000, Plant in Service 
by $465,675, Accumulated Depreciation by $12,254, and Depreciation 
Expense by $14,228. 
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ISSUE 6: Should the GDU acquisition adjustment be approved? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. The GDU acquisition adjustment should be 
approved. (REVELL) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: In March 1998, the Company purchased the GDU 
propane system in Martin County for $1,132,220. The purchase price 
exceeded the net book value of the system, resulting in the excess 
being booked as an acquisition adjustment. After the sale of a 
propane delivery truck, the resulting acquisition adjustment 
amounted to $745,001.  

The existing propane system served approxjmately 1,200 
customers, all of which switched over to natural gas when it became 
available. The Company already had an existing line that passed 
through the GDU property, and the Company indicates that there are 
other opportunities for expansion into areas which are contiguous 
to the GDU purchase area. The system consisted of all underground 
mains and service pipes to individual homes in the four separate 
parcels that make up the GDU property. 

City also provided staff with revenue projections for both the 
projected test year and for 2002. Revenues for GDU for 2001 are 
projected to be $302,000, with an increase to $327,000 in 2002. 

The Company also stated that had it built a new system to 
serve these customers, it would have cost two to three times as 
much per mile as it paid for the existing propane system. As a 
result, the cost per mile was less than the average embedded cost 
of City's system. This purchase enabled the Company to continue 
its growth in the Port St. Lucie area at a far lower cost that it 
would have incurred had it built a new system. The conversion also 
resulted in lower rates for the existing customers, because propane 
costs are far higher than natural gas, and the fixed costs of the 
system were spread over a larger base of customers. The customers 
did not incur any significant additional costs, as most, if not 
all, of the existing appliances were convertible to natural gas for 
a few dollars per unit. 

A system that is converted to natural gas has a higher level 
of reliability and safety, which benefits the ratepayers of the 
system as well. Natural gas customers have a steady supply of gas 
and are usually not effected by weather conditions. Natural gas 
systems are regulated to a greater degree and the nature of the gas 
itself tends to be safer for end users. 
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Considering the additional safety, reliability, and lower cost 
of purchasing an existing system rather than constructing a new 
system, we believe that the Company should be allowed to recover 
this acquisition adjustment. 
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ISSUE I :  Should the Vero Beach lateral acquisition adjustment be 
approved? 

RECOMMENDATION : Yes. The Vero Beach lateral acquisition 
adjustment should be approved. (REVELL) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The Vero Beach lateral was originally built by 
Florida Gas Transmission Company (FGT) to serve a power plant in 
Vero Beach. Over time, this lateral was no longer needed by FGT, 
and it placed it on the market for sale. City purchased this line 
in April 1996 for $182,010. Since the system had a zero book 
value, the resulting acquisition adjustment amounted to $182,010. 
For the projected test year, City expects this lateral to generate 
$235,000 in revenues, and for 2002 the revenue is expected to more 
than double to $550,000. 

This line currently serves a number of commercial customers 
along State Road 60, a major road in the Vero Beach area. This 
area has experienced rapid growth and the Company expects that this 
growth will continue, as indicated by the revenue projections 
above. The Company also stated that the lateral was situated 
exactly where it would have bui,lt an extension to serve customers 
if it had constructed the lateral. 

The Company acquired the lateral for approximately 20%- of 
what it would have cost had it built a new line to serve this area. 
The cost per mile of this lateral has the effect of lowering the 
embedded cost per mile of City’s system, which benefits all of its 
ratepayers as its fixed costs are spread over a larger customer 
base. 

The Company is expanding its system in its existing areas as 
new developments or potential commercial areas are developed. This 
lateral is located in a high growth area and will serve a large 
number of commercial customers in the future. The Company expects 
to connect several hundred additional homes in two housing 
developments west of Vero Beach. 

As stated in Issue 6, the purchase of this lateral enables the 
Company to expand its system at a fraction of the cost of new 
construction, and provides a high level of reliability and safety 
to its customers, and the Company expects the growth generated by 
this lateral to continue. For these reasons, staff recommends that 
this acquisition be allowed in rate base. 
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ISSUE 8 :  Should the Homestead lateral acquisition adjustment be 
approved? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. The Homestead lateral acquisition 
adjustment should be approved. (REVELL) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The Homestead lateral was originally constructed 
by FGT to provide service to a local power plant. Over time, this 
lateral was no longer needed to provide this service. It was sold 
to City in January 2000 for $450,000. City incurred additional 
costs of $103,572 in purchasing the lateral. Since the lateral had 
no book value, the total acquisition adjustment was $553,512. The 
Company projects that revenues generated by this lateral will be 
$96,000 in the projected test year, and more than doubling to 
$225,000 in 2002. 

This lateral is approximately 16 miles in length and parallels 
US Highway 1 for much of its length. This addition to its system 
expands the territory the Company can serve by about 100 square 
miles. This territory covers an area of Dade County which the 
Company says it would have been unable to serve if they had to 
construct a new lateral. As is the case for the Vero Beach 
acquisition mentioned in Issue I, the Company was able to purchase 
the line for approximately one quarter to one fifth of the cost of 
new construction. 

It allows the Company to pursue growth in areas that it would 
otherwise be unable to enter if it had to construct new facilities. 
City’s existing facilities are too far north of this area to 
presently justify expansion into the Homestead area. However, the 
purchase price of this system, and its location in the Us1 
corridor, made it financially viable to purchase and pursue future 
growth opportunities in this area. 

The Company anticipates that this area will experience a great 
deal of growth in the future, as the revenue projections above 
indicate. Even now, the Company is providing service to two large 
accounts, Kendall Foods and the Miami Water & Sewer Authority. 
Additionally, the Company is providing service to other smaller 
commercial accounts such as fast food restaurants, motels, and 
grocery stores. The company expects to begin residential service 
in 2002. As mentioned in Issue 6 and 7, this purchase allows the 
Company to spread fixed costs over a larger customer base, and 
provide the higher reliability and degree of safety that a 
regulated natural gas company can provide as mentioned in Issue 6. 
For these reasons, we recommend that the Homestead acquisition be 

allowed in rate base. 
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ISSUE 9: Should an adjustment be made to plant retirements for the 
projected test year? 

RECOMMENDATION: No adjustment is necessary for the plant 
retirements in the projected test year. (P. LEE) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The Company's projected plant retirements are based 
on its construction budget. Staff finds this projection acceptable. 
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ISSUE 10: Should rate base be reduced to remove inactive service 
lines that have been inactive for more than five years? 

RECOMMENDATION: No rate base adjustment is necessary to remove 
service lines that have been inactive for more than five years. 
(P. LEE) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Rule 25-12.045(1)(~), Florida Administrative Code, 
requires the physical retirement of service lines that have been 
inactive for more than five years. City has no service lines that 
have been inactive for more than five years. Therefore, no rate 
base adjustment is necessary. 
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ISSUE 11: Should an adjustment be made to Plant, Accumulated 
Depreciation, Depreciation Expense, and CWIP to reflect non-utility 
operations? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. Plant should be increased $112,469, 
Accumulated Depreciation should be increased $98,561, Depreciation 
Expense should be increased $32,651, and CWIP should be decreased 
$24,635 to reflect non-utility operations. (BRINKLEY) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The majority of common plant is allocated based on 
square footage and use. Staff changed the square footage 
allocations of certain plant accounts which increased utility plant 
by $332,984, Depreciation Reserve by $230,822, and Depreciation 
Expense by $40,781.  CWIP should be reduced $18,278.  

A portion of common plant is allocated based on a three-factor 
method incorporating payroll, plant, and number of customers which 
was approved in the Company's last rate case. Staff modified this 
method with regard to the allocation of customers. Under the 
modified approach, a customer is counted as either a regulated-only 
customer, an appliance-only customer, or a dual customer. Dual 
customers are considered to contribute 50% of their share of 
overhead each to regulated and non-regulated operations. Each 
class of customer is considered to have an equal impact on 
overhead. Presently there are no appliance-only customers. 

Based on the Company's most recent actual numbers for each of 
the three factors, the overall non-utility percentage increased to 
1 6 . 6 2 6 %  from 16.14% which was used in the last rate case. The 
Company, however, used 1 3 . 0 %  to allocate this portion of common 
plant to non-utility operations. To allocate using 16.626%, an 
adjustment should be made to decrease plant by $165,352, 
Depreciation Reserve by $77,109, Depreciation Expense by $6,903, 
and CWIP by $6,357. 

The Staff engineer reviewed Account 387, Other Equipment, and 
determined $5,842 of minicorders, dollies, tools, and other 
equipment were not used and useful for utility purposes and 
recommended it be removed from Plant. Additionally, Depreciation 
Reserve would be reduced by $5,831. The effect to Depreciation 
Expense is immaterial. 

Structures and Improvements (Account 3 9 0 )  associated with the 
1995 renovation of the company's 1001 Office were retired when the 
company let its lease expire. The Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR), 1 8  CFR 201, dictates that plant retirements are accounted 
for by debiting Depreciation Reserve and crediting Plant by the 
book cost of the plant, $197,284. However, $ 4 9 , 3 2 1  is the utility 
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portion which should be removed from Plant. Similarly, the $49,321 
is the utility portion of Depreciation Resesve which should be 
removed from Plant. The undepreciated amount of the non-utility 
portion of book cost, $130,503 should be recorded as a loss in non- 
utility. The net reduction to utility Depreciation Expense is 
$1,233 ($4,931 is the total.) 

According to the aforementioned adjustments, the total 
adjustments to Plant, Depreciation Reserve, and Depreciation 
Expense are increases of $112,469, $98,561, and $32,651, 
respectively. The total adjustment to CWIP is a reduction of 
$24,635. 
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ISSUE 12: Should an adjustment be made to Plant, Accumulated 
Depreciation and Depreciation Expense for Corporate allocations by 
NU1 Corporation to City? 

R E C M N D A T I O N :  Yes. Plant, Depreciation Reserve, and Depreciation 
Expense should be reduced $243,421, $91,107, and $35,549, 
respectively for non-utility operations. (BRINKLEY) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The proportion of NU1 Plant, Depreciation Reserve, 
and Depreciation Expense allocated down to the Company's non- 
utility operations represents 11.1% of the total amount allocated 
to the Company's utility and non-utility operations. Based upon 
the three-factor method discussed in Issue 11, the proportion 
allocated to non-utility should be 16.626%. The adjustment 
necessary to do this is a reduction to Plant, Depreciation Reserve, 
and Depreciation Expense of $243,421, $97,107, and $35,549, 
respectively. 
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ISSUE 13: What 
test year? 

is the appropriate amount of CWIP for the projected 

RECOMMENDATION: 
test year based on staff adjustments is $1,417,684. (REVELL) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The total amount of CWIP for the projected test 
year is a fallout issue, based on staff adjustments in Issues 4, 5, 
and 11. Staff recommends that CWIP be reduced by $5,232,615 in 
Issue 4; reduced by $35,000 in Issue 5; and reduced by $24,635 in 
Issue 11. The total of these adjustments is $5,292,250. The 
appropriate amount of CWIP for the projected test year is 
$1,417,684 ($6,709,934-$5,292,250). 

The appropriate amount of CWIP for the projected 
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ISSUE 14: What is the appropriate projected test year Total Plant? 

RECOMMENDATION : The appropriate amount of Total Plant for the 
projected test year is $185,784,407. (BRINKLEY) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: This is a calculation based upon the decisions 
made in the preceding issues. 
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ISSUE 15: 
Reserve? 

RECOMMENDATION: The appropriate projected test year Depreciation 
Reserve is $68,397,507. ( P .  LEE, REVELL) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: This is a calculation based upon decisions in 
Issues 4, 5,  11, and 12. Staff recommends that the projected test 
year Depreciation Reserve be increased $272,832 in Issue 4; 
decreased $12,254 in Issue 5; increased $98,561 in Issue 11; and, 
decreased $97,107 in Issue 12. The total of these adjustments is 
an increase of $262,032. Therefore, the appropriate amount of the 
Depreciation Reserve for the projected test year is $68,397,507. 

What is the appropriate projected test year Depreciation 
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ISSUE 16: Should an adjustment be made to allocate Working Capital 
to reflect non-utility operations and corporate allocations? 

RECCXWENDATION: Yes. Working Capital should be decreased $285,455 
to reflect non-utility operations. (BRINKLEY) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: $1,223,629 of Working Capital was allocated at 
12.58, or $152,594 to non-utility operations. An additional 
$50,487 should be removed from utility to adjust the non-utility 
portion of Working Capital to 16.626% based on the three-factor 
allocation method discussed in Issue 11. 

Accounts Receivable - Other and Materials and Supplies were 
not allocated to non-utility at a l l .  These accounts should be 
reduced $56,435 and $178,532, respectively to adjust the portion of 
non-utility to 16.626%. 
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ISSUE 17: Should an adjustment be made to “Project Development 
Costs”? 

RECOMMENDATION : Yes, working capital should be increased by 
$40,584 and expenses should be reduced by $81,167. In addition, 
the Company should be directed to establish specific guidelines for 
determining which expenses should be capitalized and for 
determining when a project should be considered abandoned and when 
the associated accumulated capitalized expenses should be charged 
to operating expenses. (SLEMKEWICZ) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The Company has included $270,551 in Account 870, 
Supervision and Engineering, for project development costs for the 
projected test year. Based on documentation provided to the staff 
auditors, these costs consist of labor, car allowances, training, 
administrative, communications, travel, outside consultants and 
materials and supplies. Prior to 2000, the Company expensed all of 
these costs. In 2000, however, the Company began to capitalize 
some of these costs as preliminary survey and investigation charges 
in compliance with the Uniform System of Accounts. 

The Uniform System of Accounts under Balance Sheet Account 
183.2, Other Preliminary Survey and Investigation Charges, states: 

This account shall be charged with all expenditures for 
preliminary survey plans, investigations, etc. made for 
the purpose of determining the feasibility of utility 
projects under contemplation, ... N 

If construction results, this account shall be credited and the 
appropriate utility plant account charged. If the work is 
abandoned, the charge shall be made to Account 426.5 - Other 
Deductions, or the appropriate operating expense account. 

The $270,557 in Account 870 represents the total amount of the 
charges allocated to the Company by NU1 without any amounts being 
capitalized. On an actual basis for 2000, approximately 30% of the 
actual expenses for project development have been capitalized. It 
is difficult to determine whether this percentage is reasonable 
given the fact that there is no prior history to which it can be 
compared. Based on the facts as known, however, Staff recommends 
that an adjustment be made to capitalize 30% of the charges 
included in the projected test year. Therefore, expenses should be 
reduced by $81,167 and working capital should be increased by 
$40,584. In addition, the Company should be directed to establish 
specific guidelines for determining which expenses should be 
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capitalized and for determining when a project should be considered 
abandoned and when the associated capitalized expenses should be 
charged to operating expenses. 
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ISSUE 18: What is the appropriate projected test year Working 
Capital Allowance? 

RECOMMENDATION: The appropriate projected test year Working 
Capital i s  $3,543,416. (BRINKLEY) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: This is a calculation based upon the decisions 
made in Issues 16, 17, and 29. 
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Utility Plant in Service 

ISSUE 19: What is the appropriate projected test year Rate Base? 

RECOMMENDATION: The appropriate projected test year Rate Base is 
$120,930,316. (REVELL) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: This is a calculation based upon decisions in 
preceding issues. Company and staff positions are reflected in the 
following table and are discussed in the appropriate issues. 

169,205,682 182,127,486 

Acquisition Adjustment 

Common Plant Allocated 

1,814,318 1,814,318 

555,871 424,919 

I CWIP I 6,709,934 I 1,417,684 1 
Total Deductions (68,135,475) (68,397,507) 

Net Utility Plant 

Workinq Capital Allowance 

Total Rate Base 
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110,150,336 117,386,900 

3,836,435 3,543,416 

113,986,771 120,930,316 
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COST OF CAPITAL 

ISSUE 20: What is the appropriate cost rate of City’s common 
equity for the projected test year? 

RECOMMENDATION: The appropriate cost rate for City’s common 
equity for the projected test year is 11.5‘6, with a range of plus 
or minus 100 basis points. (D. DRAPER, LESTER) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: In its MFRs, City proposed a return on equity 
(ROE) of 11.7%. Commission staff deposed Roger Morin on the cost 
rate of equity. In his deposition, Witness Morin stated that he 
arrived at his recommendation of 11.7% by performing five risk 
premium analyses. The first two risk premium analyses are the 
Capital Asset Pricing Model (CAPM) and an empirical CAPM. The other 
three risk premium analyses were performed on prospective, 
historical, and allowed risk premium data from the natural gas 
distribution industry aggregate data. In addition, Mr. Morin 
performed a Discount Cash Flow (DCF) analysis on three surrogates 
for City’s gas distribution business which included: a group 
consisting of the natural gas distribution utilities that make up 
Moody’s natural gas distribution utility index, a group of 
generation divested electric utilities, and City‘s parent company, 
NUI. Mr. Morin‘s models use July 2000 market data and allow for 
a 5% flotation cost, i.e., the cost to shareholders of issuing 
common stock. 

The results of Mr. Morin’s risk premium and DCF analyses range 
from 10.2% to 13.1%. Mr. Morin states that the midpoint for the 
risk premium models and the CAPMs is 11.1% and that the midpoint 
for the selected DCF models is 12.6%. He recommends the average of 
these two midpoints of 11.7% as his estimate of the appropriate ROE 
for City. 

For his CAPM, Mr. Morin used a beta of .66 and a market risk 
premium of 6.9% derived from a historical risk premium and 
prospective DCF model. With a flotation cost adjustment of 5%, the 
CAPM result is 10.9%. Mr. Morin’s analysis, using the empirical 
CAPM, produced a return of 11.4%. At deposition, Mr. Morin stated 
that the difference between the traditional CAPM analysis and his 
empirical CAPM analysis is intended to compensate for what he 
believes is a downward bias reflected in beta statistics that are 
less than 1.0. 

Concerning the other three risk premium models, prospective, 
historical, and allowed, the prospective risk premium result of 
10.2% is the most useful. The historical risk premium models are 
based on historical, earned returns which include several years 
when negative risk premiums occurred, i.e., bond returns exceeded 

- 25 - 



DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
DATE: January 4, 2001 

earned returns on stocks. Prospectively, such a result is 
illogical since common stock is riskier than bonds and, therefore, 
investors require a higher return for common stock. In addition, 
staff believes using allowed returns in a risk premium model is 
circular. The allowed returns may be based on the analysis of 
previous stipulated ROES, which may or may not be based on 
financial market data. 

Mr. Morin's DCF results for Moody's index of natural gas 
distribution companies, generation divestiture electric utilities 
and City's parent company, NUI, used two different recognized 
earnings growth rates, IBES and Value Line. The results for the 
three groups mentioned and the two growth rates ranged from a high 
of 18.9% to a low of 12.4%. Analysts differ on what the 
appropriate growth rate should be for the DCF model. Mr. Morin 
uses a projected earnings growth rate in his DCF model. Staff 
believes that Mr. Morin's DCF results would have been lower if a 
dividend growth rate, instead of a earnings growth rate, was used 
in his models. 

The required return depends on investor expectations and can 
be estimated using financial models that, in turn, use inputs from 
the stock and bond markets. The required return is the minimum 
return necessary to attract capital. Staff believes that 
investors' required return for an investment is the appropriate 
measure for deciding the appropriate cost rate for common equity 
because it meets the capital attraction and comparable risks 
standards of the HoDe and Bluefield cases. A projected earnings 
growth rate is one type of growth rate that can be used in a DCF 
model to calculate a company's ROE. One criticism of using 
projected earnings growth is that it is more volatile than dividend 
growth rates. Staff believes that by using a dividend growth rate, 
a more stable and measurable stream of return can be estimated to 
match investors' expectations. 

Regarding the risk position of City, the business risk of 
local distribution companies (LDCs) has increased due to some 
remaining uncertainties surrounding open access, competition from 
fuel oil and propane, and greater bargaining power of customers and 
suppliers. In addition, the Commission's recent decision to allow 
all non-residential customers to choose their natural gas supplier 
should raise competition between marketers and LDCs, in turn 
exerting a downward pressure on natural gas prices (Docket No. 
960725-GU, Order No. PSC-00-0630-FOF-GU). Mr. Morin testifies that 
City's financial risk is above average due to a lower than average 
common equity ratio and its small size. Mr. Morin further remarks 
that, although a slightly higher return would be warranted for City 
due to its size, the risk is largely offset by the favorable 
regulatory environment under which the company operates. 
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Ultimately, deciding the appropriate cost rate for common 
equity is a subjective process. In staff's opinion, Mr. Morin's 
DCF results would provide a lower return if a dividend growth rate 
instead of a earnings growth rate were used. Staff believes that 
an earnings growth rate is more volatile than a dividend growth 
rates. Staff believes using a dividend growth rate produces a more 
measurable stream of return in which to provide a better estimate 
of investors' expectations. In addition, staff takes exception 
with Mr. Morin's use of the historical and allowed risk premium 
models because of the inclusion of negative risk premiums in the 
historical risk premium model and the allowed risk premium model's 
circularity. 

Staff believes that Mr. Morin's CAPM and prospective risk 
premium models provide a reasonable range for the cost of common 
equity. Therefore, staff deems it is appropriate to average Mr. 
Morin's CAPM and prospective risk premium models to calculate an 
ROE. In addition, staff would make an adjustment for City's 
smaller size and less than average equity ratio. Averaging Mr. 
Morin's risk premium models and adjusting for a smaller equity 
ratio would result in a cost rate for common equity of 11.5%. By 
using this method, staff believes it allows for consideration of 
City's financial risk and meets the capital attraction and 
comparable risks standards of the and Bluefield cases. 

The Commission typically allows a range around the ROE of plus 
or minus 100 basis points for regulatory purposes such as measuring 
earnings and setting interim rates. Therefore, staff recommends 
that the appropriate cost rate for common equity be 11.5%, plus or 
minus 100 basis points. 
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ISSUE 21: What is the appropriate amount of accumulated deferred 
taxes to include in the capital structure? 

RECOMMENDATION: The appropriate amount of accumulated deferred 
taxes to include in the- capital structure is $10,488,832. (C. 
ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Per MFR Schedule G-3, Page 2 of 11, the Company 
proposes to include accumulated deferred taxes of $10,488,832 in 
its projected 2001 test year capital structure. The accumulated 
deferred taxes have been specifically identified. Consistent with 
its last two rate cases, the per book amount, $20,221,678, is 
reduced a total of $9,732,846 for the taxes related to the NU1 
acquisition adjustment ($5,939,530) and its non-utility leased 
appliance operations ($3,793,316). 
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ISSUE 22: What is the appropriate amount and cost rate of the 
unamortized investment tax credits to include in the capital 
structure? 

RECOMMENDATION: The appropriate amount of unamortized investment 
tax credits (ITCs) to include in the capital structure is $883,654. 
The appropriate cost rate is zero. ( C .  ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Per MFR Schedule G-3, Page 2 of 11, consistent 
with its last two rate cases, the Company proposes to include ITCs 
of $883,654 in its projected 2001 test year capital structure at 
zero cost. The ITCs have been specifically identified. Staff 
agrees that the amount and the cost rate, as filed, are 
appropriate. 
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ISSUE 23: Has FAS 109 been appropriately reflected in the capital 
structure, such that it is revenue neutral? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. FAS 109 has been appropriately reflected in 
the capital structure, such that it is revenue neutral. (C. ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Per MFR Schedule G-3, Page 2 of 11, the Company 
proposes to include accumulated deferred taxes of $10,488,832 in 
its projected 2001 test year capital structure. This $10,488,832 
includes FAS 109 regulatory assets and liabilities. A s  such, the 
Company has appropriately reflected FAS 109 in its capital 
structure, such that it is revenue neutral. 
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ISSUE 24:  What is the appropriate capital structure for City Gas? 

RECOMMENDATION: The appropriate capital structure for City should 
be based on NU1 Utilities, Inc.'s capital structure for investor 
sources. Amounts for customer deposits, deferred taxes, and ITCs 
should be specifically identified at the City level. (D. DRAPER, 
LESTER) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: In previous City rate cases, the company had 
agreed with staff to use NUI's ratios of investors' sources of 
capital in its capital structure. NU1 is the source of investor 
capital for City. Therefore, the company filed a subsidiary 
capital structure using the ratios of investor sources of capital 
adjusted to reflect NUI's capital structure. 

NUI's capital structure was projected for the test year by 
including debt and common stock issues subsequent to the base year 
and allowing for the amortization of existing debt. An amount for 
leased appliances was removed directly from NUI's equity before 
calculating an equity ratio of 43.38%. By using these calculated 
ratios, City adjusted its capital structure to reflect the relative 
ratios of investor capital maintained at the parent company level. 
City then removed the total dollar amount of leased appliances, on 
a pro-rata basis, from its rate base. Although, it has been the 
Commission's practice to remove all non-utility investment at the 
company level specifically from common equity, staff had concerns 
with the low equity ratio of City. Consequently, staff believed it 
to be prudent to allow the pro-rata adjustment of non-utility 
investments in City's capital structure over investor sources. 
This treatment is consistent with the Commission's decision in 
Order No. PSC-94-1570-FOF-GU issued December 19, 1994, regarding 
one of City Gas' previous rate case. In addition, the company 
specifically removed the deferred tax amounts associated with the 
non-utility leased appliances in the capital structure. 

In its MFRs, the company did not include capital leases in the 
calculation of its long-term debt. Staff believes capital leases 
should be treated as debt. Therefore, staff has made specific 
adjustments to investor sources to compensate for the inclusion of 
capital leases in the calculation of long-term debt. The resulting 
adjustment to NUI's ratio of investors' sources resulted in a 
change to its equity ratio from 43.38% to 42.84%. Capital leases 
are a form of long-term debt and should be included in the 
calculation of long-term debt for capital structure purposes. 
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ISSUE 25: 
for the projected test year? 

RECOMMENDATION: The appropriate weighted average cost of capital 
for the projected test year is 7.85%? (D .  DRAPER, LESTER, C. 
ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: City is a wholly-owned subsidiary of NUI, which 
provides all investor capital to its subsidiaries. City has been 
financed entirely with common equity by its parent company. 
Therefore, for ratemaking purposes, the appropriate capital 
structure for City's projected test year ending September 30, 2001, 
should be based on the relative percentages of investor capital 
maintained at the parent level. City specifically identified the 
balances for ITCs, deferred income taxes, and customer deposits. 
The appropriate capital structure for City is discussed in more 
detail in Issue 24. 

What is the appropriate weighted average cost of capital 

Based on the utility's MFR filing and including staff's 
adjustment to long-term debt, the appropriate weighted average cost 
of long-term debt is 6.58%. Staff then made pro-rata adjustments 
over investor sources to reconcile capital structure to rate base. 
Staff believes that the company's cost rate for customer deposits 
of 6.73%, is reasonable. In addition, staff agrees with the company 
that the ITCs and deferred taxes should have a zero cost rate. As 
was previously discussed in Issue 20, staff recommends 11.50% as 
the appropriate cost rate for common equity. 

Based on the relative amounts of investor capital, ITCs, 
deferred income taxes, customer deposits and the respective cost 
rates discussed above, the resulting weighted average cost of 
capital is 7.85%. Attachment 2 shows the components, amounts, cost 
rates and weighted average cost of capital associated with the 
September 30, 2001, projected test year capital structure. 
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ISSUE 26: Has City properly removed PGA Revenues, expenses, and 
taxes-other from the projected test year? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes, the Company has properly removed PGA 
Revenues, expenses and taxes - other from the projected test year. 
(L. ROMIG, C. ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The Company made adjustments to remove $25,129,968 
in cost of gas revenues; $25,004,943 in cost of gas and $125,025 in 
taxes - other; which remove the effect of cost of gas, in net 
operating income. No further adjustments are appropriate. 
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NET OPERATING INCOME 

ISSUE 2 7 :  Has City properly removed conservation revenues, 
expenses, and taxes-other from the projected test year? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes, the Company properly removed conservation 
revenues, expenses and taxes - other from the projected test year. 
( L .  ROMIG, C. ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The Company made adjustments to remove $2,319,744 
in conservation revenue; $2,308,203 in conservation expenses and 
$11,541 in taxes - other; which removes the effect on conservation 
in net operating income. No further adjustments are appropriate. 
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ISSUE 28:  What is the appropriate amount of projected test year 
total Operating Revenues? 

RECOMMENDATION: The appropriate level of projected test year 
total Operating Revenues is $35,441,489. (WHEELER, REVELL) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Staff reviewed the Company’s revenues for the 
projected test year as filed and is recommending no adjustment. 
However, in Issue 4, Staff recommended several changes as a result 
of annualizing the effects of the Clewiston Pipeline Expansion 
Project. Staff recommended increasing revenues by $1,866,852 to 
recognize this change. Therefore, the appropriate amount of 
projected test year total Operating Revenues is $35,441,489. 
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ISSUE 29:  Should an adjustment be made for the gain on sale of the 
Medley property? 

RECaMMENDATION: Yes, projected test year working capital should be 
reduced by $48,148, and expenses should be reduced by $36,111 to 
amortize the gain on the sale of the Medley property. (L. ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: In August 1997, the Company sold its Medley 
property for a gain of $788,169. The Company properly recorded the 
amount attributed to the regulated portion of $180,556 above the 
line. City did not amortize any portion of this gain. In some 
cases the Commission has amortized gains on sales of property over 
five years, with the unamortized portion of the gain included in 
working capital as a cost-free liability. This regulatory 
treatment was stated in Order No. 11628, issued February 17, 1983, 
for Florida Power Corporation. The order stated "We are amortizing 
these gains/losses over a five-year period. In addition, we are 
also including the unamortized portion of these gains as cost-free 
current liabilities in the Company's working capital allowance...". 

Had the company actually begun to amortize the gain in August 
1997, the remaining 13-month average unamortized balance for the 
2001 test year would have been $48,148. Staff recommends that, for 
ratemaking purposes, the five-year amortization period of the gain 
should have begun in August 1997. Including this amount as a 
liability in working capital has the effect of reducing working 
capital. Therefore, staff recommends that rate base be reduced by 
$48,148 on a 13-month average basis. 

An additional adjustment related to this transaction is the 
yearly amortization amount of $36,111 ($180,556/5=$36,111). 
Amortization of gains are considered a "contra" expense. 
Therefore, staff recommends that expenses be reduced by $36,111 for 
the yearly amortization that was not recognized in the company's 
filing. 

This adjustment was also made in the Company's interim 
request, Order No. PSC-00-2101-PCO-GU, issued November 6, 2000. 
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ISSUE 30: Has the Company properly allocated expenses between 
regulated and non-regulated operations? 

RECOMMENDATION: No. Expenses should be reduced $267,871 for non- 
utility operations. A non-utility adjustment for Account 923, 
Outside Services, in the amount of $506,017, which includes NU1 
corporate services, is recommended in Issue 38. (BRINKLEY) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Common expenses totaling $3,382,957 should be 
allocated to non-utility at 16.626% based on the three-factor 
method discussed in Issue 11. The Company allocated these expenses 
10.5% on average. The adjustment necessary to allocate these 
expenses at 16.626% to non-utility operations is a decrease of 
$206,963. 

Non-utility insurance expense recorded in a subaccount of 
Account 924, Property Insurance, was not removed from expenses. An 
adjustment should be made to remove non-utility insurance expense 
in the amount of $37,557. 

The Company did not allocate a portion of bill production and 
postage to non-utility. The Company stated that it includes a line 
on the utility bill for the appliance charge only as a convenience 
to its customers. Alternatively, the Company could give their 
appliance customers a coupon book with which to remit their monthly 
payments. The Company stated that it could produce and mail a 
coupon book for an annual charge of $0.60 per appliance customer or 
$23,352 in total. Staff recommends reducing expenses $23,352 for 
100% of the appliance business’s avoided cost. 
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ISSUE 31: Should an adjustment be made to expenses for certain 
memberships, dues, and charitable contributions? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes, 1 9 9 9  expense should be reduced $4,685 and 
projected expenses should be reduced $4,970. (BRINKLEY, L. ROMIG, 
REVELL ) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The Company removed $260,908 for projected test 
year expenses for membership dues, charitable contributions, and 
lobbying expenses representing expenses allocated from NU1 to City. 
Based on information provided by the Company, $4,685 in additional 
expenses recorded in Account 930.2, Miscellaneous General Expenses, 
should have been removed from 1 9 9 9  expenses or $4,970 after 
trending for similar type expenses. 
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ISSUE 32: Should an adjustment be made to employee insurance and 
benefits? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. Expenses in Account 926, Employee Pensions 
and Benefits, should be increased by $357,075. Additionally, Plant 
in Service should be increased $31,910. (REVELL) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Account 926, contains $803,844 in expenses 
related to benefits for City employees, and $1,313,407 for the 
allocated amount for NU1 employees. The amounts in the MFRs were 
based on the Company’s preliminary budget. These amounts were 
later revised downward to $606,876 and $964,731, respectively. In 
addition, the Company removed $934,629 in expenses which related to 
non-regulated employees. An examination of the revised budgeted 
amounts indicated that the revised numbers did not include any non- 
regulated expenses, so the adjustment to remove the $934,629 in 
expenses was made in error. The revised budget amount ($803,844- 
$606,876 + $1,313,407-$964,731) decreases expense by $545,644. The 
improper removal of expenses for non-regulated employees increases 
expenses by $934,629. The net increase to Account 926 should be 
$388,985 ($934,629-$545,644). 

Also, the Company included a reduction of benefits for 
capitalized labor in the amount of $142,992, based on a 35% 
benefits rate on a capitalized labor amount of $408,548. The 
revised budget amount of capitalized labor is $460,268. The 
associated benefits are 38% based on 1999 actual data. Therefore, 
capitalized benefits should be $174,902 ($460,268 x 38%). This 
recalculation decreases expense by $31,910 ($174,902-$142,992). 
This recalculation increases capitalized labor. As a result, 
Plant in Service is increased by $31,910. 
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ISSUE 33: What is the appropriate amount of rate case expense and 
what is the appropriate amortization period for that expense? 

RECOMMENDATION: Based on the latest information provided by the 
Company, the appropriate amount of rate case expense is $199,456, 
amortized over four years. (REVELL) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The Company had projected that it would incur 
total rate case expense of $369,000, with $75,000 of this amount 
projected to be incurred if this case goes to hearing. In 
addition, it appears that the remaining expenses will not be 
incurred at the projected level. The latest information provided 
by the company indicates that the company has incurred $199,456 in 
rate case expenses. The Company now projects a total rate case 
expense of $321,390, assuming that a hearing is not requested. 

The Company projected an annual amortization expense of 
$123,000 over three years in Account 928, Regulatory Commission 
Expenses. Staff is recommending a four year amortization period 
for two reasons. It has been four years since City filed for a 
rate increase, and a four year amortization period was approved for 
the Florida Division of Chesapeake Utilities Corporation in Order 
No. PSC-00-2263-FOF-GU, issued November 28, 2000. Staff recommends 
that Account 928 be reduced $73,136, i.e., [ ($369,000/3)- 
($199,456/4)], for the projected test year to reflect the reduced 
level of rate case amortization. 
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ISSUE 3 4 :  Should an adjustment be made to bad debt expense? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes, bad debt expense should be reduced $297,441. 
(L. ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The company projected $840,000 in bad debt expense 
for the year 2001, an increase of $332,000 from 1999 to 2001. The 
company projected its bad debt expense to increase only $15,240 
from 1999 to 2000. 

Witness Clancy stated on pages 16 and 17 of his testimony that 
"the increase is a result of a significant deterioration in the 
company's customer account collections in 2000 and its current 
delinquencies in its Miami Division. Write-offs for the past year 
have been running substantially over the historical experience, 
which was the basis for the uncollectible provision in 1999." The 
witness also states the higher level of expense in 2000 and 2001 
should produce adequate allowance balances. 

On pages 16 and 17 of his testimony, Witness Gruber summarized 
the methods the company has taken to improve its payments and 
collection methods to increase payment options for customers in 
arrears and to improve collections. In staff's opinion, the new 
steps to improve collections should help to reduce the 
uncollectible accounts in 2001 and to mitigate the tremendous 
projected $332,000 increase in expense from 1999 to 2001. 

In prior cases, the Commission has tested the reasonableness 
of a company's bad debt expense by using a four year average of net 
write-offs as a percent of residential and commercial revenues. 
Based on this calculation for the 1997-2000 period, the average 
percent of net write offs is .947%. This methodology results in an 
allowable expense of $542,559 for 2001. Therefore, an adjustment 
should be made to reduce the company's projected expense by 
$297,441. This results in a reasonable amount of expense given the 
company's stated goal of implementing strategies for reducing the 
level of bad debts. This adjustment also affects the bad debt 
component of the revenue expansion factor in Issue 50. 

It should also be noted that this adjustment is for ratemaking 
purposes only. For surveillance, annual report and other reporting 
purposes, the company's actual bad debt expense should be reported. 
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ISSUE 35: Should an adjustment be made for late fees related to 
leased vehicles? 

RECOMM!ZNDATION: Yes, expenses should be reduced $3,540 in the test 
year and $3,175 in the projected test year. ( L .  ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The Company incurred late fees of $3,540 in the 
test year related to past due amounts for vehicles leased from SIS 
Express Car Rental, Inc., and expensed to Account 880 - Other 
Expenses. 

In staff's opinion, late fees are penalty type expenses and 
should not be borne by the ratepayers. Therefore, test year 
expenses should be reduced $3,540 and projected expenses reduced 
$3,175. 
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ISSUE 36: Should meter turn ons, turn offs expenses be reduced? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes, projected test year expenses should be 
reduced $217,910 for duplication of expenses. (L. ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: During the historic test year the appliance 
operation was responsible for performing meter turn ons, turn offs, 
etc. Effective with the beginning of fiscal year ended September 
30, 2000, the appliance business was separated from the utility 
business. The Company budgeted expenses in Account 878 - Meter and 
House Regulator Expenses in the amount of $654,871 for meter turn 
ons, turn offs, read onlys and nonpayment turn ons for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2001. Although the company budgeted for 
Account 878, it did not reduce the accounts where the charges for 
this type of work was performed. These accounts were trended and 
included in the expenses for projected year end 9/30/01 on, MFR 
Schedule G-2. The total is $217,910. 

Expenses in Account 878 for projected fiscal year end 9/30/01 
should be reduced in the amount of $217,910 to remove the effect of 
duplication expenses. 
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ISSUE 31: Should an adjustment be made to remove duplicative O&M 
expenses? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. O&M expenses should be reduced $276,708 to 
eliminate duplicative expenses. (BRINKLEY) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Monthly overhead f o r  Utility Billing Service 
(UBS), an affiliate company that handles City's billing, was left 
in Account 921, Office Supplies and Expenses, even as the Company 
included it in Account 903, Customer Records and Collections 
Expenses. Duplicative expenses of $213,823 related to UBS should 
be removed from Account 921. 

In the historical base year, City consolidated the customer 
care and collections operations for Elizabethtown Gas Company and 
City Gas Company. In the Company's process of modifying its 
accounts and budgets, it included expenses of $62,885 twice. For 
this reason, O&M should be reduced $62,885. 
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ISSUE 38: Should an adjustment be made to Account 923, Outside 
Services? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. Account 923 should be reduced $506,017 for 
non-utility operations and $40,328 for duplicative expenses. 
(BRINKLEY) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: NU1 Corporate expenses allocated to the Company 
were charged to Account 923 and then allocated to non-utility at 
11.2%. Staff determined the correct non-utility allocation to be 
16.626% based on the three-factor allocation method explained in 
Issue 11. Therefore, an adjustment should be made to remove 
$273,202 of NU1 Corporate expenses for non-utility operations. 
Similarly, administrative and general expenses were allocated to 
non-utility at 11.85%. Using Staff's recommended allocation rate 
of 16.626%, a reduction of $33,192 to administrative and general 
expenses should be made. 

The Company is now using Elizabethtown Dispatching to dispatch 
its after-hours and emergency calls. Staff recommends that the 
portion of the Elizabethtown Dispatching budget to be included in 
the Company's utility operations be based on the ratio of City 
customers to total customers served for those periods in which City 
customers utilize the service adjusted for high call volume days 
and evenings. At present, the Company has 100,719 customers out of 
a total of 352,025 customers for a normal allocation rate of 
28.611%. Staff recommends twice the allocation rate for high 
volume days, 57.222%. 

The Company monitored the number of calls on all shifts for 
two weeks and found that 34% of all calls are after hours. The 
Company provided Staff with a list of days and hours when Florida 
operations were supported because of unusually high call volume. 
From J u l y  1, 2000 to December 2, 2000, there were 16 high volume 
days, 8 of which were high volume during regular hours as well. 
Staff projects that through the end of 2000 there will be 4 more 
high volume days, 2 of which will occur throughout regular hours as 
well as after hours. The calculation for City's allocation is as 
follows: 
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Budget : $1,642,573 
After-hours portion: $558,475 ( 3 4 % )  
Regular-hours portion: $1,084,098 ( 6 6 % )  

After-hours portion allocated to City: 
1 ( 2 0 / 1 8 2  of days) x 5 7 . 2 2 2 %  x $558,4751 

+ [ ( 1 6 2 / 1 8 2 )  x 2 8 . 6 1 1 %  x $558,4751 
= $171,346 (Continued on next page.) 

Regular-hours portion allocated to City: 
[ ( 1 0 / 1 8 2 )  x 57.222% x $1,084,0981 

= $34,085 

Total City allocation: $211,431.  

Staff does not recommend a portion of the regular-hours budget 
be allocated to City on days when there is not unusually high call 
volume since City customers do not utilize the dispatching service 
then. Based on the preceding calculations, an adjustment should be 
made to reduce dispatching expenses by $199,623.  

The Company included projected legal expenses of $40,328 in 
Account 923 derived from $38,013 of legal expenses incurred in 1 9 9 9  
relating to the Homestead Lateral acquisition. These costs were 
moved to the acquisition adjustment without being removed from 
Account 923. An adjustment should be made to reduce Account 923 by 
$40,328 to correct this error. 
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ISSUE 39: Should an adjustment be made to the various expense 
accounts for the Call Center? 

RECOMMENDATION : Yes. An adjustment should be made to reduce 
expenses related to the Call Center by $31,888. (BRINKLEY) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Six months of Call Center rent, $29,911, was 
included in Account 931, Rents. This rent is now considered a part 
of NU1 Corporation and is allocated to the Company at 25% in 
Account 903. Therefore the duplicative amount, $29,911, should be 
removed from Account 931. In addition, $75,000 was projected for 
full year rent in Account 903 even though $67,092 was actually 
realized. An adjustment should be made to reduce rent by the 
Company's portion, or $1,977, for this misprojection. 
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DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
DATE: January 4, 2 0 0 1  

ISSUE 40:  Are the trend rates used by City to calculate projected 
O&M expenses appropriate? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. The trend rates used by the Company are 
appropriate. (BRINKLEY, STALLCUP, SPRINGER) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Staff examined the payroll rate increase, general 
inflation rate, and the customer growth rate used by the Company 
and found they were appropriate. 
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DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
DATE: January 4, 2001 

ISSUE 41: Has City used the appropriate trend basis for each O&M 
account? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. The Company has used the appropriate trend 
basis for each account. (BRINKLEY) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Staff examined each O&M account and determined 
that the Company used the appropriate trend basis for each account. 
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DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
DATE: January 4, 2001 

I S S U E  42:  Should t h e  p r o j e c t e d  t e s t  yea r  O&M expense be a d j u s t e d  
f o r  t h e  e f f e c t  of any changes t o  t h e  t r e n d  f a c t o r s ?  

RECCMMENDATION: No. Projected t e s t  year  O&M expenses should not  
be a d j u s t e d  f o r  changes t o  t h e  t r e n d  f a c t o r s .  (BRINKLEY) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: S t a f f  made no changes t o  t h e  t r e n d  b a s i s  of any 
account  and t h e r e f o r e  proposes  no ad jus tments  f o r  t h e  e f f e c t s  of 
changes t o  t h e  t r e n d  f a c t o r s .  
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DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
DATE: January 4, 2001 

ISSUE 43:  Should an adjustment be made for odorizing costs? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes, projected test year expenses should be 
reduced $7,286 to amortize the prepaid odorant costs over two and 
one half years. ( L .  ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The company purchased a two and a half year supply 
of odorant in 1998. The company included $17,180 in Account 887 - 
Maintenance of Mains in 1999 and trended to $18,226 in the 
projected test year. 

Consistent with prior Commission decisions and in the 
company's last rate case, Order No. PSC-96-1404-FOF-GU, issued 
November 20, 1996, in Docket No. 960502-GU, made an adjustment to 
amortize similar costs over a two year period. The company also, 
made an adjustment, reducing expenses $6,152 in its interim case, 
to amortize these costs over two and a half years. This adjustment 
was not made in the projected test year. 

Based on the above it would be appropriate to reduce 1999 
expenses $6,868 or projected expenses $7,286 to reflect the 
application of the "inflation only" trend factors. 
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DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
DATE: January 4, 2001 

ISSUE 4 4 :  What is the appropriate amount of projected test year 
O&M Expense? 

RECOMMENDATION: The appropriate amount of projected test year 
O&M expense is $18,142,658. (BRINKLEY) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: This is a calculation based on the decisions made 
in previous issues. 
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DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
DATE: January 4, 2001 

ISSUE 4 5 :  What is the appropriate amount of projected test year 
Depreciation and Amortization Expense? 

RECOMMENDATION: The appropriate amount of projected test year 
Depreciation and Amortization Expense is $7,332,329. ( P .  LEE) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: This is a calculation based on decisions in 
preceding Issues. Staff recommends that the projected test year 
Depreciation Expense be increased $418,278 in Issue 4; decreased 
$14,228 in Issue 5; increased $32,651 in Issue 11; decreased 
$35,549 in Issue 12; and, decreased $36,111 in Issue 29. The total 
of these adjustments is an increase of $365,041. Therefore, the 
appropriate amount of the depreciation expense for the projected 
test year is $7,332,329. 
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DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
DATE: January 4, 2001 

ISSUE 46: What is the appropriate amount of Taxes Other Than 
Income Taxes? 

RECOMMENDATION: The appropriate amount of Taxes Other is 
$2,484,259. (C. ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Per MFR G-2, Page 1 of 34, the Company proposes 
Taxes Other Than Income of $2,523,303 for year 2001, as follows: 

Payroll Taxes $ 357,871 
State Intangible 6,500 
Utility Assessment (RAF) 177,379 
Property Taxes 1,958,627 
Sales Tax Discounts (1,080) 
Use Tax 24,000 

Total $ 2,523,303 

Staff recalculated the Utility Assessmer Fees by applying the 
Regulatory Assessment Fee (RAF) rate of .005 to the company 
adjusted revenue of $33,574,631, resulting in staff recommended 
Utility Assessment Fees of $167,873, and a $9,506 decrease to the 
Company requested amount of $117,319. Also, in Issue 4, staff 
recommends increasing Company Adjusted Revenue by $1,866,852. 
Applying the .005 RAF rate to the $1,866,852 increase in revenue, 
results in additional RAFs of $9,334. The required adjustment is 
therefore a net decrease of $172. 

The Company proposes $1,958,627 in property taxes. The 
Company did not allocate property taxes to non-utility operations. 
Property taxes for common plant allocated to non-utility properties 
are approximately $15,261, calculated as follows: 

Locat ion 

%!?m&. 25 St. 

Amount 

$22,526.67 

%gm&. 25 St. 13,606.74 
Titusville 1,239.21 
Rockledge 9,383.97 
Non-utility Property Taxes 

Non-utilitv % Non-utilitv 

41% $ 9,235.93 

19% 
58% 
29% 

2,585.28 
718.74 

2.721.35 
$15,261.31 
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DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
DATE: January 4, 2001 

Staff reduced property taxes by $15,261 for property taxes 
related to non-utility common plant. Projected property taxes of 
$1,958,627 have been reduced by $15,261 to $1,943,366. 

Use tax has been reduced by $23,612. In Year 1999, the 
Company included $388 in Taxes Other for Use Tax. In Year 2000, 
there is not adequate detail to determine the amount of Use tax in 
Taxes Other. In Year 2001, the Company included $24,000 in Taxes 
Other for Use tax. Because we were unable to determine the reason 
for the increase, staff reduced the Year 2001 amount to the Year 
1999 amount, a reduction of $23,612. 

Staff's adjustments to Taxes Other reduce the Company proposed 
amount of $2,523,304 by $39,045 to the staff recommended amount of 
$2,484,259. 
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DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
DATE: January 4 ,  2 0 0 1  

ISSUE 47:  What is the appropriate Income Tax Expense, including 
current and deferred income taxes and interest reconciliation? 

RECOMMENDATION: The appropriate Income Tax Expense, including 
current and deferred income taxes, and interest reconciliation is 
$ 1 , 0 6 9 , 4 8 7 .  ( C .  ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Per Company MFR G-2, Page 1 of 3 4 ,  the Company 
requested Income Tax Expense of $ ( 8 1 , 1 9 3 ) f o r  year 2 0 0 1 .  Review of 
the Company's calculation disclosed that the Company calculated its 
interest reconciliation incorrectly, using an incorrect interest 
expense in its calculation of tax expense. To correct the 
Company's error and adjust for changes in rate base and capital 
structure, staff increased income tax expense by $ 2 4 , 6 8 6 .  In 
addition, staff increased Income Tax Expense by $ 1 , 1 2 5 , 9 9 4  for 
other staff adjustments to NOI. This increases Income Tax Expense 
by $ 1 , 1 5 0 , 6 8 0  from $ ( 8 1 , 1 9 3 )  to $ 1 , 0 6 9 , 4 8 7 .  
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DOCKET N O .  000768-GU 
DATE: January 4 ,  2 0 0 1  

ISSUE 48: What is 
Expenses for the proj 

the 
ctec 

appropriate level of Total Operating 
test year? 

RECOMMENDATION: The appropriate level of total operating expenses 
for the projected test year is $29 ,028 ,732 .  (REVELL) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: This is a fallout calculation based on the 
decisions in preceding issues. 
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DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
DATE: January 4 ,  2001 

Operating Revenues 

ISSUE 49: What is the appropriate amount of projected test year 
Net Operating Income? 

33 ,574 ,637  35 ,441 ,489  

RECOMMENDATION: 
Operating Income is $6 ,412 ,757 .  (Attachment 3)  (REVELL) 

The appropriate amount of projected test year Net 

O&M 

STAFF ANALYSIS:  This is a fallout calculation based on the 
decisions in preceding issues. Company and staff positions are 
reflected below. 

1 9 , 5 9 4 , 0 8 0  18 ,142 ,658  

NET OPERATING INCOME 
For the Projected Test Year Ending 9/30/01 

Depreciation & Amortization 

Taxes-Other 

~ ~ ~~ 

6 ,967 ,288  7 ,332 ,329  

2 ,523 ,303  2 ,484 ,258  

Income Taxes 

Total Operating Expense 

Total NOI 

29 ,003 ,478  29 ,028 ,732  

4 ,571 ,159  6 ,412 ,757  
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DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
DATE: January 4, 2001 

ISSUE 5 0 :  What is the appropriate projected test year revenue 
expansion factor to be used in calculating the revenue deficiency 
including the appropriate elements and rates? 

RECOMMENDATION: The appropriate revenue expansion factor is 
1.6269. (C. ROMIG, L. ROMIG) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Calculation of the revenue expansion factor/net 
operating income multiplier as filed and as recommended by staff is 
shown on Attachment 4. The difference between staff and the 
company is the bad debt component in the expansion factor, 
resulting from staff's adjustment to bad debt expense as discussed 
in Issue 34. 
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DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
DATE: January 4, 2001 

Rate Base 

Rate of Return 

Required NO1 

ISSUE 51: What is t 
deficiency? 

$113,986,771 120,930,316 

I. 88% 7 . 8 5 %  

8,982,158 9,493,030 

2 appropr 

Achieved NO1 

NO1 Deficiency 

rejected 

~ 

4 ,511,159 6,412,157 

4,410,999 3,080,273 

st 

1) Revenue Expansion Factor 

e 

1 . 6 2 8 2  I 1. 62 69 11 

r reve U 

RECOMMENDATION: The appropriate projected test year revenue 
deficiency is $5,011,296. (REVELL) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: This is a fallout calculation based on the 
decisions in preceding issues. Company and staff positions are 
reflected in the following schedule. 

~ ~ 

CALCULATION OF REVENUE DEFICIENCY 
For the Projected Test Year Ending 9/30/01 

(Revenue Deficiency I $7,181,988 I $5,011,296 
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DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
DATE: January 4, 2001 

ISSUE 52: Should any portion of the $1,640,777 interim increase 
granted by Order No. PSC-00-2101-PCO-GU, issued November 6, 2000, 
be refunded to customers? 

RECOMMENDATION : No portion of the $1,640,777 interim revenue 
increase should be refunded. (REVELL) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: In this docket, the requested interim test year 
was the 12 months ended September 30, 1999. The Commission granted 
the interim increase noted above to City on October 17, 2000. 

Any interim increase i s  reviewed when final rates are derived 
to determine if any portion should be returned to the ratepayers. 
In this case, the test period for permanent rates significantly 
overlap the interim period, the rate case review requirements 
should be used for affirmation of the interim increase. 

In this case, interim rates went into effect November 16, 
2000, approximately six weeks after the beginning of the projected 
2001 projected test year, and will continue for approximately three 
more months of the projected test year. Therefore, the test period 
for permanent rates includes the period interim rates are in 
effect. The use of information used to determine rate case 
requirements has been subject to investigation by staff to 
determine appropriateness for rate setting. 

Staff believes that no refund of interim is required since the 
increase recommended for the projected test year exceeds the 
interim increase awarded. 
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DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
DATE: January 4, 2001 

ISSUE 53: Should City be required to submit, within 60 days after 
the date of the PAA Order in this docket, a description of all 
entries or adjustments to its future annual reports, rate of return 
reports, published financial statements, and books and records that 
will be required as a result of the Commission's findings in this 
rate case? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. The utility should be required to fully 
describe the entries and adjustments that will be either recorded 
or used in preparing reports submitted to the Commission. (REVELL) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: Various adjustments will be made to the records of 
City as a result of findings in this rate case. City should be 
required to fully describe the entries and adjustments that will be 
either recorded or used in preparing reports submitted to the 
Commission. 
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DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
DATE: January 4, 2001 

ISSUE 54:  What are the appropriate billing determinants to be used 
in the projected test year? 

RECOMMENDATION: The appropriate billing determinants to be used 
in the projected test year are indicated on Attachment No. 6, 
page 15. (WHEELER, SPRINGER) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The appropriate billing determinants to be used in 
the projected test year are indicated on Attachment No. 6, page 15. 
These billing determinants include the effect of annualizing the 
customer and therm growth associated with the Clewiston Pipeline 
Expansion Project, as discussed in Issue 3 .  
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DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
DATE: January 4, 2001 

ISSUE 55: What is the appropriate cost of service methodology to 
be used in allocating costs to the various rate classes? 

RECOMMENDATION : Staff's cost of service methodology adjusted for 
adjustments made to rate base, operations and maintenance expense, 
and net operating income. (WHEELER, SPRINGER) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The appropriate cost of service methodology to be 
used in allocating costs to the various rate classes is reflected 
in Staff's cost of service study included in Attachment No. 6, 
pages 1-15. The study reflects the adjustments made to rate base, 
operations and maintenance expense, net operating income and 
projected test year base rate revenues. 
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DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
DATE: January 4, 2001 

ISSUE 56: If any revenue increase is granted, what are the 
appropriate rates and charges for City resulting from the 
allocation of the increase among customer classes? 

RECOMMENDATION: The rates and charges are detailed on Attachment 
No. 7. (WHEELER, SPRINGER) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: These rates are subject to change based upon the 
resolution of other issues. 
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DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
DATE: January 4, 2001 

ISSUE 51: What is the appropriate effective date for any new rates 
and charges approved by the Commission? 

RECOMMENDATION: All new rates and charges should become effective 
for meter readings on or after 30 days from the date of the vote 
approving the rates and charges. (WHEELER, SPRINGER) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: All new rates and charges should become effective 
for meter readings on or after 30 days from the date of the vote 
approving them. This will insure that customers are aware of the 
new rates prior to being billed for usage under the new rates. 

Pursuant to Section 366.06(4), Florida Statutes, if the 
Commission's action is protested by a party other than the utility, 
the utility may put its requested rates into effect under bond, 
escrow or corporate undertaking subject to refund. If the utility 
does put the rate into effect in this manner, it must first give 
notice to the Commission and file the appropriate tariffs. The 
utility must keep accurate records of amounts received in 
accordance with Section 366.06(3), Florida Statutes. 
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DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
DATE: January 4, 2001 

ISSUE 5 8 :  Should this docket be closed? 

RECOMMENDATION: Yes, this docket should be closed upon issuance of 
a Consummating Order unless a person whose substantial interests 
are affected by the Commission's decision files a protest within 21 
days of the issuance of the proposed agency action. (STERN) 

STAFF ANALYSIS: If no timely protest to the proposed agency action 
is filed within 21 days of the date of issuance of the Consummating 
Order, this docket should be closed upon the issuance of a 
Consummating order. 
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NO. 000768-GU 
DATE: January 4, 2001 

COMPARATiVE AVERAGE RATE BASES 

CiTY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA 
DOCKET NO. 000766-GU 
PTY 9130101 

__ 
iSSUE 
NO. __ 

PLANT IN SERVICE 

UTlLiTY PLANT 

32 Increase CapitalizRl Labor 
5 
4 

Remove for canceled and delayed Prolects 
Increase for Clewiston Expansion Pmject 

Total Piant-In-Service 

COMMON PLANT ALLOCATED 

Remove Common Plant 
Include NU1 Common Plant 

11 Increase Utility Common Plant 
12 Decrease NU1 HQ Allwtsd Plant 

Total Common Allocated 

ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENT 

Remove NU1 AcquisitiOn Adjustment 
Reduce Ft. Pisrut Acq. Adj. for Lost Rev. 

Total Acquisition Adjustment 

CONSTRUCTION WORK IN PROGRESS 

5 
11 Remove nonutility CWlP allocation 
4 

Remove for canceled and delayed projects 

Decrease for Clewiston Expansion Project 

Total Canrwction Work In Progress 

TOTAL PLANT 

DEDUCTIONS 

ACCUM. DEPR.- PLANT IN SERVICE 

Increase for Clewiston Expansion Project 
Remove for canceled and delayed projects 

Total Accum. O w . -  Plant In Service 

ACCUM DEPR. - COMMON PLANT 

Remove Common Plant Allocation 
Include NU1 Common Plant Accum. Depr. 

4 
5 

11 lnsrea~e utility Common PlanlND 
12 D ~ C R B ~ L .  NU1 HQ AIIoCated N O  

Total Acsum. Depr. -Common Plant 

ACCUM. AMORT. -ACQUISITION ADJ. 

Remove NU1 Acquisition Adj. Amart. 
Reduce FI. Pierce Acq. Adj. for Lost Rev 

Total Accum. Oepr. -Acquisition Adj. 

TOTAL DEDUCTIONS 

NET UTILITY PLANT 

WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

TOTAL RATE BASE 

ATTACHMENT 1 
04-Jan-2001 

COMPANY STAFF 

TOTAL COMPANY COMPANY STAFF STAFF 
PER BOOKS ADJS. ADJUSTED ADJS. ADJUSTED 

169,205,662 

31.910 
(465.675) 

13355.569 
__ 

0 169,205,662 12,921,804 162,127,468 169,205,682 

(5,367,636) 
3,923,513 

112.469 
(243.427) 

555.677 555,677 (130.956) 424.919 

31,184,548 0 

(29,335,430) 
(34.600) 

31,164,546 _(29,370,230) 1,614,316 0 1,614,316 

6,709,934 

(35,000) 
(24.635) 

(5,232,615) 
-~ 

6,709,934 0 6,709,934 (5292.250) 1.417.684 

207,100.184 ~ (26,814,353) 176,265,611 7,496,596 165,764,407 
__ 

67,713,522 

$272,632 
($12.254) 

67.713322 0 67,713,522 260.576 67.974.100 

0 0 0 

(1,570,509) 
1,565,150 

96.561 
(97.107) 

(5.359) (5,359) 1,454 (3.905) 

12,629,154 

(12,194,966) 
(6.664) 
-~ 

12,629,154 (12,201,652) 427,312 0 427.312 

60,342,666 (12.20721 1) 66,135,475 262,032 66,397,507 

126,757,476 (16,607,142) 110,150,336 7,236.564 117,386,900 

(33,279,225) 37,115,660 3.836.435 (293.019) 3,543,416 

-. 93.478.253 20,508,518 113,966,771 6,943,545 120,930,316 

._ 
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CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
P N  9130101 

~. 
ISSUE 

NO. 

16 
17 

29 

WORKING CAPITAL 

ASSETS 

COMPARATIVE WORKING CAPITAL COMPONENTS 

Nonutility Pmpetiy 
Accum. Depr. - Nonutilib PmDerty 
Other Special Funds 
Olher Receivables 
Unamortized Debt Expense 
Unamorlired Rate Case Expense 
Misc. Deferred Debits 
Unrecovered Gar Cost 

Decrease for Nanutility allocation 
Increas~ for Pmject Development Costs 

LlABlLlTiES 
Notes Payable 
Customer Deposits 
Interest Accrued 
Allocation to Nonregulated Activities 
Capital Leases - Current 
Total Deferred Credits 
Capital Leases (Long Term Portion?) 

ATTACHMENT 1A 
04-Jan-2001 

~- COMPANY AS FILED - s T E L ~ .  
TOTAL COMPANY COMPANY COMM. COMM. 

PER BOOKS ADJS. ADJUSTED ADJS. ADJUSTED 

(33,278,225) 

Decrease for unamort. portion of Medley gain 

TOTALS 

(27,999,877) 
17,166,923 

(28,813) 
2115 

(420.431) 
(301.371) 

(3,880,864) 
(1,780,652) 

(285.455) 
40.584 

26,572,040 
5,596,459 

289,145 
(1,022,287) 

341,789 
21,794,736 

586.548 

(48,148) 

133,279,225) 37,115,560 3,836,435 (293,019) _ _  3.543.416 
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City Gas of Florida 
~ ~ p r t k a f  year rn/m/oi 
OaMNo.  00D768-GU 
13 Man& Avenge 

COMPANY ADJUSTMENTS RRTE BASE ADJUSTMENTS 

4 
BOOKS SOURCES BOOKS SPECIFIC PRORATA BOOKS SPECIFIC PRORRTA ADJUSTED RRTlO RATE COST . a  

COMMON EQUITY 37,348,763 513,849,387 $50,998,147 ( 8 . 9 w i a )  42,084,429 (518,754) 2,974,847 4 4 . ~ 5 2 2  56.83% ii.m 4.24% N h 

CONFORM TO ADJUSTED _I____ 

PER INVESTOR ADJUSTED PER STAFF COST WEIGHTED 6 

_____ 

ooc 
LONG TERM DEBT 53.M5.941 5 , 9 2 4 . ~  m w o , a 2 3  (10,412,094) 49.m8.rz9 589.9s 3,560,501 53,309,165 44.08% 6.58% 2.90% + 

SHORTTERM DEBT 26 .572 .~0  (13,574,269) s6,997,?71 (1,223,105) 5,774,665 (71,181) 408,197 6,111,691 5.05% 8.03% 0.40% 

CUSTOMER DEPOSlTS 5,593,459 0 w5.598.459 5,596,459 5,596.459 4.63% 6.13% 0.31% 

DEFERRED TAXES - ZERO COST 20,221,678 o ~20,221,678 (9,732,846) 10,488,832 10,488,832 8.07% o .00~  O.W% 

883.654 883,654 0.73% Q.W% O.W% TAX CREDIT- ZERO COST 883.654 0 5883.654 

$144,268,532 W $8,943,545 $120,930,313 lW.O% 7.05% 

I 

4 
0 

I 

N 



DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
m: January 4, 2001 

A!IT-3 
P p G E l o F 2  

COMPARATIVE NOls 

CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORiDA 
NO. 000768-GU 
PTY 9/30/01 

__ 
ISSUE 
NO. 

4 

17 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
38 
39 
43 

ATTACHMENT 3 
Page 1 of 2 

04-Jan-2001 

COMPANY STAFF 

TOTAL COMPANY COMPANY STAFF STAFF- 
PER BOOKS ADJS. ADJUSTED ADJS. ADJUSTED 

OPERATING REVENUES 61,790681 
REVENUES DUE TO GROWTH 2,439,504 

Remove Cost of Gas 
Remove Conservation Costs 
Remove Revenue Related Taxes 
Remove Off System Sales Margins 

(25,129,968) 
(2,319,744) 
(2,523,902) 
(681.934) 

Increase for Clewiston Expansion Project 

TOTAL REVENUES 64,230,185. (30.655548) 33,574,637 1,866,852 35,441,489 

1,866,852 

OPERATiNG EXPENSES: 

COST OF GAS 25,004,943 

Remove Cost of Gas (25,004,943) 
-~ 

TOTAL COST OF GAS 25,004.943 (25.004.943) 0 0 0 

OPERATION 8 MAiNTENANCE EXPENSE 22.981.629 

Remove Appliance Business Expense (2,026,256) 
Remove Customer Care Benefits (577,680) 
Remove 10% of Ewnomic Development Exp. (207) 
Remove AGA Dues for Lobbying (4.045) 
Remove Nonutiiiiy ABG Expenses (82,423) 
Remove Membership Dues (4.402) 
Remove Nonrecurring Charges (260,908) 
Remove Depreciation Exp. in Allocation (431,628) 

Remove Project Dev. Costs 
Remove Nonutility allocated expenses 
Remove memberships, dues, 8 wntribitions 
Pension and Benefits adjustments 
Reduce Rate Case Expense to actual 
Reduce Bad Debt Expense 
Remove car rental late fees 
Remove duplication of meter turn onloff exp. 
Remove duplicate UBS 8 Cust. Care expenses 
Reduce Outside Services for nonutilii exp. 
Reduce Outside Services for duplicate exp. 
Reduce Call Center Rent (931.903) 
Reduce odorant costs 

(81,167) 
(267,871) 
(4.970) 

357,075 
(73.136) 
(297,441) 
(3.775) 

(217,910) 
(276,708) 
(506,017) 
(40.328) 
(31.888) 
(7,286) 

TOTALO8MEXPENSE 22,981,629- (3.387.549) 19,594,080 (l,451,42a .~ 18,142.658 

CONSERVATION COSTS 2,308.203 

Remove Conservation Costs (2,308,203) 
________ -~ 

0 0 TOTAL CONSERVATION COSTS 2.308,203_ (2,308,203) 0 ___- 

- 71 - 



DXKET NO. 0007684U 
DATE: Jan- 4, 2001 

COMPARATiVE NOls 

CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA 
NO. 000768-GU 
PTY 9130101 

~ 

iSSUE 
NO. __ 

TOTAL 
PER BOOKS 

DEPRECIATION AND AMORTIZATION 6,622,601 

Add N U  Common Plant Allocation 
Remove Common Plant Depreciation 

lnuease for Clewiston Expansion Pmject 
Remove far canceled and delayed projects 

Decrease NU1 HQ depreciation allocation 
Decrease for Medley gain amortization 

TOTAL DEPRECIATION 8 AMORTIZATION 6,622,601 

4 
5 
11 increase depr. exp. allocation 
12 
29 

TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 5,433,005 

Revenue Related Taxes 
Property tax 
Reguiatoty Assessment Fee 
Gross receipts. franchise fees 
Payroll taxes 

46 ReduceRAF 
46 Remove nonutility properly taxes 
46 Reduce Use Tax 

ATTACHMENT 3 
Page 2 of 2 

04-Jan-2001 

COMPANY STAFF 
___ 

COMPANY COMPANY STAFF STAFF 
-. ADJS. ADJUSTED ADJS. ADJUSTED 

572,977 
(228,290) 

418,278 
(14.2281 

(36,111) 

____ 344,687 6,967,288 365.041 7,332,329 

(2,523,902) 

(136,566) 

(249,234) 

(172) 
(15,261) 
(23,612) 

TOTAL TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 5,433,005- __- (2.909.702) 2,523,303 (39,045) 2.484258 

INCOME TAX EXPENSE (1.401.054) 

Income taxes - current 8 deferred 982.199 

47 Increase Income tax expense for other adjs. 1,125,994 

dterest SWcWRec Ad. 
interest S p N R e c  Aa,. 
TOTAL iNCOME TAXES 

24,686 
337,662 

(1,401,054) -1,319,861 (81,193) 1,150,680 1,069,487 

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 60,949,327 (31,945,849) 29,003.478 ~ 25,254 -. 29,028,732 

NET OPERATING INCOME 3,280.858 3 3 0 1  4,571,159 1.841.598 . - 6,412,757 
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CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
P P I  9/30101 

TREND RATES: ~- 

# I Payroll Rate Increase 
# 2 General Inflation Rate 
# 3 Customer Growth Rate 
# 4 2001 Preliminary Budget 

ACCOUNT 

870 Operation Supervision 8 Engineering 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 
Other not trended 
Staff adjustment for Projed Development Costs 

Total 

871 Distribution Load Dispatching 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 
Other trended 

Total 

872 Compressor Station Labor 8 Expense 
PayroU trended 
Other trended 

Total 

873 Compressor Station Fuel 8 Power 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 

Total 

874 Main 8 Service Expense 
Paymll trended 
Other trended 
Other trended 
Staff adjustments 

Total 

875 Measuring 8 Regulating Station General 
Paymll trended 
Other trended 
Other not trended 

Total 

876 Measure 8 Regulating Station industrial 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 

ATTACHMENT 5A 
05Jan-2001 

Page 1 of 8 

BASE YEAR PROJECTED 
+ I  TEST YEAR 

12/31/00 12/31/01 

4.00% 4.00% 
3.00% 3.00% 
0.82% 0.62% 

Budgeted 

PROJECTED TREND 
BASE YEAR BASE YEAR + 1 TEST YEAR BASIS 

1999 2000 2001 APPLIED 

440,410 458.026 476,347 
105.380 108,541 118,461 
306,763 306,763 270.557 

(101.895) 

852.553 873.331 763.470 
~~ 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 
~- 

- 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

-____ 
0 -  0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 - __ 

1,005,257 1,045,467 1,271.223 1 
278.646 287.005 295,616 2 

0 52.000 4 
0 (26;405) 

1,283,903 1,332,473 1392,434 
~~ __ 

8.288 
12,015 

10,567 
12,375 

8,946 1 
12.747 2 

- 20,303 22,942 21,693 

6.835 
0 

7.108 7,393 
0 0 

1 
2 
4 

Total 
~~ - 
-. 6,835 7.108 7,393 
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CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
P P I  9/30101 

877 Measure 8 Regulating Station City Gate 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 
Other not trended 

Total 

878 Meter 8 House Regulator Expense 
Paymll trended 
Other trended 
Other trended 
Staff adjustment for duplication of meter exp. 

Total 

879 Customer Service Expense 
Paymll trended 
Other trended 
Staff adjustment 

Total 

880 Other Expense Maps 8 Remrds 
Paymll trended 
Other trended 
Other trended 
Staff adjustment for car rental late fees 

Total 

881 Rents 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 

Total 

Total Distribution m e n s e  

2.852 2,966 
478 492 

0 0 

3,330 3.458 

354,315 368.488 
36,022 37,103 

0 
0 0 

390,337 405,590 

212,650 221,156 
81.336 83,776 

0 0 

293,986 304,932 

657,760 684.070 
636,066 655.148 

0 0 
(3,540) 

1,290,286 1,339,218 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

::<::::*j;*:y . .... ..,.,.,.,, "*l"ff3s $%$$ST zzwo5s ................ . ..... : .,... . .... : ......... . , 

3.085 
507 

0 

3,592 

ATrACHMENT 5A 
05-Jan-2001 

Page 2 of 8 

186,116 
38.141 

654,871 
(217,910) 

661,218 

172.918 
(97,065) 

(507) 

75,347 

712.712 
668.745 

0 
(42,818) 

1.338.639 

0 
0 

0 

...., .:.: ........... :.:.:.:...:.:.. :..4*6417gg ... 

..................... I:... . .: 
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ATTACHMENT 5A 
05-Jan2001 

Page 3 of 8 

CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
PTY 9/30/01 

885 Maintenance Supervision 8 Engineering 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 
Other not trended 

Total 

886 Maintenance of St~ctures 8 Improvements 
Paymll trended 
Other trended 
Other not trended 

Total 

887 Maintenance of Mains 
Paymll trended 
Other trended 
Other trended 
Staff adjustment for odorant costs 

Total 

888 Maintenance of Compressor Station Equip 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 
Other not trended 

Total 

889 Maintenance of Meas. 8 Reg. Station General 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 
Other not trended 

Total 

890 Maintenance of Meas. 8 Reg. Station Industrial 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 
Other not trended 

Total 

8 
48,729 

8 
50,191 

9 1 
51,697 2 

4 8 7 3 L  50,199 51,706 

283 
5.286 

294 
5.445 

306 1 
5.320 2 

5,739 5,626 5,569 

98,361 
572,402 

102.296 1 94.578 
555,730 

0 
(6,866) 

643,440 

593,672 2 
66,000 4 
(7.286) 

670,763 754.681 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

~ 

n 
~ n 

1,592 
0 

1,531 
0 

1,656 1 
0 

1,531 1,592 1.656 

26.248 
60,342 

27.298 
62.152 

28.390 1 
64,017 2 

92 ,4m 86,590 89,450 
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ATTACHMENT 5A CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
PTY 9130101 

891 Maintenance of Meas. & Reg. Station City Gate 
Payroll trended 59.260 61.830 64.096 
Other trended 
Other not trended 

Total 

892 Maintenance of Services 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 
Other not trended 

Total 

893 Maintenance of Meters 8 House Regulators 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 
Staff adjustments 

Total 

894 Maintenance of Other Equipment 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 
Other not trended 

Total 

Total Maintenance Expense 

2,874 2,960 3:049 

.- 
62,134 64,591 67,145 

47,797 49,709 51,697 
160,127 164.931 164,635 

207,924 214,640 216,332 

55.579 57,802 60,114 
46,980 48.389 49,485 

0 

102.555 106,192 109,599 

0 0 0 
5,618 5.787 5,960 

~~ ___________ ____ 
5.618 5,787 5,960 

8% .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

05Jan-2001 
Page 4 of 8 

1 
2 

1 
2 

1 
2 

2 
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CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
PTY 9/30/01 

901 Supervision 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 
Other not trended 

Total 

902 Meter Reading m e n s e  
Payroll trended 
Other trended 
Staff adjustments 

Total 

903 Customer Records & Collections 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 
Other 2000 
Other 2001 
Staff adjustments 

Total 

904 Uncollectible Accounts 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 
Staff adjustments for Bad Debt Expense 

Total 

Total Customer Account Expense 

ATTACHMENT 5A 
05Jan-2001 

Page 5 of 8 

69,530 69.530 19.754 
15,025 15,025 2,643 

84.55s 84,555 22,397 

409.385 425,760 441,466 
147,056 151,468 147.897 

0 

556,441 577.228 589,363- 

743,636 743,636 452,259 
165,364 165,364 202,589 

0 0 822,679 
342,174 342,174 440,007 

(25,329) 

1 , 2 5 1 , n  1,251,77T 1,892,2= 

0 0 0 
508.000 523.240 840.000 

(297,441) 
-. ~ 

508,000 ~ 523,240 542,559 

4 
4 

1 
2 

4 
4 
4 
4 

A 

- 77 - 



CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
PTY 9/30/01 

909 Infor. 8 Instructional Advertising 
Other trended 
Over-remvely. not trended 

ATTACHMENT SA 
05-Jan-2001 

Page 6 of 8 

0 0 (231,213) 2 
0 0 242.754 

Staff adjustments 0 
Total 0 0 -  11,541 

911 Supervision 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 
Other not trended 

Total 

912 Selling a Demonstrating Expense 
Payroll trended 
Payroll not trended 
Other 2001 
Staff adjustment 
Total 

913 Advertising m e n s e  
Payroll trended 
Other trended 
Other not trended 

Total 

916 Miscellaneous Sales m e n %  
Payroll trended 
Other trended 
Other trended 

Total 

Total Sales E m n s e  

29,669 30.856 32.090 1 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

29,669 30.856 32.090 
~~ 

296.484 308,343 320,677 1 
138.838 143,003 143,963 2 
467.822 467,822 412,719 4 

903,144 919,169 877,359 

0 0 0 

0 

0 

(1.376) (1.417) 0 2 

(264) (275) 0 1 
8.959 9,228 18.672 2 

0 
~~ 

8,695 8.953 18,672 
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CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
PTY 9/30/01 

ATTACHMENT 5A 
05Jan-2001 

Page 7 of 8 

920 Administrative 8 General Salaries 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 
Other 2000 
Other 2000 
Staff adjustment 

Total 

921 Office Supplies & Expenses 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 
Other trended 
Other trended 
Staff adjustments 
Total 

922 Administrative Exp. TransfemSredit 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 
Other not trended 

Total 

923 Outside Services Employed 
Other trended 
Customer care not trended 
Oiher trended 
Staff adjustments 

Total 

924 Property Insurance 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 
Staff adjustments 

Total 

925 Injuries & Damages 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 
Staff adjustments 

Total 

926 Employee PensionslBenefits 
Capitalized benefits trended 
Pension trended 
Company group Insurance trended 
401K 8 Stock Purchase trended 
Employee programs trended 
Billed tolfrom benefits trended 
Stock grants trended 
Restructuring trended 
Staff adjustments 

Total 

927 Franchise Requirements 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 

Total 

59,984 62,383 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

5 9 m  62.383 

0 0 
112,844 116.229 
763,904 786,821 
664.000 683.920 

1,540,748 1,586,970 

0 0 
0 0 

- - 
0 0 

230.831 237,756 
218,630 218.830 

4,719,576 4,861,163 
0 0 

5,169,037 5,317,549 

0 0 
35,401 36,463 

35.401 36,463 

0 0 
409.182 421,457 

409,182 421,457 

(774,764) (774,764) 
(21 5,576) (215,576) 
724,316 724.316 
99,724 102,716 
31.343 32.283 

1,216,043 1,216.043 
120,666 120,666 
(32.682) 0 

____. 
1,169,070 1,205,684 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 ____ 

73.71 1 1 
0 
0 
0 

(8,494) 

65,217 
- 

0 
137,604 2 
810,426 2 

0 2 
(236,126) 
71 1,903 

0 
0 

244.889 2 
324,208 4 

5,736,979 2 
(546.347) 

5 . 7 5 9 m  

0 
37,557 2 

(37,557) 

0 

0 

- 436,596 

436.596 2 

(1,077,621) 4 
(120,000) 4 
803,844 4 
105,797 2 

0 
1,313.407 4 

46,930 4 
0 

204,709 

1,277,066 

0 
0 

0 
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CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA ATTACHMENT 5A 
05-Jan-2001 

Page 8 of 8 
WCKET NO. 000768-GU 
PTY 9/30/01 

928 Regulatoly Commission Expense 
Other trended 
Other 2001 
Staff adjustments 

Total 

929 Duplicate Charges 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 
Other not trended 

Total 

930.1 General Advertising Expenses 
Paymll trended 
Other trended 
Other not trended 

Total 

930.2 Miscellaneous General Expenses 
Payroll trended 
Other trended 

125,676 125.676 125.000 4 
0 0 0 

(73,136) 

125,676 125,676 51.864 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

(1,404) (1,404) (1,763) 

0 0 0 
17.584 18.112 18.655 2 

Other not trended 0 
Staff adjustment for memberships, dues. etc. (4,685) 

0 0 
(4,970) 

Total 12.899 18.112 13,685 

931 Rents 
Paymll trended 
Other trended 
Staff adjustments 

0 0 0 

0 0 (29.91 1) 
98,082 101.024 102.353 2 

Total 98,082 101,024 72,442 

932935 Maintenance of General Plant 
Paymll trended 
Other trended 
Other not trended 

Total 

Total Administrative 8 General Expenses 

0 
784 

0 

0 
808 

0 

0 
836 2 
0 

784 808 836 

.... .. ... . . ... ... .. .. .. 
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NET OPERATING INCOME MULTIPLIER 

CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 
PTY 9/30/01 

DESCRIPTION 

REVENUE REQUIREMENT 

GROSS RECEIPTS TAX RATE 

REGULATORY ASSESSMENT RATE 

BADDEBTRATE 

NET BEFORE INCOME TAXES 

STATE INCOME TAX RATE 

STATE INCOME TAX 

NET BEFORE FEDERAL INCOME TAXES 

FEDERAL INCOME TAX RATE 

FEDERAL INCOME TAX 

REVENUE EXPANSION FACTOR 

NET OPERATING INCOME MULTIPLIER 

COMPANY 
PER FILING 

100.0000% 

0.0000% 

0.5000% 

1.0280% 

98.4720% 

5.5000% 

5.4160% 

93.0560% 

34.0000% 

31.6391% 

61.4170% 

1.6282 

- 

ATTACHMENT 4 
05-Jan-2001 

STAFF 

100.0000% 

0.0000% 

0.5000% 

0.9470% 

98.5530% 

5.5000% 

5.4204% 

93.1326% 

34.0000% 

31.6651% 

61.4675% 

1.6269 

~~ 
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C l N  GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA 
DOCKET NO. 000768GU 
P N  9130101 

RATE BASE (AVERAGE) 

RATE OF RETURN 

REQUIRED NO1 

Operating Revenues 

COMPARATiVE REVENUE DEFICIENCY CALCULATIONS 

Operating Expenses: 

Operation 8 Maintenance 

Depreciation 8 Amot i i t ion  

Amorlization of Envimn. Costs 

Taxes Other than Income Taxes 

Income Taxes 

Total Operating Expenses 

ACHIEVED NOi 

NET NO1 DEFICIENCY 

REVENUE TAX FACTOR 

REVENUE DEFICIENCY 

COMPANY 
ADJUSTED -~ 

$1 13,986,771 

X 7.88% 

$8,982,158 

33,574,637 

19,594,080 

6,967.288 

0 

2,523.303 

(81,193) 

29,003.478 

4.571.159 

4,410,999 

1.6282 

$7,181,988 

- 

ATTACHMENT 5 
05-Jan-2001 

STAFF - 

$120,930,316 

x 7.85OA 

$9,493.030 

35,441,489 

18,142,658 

7.332.329 

0 

2,484,258 

1,069,487 

29,028.732 

6.412.757 

3,080,273 

1.6269 

$5,011,296 

- 82 - 



COST OF SERVICE 
CLASSIFICATION OF RATE BASE 

(Page 1 of 2: PLANTI 

COMPANY NAME 
DOCKET NO 

LOCAL STORAGE PLANT 

INTANGIBLE PLANT 
PRODUCTION PLANT 

DISTRIBUTION PLANT 
374 Land and Land Rights 
375 Structures and Imorovements 
376 Mains ~~ ~ ~ 

377 Comp.Sla.Eq. 
378 Meas.8 Reg.Sta.Eq.-Gen 
379 Meas.8 Reg.Sta.Eq.-CG 
380 Sewices 
381-382 Meters 
383-384 House Regulators 
385 Industrial Meas.& Reg.Eq. 
386 ProDertv on Customer Premises 

, 
'. , CITY GAS COMPANY 

000768-GU 

TOTAL CUSTOMER 
0 

181.590 
0 

43.377 
440.189 

108.901 .I 34 
0 
0 

4,885,887 
39.647.844 39 647 844 
10:464,176 10,464.1 76 
3,265,782 , 3,265.782 
2,617,642 

0 0 

CAPACITY COMMODITY 
0 0 

181,590 0 
0 0 

-. .. .. .~ 

43,377 
440,189 

108,901.134 
0 

4,885.887 

2,617,642 
0 0 

Attachment 6 
Page 1 of 15 

CLASSIFIER 
100% capacity 

100% capacity 
100% capacity 

100% capacity 
100% capacity 
100% capacity 
100% capacity 
100% capacity 
100% capacity 
100% customer 
100% customer 
100% customer 
100% capacity 

ac 374-385 

.- 

387 other iauioment . .  158.309 51 106 107,217 ~ 0 ac 374-386 ~- 
0 - Total Intangible IL Distribution Plant 170.605.930 53,428.908 117.177.036 

GENERAL PLANT 11,911,476 5,955.738 5,955,738 50% customer,50%, capacity 

TOTAL DISTIINTANGIBLWGENERAL PL 182,517,406 59,384,646 123,132,774 

PLANT ACQUISITIONS: 1,814.318 0 1.814.318 100% capacity 

GAS PLANT FOR FUTURE USE: 0 0 0 

cwlp: 1.452.685 454.939 997,746 0 dist.plant 

TOTAL PLANT ~ --- 185.784.409 59.839.585 125.944.838 
~~~ ~ 

0 - - 
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COST OF SERVICE 
CLASSIFICATION OF RATE BASE 

(PAGE 2 OF 2: ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION) 

COMPANY NAME: C l N  GAS COMPANY 
DOCKET NO.: 000768-GU 

LOCAL STORAGE PLANT 

INTANGIBLE PLANT 
PRODUCTION PLANT 

DISTRIBUTION PLANT 
375 Structures and Improvements 
376 Mains 
377 Compressor Sta. Eq. 
378 Meas.8 Reg.Sta. Eq.-Gen 
379 Meas.8 Reg.Sta. Eq.-CG 
380 Services 
381-382 Meters 
383-384 House Regulaton 
385 Indust.Meas.8 Reg.Sta.Eq. 
386 Property on Customer Premises 
387 Other Equipment 

Total A.D. on Dlst. Plant 

GENERAL PLANT: 

PLANT ACQUISITIONS: 

RETIREMENT WORK IN PROGRESS: 

TOTAL ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

NET PLANT (Plant less Accum.Dep.) 

less:CUSTOMER ADVANCES 

plus:WORKING CAPITAL 

Equals: TOTAL RATE BASE 

Attachment 6 
Page 2 of 15 

TOTAL CUSTOMER CAPACIN COMMODITY CLASSIFIER 
0 related plant 

~ 

0 0 0 

107,224 
0 

0 
0 

107,224 
0 

179,291 0 179,291 
38,881.599 0 38,881.599 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

1,094,662 0 1.094.662 
15.785.405 15,785.405 
4.296.317 4.296.317 
1,440,388 1,440,386 

678.721 0 

0 
0 
0 

678.721 
0 0 0 

158.0C6 51,008 107.012 
62.514389 21.573.118 40.941.285 

5.458.262 2.729.131 2,729.131 

427,312 0 427,312 

(109,678) (35.364) (74.314) 

68397.509 24,266,885 44.130.638 

1t7.386.900 35,572,700 81,814.200 

0 0 0 

3,543.41 6 2.1 56,849 1,189,506 

120.930.316 37.729.550 83.003.706 

0 rel.plant account 
0 rel.plant account 

0 rel.plant account 
0 rel.plant account 
0 rel.plant account 
0 rel.plant account 
0 rel.plant account 
0 re1 plant account 
0 rel.plant account 
0 rel.plant account 
0 rel.plant account 
0 rel.plant account 
0 rel.plan1 account 
- 0 - 

0 general plant 

0 plant acquisitions 

0 distribution plant 

0 

0 

50% cust 50% cap 

197,061 oper. and maint. exp. 

Eg.csl ~ 
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COST OF SERVICE 
CLASSIFICATION OF EXPENSES 

(PAGE 1 OF 2) 

COMPANY NAME CITY GAS COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE EXPENSES 

LOCAL STORAGE P U N T  
PRODUCTION P U N T  

~- 

DISTRIBUTION: 
870 Operation Supervision 8 Eng. 
871 Dist.Load Dispatch 
872 Compr.Sta.Lab. 8 Ex. 
873 Compr.Sta.Fuel8 Power 
874 Mains and Services 
875 Meas.8 Reg. Sta.Eq.-Gen 
876 Meas.8 Reg. Sta.Eq.-lnd. 
877 Meas.8 Reg. Sta.Eq.-CG 
878 Meter and House Reg. 
879 Customer Instal. 
880 Other Expenses 
881 Rents 
885 Maintenance Supervision 
886 Maint. of Strud. and Imprav. 
887 Maintenance of Mains 
888 Maint. of Comp.Sta.Eq. 
889 Maint. of Meas.8 Reg. Sta.Eq.-Gen 
890 Maim of Meas.8 Reg. Sta.Eq.-lnd. 
891 Maint. of Meas.8 Reg.Sta.Eq.-CG 
892 Maintenance of Services 
893 Maint. of Metem and House Reg. 
894 Maint. of Other Equipment 

Total Distributlon Expenses 

CUSTOMER ACCOUNTS: 
901 Supervision 
902 Meter-Reading Expense 
903 Recards and Collection Exp. 
904 Uncollectible Accounts 
905 Misc. Expenses 

Total Customer Accounts 

(907-910) CUSTOMER SERV.& INFO. EXP. 

(911-916) SALES EXPENSE 

(932) MAINT. OF GEN. PLANT 

~920.931) ADMINISTRATION AND GENERAL 

TOTAL O&M EXPENSE 

TOTAL CUSTOMER CAPACITY COMMODITY 
~~ ~~~~ 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 

763.470 
0 
0 
0 

i 592 436 
21.693 
7 393 
3,592 

661 218 
75 347 

1.338 637 
0 

375.511 

0 

425.022 
0 
0 
0 

661,218 
75,347 
615,827 

387,959 
0 
0 

1,167,412 
21,693 
7,393 
3,592 

0 
0 

722.810 
n 

51.706 13,525 38.181 
5,626 0 5.626 

754 681 0 754,681 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0' 
0 

0 0 0 0 
1,656 0 1,656 0 

92.407 0 92.407 0 
67 145 0 67.145 0 
216 332 216,332 0 0 
109 599 109.599 0 0 
5 960 I924 4037 __ 0 

- 0 - 5,768.896 2,494,305 3.274.592 - _ _ _ _ _  

22,397 22.397 
589,363 589,363 

1,892,205 1,892,205 
542 559 542.559 

939 662 939,662 

835 418 418 0 

8.386.739 5,104,941 2,815.384 466.414 

18.142.656 11,043,291 6.090.394 1.008.975 - 

Attachment 6 
Page 3 of 15 

CLASSIFEIEF 
ac 301-320 

100% capacbh, 

ac 871-879 
100% capacity 

ac 377 
100% commodity 

ac376+ac380 
ac 378 
ac 385 
ac 379 

ac381+ac383 
ac 386 
ac 387 

100% capacib 
ac886-894 

ac375 
ac376 
ac 377 
ac 378 
ac 385 
ac 379 
ac 380 

ac381-383 
ac387 

5,768,897 

100% customer 
100% customer 
100% cuslomer 
100% commodity 
100% customer 

100% customer 

100% customer 

general plant 

08M exd. A8G 
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COST OF SERVICE 
CLASSIFICATION OF EXPENSES 

(Page 2 Of 2) 

COMPANY NAME: CITY GAS COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 

AUachmenl6 
Page 4 Of 15 

DEPRECIATION AN0 AMORTIZATION EXPENS -=TAL CUSTOMER CAPAC~~~CO-M~MOOI~N REVENUE ~ CLASSIFIER - 
Depreualion Expense 7.194.021 2.180.062 5,013,959 0 net plant 

1WAcapacity A&. of Other Gas Plant 0 0 
Amon. of ~ropeny LOIS 0 0 100% capacity 

intangible plant Amort. of Limited-term In". 0 0 0 0 
Amon. of Acquisitiion Ad!. 91,580 29,797 61.783 0 inlanldirVgen plant 

46,728 1W% commodity ---- 0 7332.329 
Amon. of conversion Cortr 46.728 

7.332.329 2209853 LQEJ32 Tohl Depres. and Amon. Expense 
~. . 

- - ~  - 
TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME TAXES 

Revenue Reined 167873 167 873 100% revenue 

ToUl Taxes other Ulan Income Taxer 
Other 2 316 385 701,953 I614432 ~ 0 net plant __.___ w - - - m m  p - -  

REV.CRDT TO COS (NEG.OF OTHR 0PR.REV) (1,143,259) (1,143,2591 100% customer 

RETURN (REQUIRED NO11 9,493,030 2,961,770 6,515,791 15.469 rate base 

INCOME TAXES 1,069,467 333,674 734,071 1.743 0 relum(nai1 

TOTAL OVERALL COST OF SERVICE 37,378,501 16.107.287 20,030,429 m w --- ~ - 
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COMPANY NAME: 
DOCKET NO. 

SUMMARY: 

ATTRITION 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE EXPENSE 

NET OBM 
less 0 8 M  direct assignments 

DEPRECIATION EXPENSE 
AMORT. OF OTHER GAS PLANT 
AMORT. OF PROPERTY LOSS 
AMORT. OF LIMITED-TERM INVESTMENT 
AMORT. OF ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENT 
AMORT. OF CONVERSION COSTS 
TAXES OTHER ThAN INCOME TAXES 
RETURN 

INCOME TAXES 

REV.CR0. TO COS 

TOTAL COST OF SERVICE 

RATE BASE 
less Rate Base direct assignments 

NETRATEBASE 

KNOWN DIRECT 8 SPECIAL ASSIGNMENTS: 

381-382 METERS 
383-384 HOUSE REGULATORS 
385 INDUSTRIAL MEAS.8 REG.EQ. 
376 MAINS 

RATE BASE ITEMSIPUNT-ACC.0EP): 

. . . . . .. .. . . - 
380 SERVICES 
378 MEAS.& REG.STA.EQ.-GEN. 

TOTAL RATE BASE DIRECT ASSIGNMENTS 

0 8 M  ITEMS 
892 Maint of Services 0 8 M ITEMS 
876 MEAS 8 REG STA EQ IND 
878 METER 8 HOUSE REG 
890 M I N T  OF MEAS B REG STA EO -IND 
893 MAINT OF METERS AND HOUSE REG ~~ 

874 MAINS AN0 SERVICES 
887 MAINT. OF MAINS 

TOTAL O8M DIRECT ASSIGNMENTS 

CITY GAS COMPANY 
000768-GU 

TOTAL CUSTOMER CAPACITY C ~ M ~ M O O l ~ ~  
0 0 0 0 

~ . ~~ 

18.142.656 11,043,291 6,090,394 1,008.973 

14.708.592 9.631.120 4.068.501 ' 1.008.973 

(3.434.064) (1,412,171) (2,021.893) ~~~~~~~ 0 ... 

7,194 021 2,180,062 5,013,959 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

91.580 29,797 61.783 0 
46,728 0 0 46.728 

2,484,258 701,953 1,614,432 0 
9,493,030 2,961,770 6,515,791 15.469 

1,069,487 333,674 734,071 1,743 

_. (1.143.259) (1,143,259) 0 0 ~ 

37.378.501 16.107.287 20,030.429 1.072.913 
120,930,316 37,729,550 83,003,708 197,061 

17,l 16.1 68 5,873,858 lI,045,250 197.061 

~ 

(103,814.148) (31,855,692) (71,958,456) 0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

6,167.859 6,167.859 
1.825.394 1.825.394 
1.938.921 0 1,938,921 0 

70,019,535 70,019,535 
23,862,439 23,862,439 

103.814.148 31.855.692 71.958.456 

216,332 216,332 
7,393 0 7,393 

661.218 661.21 8 0 
92.407 0 92.407 

109;599 109.599 0 
1,592,434 425,022 1,167,412 

0 
0 
0 
0 

754.681 754,681 

3.434.054 1.412.171 2.021.893 - 0 - - -- 

Attachment 6 
Page5of15 

REVENUE ~~ ~ 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

~ 

0 
167.873 

0 

0 
0 

167.873 
~~ 

__ 

0 
0 
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Alfachmsnl 6 
Page 6 01 15 

COSTOF SERVICE 
DEVELOPMENT OF ALLOCATION FACTORS 

COMPANY NAME CINGASCOMPANY 
DOCKET NO 000766-GU 

C-ITS c - I L K  
CONTRACT INTERRUPTIBLE CONTBACT CUSTOMERCOSTS GAS COMMERCIAL LARGE INTERRUPTIBL N.G. SMALL 

TOTAL RES. LIGHTING INDUSTRIAL COYM. PREFERRED VEHICLE, COYY. COMM. ,INTERRUPT. INTERRUPT. LARGE VOL. INT. LARGE VOL 

50 25 3 4 6 
100,211 95.674 248 4.274 10 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

g n z g u g  cur - - 10 4 1 

ii9.433 95.874 248 16,557 43 41 4 4,120 217 253 30 62 154 

N0.D1CYIlme,-SALES 
No dC--TRwsPoRT 

- g B u 1 3 3 
1,039 0 0 0 0 0 0 

- TOTAL 

1.w 1 0 0  4.34 4.34 10.14 4.34 434 434 10.14 10.14 20.45 20.45 

1.00000 0.801066 0.W2076 0.155373 0.000364 O.OOOU0 0.040036 0.034496 O.Wl818 0.002122 0.000255 0.000665 0.001310 

WeXyltmg NA 
Weghlea No of Customer~ 
Ailmation Facton 

w w  

I 
m m 

I 

144,073 W 2,430,751 1,378,700 1,857.791 413,773 
Auocation ranon l.OOwW 0.1639M) O.OW452 0.206679 0.011167 0.005861 O.wOW2 0.099128 0.056261 0.076639 0.015991 
A"-,an FnLlOn ACCT 876 1 Mww NIA NIA 0.246132 0.013388 0007038 O.wM03 0118744 0.067350 0.090754 0020213 
All lUlDn F.MR ACC, 800 1 Mww NIA NIA NIA 0021079 0011081 0.- NIA 0.1ow43 0.142892 0031625 
AIl-Wn Fwmrr .e76 Mar6 & L r c ~  1 WWOD 0.248376 O.Woj85 0.311691 0.015954 0.008913 0- 0.150372 0.085290 0,114928 NIA 
*-ion Fa*-. 074 Mans L SKI LY 1 Mww NIA 
AIM- m m .  887 uamt of mnr 1 . m  o 248378 D -5 0311691 0.016954 0.008913 O w w o 4  O.ly1372 0085290 0114928 NIA 
- e l m  F v l m  - 887 Uanl SI Man3 LY 1 Mww NIA NIA 
*I*UIM FxlDn.  A I  m e r  i MWW 0.248378 o m 8 5  0311691 0.016954 0.008913 O.wOoo4 0.150372 0085290 0114928 NIA 
*!bOlwRdm-*IOUI.,L" 

5,038,443 274,055 ~ o r i m G Z i & G G i ~  2 4 . 4 4 3 7 - - - ~  4,015,002 11,080 

NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 0 049662 

NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 0 049662 

l.Mww NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 0 049662 

1.014.936 
0.041432 
0 049580 
0 078034 
0 062786 

0 062786 

0052786 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

7 9 l i  943 
0.321226 
0 388797 
OM)9010 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

o 950338 

0 950338 

0 950338 

3M) ,2 795,6Go- ~ 8 3 3 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  . . - .~ ~~~ ~~ ~ ______~ 
29.302.370 1 . 7 3 3 m i 5 .  786,800 10,632,700 2,405,500 6T05,3m'- ;2,96tjiO Annual Sales Voi (tharmi) 134,693,960 19,392,020 66.480-~ ~~~~~~~ 

Albcalion Faclors 1.OWOO 0.143971 0.000494 0.217548 0.012871 0.005656 0.000W3 0.094996 0.061686 0.080425 0.017866 0.045327 0.318956 

REVENUE .RELATE0 CQSZS 

s~i74~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ 
30,z33~ ~~~~~~ 

1.230 6 5 2 ~ - ~  ~~ ~ 3 12,775 8.287 1.294 4,502 7,812 
0.032160 0.055634 

l a "  0" cvi t  cap 8 CammM 139.912 66,766 182 
A I I o ~ i l i ~ n  Factors 0.9442 0.477217 0.001299 0.216087 0.006790 0.004663 O.WOO19 0.091307 0.044125 0.059230 0.009250 



cnm OF SERVICE 
ALLOCATION OF U T E  WSE TO CUSTOMER CLASSES a"*Chm"t@ 

COMPAN" NAME Cl lY  GAS COYPAIN" P a g o l o l l l  
WCKETNO OOD1618U 

CONTRACT LNTERRUPTlBL CONTRACT GAS COYYERCUL LARGE INTERRUPTIBL NATURALGAS S U A U  
RATE BASE BY CUSTOMER C U S S  TOTAL RESIOWML LKiHTlNG INDUSTRIAL CDMYERCUL PREFERRED VEWCLES COMMERCIAL COMMERCIAL INTERRUPTIBLE INTERRUPTlBLE U R C E  VOL INT LARGE VOL 
DIRECT W D  SPECULASSIGNMENTS 



- 
9

0
 - 



COST OF SERVICE 
ALLOCATION OF EXPENSES T O  CUSTOMER CLASSES 

COMPANY NbME CITY GASCOMPANY 
DOCKET NO 0 0 0 7 6 a a ~  

GAS COMMERCIAL LARGE lNTERRUPTi8LE N. 0. SMALL CONTRACT INTERRUPTIBLE CONTRACT 
TOTAL RES. ~ L!%ING lNDUST!lAL~  COMMERCIAL^ ~ PREFERRED VEHICLES ~ ~SOUM. COMM. IN?: ~~~ ~ INT. ~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ LARGEVOL. ~~ INT: l+7GE~VOL HAN INCOME -: 

1W.065 256 238 26 24,215 1.276 1.490 179 481 962 C"il0mer 701.953 562.311 1.458 

I 

W + 
I 

1.465.090 364.144 1.W5 456.966 24,856 13.067 5 220,459 125.043 168.4% NIA 92.051 NIA 
1 4 8 . ~ 2  NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 27,632 NIA 120,510 

2,318,385 826.455 2,462 566.031 25,111 13.305 31 244.674 126,319 169.984 28.011 92.531 121,471 
167.873 80.i12 218 36.275 1 , 4 ! L  783 3 15.328 7,407 9.843 1,553 5.402 9,373 

w 2%?2 E&! ? ! z e e e p z l r t u e l r a s u  e@! E!!?! w & g $ & g & @ g  &&I 

6.074.841 1.397.836 3,940 1,791,582 97.449 51.230 21 864.333 490.242 sW.598 17,715 Jw.894 339,m1 

__ 15,469 2,227 8 3 . 3 ? - -  199 91 0 1,470 954 1,244 276 ?E------ 4,934 
e w z s  w - 52ze ~ - q g 2 P 2 9 ~ 0 ~  E%!!! 

~ .- --- ~~~ 

2.961.770 2,401,079 5,852 437.915 1.026 957 102 97,227 5,124 5,981 719 1.930 3,861 

NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 82,731 NIA 358.219 440,950 NIA NIA 

659 49,336 116 (MI 12 10,954 577 674 61 217 435 

1 ~~ 3 7 9 - ~ ~ - - - -  22- 10 0 '€6 - 106 .. . . ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ p p p ~ ~  140 ~ ~ 2 1  . 79 5% 1,743 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~ . ~~ 

1zh7p Cffi %?=% w L9B.m a 8  1.191~~ 

333.674 270.505 
739,162 163.591 507 230.390 12.532 6.568 3 111,149 83,043 84,950 NIA 46,409 WA 

NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA (955) NIA (4.1361 15091) NIA NIA NIA NIA 
251 

~ 

(1.143.2591 (685.955) NIA (457,304) NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NlA NIA NIA NlA 

16.107.287 13,164,588 35,489 2.198.m 6,221 5.804 621 589,580 31,072 36.267 4,358 11,706 23.411 
16.437.714 4.438.493 12.331 
1.592.715 0 0 
1.072.913 154.466 530 

218 

5.w9.136 307,044 161.416 67 2.7ffi.077 1,544.861 2.081.423 21.849 1,137,103 4m107 
0 0 0 0 0 0 o 298.827 0 1,293,888 

233,410 13.809 6,263 3 1 0 1 . ~ ~ 5  86,183 86.289 19,169 48.632 342,212 
37,210.630 17.757.550 48.350 8,040,739 327,075 173,503 691 3,397,561 1,641,916 2.203.979 344.203 1,197,447 2,077,519 

1.476 3 - ~  ~ -!5L328p~-714!7 ~ ~~ "3---~~ ~ 1.553 . ~ ~ ~~~~ 5,402 9.373 e~ ~~~ tesnss2 - 694 L4lLWS -4 23Lt9u - _ _ _ _ ~  



COMPANY NAME CITYGAS COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 00076ffiU 

ubw445r 
RATEBASE 
ATTTRITION 
OPERATION AN0 MAINTENANCE 
OEPRECUnON 
AMOR11UTIOII EXPENSES 

~ . . . ... 
TAXES OTkER 1kAh  lhCOHE TAXISIIB lOlA,r l  
1AXESOlkERlkAihlhCOHE lAXIREVE&UEI 
, lr"Yr la" ,,",&, , _, 
REVEhLE C R t O  TED 10 COST OF SERV.CE 
TOTAL COST OF SERVCE ICUSTOUER, . 
I O I A L C O S ~ O l  SERVCE (CAPACINJ 
IOIALCOSTOF SERVCElCOUUOOlNl 
101A- COST OF SERKCE (REVELUEI 
101A. COST O f  SERVlCf . 

TOTAL RES. 

120,830,367 
0 

18,142,674 
7.194.024 
138.W , 2,516,386 
167,873 

1,069,487 
11,143,259) 
16,107.311 
20,030.#29 
1.072.913 
167.873 

37378.527 

~ 

48.427.114 
0 

10.337.420 
2,883,417 
40,723 
926.455 
80.112 
434,348 

1685.955) 
13.1M.586 
4,436,483 
154.468 
60.112 

17.837.562 

GAS 

LIGHTING 

124.834 
0 

27,143 
7.685 
113 

2,462 
218 

1,167 

35,469 
12.331 

NIA 

530 
216 

48.568 

COMM. 

INOUST. 

28.450.419 
n 

3.625.939 
1,765,803 
27.503 

566.031 
M.275 
280.104 
(457.304) 
2,198,193 
5.609.136 
233,410 
36.275 

8.077.014 

U R G E  INT. N.G. 

COMM. PREFERREO VEHICLES 

1,257,339 866.137 1.5n 
0 0 0 

110.91 1 59.m 425 
78.406 41.542 96 
1.303 647 1 
25.111 13.305 31 
1,478 763 3 
12.670 6.706 14 

NIA NIA NIA 
6.221 5.804 621 

307 044 161.416 67 
13.809 6,263 3 
1.476 783 3 

328.550 174.286 694 

NO. OF CUSTOMERS 101.250 95.674 246 4,274 10 
PEAKAND AVERAGEMONTH SALESVOL 19.862.Wl 4.015.W2 11,040 5.m8.4443 274,055 
ANNUAL SALES 131,693,960 18,382,020 86,480 28,302,370 1.733.m 

SMALL 

COHM. 

12,270,930 
0 

1.232.423 
763.589 
11.598 
244,674 
15.328 
122.269 

NIA 
589.5m 

2.706.077 
101,925 
15.326 

3.412.909 

COMM. 

8,324,272 
0 

554.727 
394.409 
6.414 

126.319 
7,407 
63.728 

31.072 
1,344,661 

68.183 
7.407 

1.M9.326 

NIA 

AMbMenl6  
Pags1Oot15 

CONTRACT INT. CONTRACTINT. 
INT. INT. LARGE_!& U R G E V O L  

8.509.624 1.288.304 4.632.163 6,977,633 
0 0 0 0 

741.152 131,333 401.065 861,111 
530.753 62.375 288.922 357.253 
8.507 1.886 4.698 34,915 

168,984 28.011 92.531 121.471 
9.943 1.553 5.402 9.373 
85,764 18431 46.706 13,145) 

36.267 4.358 11.706 23.411 
2.081.423 320,676 1,137,lW 1,711,886 
86.289 19,169 46.632 342.212 
9.943 1.553 5,402 9.373 

2.213.922 345.755 1,202,649 2,086,992 

NlA NIA NIA NIA 

4 1 949 53 25 3 4 8 
144,073 W 2.430.751 1.378.7W 1,857,791 413.773 1,014.936 3,103,427 
786.m 360 12.795.680 8.308.7W 10.832.700 2 4 0 6 . W  6.105.3W 42,951,470 

I 

W 
N 

I 



COST OF SERVICE 
DERIVATION OF REVENUE DEFICIENCY 

COMPANY NAME: CITY GAS COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 0007680U 

CONTRACT INT. ONTRACTINT. GAS COMM. LARGE INT. N.G. SMALL 
COSTOFSERWCE BY CUSTOMERCLASS TOTAL RES. LIGHTING INDUST. COMM. PREFERRED VEHICLES COMM. COMM. INT. INT. lARoE VOL. LARGE VOL. 

CUSTOMER COSTS 16,107,311 13.lM.588 35.489 2.198.193 6,221 6,804 621 589.524 31,072 36.267 4.3- 11.705 23,411 
CAPACITY COSTS 2 0 . 0 ~ . 4 m  4,438,493 12.331 s . m . 1 ~  307.044 161.416 67 2,705,071 1.544.661 2,081,423 3m.676 1.137.103 1,711,996 

48,632 342.212 COMMODIM COSTS 1,072,913 154.463 630 233.410 1 3 . m  6.283 3 101,925 66,163 86.289 19.169 
REVENUE COSTS ~ 167.873 ~~~~~~ 80,112 218 ~~ 36.275 1,476 .~. 783 3 i5.32ap7L407.-... ~ gL~?piLz3 5 . 4 a z  ~- 9.373 

3L3 lu2 l l l .m .w  s & g g & 4  W-~H wZUZPOPLQ4LmZIlLPZZ gg&Q gggg &!&!.E TOTAL 

lass: REVENUE AT PRESENTRATES ' 
In ne allr",m "earl 

34,298,211 17,024,643 30,804 6.808.343 287,400 103.023 192 2.788.117 1,387.WI 1.4Zd4c26 313,297 523.009 3,397,874 . .  
*qUaIS: GAS SALES REVENUE DEFICIENCY 1.080.296 813,019 17,764 i.ma.671 4 1 . 1 ~  71,261 502 624.792 262.323 779.496 

bad d e l  47 i W  12.537 274 1 9 . W  635 1.099 a 9,635 4,045 12.020 

plus: DEFICIENCY IN OTHER OPEWTING REV. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

plus: Deficiency due to revenue eipmsion 
reg airerrmenl 25@5i  6.614 146 10,320 335 680 4 5,082 2,134 6,341 

riare incame tax 271.630 71,695 1.566 111,675 3,629 6.284 44 65,096 23,132 68.736 
federal mmme ,ax ! 586630 416.831 9.151 653.562 21.199 36,710 259 321.865 135.137 401.561 

*qullr: TOTAL BASE-REVENUE DEFICIENCY 1.322.695 28.903 2,053,992 86.947 115.934 617 1,016,470 426.771 1.268.157 

32.459 679.840 i1.510.9821 

?E4 5 530 r122911 .. 
M 1  1 0 . 4 ~  tzj:iwi 

2,862 59.950 (133,243) 
16,722 350.223 (778.3901 

0 0 0 

52.808 1,106,027 i2.456.206) 



COST OF SERMCE 
RATEOF RETURN EYCUSTOMERCIASS 

WAGE 1 OF 2 PRESENT RATES) 

COMPANY NAME CITYGAS COMPANY 
WCKETNO. 000768-GU 

GAS COMM 
TOTAL RES LIGHTING INOUSTRIAL 

ExFwem 
Purchased Gar Cost NIA NIA NIA NIA 
OaM EXpeOIBI 18,142,874 10.337.420 27.143 3,625,939 
Oeptscla1lon Expensel 7 194,024 2.883.417 7.885 1,165,603 
h O r l Q a l u n  Expenses 138.x18 40,723 113 27,503 
Taxes OlherThhan Ixome-Fued 2316.386 926.455 2.462 566,031 
Taxer Olhet Than Imme-Reven~e - 
Total Exp. LXCI. Income T u e r  

167,873 80,112 218 36,275 

2 m ? . 2 s & l 3 . z Q w z ~ ~  

INCOME TAXES 

NET OPERATING INCOME 

RATE BASE: 

RATEOFRETURN 

1069.487 454.348 1,167 280,104 

g g ? = ! g ~ W ~  

120,930,367 48.427.114 124.854 28.450.419 

5 30% 617% 638% 3 39% 

AItlachmenl6 
Page 12 01 15 

CONTRACT INT CONTRACT INT LARGE INT N G. SMALL 
COMM PREFERREO VEHICLES COMM COMM INTERR INT LARGEVOL LARGEVOL 

287.400 103,025 192 2.788.117 1,387,001 1,434,426 313.297 523.009 3.597.974 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ u..~--!- ~ ~ ~~~~~~~~ 

2k14pp B t z l l k l l I L ? u ? i 2 4 3 ? 4 & 2 L l z z p z  a~ 
NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 
110,911 59.026 425 1.292.423 554,727 741.152 131,333 401,065 861,111 
78,406 4 i . w  96 763.589 394.409 530.750 82.375 288.922 357,253 

1,303 €47 1 11.598 6.414 8,507 1.886 4,698 34.915 
25,111 13,305 31 244,674 126.319 169,984 28.011 92.531 121,471 

1,476 783 3 15.328 7,407 9,943 1,553 5,402 9.373 * gzJzullw- ggg &&?&E 

12,670 6,706 14 122.269 63.728 65,764 (843) 46,706 (3.145) 

= . -  l l L m I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 6  

1,257,339 566,137 1,577 12,270,930 6,324,272 8,509,624 1.288.jO4 4,832,163 8.977.633 

24 69% 535% 4 8 3 %  4 58% -2.85% -24.03% 278% 370% -1.31% 



COST OF SERVICE 
~ T E O F R E T U R N B Y C U S T O M E R C ~ S S  

(Page 2 of 2 PROPOSED RATES) 
Anschment 6 
Page 1301 15 

I 
W 
UI 

I 

COMPANY NAME CITY GAS COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 0007684U 

REVENUES: 
Gas Sales 
OVler Operallng Revenue 
Total 

EXPENSES: 
Pvrcharea G ~ S  coat 
ObM Expenses 
Depreaabon Expenses 

Taxer Oiher Than Income--Fixed 
Taxer Olher Than Income-Revenue 
TOO1 Exp. excl. Income Taxes 

PRETAX NOI: 
INCOMETAXES 

NET OPERATING INCOME 

KATE BASE: 
KATE OF RETURN 

CONTRACT INT. CONTRACT INT. GAS COMM. LARGE INT. N.G. SMALL 
TOTAL RES. LIGHTING INDUST. COMM. PREFERRED VEHICLES COMM. COMM. INT. INTERR. LARGEVOL. LARGE VOL 

.M i?u67'r 18123.609 
1332W7 799258 

4- !p.9?2.867 
~ . . 

0 0 
16,190.174 10,359,639 
7.194.024 2,863,417 
136.306 40,723 

2.316.366 926.455 
192,930 91.633 

26,031,822 14,302,067 

12.420.955 4,620.601 
2,92i,948 1.323.693 

3,297.108 

120.930.367 46,427,114 
765% 6.61% 

~~ 

32.612 8.022.287 315.396 129.326 243 3,339,820 1,515,524 1.762.658 

2*1 3.339.9~- 1.515.524 1,762,6511 
~. 0 532,839 0 -  0 0 0 0 0 r n - c  ~ - -~ ~~ - _ _  

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
27,161 3,835,985 111.281 59.178 425 1.296.344 556,507 743.221 

7.665 1.765.603 78.406 41.542 96 763.569 394.409 530.750 
113 27,503 1.303 647 1 11.596 6,414 6,507 

2.462 566,031 25.111 13.305 31 244.674 126.319 169.984 
236 41,574 1.671 ... ~ 663 3 17.397 8.346 123T~ ~ m w s  =t= 115534 - 557 2.333.602 1.091.994 L463.497 

~~ ~~ 

l5.0471 2.518.431 97.623 13.793 (314) 1.M6.316 423,529 299.162 
2,665 873.139 27.159 12.847 25 275,709 133.353 166.743 

(7.712) 1,645,291 70.464 1.146 (339) 730.608 290.176 132,419 

124,654 28.4MC19 1,257.339 666.137 1.577 12.270.930 6,324,272 8,509,624 
-6.18% 6.49% 5.60% 0.17% -21.50% 5.95% 4.59% 1.56% 

385,214 695,382 
0 0 - =  696 362 __ 

0 0 
131,786 401.862 
82.375 266.922 

1.886 4,698 
26.011 92.531 

1.792 5,633 . ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ w u  __ 
140.364 (96,504) 
16.900 78.652 

123,464 (177.155) 

1.268.304 4,632,163 
9 56% -3.62% 

4.797983 
0 e 
0 

666.745 
357,253 
34.915 

121.471 
12.345 

~ ~~ 

__ 
3.405.254 

217.281 

3.167973 

6,977,833 
35 51% 



COSTOF SERWCE SUMMARY 
PROPOSED RATE DESIGN 

Alladlmml6 
PaQe140115 

COMPANY NAME CITYGAS COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 0007686U 

CONTRACT INT. CONTRACT INT. 
~- TOTAL RES. --KGHlNG INDUSTRIAL COMM. PREFERRED VEHICLES COMM:_, . COMM,~-LFKRR- ~ ~ INT. L A R G E ~ V O L . U \ R G E Y O L  

GAS COMMERCIAL LARGE INTERRUPllBLE NATURALGAS SMALL 

p 1 
GAS SALES (due 10 gr"th) 34298231 17.024.M3 30.804 
OTHER OPERATING REVENUE 

~ 1,143,259 665LSs5,9-_ 0 
TOTAL - l7.uQ.w m- 
RATEOFRETURN 
INOEX 

530% 617% 638% 
1 0  116 (1 20) 

PROPOSE0 RAES 
GAS SALES 39,309,544 18,123,609 32.612 
OTHEROPEWTINGREVENUE 1.332.W7 799.258 0 
TOTAL % 3 e ! ! = Y w  H 
TOTAL REVENUE INCREASE 
PERCENT INCREASE 

RATE OF RETURN 
INDEX 

5,200,151 1,212,289 1.808 
14.67% 6.84% 5.87% 

7.65% 6.81% 6 1 8 %  
1.w 0.87 0.79 

6,808,243 287.4W 103.025 
457.304 0 0 

~~~~~ ~~~ ~ ~~~~~~ B g  E 
339% 4.58% -2 85% 
064 086 IO 54) 

6,022,267 315.396 129,328 
0 0 _.___ 532.839 &!.%@a!m m 

1,289,479 27.896 26,303 
17.75% 9.74% 25.53% 

0.17% 
0.83 0.71 0.02 

6.48% 5 . W  

192 2,788,117 1.367.Wl 1,434,426 313.297 523.009 3,591,974 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

24w% 2.76% 370% -1 31% 535% 663% 24 69% 
052 070 (0251 101 (1.29) 4 6 6  14 531 

243 3,339,920 1,515,524 1.762.658 386.214 695.362 4,797,983 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

51 551.803 128,523 328,232 72,917 172,353 1,203,009 
26.58% 19.79% 927% 22.88% 23.27% 32.95% 33.35% 

-21.53% 5.%% 4.59% 1.58% 9.58% -382% 35.51% 
-2.74 0.76 0.58 0.20 1.22 0.49 4.52 

z a , ~ ~ ~  - g&?j e- 

I 

u3 
m 
I 



COST OF SERVICE SUMMARV 
C A L C U U W N  OF PROPOSED PATES 

COMPANY NAME CITY GAS COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. OW760GU 

I 

W 
4 

I 

AmCMlenf6 
Pspe150115 

N.G. SMALL CONTRACT INT. CONTRACT INT. GAS COMMERCUL LARGE INT. 
TOTAL RES. LIGHTING INWSTRWL WMM. PREFERRED VEHICLES WMM. COMM. INT. IN? LARGEVOL. U R G E W L  

-TARGETREVEMUS 40,452.776 18,822,987 32.612 8,555,126 316.386 128.328 243 3,339,920 1,515.524 1,762,658 385.214 695.362 4,797,983 

1.W.087 788,258 0 532.838 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

PROWSEDCUSTOYER C W G E S  
TIMES: NUMBER OF BILLS: SALES 
EOUMS: CUSTOMER CHARGE REVENUES 

EOUALS:PER.THERM TARGET REVENUES 

DNIOED BY: NUMBER OF THERMS 

EOUALI: PER-THERM RPITESIUNRNDED) 

PER-THERM RATES (RNDED) 

PER-lHERM-IUlE REVENUESIRNDED PATES) 

CUSTOMERCWGES 
ENERGY C M G E S  
NONG*S(CENTSPER THERM) 

P U R C M E O  GAS ADJUSTMENT 

TOTAL (INCLUDING PGA) 

CUSTOMER CHARGES 
ENERGYCMRGES 
NONGAS (CENTS PER THERM) 

PURCHASED GAS*OJUSTMENT 

TOTM(INCLU0ING PGA) 

UXINECTKW 

1,214,898 
10.082.770 

29.037.PX 

134,693,960 

23,038,166 

17.50 NJA 120.W S50.W 1lW.W 115.W 125.03 f55.W 1175.W 
1.148.oQB 2,975 51.288 120 48 12 11.388 5w 3w 
s.s10,BBo 0 1,025,760 8.W 4.800 180 204.7W 32.670 52 .W 

9,512,849 32,612 8.=,527 309.398 124.528 83 3,055,220 1.482.854 i.710.158 

19.392.020 66,480 29,302,370 1.733.W 788.800 ?€O 12,795,660 6.308.7W 10,832,700 

0.490560 0.4905w 0.238770 0.178470 0.157870 0.175003 0.238770 0,178470 0.157670 

0.4~056 0 . 4 ~ ~  o.mn 0 . 1 7 ~ 7  0.16787 0 . 1 7 6 ~  0.23877 0 . 1 7 ~ 7  0.16787 

8.512.848 32,612 6,998,527 309.386 124.528 63 3.055.220 1.482.854 1.710.lyI 

$7.50 NJA 120.W 150.W 1lW.W 115W 125W 155.03 1175.W 

49.056 49.0% 23.877 17.047 15.767 17 .W 23677 17.847 15.787 

79093 79.083 78.093 78.083 79083 79.083 0.W 0 .W 0 . m  

128.149 128.149 102970 B.940 84.8Bo 96.583 23.877 17847 15767 

S7W NIA 11700 13500 15a.W 112.W 117.W 15OW 1175W 

48.348 46349 20259 16338 12.757 14119 20.259 16.336 ' 12.757 

79.083 79093 79.083 79.083 78.093 79.083 0 . m  0 . m  o m  

125.442 125.442 88.352 95.429 91.850 93.212 20.258 16336 12.757 

1175.W 14W.W 
38 46 

6.3W 19.2w 

378.814 676,162 

2.4C65W 6.105.xxI 

0157670 0110750 

0.15787 0.11075 

378.914 876.162 

1175 w s4w w 

15787 11 075 

O W 0  O m  

15787 I 1  075 

Sl75W S4WW 

12757 8 25a 

Om O w 0  

12757 8 250 

%?&?& 

U M W  
1W 

40 ,W 

4,757,083 

42.961.470 

0110750 

0.11076 

4 757.883 

f4W w 
11 075 

O W  

11 075 

1400 w 

8 250 

O m  

8 250 



RECOMMENDED RATES 
COMPANY Cl lY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA 

RESIDENTIAL 
CUSTOMER CHARGE 
ENERGY CHARGE (CenWtherm) 

GAS LIGHTING SERVICE 
CUSTOMER CHARGE 
ENERGY CHARGE (centsltherm) 

COMMERCIAL (L INDUSTRIAL 
CUSTOMER CHARGE 
ENERGY CHARGE (centsltherml 

LARGE COMMERCIAL 
CUSTOMER CHARGE 
ENERGY CHARGE Icenrrltherm) 

INTERRUPTIBLE -PREFERRED GAS 
CUSTOMER CHARGE 
ENERGY CHARGE (centsMerm) 

CONTRACT INT.. PREFERRED GAS 
CUSTOMER CHARGE 
ENERGY CHARGE (cenwulerm) 

INT. LARGE VOL. GAS 
CUSTOMER CHARGE 
ENERGY CHARGE (cenwulerm) 

CONTRACT INT. LARGE VOL. GAS 
CUSTOMER CHARGE 
ENERGY CHARGE (centsnherm) 

NATURAL GAS VEHICLE SALES SERVICE 
CUSTOMER CHARGE 
ENERGY CHARGE (cantsnherm) 

SMALL COMMERCIAL TRANSPORTATION 
CUSTOMER CHARGE 
ENERGY CHARGE (centsnherm) 

COMMERCIAL TRANSPORTATION 
CUSTOMER CHARGE 
ENERGY CHARGE (CenWthenn) 

INTERRUPTIBLE TRANSPORTATION 
CUSTOMER CHARGE 
ENERGY CHARGE ( c e n m e r m )  

CONTRACT INTERRUPTIBLE. TRANS. 
CUSTOMER CHARGE 
ENERGY CHARGE (centsnherm) 

INTERRUPTIBLE LARGE VOL. TRANS. 
CUSTOMER CHARGE 
ENERGY CHARGE (centsltherm) 

CONTRACT INTERRUPTIBLE. LARGE VOL. TRANS. 
CUSTOMER CHARGE 
ENERGY CHARGE (centsnherm) 

NATURAL GAS VEHICLE TRANS. 
CUSTOMER CHARGE 
ENERGY CHARGE (centsnhorm) 

$7.00 
46.349 

$0.00 
46.349 

$17.00 
20.259 

$35.00 
16.336 

$50.00 
12.757 

$50.00 
12.757 

$250.00 
8.252 

$250.00 
8.252 

$12.00 
14.119 

$17.00 
20.259 

$50.00 
16.336 

1175.00 
12.757 

1175.00 
12.757 

$400.00 
8.252 

$400.00 
8.252 

ATTACHMENT : 7(a) 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 

PSC STAFF 
RECOMMENDED RATE 

$7.50 
49.056 

$0.00 
49.056 

$50.00 
'17.847 

$100.00 
15.787 

$100.00 
15.787 

$250.00 
11.075 

$250.00 
11.075 

$25.00 
23.877 

$55.00 
17.847 

$175.00 
15.787 

1175.00 
15.787 

$400.00 
11.075 

$400.00 
11.075 

$15.00 
17 znn 
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COMPANY: CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA 

RESIDENTIAL 
CONNECTION CHARGE 
RECONNECTION CHARGE 
BAD CHECK CHARGE 
CHANGE OF ACCOUNT CHARGE 

ATTACHMENT : 7(b) 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 

$20.00 $30.00 
$20.00 $30.00 

$15.00 or 5%, whichever is greater $25.00 or 5%. whichever is greater 
Si5.00 $20.00 

$45.00 l l  $45.00 

NONRESIDENTIAL 
CONNECTION CHARGE 
RECONNECTION CHARGE 

$60.00 l l  $60.00 (I 
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COMPANY: CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA ATTACHMENT : 7(c) 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 

RATE COMPARISON 

RATE SCHEDULE: RESIDENTIAL 

PSC STAFF 
PRESENTRATES RECOMMENDED RATES 

Customer Charge 
$7.00 

cents 
per Therm 

46.349 

Gas Cost Centsnherm: 79.093 

Present 
Monthly 

Therm Bill 
Usage w/o Fuel 

10 $11.63 
20 $16.27 
30 $20.90 
40 $25.54 
50 $30.17 
60 $34.81 
70 $39.44 
80 $44.08 
90 $48.71 
100 $53.35 
110 $57.98 
120 $62.62 
130 $67.25 
140 $71.89 
150 $76.52 
160 $81.16 
170 $85.79 
180 $90.43 
190 $95.06 
200 $99.70 

- 

Present 
Monthly 

Bill 
with Fuel 

$19.54 
$32.09 
$44.63 
$57.18 
$69.72 
$82.27 
$94.81 
$107.35 
$119.90 
$132.44 
$1 44.99 
$157.53 
$170.07 
$182.62 
$195.16 
$207.71 
$220.25 
$232.80 
$245.34 
$257.88 

Customer Charge 
$7.50 

Cents 
per Therm 

49.056 

Therm usage Increment: 10 

Proposed 
Monthly 

Bill 
wlo Fuel 

$12.41 
$17.31 
$22.22 
$27.12 
$32.03 
$36.93 
$41.84 
$46.74 
$51.65 
$56.56 
$61.46 
$66.37 
$71.27 
$76.18 
$81.08 
$85.99 
$90.90 
$95.80 

$100.71 
$105.61 

-~ 

Proposed 
Monthly 

Bill 
with Fuel 

$20.31 
$33.13 
$45.94 
$58.76 
$71.57 
$84.39 
$97.20 

$110.02 
$122.83 
$135.65 
$148.46 
$161.28 
$174.09 
$186.91 
$199.72 
$212.54 
$225.35 
$238.17 
$250.98 
$263.80 

Percent 
Increase 
wio Fuel 

6.62% 
6.40% 
6.28% 
6.20% 
6.14% 
6.10% 
6.07% 
6.05% 
6.03% 
6.01% 
6.00% 
5.99% 
5.98% 
5.97% 
5.96% 
5.95% 
5.95% 
5.94% 
5.94% 
5.93% 

Percent 
Increase 
with Fuel 

3.94% 
3.25% 
2.94% 
2.77% 
2.66% 
2.58% 
2.53% 
2.48% 
2.45% 
2.42% 
2.40% 
2.38% 
2.36% 
2.35% 
2.34% 
2.33% 
2.32% 
2.31% 
2.30% 
2.29% 

__- 
Dollar 

Increase 

$0.77 
$1.04 
$1.31 
$1.58 
$1.85 
$2.12 
$2.39 
$2.67 
$2.94 
$3.21 
$3.48 
$3.75 
$4.02 
$4.29 
$4.56 
$4.83 
$5.10 
$5.37 
$5.64 
$5.91 
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COMPANY: CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA 

FATE COMPARISON 

PRESENTRATES 

Customer Charqe 
$0.00 

RATE SCHEDULE: GAS LIGHTING 

Cents 
per Therm 

46.349 

Gas Cost Centsnherm: 79.093 

Therm 
Usage 

10 
20 
30 
40 
50 
60 
70 
80 
90 
100 
110 
120 
130 
140 
150 
160 
170 
180 
190 
200 

Present 
Monthly 

Bill 
wlo Fuel 

$4.63 
$9.27 

$13.90 
$18.54 
$23.17 
$27.81 
$32.44 
$37.08 
$41.71 
$46.35 
$50.98 
$55.62 
$60.25 
$64.89 
$69.52 
$74.16 
$78.79 
$83.43 
$88.06 
$92.70 

Present 
Monthly 

Bill 
with Fuel 

$12.54 
$25.09 
$37.63 
$50.18 
$62.72 
$75.27 
$87.81 
$100.35 
$1 12.90 
$125.44 
$137.99 
$150.53 
$163.07 
$175.62 
$188.16 
$200.71 
$213.25 
$225.80 
$238.34 
$250.88 

Proposed 
Monthly 

Bill 
wlo Fuel 

$4.91 
$9.81 

$14.72 
$19.62 
$24.53 
$29.43 
$34.34 
$39.24 
$44.15 
$49.06 
$53.96 
$58.87 
$63.77 
$68.68 
$73.58 
$78.49 
$83.40 
$88.30 
$93.21 
$98.11 

ATTACHMENT : 7(d) 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 

DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 

PSC STAFF 
RECOMMENDED RATES 

Customer Charae 
$0.00 

Cents 
per Therm 

49.056 

Therm usage Increment 10 

Proposed 
Monthly 

Bill 
with Fuel 

$12.81 
$25.63 
$38.44 
$51.26 
$64.07 
$76.89 
$89.70 
$102.52 
$115.33 
$128.15 
$140.96 
$153.78 
$166.59 
$179.41 
$192.22 
$205.04 
$217.85 
$230.67 
$243.48 
$256.30 

Percent 
Increase 
wlo Fuel 

5.84% 
5.84% 
5.84% 
5.84% 
5.84% 
5.84% 
5.84% 
5.84% 
5.84% 
5.84% 
5.84% 
5.84% 
5.84% 
5.84% 
5.84% 
5.84% 
5.84% 
5.84% 
5.84% 
5.84% 

Percent 
Increase 
with Fuel 

2.16% 
2.16% 
2.16% 
2.16% 
2.16% 
2.16% 
2.16% 
2.16% 
2.16% 
2.16% 
2.16% 
2.16% 
2.16% 
2.16% 
2.16% 
2.16% 
2.16% 
2.16% 
2.16% 
2.16% 

~ ~ ~ 

Dollar 
Increase 

$0.27 
$0.54 
$0.81 
$1.08 
$1.35 
$1.62 
$1.89 
$2.17 
$2.44 
$2.71 
$2.98 
$3.25 
$3.52 
$3.79 
$4.06 
$4.33 
$4.60 
$4.87 
$5.14 
$5.41 
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COMPANY: CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA ATTACHMENT : 7(e) 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 

RATE COMPARISON 

RATE SCHEDULE: COMMERCIAL & INDUSTRIAL 

PRESENT RATES 

Customer Charqe 
$17.00 

Cents 
per Therm 

20.259 

PSC STAFF 
RECOMMENDED RATES 

Customer Charqe 
$20.00 

Cents 
per Therm 

23.877 

Gas Cost Centsnherm: 79.093 Therm usage Increment 100 

Present Present Proposed Proposed 
Monthly Monthly Monthly Monthly Percent Percent 

Therm Bill Bill Bill Bill Increase Increase Dollar 
Usage wlo Fuel with Fuel ~~ w/o Fuel with Fuel wlo Fuel with Fuel Increase .~ 

100 
200 
300 
400 
500 
600 
700 
800 
900 
1000 
1100 
1200 
1300 
1400 
1500 
1600 
1700 
1800 
1900 
2000 

$37.26 
$57.52 
$77.78 
$98.04 

$1 18.30 
$138.55 
$158.81 
$179.07 
$199.33 
$219.59 
$239.85 
$260.11 
$280.37 
$300.63 
$320.89 
$341.14 
$361.40 
$381.66 
$401.92 
$422.18 

$116.35 
$215.70 
$315.06 
$414.41 
$513.76 
$613.1 1 
$712.46 
$81 1.82 
$91 1.1 7 

$1,010.52 
$1,109.87 
$1,209.22 
$1.308.58 
$1,407.93 
$1,507.28 
$1,606.63 
$1,705.98 
$1.805.34 
$1,904.69 
$2,004.04 

$43.88 
$67.75 
$91.63 

$115.51 
$139.39 
$163.26 
$1 87.14 
$211.02 
$234.89 
$258.77 
$282.65 
$306.52 
$330.40 
$354.28 
$378.16 
$402.03 
$425.91 
$449.79 
$473.66 
$497.54 

$122.97 
$225.94 
$328.91 
$431.88 
$534.85 
$637.82 
$740.79 
$843.76 
$946.73 

$1,049.70 
$1,152.67 
$1,255.64 
$1.358.61 
$1,461.58 
$1.564.55 
$1,667.52 
$1,770.49 
$1,873.46 
$1.976.43 
$2.079.40 

17.76% 
17.80% 
17.81% 
17.82% 
17.83% 
17.83% 
17.84% 
17.84% 
17.84% 
17.84% 
17.84% 
17.84% 
17.85% 
17.85% 
17.85% 
17.85% 
17.85% 
17.85% 
17.85% 
17.85% 

5.69% 
4.75% 
4.40% 
4.22% 
4.11% 
4.03% 
3.96% 
3.93% 
3.90% 
3.88% 
3.86% 
3.64% 
3.82% 
3.81% 
3.80% 
3.79% 
3.78% 
3.77% 
3.77% 
3.76% 

$6.62 
$10.24 
$13.85 
$17.47 
$21.09 
$24.71 
$28.33 
$31.94 
$35.56 
$39.18 
$42.80 
$46.42 
$50.03 
$53.65 
$57.27 
$60.89 
$64.51 
$68.12 
$71.74 
$75.36 
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COMPANY: CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA ATTACHMENT : 7(f) 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 

RATE COMPARISON 

RATE SCHEDULE: COMMERCIAL LARGE VOLUME 

PRESENTRATES 

Customer Charae 
$35.00 

Cents 
per Therm 

16.336 

PSC STAFF 
RECOMMENDED RATES 

Customer Charoe 
$50.00 

Cents 
per Therm 

17.847 

Gas Cost CentsTTherm: 79.093 Therm usage Increment 2,000 

Therm 
Usage 

2,000 
4,000 
6,000 
8,000 
10,000 
12,000 
14,000 
16,000 
18,000 
20,000 
22,000 
24.000 
26,000 
28.000 
30,000 
32,000 
34,000 
36,000 
38,000 
40,000 

Present Present 
Monthly Monthly 

Bill Bill 
wlo Fuel with Fuel 

$361.72 $1,943.58 
$688.44 $3,852.16 

$1,015.16 $5,760.74 
$1,341.88 $7,669.32 
$1,668.60 $9,577.90 
$1,995.32 $11,486.48 
$2.322.04 $13,395.06 
$2.648.76 $15,303.64 
$2,975.48 $17,212.22 
$3.302.20 $19,120.80 
$3,628.92 $21,029.38 
$3,955.64 $22,937.96 
$4,282.36 $24,846.54 
$4.609.08 $26,755.12 
$4,935.80 $28.663.70 
$5.262.52 $30,572.28 
$5,589.24 $32.480.86 
$5.915.96 $34,389.44 
$6.242.68 $36,298.02 
$6.569.40 $38,206.60 

Proposed Proposed 
Monthly Monthly 

Bill Bill 
w/o Fuel with Fuel 

$406.94 $1,988.80 
$763.88 $3.927.60 

$1,120.82 $5,866.40 
$1,477.76 $7,805.20 
$1.834.70 $9.744.00 
$2,191.64 $11,682.80 

$2,905.52 $15,560.40 
$3,262.46 $17,499.20 
$3,6 19.40 $1 9,438.00 
$3,976.35 $21.376.81 
$4,333.29 $23,315.61 
$4,690.23 $25,254.41 
$5.047.17 $27,193.21 
$5,404.11 $29,132.01 
$5.761.05 $31,070.81 
$6.1 17.99 $33,009.61 
$6.474.93 $34.948.41 

$7,188.81 $38,826.01 

$2,548.58 $13.621 .eo 

$6.831 3 7  $36,887.21 

Percent 
Increase 
w/o Fuel 

12.50% 
10.96% 
10.41% 
10.13% 
9.95% 
9.84% 
9.76% 
9.69% 
9.64% 
9.61% 
9.57% 
9.55% 
9.52% 
9.50% 
9.49% 
9.47% 
9.46% 
9.45% 
9.44% 
9.43% 

__ 

Percent 
Increase Dollar 
with Fuel Increase 

2.33% $45.22 
1.96% $75.44 
1.83% $105.66 
1.77% $135.88 
1.73% $1 66.10 
1.71% $196.32 
1.69% $226.54 
1.68% $256.76 
1.67% $286.98 
1.66% $317.20 
1.65% $347.43 
1.65% $377.65 
1.64% $407.87 
1.64% $438.09 
1.63% $468.31 

1.63% $528.75 
1.63% $558.97 
1.62% $589.19 
1.62% $619.41 

1.63% $498.53 
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ATTACHMENT : 7(g) 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 

COMPANY: CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA 

RATE COMPARISON 

RATE SCHEDULE: INTERRUPTIBLE PREFERRED 

PRESENTRATES 

Customer Charae 
$50.00 

Cents 
per Therm 

12.757 

Gas Cost CentslTherrn: 79.093 

Present Present 
Monthly Monthly 

Therm Bill Bill 
Usage w/o Fuel with Fuel 

2,200 
4,400 
6,600 
8,800 
11,000 
13,200 
15,400 
17,600 
19,800 
22,000 
24,200 
26,400 
28,600 
30,800 
33,000 
35,200 
37,400 
39,600 
41,800 
44,000 

$330.65 $2,070.70 
$611.31 $4,091.40 
$891.96 $6.1 12.10 

$1,172.62 $8,132.80 
$1,453.27 $10,153.50 
$1,733.92 $12,174.20 
$2.014.58 $14,194.90 
$2,295.23 $16,215.60 
$2,575.89 $18,236.30 
$2,856.54 $20,257.00 
$3,137.19 $22,277.70 
$3,417.85 $24,298.40 
$3.698.50 $26.31 9.10 
$3,979.16 $28.339.80 
$4,259.81 $30,360.50 
$4,540.46 $32.381.20 
$4,821.12 $34,401.90 
$5,101.77 $36,422.60 
$5,382.43 $38,443.30 
$5.663.08 $40,464.00 

PSC STAFF 
RECOMMENDED RATES 

Customer Charae 
$100.00 

Cents 
per Therm 

15.787 

Therm usage Increment 2,200 

Proposed Proposed 
Monthly Monthly Percent Percent 

Bill Bill Increase Increase Dollar 
wlo Fuel with Fuel wlo Fuel with Fuel Increase - 

$447.31 $2,187.36 
$794.63 $4,274.72 

$1,141.94 $6,362.08 
$1,489.26 $8,449.44 
$1,836.57 $10,536.80 
$2,183.89 $12,624.16 
$2,531.20 $14,711.52 
$2,878.52 $16.798.88 
$3,225.83 $18,886.24 
$3,573.14 $20,973.60 
$3.920.46 $23,060.96 
$4,267.77 $25.148.32 
$4,615.09 $27,235.69 
$4,962.40 $29,323.05 
$5,309.72 $31,410.41 
$5,657.03 $33,497.77 
$6,004.34 $35.585.13 
$6,351.66 $37,672.49 
$6,698.97 $39,759.85 
$7,046.29 $41,847.21 

35.28% 
29.99% 
28.03% 
27.00% 
26.38% 
25.95% 
25.64% 
25.41% 
25.23% 
25.09% 
24.97% 
24.87% 
24.78% 
24.7 1 % 
24.65% 
24.59% 
24.54% 
24.50% 
24.46% 
24.43% 

5.63% 
4.48% 
4.09% 
3.89% 
3.78% 
3.70% 
3.64% 
3.60% 
3.56% 
3.54% 
3.52% 
3.50% 
3.48% 
3.47% 
3.46% 
3.45% 
3.44% 
3.43% 
3.42% 
3.42% 

$116.66 
$183.32 
$249.98 
$316.64 
$383.30 
$449.96 
$516.62 
$583.28 
$649.94 
$716.60 
$783.26 
$849.92 
$916.59 
$983.25 

$1,049.91 
$1.1 16.57 
$1.183.23 
$1,249.89 
$1.316.55 
$1,383.21 
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COMPANY: CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA 

RATE COMPARISON 

ATTACHMENT : 7(h) 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 

RATE SCHEDULE: CONTRACT INTERRUPTIBLE PREFERRED 

PRESENTRATES 

Customer Charae 
$50.00 

Cents 
per Therm 

12.757 

Gas Cost CentslTherm: 79.093 

Therm 
Usage 

2,200 
4,400 
6,600 
8,800 
11,000 
13,200 
15,400 
17,600 
19,800 
22,000 
24,200 
26,400 
28,600 
30.800 
33,000 
35,200 
37,400 
39,600 
41.800 
44,000 

_ _ _ _  

Present Present 
Monthly Monthly 

Bill Bill 
w/o Fuel with Fuel 

$330.65 $2,070.70 
$611.31 $4,091.40 
$891.96 $6,112.10 

$1,172.62 $8,132.80 
$1,453.27 $10,153.50 
$1,733.92 $12,174.20 
$2,014.58 $14,194.90 
$2,295.23 $16,215.60 
$2,575.89 $18,236.30 
$2.856.54 $20,257.00 
$3,137.19 $22,277.70 
$3,417.85 $24,298.40 
$3,698.50 $2631 9.10 
$3,979.16 $28,339.80 
$4,259.81 $30,360.50 
$4,540.46 $32,381.20 
$4,821.12 $34,401.90 
$5,101.77 $36,422.60 
$5,382.43 $38,443.30 
$5,663.08 $40,464.00 

PSC STAFF 
RECOMMENDED RATES 

Customer Charae 
$100.00 

Cents 
per Therm 

15.787 

Therm usage Increment 2,200 

Proposed Proposed 
Monthly Monthly Percent Percent 

Bill Bill Increase Increase 
w/o Fuel with Fuel w/o .. Fuel with Fuel 

$447.31 $2.1 87.36 
$794.63 $4,274.72 

$1,141.94 $6,362.08 
$1,489.26 $8,449.44 
$1,836.57 $1 0,536.80 
$2,183.89 $12,624.16 
$2,531.20 $14,711.52 
$2,878.52 $16,798.88 
$3,225.83 $18,886.24 
$3.573.14 $20,973.60 
$3,920.46 $23,060.96 
$4,267.77 $25,148.32 
$4,615.09 $27,235.69 
$4,962.40 $29,323.05 
$5,309.72 $31,410.41 
$5,657.03 $33,497.77 
$6,004.34 $35,585.13 
$6,351.66 $37,672.49 
$6,698.97 $39,759.85 
$7,046.29 $41,847.21 

35.28% 
29.99% 

27.00% 

25.95% 
25.64% 
25.41% 
25.23% 
25.09% 
24.97% 
24.87% 
24.78% 
24.71% 
24.65% 
24.59% 
24.54% 
24 50% 
24.46% 
24 43% 

28.03% 

26.38% 

5.63% 
4.48% 
4.09% 
3.89% 
3.78% 
3.70% 
3.64% 
3.60% 
3.56% 
3.54% 
3.52% 
3.50% 
3.48% 
3.47% 
3.46% 
3.45% 
3.44% 
3.43% 
3.42% 
3.42% 

Dollar 
Increase 

$1 16.66 
$183.32 
$249.98 
$316.64 
$383.30 
$449.96 
$516.62 
$583.28 
$649.94 
$716.60 
$783.26 
$849.92 
$916.59 
$983.25 

$1,049.91 
$1,116.57 
$1,183 23 
$1,249.89 
$1,316 55 
$1,383.21 
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COMPANY: CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA ATACHMENT : 7(i) 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 

RATE COMPARISON 

RATE SCHEDULE: INTERRUPTIBLE LARGE VOLUME GAS SERVICE 

PRESENTRATES 

Customer Charae 
$250.00 

Cents 
per T h e n  

8.252 

Gas Cost CentslTherm: 79.093 

Therm 
Usage 

17,300 
34,600 
51,900 
69,200 
86,500 
103,800 
121,100 
138.400 
155,700 
173,000 
190,300 
207,600 
224,900 
242,200 
259,500 
276,800 
294,100 
311,400 
328,700 
346,000 

Present Present 
Monthly Monthly 

Bill Bill 
wlo Fuel with Fuel 

$1,677.60 $15,360.69 
$3,105.19 $30,471.37 
$4,532.79 $45.582.06 
$5,960.38 $60.692.74 
$7.387.98 $75,803.43 
$8,815.58 $90,914.11 
$10,243.17 $106,024.80 
$1 1,670.77 $121.135.48 
$1 3,098.36 $1 36,246.1 7 
514525.96 $151.356.85 
$15,953.56 $166,467.54 
$17,381.1 5 $181.578.22 
$18,808.75 $196,688.91 
$20,236.34 $21 1,799.59 
$21,663.94 $226,910.28 
$23,091.54 $242,020.96 
$24,519.13 $257,131.65 
$25,946.73 $272,242.33 
$27,374.32 $287,353.02 
$28,801.92 $302,463.70 

PSC STAFF 
RECOMMENDED RATES 

Customer Charae 
$250.00 

Cents 
per Therm 

11.075 

Therm usage Increment: 17,300 

Proposed Proposed 
Monthly Monthly Percent Percent 

Bill Bill Increase Increase Dollar 
- w/o Fuel with Fuel wlo Fuel with Fuel Increase 

$2,165.98 $15,849.06 
$4,081.95 $31,448.1 3 
$5.997.93 $47,047.19 
$7,913.90 $62,646.26 
$9,829.88 $78,245.32 

$11,745.85 $93,844.38 
$13,661.83 $109,443.45 
$15.577.80 $125,042.51 
$17,493.78 $140,641.58 
$19.409.75 $156,240.64 
$21,325.73 $171,839.70 
$23,241.70 $187,438.77 
$25,157.68 $203.037.83 
$27.073.65 $218,636.90 
$28,989.63 $234.235.96 
$30.905.60 $249.835.03 
$32,821 58 $265,434.09 
$34.737.55 $281.033.15 
$36,653.53 $296.632.22 
$38.569.50 $312,231.28 

29.1 1% 
31.46% 
32.32% 
32.78% 
33.05% 
33.24% 
33.37% 
33.48% 
33.56% 
33.62% 
33.67% 
33.72% 
33.76% 
33.79% 
33.82% 
33.84% 
33.86% 
33.88% 
33.90% 
33.91% 

3.18% $488.38 
3.21% $976.76 
3.21% $1,465.14 
3.22% $1,953.52 
3.22% $2.441.90 
3.22% $2,930.27 
3.22% $3.418.65 
3.23% $3,907.03 
3.23% $4,395.41 
3.23% $4,883.79 
3.23% $5,372.17 
3.23% $5,860.55 
3.23% $6,348.93 
3.23% $6,837.31 
3.23% $7,325.69 
3.23% $7,814.07 
3.23% $8,302.44 
3.23% $8,790.82 
3.23% $9,279.20 
3.23% $9,767.58 
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COMPANY: CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA ATACHMENT : 70) 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 

RATE COMPARISON 

RATE SCHEDULE: CONTRACT INTERRUPTIBLE LARGE VOLUME GAS SERVICE 

PRESENTRATES 

Customer Charae 
$250.00 

Cents 
per Them 

8.252 

Gas Cost Centsflhem: 79.093 

Present Present 
Monthly Monthly 

Therm Bill Bill 
Usage w/o Fuel with Fuel 

17,300 
34,600 
51,900 
69,200 
86,500 
103,800 
121,100 
138,400 
155,700 
173,000 
190,300 
207,600 
224,900 
2 4 2,2 0 0 
259,500 
276.800 
294,100 
311,400 
328,700 
346,000 

$1,677.60 $15,360.69 
$3,105.19 $30,471.37 
$4,532.79 $45,582.06 
$5,960.38 $60,692.74 
$7,387.98 $75.803.43 
$8.815.58 $90,914.11 
$1 0,243.17 $1 06.024.80 
$1 1,670.77 $121,135.48 
$13,098.36 $136,246.17 
$14,525.96 $151,356.85 
$15,953.56 $166,467.54 
$1 7,381 .I 5 $1 81,578.22 
$18,808.75 $196.688.91 
$20,236.34 $21 1,799.59 
$21,663.94 $226,910.28 
$23,091.54 $242.020.96 
$24,519.13 $257.1 31.65 
$25,946.73 $272.242.33 
$27,374.32 $287,353.02 
$28,801.92 $302,463.70 

PSC STAFF 
RECOMMENDED RATES 

Customer Charae 
$250.00 

Cents 
per Therm 

11.075 

Therm usage Increment: 17,300 

Proposed Proposed 
Monthly Monthly Percent Percent 

Bill Bill Increase Increase Dollar 
wlo Fuel with Fuel wlo Fuel with Fuel Increase 

$2,165.98 $15.849.06 
$4,081.95 $31,448.1 3 
$5,997.93 $47,047.19 
$7,913.90 $62.646.26 
$9.829.88 $78,245.32 

$1 1,745.85 $93,844.38 
$13.661.83 $109,443.45 
$15,577.80 $125.042.51 
$17,493.78 $140,641.58 
$19,409.75 $156,240.64 
$21,325.73 $171,839.70 
$23.241.70 $187.438.77 
$25,157.68 $203.037.83 
$27,073.65 $218,636.90 
$28,989.63 $234,235.96 
$30,905.60 $249,835.03 
$32,821.58 $265,434.09 
$34,737.55 $281,033 15 
$36,653.53 $296.632.22 
$38.569.50 $312,231.28 

29.11% 
31.46% 
32.32% 
32.78% 
33.05% 
33.24% 
33.37% 
33.48% 
33.56% 
33.62% 
33.67% 
33.72% 
33.76% 
33.79% 
33.82% 
33.84% 
33.86% 
33.88% 
33.90% 
33.91% 

3.18% $488.38 
3.21% $976.76 
3.21% $1,465.14 
3.22% $1,953.52 
3.22% $2.441.90 
3.22% $2,930.27 
3.22% $3,418.65 
3.23% $3,907.03 
3.23% $4,395.41 
3.23% $4,883.79 
3.23% $5.372.17 
3.23% $5,860.55 
3.23% $6.348.93 
3.23% $6,837.31 
3.23% $7,325.69 
3.23% $7,814.07 
3.23% $8,302.44 
3.23% $8,790.82 
3.23% $9,279.20 
3.23% $9,767.58 
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COMPANY: CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA ATTACHMENT : 7(k) 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 

RATE COMPARISON 

RATE SCHEDULE: NATURAL GAS VEHICLE SALES 

PRESENTRATES 

Customer Charae 
$12.00 

Cents 
per Therm 

14.119 

Gas Cost Centsllherm: 79.093 

Present Present 
Monthly Monthly 

Therm Bill Bill 
Usage w/o Fuel with Fuel 

PSC STAFF 
RECOMMENDED RATES 

Customer Charae 
$15.00 

Cents 
per Them 

17.500 

Therm usage Increment 10 

Proposed Proposed 
Monthly Monthly Percent Percent 

Bill Bill Increase Increase 
w/o Fuel with Fuel w/o Fuel with Fuel 

10 $13.41 
20 $14.82 
30 $16.24 
40 $17.65 
50 $19.06 
60 $20.47 
70 $21 .88 
80 $23.30 
90 $24.71 
100 $26.12 
110 $27.53 
120 $28.94 
130 $30.35 
140 $31.77 
150 $33.18 
160 $34.59 
170 $36.00 
180 $37.41 
190 $38.83 
200 $40.24 

$21.32 $16.75 
$30.64 $18.50 
$39.96 $20.25 
$49.28 $22.00 
$58.61 $23.75 
$67.93 $25.50 
$77.25 $27.25 
$86.57 $29.00 
$95.89 $30.75 

$105.21 $32.50 
$114.53 $34.25 
$123.85 $36.00 
$1 33.1 8 $37.75 
$142.50 $39.50 
$151.82 $41.25 
$161.14 $43.00 
$170.46 $44.75 
$179.78 $46.50 
$1 89.1 0 $48.25 
$198.42 $50.00 

$24.66 
$34.32 
$43.98 
$53.64 
$63.30 
$72.96 
$82.62 
$92.27 

$101.93 
$11 1.59 
$121.25 
$130.91 
$140.57 
$150.23 
$159.89 
$169.55 
$179.21 
$188.87 
$198.53 
$208.19 

24.89% 
24.80% 
24.73% 
24.66% 
24.61% 
24.56% 
24.52% 
24.49% 
24.46% 
24.43% 
24.41% 
24.38% 
24.36% 
24.34% 
24.33% 
24.31% 
24.30% 
24.28% 
24.27% 
24.26% 

15.66% 
12.00% 
10.04% 
8.83% 
8.00% 
7.40% 
6.95% 
6.59% 
6.30% 
6.06% 
5.87% 
5.70% 
5.55% 
5.43% 
5.32% 
5.22% 
5.13% 
5.05% 
4.98% 
4.92% 

Dollar 
Increase 

$3.34 
$3.68 
$4.01 
$4.35 
$4.69 
$5.03 
$5.37 
$5.70 
$6.04 
$6.38 
$6.72 
$7.06 
$7.40 
$7.73 
$8.07 
$8.41 
$8.75 
$9.09 
$9.42 
$9.76 
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COMPANY: CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA ATTACHMENT : 7(1) 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 

RATE COMPARISON 

RATE SCHEDULE: SMALL COMMERCIAL TRANSPORTATION 

PRESENTRATES 

Customer Charae 
$17.00 

Cents 
per Therm 

20.259 

PSC STAFF 
RECOMMENDED RATES 

Customer Charqe 
$25.00 

Cents 
per Therm 

23.877 

Gas Cost CentslTherm: nla Therm usage Increment 200 

Therm 
Usage 

200 
400 
600 
800 

1,000 
1,200 
1,400 
1,600 
1,800 
2,000 
2,200 
2,400 
2,600 
2.800 
3,000 
3,200 
3,400 
3,600 
3,800 
4,000 

Present 
Monthly 

Bill 
wlo Fuel 

$57.52 
$98.04 
$138.55 
$179.07 
$219.59 
$260.11 
$300.63 
$341.14 
$381.66 
$422.18 
$462.70 
$503.22 
$543.73 
$584.25 
$624.77 
$665.29 
$705.81 
$746.32 
$786.84 
$827.36 

Present 
Monthly 

Bill 
with Fuel 

nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 

Proposed 
Monthly 

Bill 
wlo Fuel 

$72.75 
$120.51 
$168.26 
$216.02 
$263.77 
$311.52 
$359.28 
$407.03 
$454.79 
$502.54 
$550.29 
$598.05 
$645.80 
$693.56 
$741.31 
$789.06 
$836.82 
$884.57 
$932.33 
$980.08 

Proposed 
Monthly 

Bill 
with Fuel 

nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 

Percent 
Increase 
wlo Fuel 

26.49% 
22.92% 
21.44% 
20.63% 
20.12% 
19.77% 
19.51% 
19.31% 
19.16% 
19.03% 
18.93% 
18.85% 
18.77% 
18.71% 
18.65% 
18.60% 
18.56% 
18.52% 
18.49% 
18.46% 

Percent 
Increase 
with Fuel 

nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 

Dollar 
Increase 

$15.24 
$22.47 
$29.71 
$36.94 
$44.18 
$51.42 
$58.65 
$65.89 
$73.12 
$80.36 
$87.60 
$94.83 
$102.07 
$109.30 
$116.54 
$123.78 
$131.01 
$138.25 
$145.48 
$152.72 
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COMPANY: CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA ATTACHMENT : 7(m) 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 

RATE COMPARISON 

RATE SCHEDULE: COMMERCIAL TRANSPORTATION 

PRESENTRATES 

Customer Charqe 
$50.00 

Cents 
perTherm 

16.336 

PSC STAFF 
RECOMMENDED RATES 

Customer Charqe 
$55.00 

Cents 
per Therm 

17.847 

Gas Cost CentsiTherm: nla Therm usage Increment 1,900 

Present Present Proposed Proposed 
Monthly Monthly Monthly Monthly Percent Percent 

Therm Bill Bill Bill Bill Increase Increase 
wlo Fuel with Fuel wlo Fuel with Fuel Usage wlo Fuel with Fuel .~ 

1,900 
3,800 
5,700 
7,600 
9,500 
11,400 
13,300 
15,200 
17,100 
19,000 
20.900 
22,800 
24,700 
26,600 
28,500 
30,400 
32.300 
34,200 
36,100 
38,000 

$360.38 
$670.77 
$981.15 

$1,291.54 
$1,601.92 
$1,912.30 
$2,222.69 
$2,533.07 
$2,843.46 
$3,153.84 
$3,464.22 
$3,774.61 
$4,084.99 
$4,395.38 
$4,705.76 
$5,016.14 
$5,326.53 
$5,636.91 
$5,947.30 
$6,257.68 

nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 

$394.09 
$733.19 

$1,072.28 
$1,411.37 
$1,750.47 
$2,089.56 
$2,428.65 
$2,767.74 
$3,106.84 
$3,445.93 
$3,785.02 
$4,124.12 
$4,463.21 
$4.802.30 
$5,141.40 
$5,480.49 
$5.81 9.58 
$6,158.68 
$6.497.77 
$6,836.86 

nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 

.9.35% 
9.31% 
9.29% 
9.28% 
9.27% 
9.27% 
9.27% 
9.26% 
9.26% 
9.26% 
9.26% 
9.26% 
9.26% 
9.26% 
9.26% 
9.26% 
9.26% 
9.26% 
9.26% 
9.26% 

nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 

Dollar 
Increase 

$33.71 
$62.42 
$91.13 

$1 19.84 
$148.55 
$177.25 
$205.96 
$234.67 
$263.38 
$292.09 
$320.80 
$349.51 
$378.22 
$406.93 
$435.64 
$464.35 
$493.05 
$521.76 
$550.47 
$579.18 
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COMPANY: CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA ATTACHMENT : 7(n) 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 

RATE COMPARISON 

RATE SCHEDULE: INTERRUPTIBLE TRANSPORTATION 

PRESENTRATES 

Therm 
Usage 

4,900 
9,800 
14,700 
19,600 
24,500 
29,400 
34,300 
39,200 
44,100 
49,000 
53,900 
58,800 
63,700 
68,600 
73,500 
78,400 
83,300 
88,200 
93,100 
98,000 

Customer Charae 
$175.00 

Cents 
per Therm 

12.757 

PSC STAFF 
RECOMMENDED RATES 

Customer Charae 
$175.00 

Cents 
per Therm 

15.787 

Gas Cost Centsmherm: n/a Therm usage Increment 4,900 

Present 
Monthly 

Bill 
wlo Fuel 

$800.09 
$1,425.19 
$2,050.28 
$2,675.37 
$3,300.47 
$3,925.56 
$4,550.65 
$5,175.74 
$5,800.84 
$6,425.93 
$7,051.02 
$7.676.12 
$8,301.21 
$8,926.30 
$9,551.40 

$10,176.49 
$1 0,801.58 
$1 1,426.67 
$1 2,05 1.77 
$12,676.86 

Present 
Monthly 

Bill 
with Fuel 

n/a 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
n/a 
nla 
nla 
nla 
n/a 
nla 
nla 
n/a 
nla 

Proposed 
Monthly 

Bill 
wlo Fuel 

$948.56 
$1,722.13 
$2,495.69 
$3,269.25 
$4,042.81 
$4,816.38 
$5,589.94 
$6,363.50 
$7,137.07 
$7,910.63 
$8,684.19 
$9,457.75 
$10,231.32 
$1 1,004.88 
$1 1,778.44 
$12,552.01 
$13,325.57 
$14,099.13 
$14,872.69 
$15,646.26 

Proposed 
Monthly 

Bill 
with Fuel 

nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
n/a 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
n/a 
nla 
nla 

Percent 
Increase 
wlo Fuel 

18.56% 
20.84% 
21.72% 
22.20% 
22.49% 
22.69% 
22.84% 
22.95% 
23.04% 
23.10% 
23.16% 
23.21% 
23.25% 
23.29% 
23.32% 
23.34% 
23.37% 
23.39% 
23.41% 
23.42% 

Percent 
Increase 
with Fuel 

nla 
nla 
n/a 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
n/a 
nla 
nla 
nla 
n/a 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 

Dollar 
Increase 

$148.47 
$296.94 
$445.4 1 
$593.88 
$742.35 
$890.82 

$1.039.29 
$1,187.76 
$1,336.23 
$1,484.70 
$1 633.1 7 
$1.781.64 
$1.930.1 1 
$2,078.58 
$2.227.05 
$2,375.52 
$2,523.99 
$2,672.46 
$2.820.93 
$2,969.40 
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COMPANY: CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA 

RATE COMPARISON 

ATTACHMENT : 7(0) 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 

RATE SCHEDULE: CONTRACT INTERRUPTIBLE TRANSPORTATION 

PRESENTRATES 

Customer Charae 
$175.00 

Cents 
per Therm 

12.757 

Gas Cost Centflherm: nla 

PSC STAFF 
RECOMMENDED RATES 

Customer Charqe 
$175.00 

Cents 
per Therm 

15.787 

Therm usage Increment 9,100 

Present Present Proposed Proposed 
Monthly Monthly Monthly Monthly Percent Percent 

Therm Bill Bill Bill Bill Increase Increase Dollar 
Usage ~ wlo Fuel with Fuel wlo Fuel with Fuel wlo Fuel with Fuel Increase 

9,100 $1,335.89 
18,200 $2,496.77 
27,300 $3,657.66 

45,500 $5,979.44 
54,600 $7,140.32 
63,700 $8,301.21 
72.800 $9.462.10 

91,000 $11,783.87 
100,100 $12,944.76 
109,200 $14,105.64 
118.300 $15,266.53 
127.400 $16,427.42 
136,500 $17,588.31 
145,600 $18,749.19 
154,700 $19,910.08 
163.800 $21.070.97 
172,900 $22,231.85 
182,000 $23,392.74 

36,400 $4,818.55 

81,900 $10,~22.98 

nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 

$1 $31 1.62 
$3,048.23 

$5,921.47 

$8,794.70 
$10,231.31 
$1 1,667.93 
$13,104.55 
$14,541.16 

$17,414.40 
$18,851.01 
$20,287.63 
$21,724.25 
$23.160.86 
$24,597.48 
$26,034.10 
$27,470.71 
$28.907.33 

$4,484.85 

$7,358.08 

$15,977.78 

nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 

20.64% 
22.09% 
22.62% 
22.89% 
23.06% 
23.17% 

23.31% 
23.36% 
23.40% 
23.43% 
23.46% 

23.50% 
23.52% 
23.53% 
23.54% 
23.55% 
23.56% 
23.57% 

23.25% 

23.48% 

nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 

$275.73 
$551.46 
$827.19 

$1,102.92 
$1,378.65 
$1,654.38 
$1,930.11 
$2,205.84 

$2,757.29 
$3,033.02 
$3,308.75 
$3,584.48 
$3,860.21 
$4,135.94 
$4,411.67 
$4,687.40 
$4,963.1 3 

$5,514.59 

$2,481.56 

$5,238.86 
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COMPANY: CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA 

RATE COMPARISON 

ATTACHMENT : 7(p) 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 

RATE SCHEDULE: INTERRUPTIBLE LARGE VOLUME TRANSPORTATION 

PRESENTRATES 

Customer Charae 
$400.00 

Cents 
per Therm 
8.252 

Gas Cost CentslTherm: nla 

Present 
Monthly 

Therm Bill 
Usage wlo Fuel ~. 

17,300 $1,827 60 
34,600 $3,255 19 
51,900 $4.682 79 
69,200 $6,110 38 
86,500 $7,537 98 
103,800 $8,965 58 
121,100 $10,393 17 
138,400 $11,820 77 
155,700 $13,248 36 
173,000 $14,675 96 
190,300 $16,103 56 
207,600 $17,531 15 
224,900 $18,958 75 
242,200 $20,386 34 
259,500 $21,813 94 
276,800 $23,241 54 
294,100 $24,669 13 
31 1,400 $26,096 73 
328,700 $27,524 32 
346,000 $28,951 92 

Present Proposed 
Monthly Monthly 

Bill Bill 
with Fuel wlo Fuel 

nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
n/a 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 

$2,315.98 
$4,231.95 
$6,147.93 
$8,063.90 
$9.979.88 
$1 1,895.85 
$1331 1.83 
$15.727.80 
$17.643.78 
$19,559.75 
$21,475.73 
$23,391.70 
$25,307.68 
$27,223.65 
$29,139.63 
$31,055.60 
$32,971.58 
$34,887.55 
$36,803.53 
$38,719.50 

PSC STAFF 
RECOMMENDED RATES 

Customer Charae 
$400.00 

Cents 
per Therm 
11.075 

Therm usage Increment 17,300 

Proposed 
Monthly 

Bill 
with Fuel 

nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
n/a 
nla 
nla 
nla 
n/a 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
n/a 
nla 
nla 
nla 

Percent 
Increase 
wlo Fuel 

26.72% 
30.01% 
31.29% 
31.97% 
32.39% 
32.68% 
32.89% 
33.05% 
33.18% 
33.28% 
33.36% 
33.43% 
33.49% 
33.54% 
33.58% 
33.62% 
33.66% 
33.69% 
33.71% 
33.74% 

Percent 
Increase 
with Fuel 

~~ 

nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
n/a 
nla 
nla' 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 

Dollar 
Increase 

$488.38 
$976.76 
$1,465.14 
$1,953.52 
$2,441.90 
$2.930.27 
$3,418.65 
$3,907.03 
$4,395.41 
$4,883.79 
$5,372.17 
$5.860.55 
$6,348.93 
$6,837.31 
$7.325.69 
$7.814.07 
$8,302.44 
$8,790.82 
$9,279.20 
$9,767.58 
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COMPANY: CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA ATTACHMENT : 7(q) 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 

RATE COMPARISON 

RATE SCHEDULE: CONTRACT INTERRUPTIBLE LARGE VOLUME TRANSPORTATION 

PRESENTRATES 

Customer Charae 
$400.00 

Cents 
per Therm 
8.252 

PSC STAFF 
RECOMMENDED RATES 

Customer Charoe 
$400.00 

Cents 
per Therm 
11.075 

Gas Cost CentsITherm: nla Therm usage Increment 29,000 

Present Present 
Monthly Monthly 

Therm Bill Bill 
Usage wlo Fuel with Fuel 

29,000 $2,793.08 
58,000 $5.186.16 
87,000 $7,579.24 
116,000 $9,972.32 
145,000 $12,365.40 
174,000 $14,758.48 
203,000 $17,151.56 
232,000 $19,544.64 
261,000 $21,937.72 
290,000 $24,330.80 
319,000 $26,723.88 
348,000 $29,116.96 
377,000 $31,510.04 
406,000 $33.903.12 
435,000 $36,296.20 
464,000 $38,689.28 
493,000 $41,082.36 
522,000 $43,475.44 
551,000 $45,868.52 
580,000 $48,261.60 

nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 

Proposed 
Monthly 

Bill 
wlo Fuel 

$3,611.75 
$6,823.50 
$10,035.25 
$13,247.00 
$1 6,458.75 
$19,670.50 
$22,88225 
$26,094.00 
$29,305.75 
$32,517.50 
$35,729.25 
$38,941.00 
$42,152.75 
$45,364.50 
$48.576.25 
$51,788.00 
$54,999.75 
$58.21 1.50 
$61,423.25 
$64,635.00 

Proposed 
Monthly 

Bill 
with Fuel 

nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
n/a 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 

Percent 
Increase 

- wlo Fuel 

29.31% 
31.57% 
32.40% 
32.84% 
33.10% 
33.28% 
33.41% 
33.51% 
33.59% 
33.65% 
33.70% 
33.74% 
33.78% 
33.81% 
33.83% 
33.86% 
33.88% 
33.90% 
33.91% 
33.93% 

Percent 
Increase Dollar 
with Fuel Increase 

nla $818.67 
nla $1,637.34 
nla $2,456.01 
nla $3,274.68 
nla $4,093.35 
nla $4.9,l2.02 
nla $5,730.69 
nla $6,549.36 
nla $7,368.03 
nla $8,186.70 
nla $9,005.37 
nla $9,824.04 
nla $10,642.71 
nla $11,461.38 
nla $12,280.05 
nla $13,098.72 
n/a $13,917.39 
nla $14,736.06 
nla $15,554.73 
n/a $16,373.40 
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AlTACHMENT : 7(r) 
DOCKET NO. 000768-GU 

COMPANY: C I N  GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA 

RATE COMPARISON 

RATE SCHEDULE: NATURAL GAS VEHICLE TRANSPORTATION 

PRESENTRATES 

Customer Charge 
$12.00 

Cents 
per Them 

14.119 

Gas Cost Centsnherm: nla 

Therm 
Usage 

10 
20 
30 
40 
50 
60 
70 
80 
90 
100 
110 
120 
130 
140 
150 
160 
170 
180 
190 
200 

Present Present 
Monthly Monthly 

Bill Bill 
wlo Fuel with Fuel 

$13.41 nla 
$14.82 nla 
$16.24 nla 
$17.65 n/a 
$19.06 nla 
$20.47 nla 
$21.88 nla 
$23.30 nla 
$24.71 nla 
$26.12 nla 
$27.53 nla 
$28.94 nla 
$30.35 nla 
$31.77 nla 
$33.18 nla 
$34.59 nla 
$36.00 nla 
$37.41 nla 
$38.83 nla 
$40.24 nla 

PSC STAFF 
RECOMMENDED RATES 

Customer Charge 
$15.00 

Cents 
per Therm 

17.500 

Them usage Increment: 10 

Proposed Proposed 
Monthly Monthly Percent Percent 

Bill Bill Increase Increase Dollar 
wlo Fuel with Fuel wlo Fuel with Fuel Increase 

$16.75 
$18.50 
$20.25 
$22.00 
$23.75 
$25.50 
$27.25 
$29.00 
$30.75 
$32.50 
$34.25 
$36.00 
$37.75 
$39.50 
$41.25 
$43.00 

$46.50 
$48.25 
$50.00 

$44.75 

nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 

24.89% 
24.80% 
24.73% 
24.66% 
24.61% 
24.56% 
24.52% 
24.49% 
24.46% 
24.43% 
24.41% 
24.38% 
24.36% 
24.34% 
24.33% 
24.31% 
24.30% 
24.28% 
24.27% 
24.26% 

nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
n/a 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 
nla 

$3.34 
$3.68 
$4.01 
$4.35 
$4.69 
$5.03 
$5.37 
$5.70 
$6.04 
$6.38 
$6.72 
$7.06 
$7.40 
$7.73 
$8.07 
$8.41 
$8.75 
$9.09 
$9.42 
$9.76 
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