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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE C0~1ISSION 

In re: Appl ication of SUNRAY 
UTILITIES, INC. for water and 
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County 
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this matter : 
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BETTY EASLEY 

KATHRYN G. W. COWDERY, Esquire, Gatlin, Woods, Carlson & 
Cowdery, 1709-D Mahan Drive , Tallahassee, Florida 32308 
on b e half of sunray Utilities . Inc. 

JAMES L. ADE and SCOTT G. SCHILDBERG, Esquires , Martin, 
Ade, Birchfield & Mickler, P. A., 3000 Independent 
Squire , Jacksonville, Florida 32202 
And 
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PATRICK K. WIGGINS, Esquire and ROBERT SCHEFFEL WRIGHT, I 
Class B Pr actitioner , Wiggins & Villacorta , P. A., 501 
East Tennessee Street, Tallahassee , Florida 32302 
On behalf of Cordele Properties , Inc, and Cima rrone 
Property owners Association 

CATHERINE BEDELL, Esquire , Florida Public Service 
Commission, 101 East Gaines Street, Tallahassee, Florida 
32399-0863 
On be half of the Commission Staff 

PRENTICE PRUITT, Esquire, Florida Public Service 
Commission, 101 East Gaines Street , Tallahassee , Florida 
32399-0863 
Counsel to the Commission 

FINAL ORDER SETIING BATES AND CHARGES AND 
REQUIRING REFUND OF TEMPOBAR¥ BATES 

BY THE COt1MISSION: 
BACKGROUND 

On Augus t 28 , 1987 , sunray Utilities , Inc . (Sunray} applied 

for original water and wastewater certificat es in St . Johns cou nty . 

The notice of application was protested by St . Johns North Utility 
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Corporation. After a hearing on the matter, we issued Order No. 
19428 on June 6, 1988 , granting Sunray Water Certificate No. 504-W 
and Wastewater Certificate No . 438-S . The docket was left open for 
the purpose of establishing initial rates and charges. 

In April 1990, the utility bPgan providing service to the 

Cimarrone Property Owners Association (Ci!llarrone), without 

compensation, pending approval of initial rates and charges. On 
August 10, 1990 , this Commission issued proposed agency action 

Order No. 23341 approving rates and charges. On August 30, 1990, 
Cimarrone, Sunray's sole customer and Cordele Properties, Inc . 
(Cordele), the developer of the Cimarrone project, filed a joint 

protest to the Order. 

In response to the protest, Sunray requested that it be 

allowed to implement the rates contained in Order No. 23341 on a 
temporary basis , subject to refund, pending resolution of the 

protest . Temporary rates were granted pursuant t o Order No. 23714, 
issued November 2, 1990 . On August 28 and 29, 1991 a hearing was 

conducted to determine initial rates and charges . 

In Order No. 22330, issued on December 20 , 1989, the 
Commission acknowledged St. Johns County's ordinance to regain its 

jurisdiction over privately-owned water and wastewater utilities in 
that county. Upon the closing of this docket, Sunray's cert ificate 

will be canceled administratively and st. Johns County will assume 
jurisdiction over the rates and charges of Sunray . 

A prehcaring confer~nce was held on June 12, 1991 , in 

Tallahassee, Florida. A formal hearing wa s held on August 28 and 
29, 1991 , in Tallahassee, Florida. 

FINDINGS Of FACT . LAW & POLICY 

Having heard the evidence presented at the formal hearing and 
having reviewed the recommendation of Staff, as well as the briefs 
of the parties, we now enter our findings and conclusions . 

STIPULATIONS 

At the prehearing conference, Sunray and CimarronejCordele 

(C/C) agreed upon a number of stipulations. Subsequently , the 

utility declined to stipulate to Stipulation No . 5 . Upon 

consideration, we find that the Stipulations 1-4, 6 and 7, are 
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reasonable and they are, therefore, pproved. We find the issue 
raised by Stipulation No. 5 is immaterial to th is proceeding. The 
Stipulations are as follows: 

1. Revenue from allowance for funds prudently invested 
(AFPI) charges and guaranteed revenue charges is "below 
the line" revenue for r3te making purposes. 

2. Sunray 1 s request that developers be required to take 
effluent for spray irrigation purposes as a condition to 
receive service should be approved. 

3. Sunray s hould not charge a rate for effluent delivered to 
developments. 

4. Refunds, it appropriate, will be made in accordance with 
Commission Rule 25-30.360 , Florida Administrative Code. 

5 . ITT has sold some of its land in Sunray 1 s St. Johns 
County certificated territory for develop~ent. 

6. The current leve rage f o r mula should be utili zed to 
determine the appropriate return on equity. 

7 . AFUDC rates should be changed using the mos t c urrent 
leverage formula. The recalculated rate is 12 .44 \ . 

MOTION TO STRIKE 

On October 8 , 1991, Sunray filed a t1otion to Strike and a 
Request for Oral Argument on the motion. The basis for the motion 
to strike is that in their brief C/C relied on material outside the 
record and that they included argument on an issue not previously 
identified. On October 16, 1991 , C/C responde d to the Motion to 
Strike and argued tha t the statements objected to by Sunray were 
based on the record and that Issue 29 s hould not be struck because 
it addresses an issue that was raised at hearing. 

We deny tha t the portion of the motion which seeks to strike 
portions of C/C 1 s brief whic h may be outside the rec ord for the 
following reasons : all briefs filed after a hearing have the 
potential for containing material outside the record; when material 
which is outside the r ecord is referred to or relied on i n the 
brief, the Commission simply does not rely on such material , which 
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has the effect of striking that mater ial ; and there is no prejudice 
to the utility where the Commission does not rely on material 
outside the r ecord . 

We agree with the utility that Issue 29 raised in C/C's brief 
s hould be struck because it is totally outside the scope of this 
proceeding. Iss ue 29 , a s stated by C/C, is, " Whether Sunray can 
resel l a customer's reserve d capacity without making an appropriate 
refund to the c ust omers." This issue was not raised prior to or 
during the hearing . No testimony was h eard on it. The utility h as 
no vehi cle with which to respond to t he arguments made by CfC. The 
potential h arm tha t C/C raises in this issue is that the utili ty 
will be allowed to resell r eserved capacity without refunding the 
funds paid by the developer for the reserved capacity. This issue 
and any pote ntial harm can be addressed by St . Johns County if the 
utility c harges C/C or resells capacity in violation of approv ed 
tariffs . 

Pursuant to the Order on Procedur e , Order No. 24726 , issu ed 

July 1, 1991, a ll issues were to be raised prior t o the issuance of 
the Pre heari ng Or der or were deemed waived . This new issue was not 
raised at any time dur i ng the hearing process . For these reasons , 
we find it appropria te to grant that portion of the utility ' s 
Motion to Strike which seeks to have Iss ue 29 struck from the 
brief . 

Accordingly, the Motion to Strike is hereby denied in part and 
granted to the extent tha t I ssue 29 of and the argument following, 
s ho u ld be s truck from C/C ' s brief. Specifically, pages 69- 72, 
except for the s igna ture portion on page 72 , are hereby struck from 
the brie f of C/C . We also deny the utility • s request for oral 
argument on this motion as it is not necessary for the resolution 
of this issue. 

THE GUARANTEE AGREEjtENT 

C/ C raised several issues concerning three agreements which 
are related to the development served by Sunray . These a9reements 
are : 1) A Guarantee Agreement ; 2) A Ut ility Service Agreement; ~nd 
J) A Spray Irrigation Agreement. All agreements were executed on 
t he same d ay . 

C/C' s witness Labar tes tified that the Guarantee Agreement was 
signe d on the same day as the Util~ty Serv ice Agreement and the 
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Spray Irrigation Agreement, and that he relied on all the 
agreements e ntered int.o that day in making his decision not to 
build and operate h is own utility . C/C furtoer argues that to not 
assert authority over the agreement would give the parties the 
ability to circumvent both the police power of the State and the 
jurisdiction of the Commission to set rates. 

It is the position of the utility that the Commission has no 
jurisdiction over the agreement because it is a contract between 
non-regulated entities, Cordele Properties, Inc. (the d evelope r ) , 
Jax Utility Management, and ITT/Rayonier (shareholder s of Sunray 
Utility). Witness Todd testified that the agreement does not set 
rates and charges and that a ny amounts agreed t o were to be 
considered an adjustment to the original sales price. 

We find that Sunra y was not a party to the Guarantee Agreement 
and that no customers are affected by the terms of the Gua r antee 
Agreement. The signatory pag e clearly indicates that the agreement 

I 

was signed by the parties as described above. Although C/C argues I 
that the util ity is a subsidiary of ITTjaayonier and that we have 
in some circumstances looked at contracts entered into by the 
parent, this case can be distinguished from Rolling Oaks Uti l ities. 
Inc. v. Public service Commission, 418 So.2cl 356 (Fla . 1s t DCA 
1982) because the subject Guarantee Agreement has nothing 
whatsoever to do with setting rate base or c harges to customers . 

It is our interpretation that the Guarantee Agreement is 
nothing more than an agreement between the de veloper and the parent 
of the utility to "hedge their b e t s " and to protect themselves from 
excessive payments or losses during the development of the property 
and the construction of the utility . Although this contract 
descri bes the responsibilities of the parties in relation to a 
minimum and a maximum for "capacity fees ," it has no ef f ect o n the 
rates or charges to be paid by the c ustome r s . 

Further, it is clear that each of these agreements were stand 
alone contracts. This may be determined by reading P~ ragraph 11 of 
the Guarantee Agreement, which s tates, "This Agreem~nt contains the 
entire unders tanding between the parties h e r eto .... " Th is 
paragraph is known as an "entire contract clause" and is included 
in a contract for the purpose of establishing that the entire 
agreement between the pa rties is included in the contract. Thus, 
Staff does not agree with C/C that the Guarantee Agreement mus t be 
considered together with the Utility Service Agreement and the I 
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Spray Irrigatio n Agreement . Accordingly, we find it appropriate to 
consider each of the agreements as stand-alo ne contracts. 

There is no dispute between the parties that the 
interpretation of the agreement is currently pend ing in Ci r cuit 

Court in St . Johns County, and that is where their disagreement 
should be addressed . 

Based on the foregoing, we find that the Commission does not 
have jurisdiction to construe or approve the Guarantee Agreement 

because it is not a contract in which the util i ty is a party, it 
does not effect any rates and charges to be charged by the utility , 

and any relief sought by the developer can be determined in the 
pending Circuit Court docket. 

Further, this conclusion renders C/C ' s argument, that AFPI 

c harges and guaranteed revenue charges should be included in the 
definition of "capacity fees" as used in the Guarantee Agreement, 
moot. 

THE UTILITY SERVICE AGREEMENT 

The purpose of the Utility Service Agreement (USA) is t o al l ow 
the developer to reserve capacity s o that when development occurs , 
there is adequate water and wastewater service for the additio nal 
customers. Paragraph 7 and Exhibit " C" of the USA set an amount 

a nd a payment schedule for capacity fees. These fees were set by 
t he parties based on anticipated growth, which is also depicted o n 

Exhibit " C" of the USA. The practice in the i ndustry is for the 
developer to pay capacity fees because growth i s the risk of 

developer ; however, in this case the sale of lots and ERCs growth 

is substantially less than contemplated by the parties at the time 
the agreement was entered into. 

C/C witness Mo ore testified that after thirty-three mo•1ths of 
marketing , Cordele had sold twenty-five homesites; that only eight 
homesites had been permitted; and tha t only five homes had been 

completed . C/C witness Prosser characterized future development i n 
the service area of Sunr ay to be slow . 

Utility witness Todd testified that if a slower growth rate 

for the d eve l opment had been represented to the utility before the 
USA was e ntered into, the utility could have constructed small 

interim pla nts. He further testified that the utility could ha ve 
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eliminated approximately $800 , 000 of investment in facilities if 
the growth rate had b een accurately represented. Witness Todd also 

t estified that if the terms of the USA were modified to extend the 
payment of capacity fees, that contributions-in-aid-of-construction 
(CIAC) would decrease and rate base would increa~e, thus forcing 
Sunray to either invest more equity or borrow funds, thereby 

increasing rates and charges to customers. 

We find the pla nned capacity fee payments to no longer be 

reasonable in light of the actual and projected slow growth in the 

development. The growth proj ect ions on which we rely are discussed 
in a later portion of this Order . Accl.) rdingly, the USA is not 
approved . Appropriate service avail~bi lity charges are discussed 

in a later portion of this Order . 

THE SPRAY IRRIGATION AGREEMENT 

I 

The Spray Irrigation Agreement provides the utility with a 

method of disposing of treated effluent and the developer, Cordele I 
Properties , with a source of water with which it can irrig te the 
golf course . Although Sunra y p aid for the right to deliver treated 
effluent, there is no charge for the effluent when it is delivered. 

I n a n earlier portion of this Order we approved two Stipulations 
related to spray irrigation . Stipulation No. 2 states : " Sunray ' s 

request that developers be required to take effluent for spray 
irrigation purposes as a condi ion to receive service shou ld be 

approved. " Stipulation No . J states : " Sunray should not charge a 

rate for effluent delivered to developments. " 

We find the terms of the Spray Irrigation Agreement betwee n 

Cordele and Sunray are reasonable and are supported by the approved 
stipulations described above . Accordingly, we a~prove the Spr3y 
Irrigation Agreement . 

WATER AND WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANTS 

Growth Projectio ns 

In order to determine the appropriate a mount of plant on which 

to base rates, we must first determine the appropriate growth rate 
of actual connections within Sunray ' s service territory . 

Sunray ' s growth rate is based upon projected growth of both 

the Cordele and South loop developments. The record shows tha t I 
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Cordele presently has eight connections and that the Southloop 
property has yet to proceed with any d evelopment. Sunray ' s growth 
projections show both developments with a growth of 35 ERCs for 
1991. Obviously, with only eight active c onnections at Cordele and 
no immediate development plans for Southloop, the utility ' s growth 

is overstated. However, not included within the utility's 

projections is growth from elsewhere within the service territory. 
For example, Sunray is in the process of providing service to the 

St. Johns County Fire Station and has received other inquiries 

regarding the provision of utility service . 

As noted by C/C witness Prosser , growth projections are at 
best difficult to make . C/C witness Moo re testified that Cimarrone 

would be doing extremely well to have 200 active ERCs by 1997 . He 
further testified that Cimarrone will not reach a level of over 250 
homes in less than ten years . Sunray had projected 593 active 

connections i n Cimarrone in 1997 , a n average of 85 ERCs per y ear. 

Based upo n Mr. Moore's t estimony, ~e find tha t Cimarrone ' s 
growth rate is approximate ly 25 ERCs per year. Taking into accou nt 
growth from other areas such as the fire station, we find the 

appropriate overall growth rate for the service area t o be 
projected at 35 ERCs per year. 

Need for Plant Expansion 

At issue is whether plant expansion is necessitated by 
committed ERCs or actual flows to the plants. Sunray witness 

Forrester testified that as developers apply to the Department of 
Environmental Regulation (DER) for line permits that DER 

incrementally reduces its available plant capacity based upon the 
capacity of the permitted lines . Mr. Forres ter furthe~ testified 

that a t the point that a major portion of the ERCs are committed , 
the utility must expand its plants in order to continue m..tking 

service commitments to future developers . According to Sunray ' s 
position plant expansion would occur without consideratio n of the 
level of actual utilization of the existing plant. 

C/C witness Rodriguez, a DER Administrator for the Drink~ng 
Water Section of the Northeast District, testified that it would 

not be logical or reasonable o ignore reality and require 
cons truction of additional water plant capacity based solely on 
permitted capacity of a plant and its commi tted capacity. Witness 
Rodriguez testified that DER uses information concerning actual 
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consumption and the anticipated actua l consumption in its review of 
permit applications, and that the DER f ocus for water plant 

capacity is on actual flows and consumption. She further testified 

that when the actual consumption of a treatment plant reachco 80 
percent of its capacity, DER will advioo the utility in writing to 
start expansion of i ts water treatment plant. 

According to witness Rodriguez, Sunray can use a standard 
permit which would allow it to expand its water treatment plant 
based on increases in actual consumption, subject to its 

representation that it will have capacity available as it is 

actually needed . Rodriguez further testified that by using this 

reasonable approach, DER might issue permits for distribution 
systems ultimately requiring one thousand connections relating to 

a treatment plant with a current capacity of two hundred and fifty 
connections. 

I 

Regarding wastewater, C/C witness Watkins , Supervisor of DER 

Domestic Wastewater Program for the Northeast District, testified I 
that DER also relies on actual flow data as opposed to committed 
capacity to determine the need for additional capacity and that 

such reliance on actual consumption has been formalited in revised 
DER rules. 

We reject Sunray's position that plant expansion s hould occur 
without consideration of the level of actual utilization of 

existing plant and rely on the DER Witnesses t estimony . Based on 
our finding above that the projected growth rate is J5 ERCs per 
year , and based o n the DER testimony described above, we find that 

the permanent water plant will not be needed until 2005 and the 
permanent wastewater plant will not be neede d until 1999 . 

Appropr i ate Pla nt 

To determine appropriate plant we calculated rates using both 
interim and permanent plant amounts. This comparison analysis is 
discussed in the later Rates portion of this Order. Although the 
growth projections indicate that the existing interim plant will be 

sufficient to provide adequate service for several years , the 
resulting high rates based upon the interim facilities are 

excessively high for original certificate rates . Accordingly, we 
find that the appropriate plants on which to base rates and c harges 
are the permane nt water and wastewater plants operating at 80 

percent capac~ty, adjusted to include organizational costs. The I 
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amount of the permanent plant balances are the plant balances from 

PAA Order No. 23341, adjusted to include the additional 
organizational costs. 

Based on the foregoing, we find the appropriate amounts for 
the permanent water plant and wastewater plant to be $2,940,527, 
and $4 , 74 2 ,747, res pectively . 

Cimarrone's Pro Rata Share of the Appropriate Plant 

Initial rates and charges are based upon projected build-out 

of plant with each ERC, regardless of its source, paying its pro 
rata share. Utility witness Todd correctly testified that the 

specific location in which ERCs occur is immaterial to rate 
setting. Accordingly, we find that Cimarrone ' s pro rata shar e will 
be based upon its actual utilization of plant capacity and that its 
share of ERCs bas no impact on the setting of initial rates and 
charges. 

Return on Equity 

In an earlier portion of this Order we approved the 

stipulation of the parties which provided the appropriate return on 

equity is to be based on the current leverage formula. 
Accordingly, we find the appropriate return on equity to be 13.11 
percent, pursuant to Order No . 24246, issued March 18, 1991. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE EXPENSES 

Based on our finding that rates developed using interim plant 

would be unreasonable , we find that operation and maintenance {O&M) 
expenses based on 80 percent of the capacity of the permanent water 
and wastewater plants, as adjusted , are appropriate . 

To arrive at the amount of O&M expenses based on pe rmanent 

plant we have used the amount of adjusted O&M expenses from the PAA 
Order No. 23341, with which the utility concurred. CfC presented 

no evidence in opposition to O&M expenses from the PAA. 
Accordingly, we find the appropriate amounts of O&M expenses are 
$235 , 525 for the water treatment plant and $344,890 for t ne 
wastewat e r plant. 
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REVENUE REQUIREMENT 

Based on the utility ' s application and our adjustments and 

calculations discussed above, including the adjustment to include 

organ izat ional costs , we find the appropriate annual revenue 

r equirements to be $439, 539 for the water system and $684 , 227 for 

the wastewa ter system. 

RATES 

In original certificate applications we authorize reasonable 

rates and charges based on the projected operation of the utility. 

sunray ' s witness Todd testified that the rates and charges 

contained within PAA Order No. 23341 were reasonable, if adjusted 

to include the additional organizational costs associated with this 

docket:. Additionally, in Stipulation Numbers 6 and 7 which we 

approved in an earlier portion of this Order, Sunray and C/C ag reed 

to the use of the current leverage formula. 

I 

In determining the appropriate rates we calculated rates based I 
on both interiM and pe r manent plants. We calculated rates based on 

permanent plants using the rates in PAA Order No . 2334 1, a o 

adjusted as discussed i n the body of this Order . Interim plant 

rates were calculated us i ng the utility's late filed exhibit 13 

with adjustme nts for used and useful for plant, O&M expenses , taxes 

and the rev ised rate of return. Shown below is a comparison of the 

temporary rates approved in Order No . 23714, issued November 2 , 

1990 , r ates based on interim plant, and Commission approved rates 

based on permanent plant. 

In comparing the rates designed based on interim and permanent 

plant, we fi nd that the rates based on interim plant are 

u nreasonably high. The h igh rates are a r e s ult of the level of 

organizational and start up costs, the small customer base and the 

fact that Cimarrone is not donating lines based upon the master 

meter . Accordingly, we find the appropriate rates are the r~ves 

based on permanent pla nt as adjusted and shown belo w. 

Based on the analysis above, we find the rates approved to be 

fair, just and reasona ble. Further , we find the rates to be 

designed to achieve the revenue requirements of $439,539 and 

$684 , 227 for water and wastewater systems respectively, using the 

base facility charge rate structure. The base facility charge rate 

structure gives the utility the ability to track costs and gives I 
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customers some control over thei r water and wastewater bills . Each 
customer pays his pro r a ta share of the related costs necessary to 
provide service through the base facility charge and only the 
actual usage is paid through the gallonage charge . The rates are 
as follows : 

Water 

Res idential a nd General Service 
(Monthly) 

Base Facility Charge 

Meter Size 
5/8 11 X 3/ 4 11 

3/4 I 

1 
1-1/2 

2 
3 
4 
6 
8 

Temporary 
$ 15 . 34 

23.01 
38 . 35 
76 . 70 

122 . 73 
345.44 
383 . 50 
767 . 00 

1 , 227 . 20 

Gallonage Charge $ 1 . 66 
(per 1,000 gallons) 

Charge 
based en 
Interim 

PlanL_ 
$ 21.57 

32.36 
53.93 

107.85 
172 . 56 
345 . 12 
539 . 25 

1 ,078 . 50 
1,725 . 60 

$ 1. 76 

Wastewater 
Residential Ser yice 

(Monthly) 
Base Fac ility Ch arge 

Meter Size 
All Meter Sizes 

Temporary 
$ 17. 77 

Gallonage Charg e $ 2 . 20 
(per 1,000 gallons, 
maximum 10,000 gallo ns 
per month) 

Charge 
based o n 
Interim 
Plant 

$ 29 . 76 

$ 2 . 4 6 

Commission 
Approved 

Charge 
based o n 
Pe r manent 

Plant 
$ 15 . 30 

$ 

22 . 95 
38 . 25 
76 . 50 

122 .4 0 
244 . 80 
382 . 50 
765 . 00 

1 , 224 . 00 

l. 65 

Commission 
Approved 

Charge 
ba s ed on 
Pe r mane nt 

Plant 
$ 17.81 

$ 2 . 19 
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Gene r a l Service 
(t-1onthly) 

Base Facility Charge 

Meter Size 
5/8 11 X 3/4 11 

3/4 11 

1" 
1 -1/2 11 

2 " 
3 " 
4" 
6 " 
8 " 

Temporary 
$ 17.77 

26 . 66 
44.43 
88 . 85 

142 .16 
284 . 32 
444 . 25 
888 . 5 0 

l , 421.60 

Gallonage Charge $ 2. 6 4 
(per 1 , 000 gallons) 

Cha r ge 
based on 
Interim 
~l~Dt 

$ 29.76 
44.64 
74 .4 0 

148.80 
238.08 
476. 16 
744.00 

1,488 . 0 0 
2,38 0 . 80 

$ 2 . 95 

Commission 
Approved 

Charge 
based on 
Permanent 

~l~ot 
$ 17 . 8 1 

26 . 72 
44. 5 3 
89 . 05 

14 2 .48 
28 4. 96 
4 4 5 . 25 
890 . 50 

1,4 24. 8 0 

$ 2 . 63 

The above rates will be e ffe ctive for bills rende r e d for mete r 

readings on or afte r 30 d a y s of the s tampe d approval date on the 

tariff sheets . 

Late Payment Fee 

Sunray r equested that we approve a late payment fee of 1 . 5 

perce nt. No evidence i n opposition to this c harge was presented at 

the hearing. We find this charge to be reasonable; howe ver, we 

also find that the applic ability of this charge shall be limited to 

unpaid balances o f bi l ls rendered for monthly serv ice . Accordingly, 

we approve the late payment fee . This c harge will be effective fur 

service rendered on or after the stamped approva l date of the 

tariffs . 

Cimarr o ne Rate Struc ture 

Cimarrone is served by Sunray through an eight-inch meter . 

I 

I 

C/C witness Moore testified that based on the master meter 

connection , CfC is a general service c u stomer and that s hould 

Sunray obtain a nother customer with an eight-inch meter that this 

customer would be billed based upon the meter size and not the DER I 
permitte d ERCs behind the maste r meter . 
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Sunray ' s witness Todd testif i ed that Ci marrone should not be 

treated as a master metered general nervice customer because it 

would l ead to a revenue shortfall at build-out with all of the 

projected 593 ERCs on line . We disagree , because we find that 

Sunra y will r eceive a r evenue windfall billing Cimarrone at 80 ERCs 

until tha t level is r eached . Further, based on the growth 

projections d iscussed earlier, rhe re is no certainty that Cimarrone 

will ever reach the 80 ERC level. Therefore, we find Sunray ' s 

argument that it will have a r e venue shortfall unpersua sive . 

We fi nd it appropriate for billing to be based solely upon the 

master meter, with the util ity having no responsibility for 

mon itoring the circumstance s behind the master meter. Further , 

Commission practice has been to trPat ma ster metered customers as 

general service customers with the base facility charge based upon 

t he American Waterworks Association ' s meter equivalent factors . 

Using these factors , an eight-inch met er would equate to 80 ERCs . 

With i n PAA Order No. 23341 , we decided that the Cimarrone rate 

s hould be based upon the DER permitted ERCs behind the master meLer 

as r equested by the uti lity . This rate s t ructure recognizes flows 

behind the master meter without making the ut ility dependent upon 

the customer for such information . As discussed in an earlier 

portion of this Order , actual flows , not committed c apacity, are 

the main d e t e r minant of needed plant expans ion . Since plant 

expansion is not driven by DER permitted ERCs , we find it 

appropriate t o treat Cimarrone as any othe r elght-inch master 

metered general service custome r . Ac cordingly, we find that the 

appropriate billing for Cimarrone is a s any other general service 

customer, without a cap applying to the wastewater rate . While this 

rate wil l base the wast ewater gallonage rate o n total water used, 

Cimarrone has the option of lessening this bill by donating its 

lines to the utility and eliminating the master meter. 

Refund of Temporary Ra t es 

Based o n our fi nding that Cimarrone is to be bil l ed a s a 

general service c ustomer , a refund of temporary rates with interest 

is r equired pursuant to Order No. 23714. 

Accordingly , Sunray shall recalculate each months bills a nd 

make refunds within 90 days in accordance with Rule 25 - 30. 360, 

Florida Administrat ive Code . 

Service Ava i lability Charge s 

In PAA Order No . 23341 service availability charges were 

designed based on permanent plants. Sunray witness Todd testified 
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that the s e rvice availability charges contained in PAA Order No. 
2334 1 were reasonable, if adjusted to include additional 
organizational expense. As with our rate analysis, we find that 
s e tting service availability charges based on interim plant would 

result in unreasonably high charges . Accordingly , we find the 

appropriate service availability charges to be those approved in 

PAA Order No. 23341, adjuste d to include the utility ' s 

organizational costs . 

Service availability c harges are designed to recognize the 
service a vailability policy of the utility and place the utility at 

a 75 percent contribution level. Sunray will construct all 
treatment facilities as well as off-site mains. Developers will 

cons truct and donate to Sunray the on-site distribution and 
collection systems. However, Cimarrone will retain ownersh ip of 
all distribution and collec ion facili ties behind the master meter. 

I 

Our comparison of the service availability charges in effect 

under the temporary rates, charges based o n the interim facilities I 
and the final, approved charges based upon the adj u s ted pe r ma nent 
plants are as follows: 

Plant capacity Charge 

(1 ERC a 350 GPO) 

Meter Installation Charge 

Meter size 

5/8 X 3/4 11 

3/4" 
1 " 

1-1/2 " 
2 " 

Water 

Based on 
Interim 

Temporary Plant 

$ 390 $ 580 

$ 100 $ 100 
115 115 
145 1 45 
330 380 
400 400 

over 2" Actual Cost Actua l Cost 

Commission 
Approved 
Based o n 
Permane nt 

Plant 

$ 410 

$ 100 
115 
14 5 
330 
400 

Ac tua l Cost 

I 
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Service Line and Meter Installation 

Meter Size 

5/8 X 3/4 11 $ 440 $ 440 $ 440 
3/4 11 450 450 4 50 

1" 4 '/0 470 470 
1-1/2 11 610 610 610 

2" 750 750 750 
Over 2 " Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

Plan Review Charge Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual cost 

Inspection Charge Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

\oJ~S~j~WAt~r 
Commission 

Approved 
Based on Based on 
Interim Perma nent 

Plant Capacity Charge Temporary Plant Plant 

(1 ERC = 280 GPO) $ 240 $ 1050 $ 250 

Tap In Charges 

All Meter Sizes Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

Plan Review Charge Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

Inspection Fee Actual Cost ActuaJ. Cost Actua l Cost 

We find the meter i nstallation charges to be cost based . 

While it is anticipated that all on-site lines including service 

lines will be donated by developers, separate meter 1nstallation 

charges including the cost of running the service line are approved 

to cover any service lines constructed by the utility . 

The above charges will be effective for connections made o n or 

after the stamped approval date on the tariff sheets . 

Refund of service Availability Charges 

Sunray has collected from Cimarrone $900 per ERC for 150 ERCs . 

Their estimated charges were collected pursuant to the USA , to be 

307 
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trued up based on fina l service availability c ha rges . In an 
earlier portion of this Order we did not approve tha t agreement. 
Accordingly, we find it appropriate that Cimarrone pay service 
availability charges on only the 144 ERCs for which it has 
permitted lines to date . Since the already collected $900 f or 150 
ERCs is more than the combined recommended charges for 144 ERCs, 
the excess collection shall be refunded with interest purs uant t o 
Order No. 23714 and in accordance with Ru le 2 5- 30 . 360 , Flori da 
Administrative Code. 

CIAC GROSS- UP 

I 

The utility has indicated that it has no tax lia bility and the 
record shows that the utility is experiencing slow growth. The 
first generic CIAC Order No . 16971, issued December 18 , 1986 , 
requires as a threshold that there be CIAC tax liability that 
triggers the need for gross-up ClAC. Order No. 23541 , i ssued 
October 1 , 1990 , is our most r ecent statement concerni ng CIAC 
gross-up, and it also sets forth the threshold r equirement of t ax I 
liability. In the absence of any CIAC and any t a x liabil i ty 
associated with CIAC, there is no need to approve the utility ' s 
request to gross-up CIAC . Accordingly, we deny the utility ' s 
request to gross-up CIAC . 

ALLO\VANCE fOR fUNPS PRUOENTLY INVESTED 

Applicabil i ty of AFPI Charges t o Cordele or Cimarro ne 

This issue was raised by C/C based o n its position that 
applicability of AFPI should be controlled by the USA a nd the 
Guarantee Agreement . Based on our findings that we have no 
authority ove r thP Guarantee Agreement and that the us~ s hould not 

be approved, we find these agreements t o be immaterial to the 
applicability of AFPI charges to Cordele or Cimarrone. 

Pursua nt to Florida Statutes , 
charges for all customers on a 
allowing any customer to avoid any 
with the statutes. 

the Commiss ion sets r ates a nd 
non-discrimi natory basis and 
c ha rges would be inconsistent 

AFPI charges are to be collect ed upon payment of service 
availability charges . Sunray has previously collec ted service 
availability charges from Cimarrone f o r 144 ERCs. These charges 
are to be adjus ted based upon final service ava ilability c harges I 
established in this docket . Since these: charges we re collected 
prior to the a pproval of AFPI c ha rges , assessing AFPI to these 144 



I 

I 

I 

ORDER NO. 2550 1 
DOCKET NO. 870539 -WS 
PAGE 18 

, 
309 

ERCs would be r etroactiv ratema k ing. Accordingly, we find that 
AFPI charges are not appl icable t o Cimarrone ' s initial 144 ERCs . 

Amount of AfPI 

Sunray' s witness , Mr. Todd , relied upon the calculation of the 

AFPI charges conta i ned in PAA Order No. 23341 a nd stated that he 
believed such charges to be r easonable . Cimarrone did not provide 

any t estimony regarding the calculation or level of the charges. 

In PAA Order No . 2334 1, we approved AFPI charges based upon 

the interim facilities. Base d upon the record, we find several 

rev isions arc warranted . I n staff ' s initial a nalysis , which 
develope d the c harges contained i n the PAA, 286 ERCs were used for 
the capacity of the water plant a nd used and useful adjus~ments 

were made to ma t c h other plant accounts with this capacity. Based 
upon Exhibit No. 13 , Sunray now represents its water plant capaci ty 
at 460 ERCs. As discussed in an earlier portion or this Or der we 
adjuste d used and useful for each plant account to match t he 460 

ERCs l evel. Thus , water plant cost is higher than t hat used in our 
i n itial AfPI analysis due to inclusion of organizational costs and 
t he used and useful adjustment . Also, depreciation expense and 
proper ty taxes were also adjusted to reflect the adjustment to 

plant. The updated return on equity a nd overall rate of r eturn 
were used i n both the water and wastewater analysis . 

AFPI is a o ne time charg,e designed to provide a r eturn on 

plant which is prudently constructed but exceeds the needs of 

curren t cus tomers . Sunray has constructed interim water and 
wastewater pla nts with capacities of 161,000 and 70 , 000 gpd 

r espe ctive ly . Since Sunray is a new utility , we find the 
i n vestme nt i n small int erim plants to be pruden . We find that 

t hese AFPI charges will allow Sunray to r ecover carrying cost s 
associated with the interim plants until such t ime as customers 
connect t o the system. Accordingly , we find the AFPI c harges to be 
appropriate . Further , the c ha rges will be effective on the stamped 

approval dates on the tariff sheets . 

The level of the AFPI c ha r ges is based upon the date f uture 

customers connect to the system, which normally coincides w1th the 
payment of service availability c ha r ges . As discuss ed in an 

earlier portion of this Orde r , t here is no certainty of the 
retirement date of the interim facilities. Therefore, we find that 

the AFPI charges should not be capped at December , 1992 . It is 
Commission practice to cap the charges at the e nd of five years or 

at build-out of the facilities upon which the c harges were based , 
if l~ss than five years . Therefore, we f i nd that the AFPI c harges 
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are to be capped at the December, 1994 , charge or at whatever month 
retirement or build-out of the initial plants occurs , if prior to 
that dat e . The AFPI charges will be applicable to the first 460 
ERCs for the water system a nd the first 250 ERCs for the wastewater 
system . After these ERC levels have been reached the charges will 
cease. our calculation of AFPI charges is shown on Schedule No. 1. 

mlbRANTEE REVENUE CHARGES 

Applicability of Guaranteed Revenue Charge to Cordele or Cimarrone 

This issue was raised by C/C based on its position that 
applicability of guaranteed revenue charges would alter the 
Guarantee Agreement and the USA should not be approved , we find 
these agreements to be immaterial to the applicability of 
guaranteed revenue charges t o Cordele or Cimarrone . 

I 

Pursuant to Florida Statutes, the Commiss ion set s rates and 
charges for all customers on a non-discriminatory basis . Once I 
guaranteed revenue charges or any other charges are approved by the 
Commission, they are applicable to all customers of the utility. 
Accordingly, we find it appropriate to apply guaranteed revenue 
charges to Cimarrone. 

Further, we find that Cimarrone ha~ paid service availability 
charges for 144 ERCs . Since the base facility charge is based upon 
80 ERCs, we find Cimarrone' s appropriate guaranteed revenue charge 
to be based upon the 144 reserved ERCs minus the 80 ERCs associated 
with the master meter . 

Amount of Guaranteed Revenue Charges 

As with AF'?I , guaranteed revenues charges are designed ta 
allow for recovery of fixed costs as well as return on investment 
associated with plant reserved by a customer . These charges 
commence upon payment of service availability charges and continue 
until an active customer is connected to the system. Although we 
are approving both AFPI and guaranteed revenues , there is no double 
recovery since the cost recovery is for different time periods . 

In PAA Order No. 23341 , we determined that guaranteed revenue 
c h arges be based upon the January , 1990 , AFPI charges , adjusted to 
reflect the payment of service availability charges. Sunray ' s 
witness Todd agrees that such charges are appropriate . Cimarrone I 
did not present any testimony regarding the calculation or level of 
these c harges. 
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Accordingly, we a pprove guaranteed revenue charges based upon 

the January, 1990 AFPI charges as discussed in an earlier portion 

of this Orde r, adjus ted for payment of service availability 

charges. Further, we find no basis for capping guaranteed r e venue 

c harges . The approved Gua ranteed Revenue Charges are : 

Water 
Was t ewater 

Guaranteed Re venue Charges 
(pe r ERC pe r month) 

Temporary 

$19.68 
$17 . 76 

Commission Approved 

$14.20 
$18 . 34 

The Guaranteed Rev enue Charges will be effective upon the 

stampe d approval date of the tariff sheets . 

Refund o f Guaranteed Revenue Charges 

Because the approved water guaranteed revenue charge is lower 

than the temporary charge, sunray shal l recalculate each month ' s 

bill a nd make r efunds with interes t pursuant to Order No . 23714 and 

in accordance with Rule 25-30 . 360 , Florida Administrative Code . 

CAPITAL STRUCTURE 

The parties agreed that the cap i tal s tructure , approved in PAA 

Order No. 23341, should be revised based o n the current leverage 

graph found in Order No. 242 46 . Our calculation of the cap ital 

structure is shown on Schedu l e No . 2 . 

VIOLATION OF SECTION 367 . 041(2) , FLORIDA STATUTES 

C/C raised the issue that Sunray violated the provisions of 

Section 367 . 041(2), Florida Statutes , by not filing its ra tes a nd 

c harges and by not including the Gua rantee Agreement , the Utility 

Service Agreement and the Spray Irriga tion Agreement with its 

i n i tial application. 

In t h is d ocket , the notice of application was protested before 

the application was filed . For this r eason, the certificate 

a pplication approval was bifur ca t ed from the rate portion of the 

application. Pursuant to Order No . 18817, issued February 8, 1988 , 

the s etting of rates and charges was postponed and was t o be 

determined in a subsequent PAA Order . For this reason, Sunray ' s 

application did not request rates a nd charges. Also, r egarding 
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i nclusion o f contracts in the a pplica t ion , we find there was no 
v i olation caused by not includ i ng contracts in the ini t ial 
app lication bec ause the contracts were executed severa l months 
aft er the application was filed. Furthe r, we find that the r e is no 
requirement that the guara ntee agreement would have had t o hav~ 

been filed , because it was not a contract t o which the utility was 
a party , and it did not purport t o effect o r t o set rates and 
charges . Based on the foregoing discussion, we find that the re was 
no v iolation of Section 367 . 0 41 (2), Florida Statutes . 

This docket shall remain open pending Staff ' s verification of 
ref unds, after whic h this doc ket may be closed admi n istrat ively . 

Based on the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the 
application by Sunray Utilities, Inc . setting of rates a nd c harges 
for water and was t e wate r serv ice is hereby appr o ved , to the extent 
set f orth in the body of this Order. It is further 

ORDERED that each of the findi ngs contained in the body o f 
this Order is h e reby approved i n every res pect . It is further 

ORDERED that a ll matters contained he r ein, whethe r in the form 
of discourse in the body of this Order or schedules attached hereto 
a r e, by refe r ence , expressly i ncorporated herein . It is furt he r 

ORDERED tha t the rates appr o ve d herein s hal l be effective for 
meter readings t aken 30 days on or after the stamped approval date 
on t he rev ised t a riff s heets . It is further 

ORDERED that the service availability charges pproved herein 
s hall be effective for connections made on or after the s tamped 
appro val date on the revised tariff sheet s . It is further 

ORDERED tha t the late payment fee approved herein s hall be 
effective for service r endered on o r after the stanped approval 
d ate of the tariffs . It is further 

ORDERED tha t the AFPI cha rges approved herein shall be 
effective on the stamped approval date in the tariff sheets . I t is 
further 

I 

I 

ORDERED that the guaranteed revenue charges appr oved he r ein I 
s hall be effective upo n the stamped approval date of the tariff 
sheets. It is further 
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ORDERED that, prior to its i mplementation of the rates and 
charges approved herein, the utility shall s ubmit and have approved 
revised tariff sheets . The revised tariff sheets will be approved 
upon Staff ' s verification that they accurately reflect this 
Commission ' s decision. It is further 

ORDERED that Sunray Util ' ties, Inc. shall refund temporary 
rates , service availability charges, and guaranteed revenue charges 
as required by Order No. 23714 and as set forth in the body of this 
Order. It is further 

ORDERED that the refunds and refund reports shall be c ompleted 
in accordance with Rule 25-30 . 360, Florida Administrative Code . It 
is further 

ORDERED that the docket may be closed upon the uti 1 i ty ' s 
filing of revised tariff s heets and Staff ' s approval of them and 
verification of refunds . 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission , this 17 th 

day of DECEMBER 1991 

STEVE TRIBBLE, D1rector 
Division of Records and Reporting 

(SEAL) 

CB 

NOTICE Of fURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVI E\-1 

The florida Public Service Commission is requir~d by Section 
120 . 59(4), florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders tha t 
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statute~ , as 
well as the procedu res and time limits that apply. This netic~ 

should not be construed to mean a ll requests for an administrative~ 

hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief 
sought. 

Any party adversely affected by the Commission ' s final action 
in this matter may request : 1) reconsideration of the decision by 
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filing a motion for r econsideration with the Director, Division of 

Records and Reporting within fifteen (15) days of the issuance of 

this order in the form preacr ibed by Rule 25-22.060, Florid<\ 

Administrative Code; or 2) judicial review by the Florida Supreme 

Court in the case of an electric, gas or telephone utility or the 

First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water or wastewater 

utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Director, Division of 

Records and Reporting and filing a copy of the notice of appeal and 

the filing fee with the appropriate court. This filing must be 

completed within thirty (30) days after the issuance of this order , 

pursuant to Rule 9 . 110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. The 

notice of appeal must be in the form specified in Rule 9 . 900 (a) , 

Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure . 

I 

I 

I 
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SYnTay Ut l\ltlet Inc. 
870Sl9·\IS 

Schedule o. 
Pa11e t of a 

A\ towance for flroeb Prudent ly lnvuted 
Calculation of Carrying Costs for Each ERC: VATE~ 

Cos t of Cu1llfyln; Assets : 
Divided ly future EtC: 

Cost/ElC: 
Mult iply By Rata of Return: 

AnnUa l Return Per ElC: 

Amua t l tcb: t lon In Rat.1rn: 
(Annwt Dtprtclat I on hpense 
per ERC Tl8ts Rate of Return) 

f~ral Ta. late: 
Effect ive State tax Rate : 

Total Tax hte: 

Effect ive tax on Return: 
<Equity X t t .. s ta. Rate) 

' 549,559 
460 

AtW~Ua \ Depree Ia t I on bpens e: s 
futut'e uc•a: 

I 1,194.69 AnnUal D'P' . Colt par ERC: s 47 .4) 

t2.4n ............. 
s 148.62 Annual Proptry Ta~ E~pcnsa: s 7,063 
•••••~••••• future ERC't: 460 

s 5. 90 ... . ... . .. . 

.... ., ... ,.... Atv1ua \ Prop. tax par UC: s 15.3S 

O.OOX elg~ttd Cott of Equi t y: 
O.COX Divided by Rata of Return: 

O.OOX X of Equity In Return: 
caaaa:aa-a.a.aa 

O.OOX Other Costs: 
•••••••a:a•• future ERC'a: 

......... ._. 

5.20X 
12. t.X 

41.8DX 
aaa.aa•••._.• 

Provision for Tax: O.OOX Cost per ERC: s 0 .00 

(Ta~ on Return/(I·Total TaA Rate)) ••••••••••• 

-

l 

-
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Sunr•v Utllltle• Inc. 
870S39· \IS 

-
Allovance for fll'ods Pn.Otntty lnvHted 
Calcul•tlon of C•rrylng Cost Per f-C Per Month: ~TER 

1990 1991 1992 1993 I~ 

J~~~Uary 18.45 241.59 l.86.32 755.31 I, OS I. 58 

I ebtuary 36.89 261.82 508.5l. 779.78 1,078.59 

"-rch 55 .ll. 2!2.01. n o.n 804.26 1, 10S.60 

Apr il 73.79 302 27 553.00 828.74 1,132.61 

IUy 92.23 322 .50 575.23 853.22 1,159.62 

Jll'e 110.68 3 2.73 597. 6 8n.ro I, 186.63 

July 129. 13 362.9S 619.69 902.18 1,213.04 

Auvust 147. sa 383.18 641.91 926.66 1,2 0.04 

Septetrber 166.02 l.03 .41 66l.. ,, 9SI.14 1,267.65 

Oc t ober 184.47 423.63 686.37 975.61 1,294.66 

Novedler 202.92 443.86 708.60 1,000.09 1,321.67 

Decedler 221.36 464.09 730.53 1,024.57 1,348.68 

SCIIedU!e No. 1 

P•a• 2 of 8 

tm 

1,:578.53 

1,408.39 

1,438.2 

1,468.10 

1,497.95 

1,527.80 

1,557 06 

1,587.51 

1,617.37 

1,647.22 

1,6n.oa 

1,706.93 
·········•···•······························· · ······················· • 
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Sunrey Utt ll t i t s Inc. 
870539·\IS 

AllOW4nee for Funds Prudtntly Inves ted 

Scrttdult llo. 
Pege 3 of II 

Celculation of Cerrylng Cost Per ERC Per Ye3 r: ~AIER 

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 

Unfunded Othtr Costs: s 0 s 0 s 0 s 0 s 0 s 0 

On fur-cUd Ar.nua l 0 epr eel• t I en: 47.43 47 . 3 47. 3 47.43 47 .43 47.43 

Unfunded Property tu: 15.35 1~.15 15.35 15.3S 15.35 15.35 
...... .... . . .. .. . .. . .. .. ..... ..... ... .. ............ .. ........... . . . .. ....... 

Slbtout Unflrdtd AmUal Expense: s 62.78 s 62.711 s 62.711 s 62.78 s 62.78 s 62.711 

Unfunded E~es Prior Yeer: 0.00 62.78 125.57 184.35 251.13 313.91 
.. ... .. ..... . ............ . . ........ .......... .. . . .. . .. . . .. . ..... ... .... 

Tote\ Unfunded bpenses: s 62.711 s 125.57 s 184.15 s 251.13 s 3tl.91 s 376.70 
aaaa••••• ••••••aca ••••••••• a:raaa-aaaa ......... ..... _. ... 

Return on E~penses Current Year: 7.111 7.111 7.111 7.111 7.111 7.111 

Return on E~es Prior Yte~: 0.00 7.111 15 .62 23.43 31.24 39.05 

Rttum on Plant Currtnt Yter: 1411.62 142.n 136.82 130.92 125.02 119.12 

Earnings Prior Ttar: 0.00 11.4.62 317.64 509.59 n7.l4 91 .ca 
CC!q)OUnd Earnings fr0111 Prior Ytar: 0.00 18.49 39.51 63.19 90. a 121.18 

... .... ... .. . . .. .. ... .. .. . . . . . . . . . ............ .. ..... ... .. .. ........ .. 

total c~ Elrnlngs: s 148.62 s 317.64 s 509.59 s 727.34 s 974.08 S1,25l.42 

Earnings Expansion Factor for Ta.: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Revenue Required to Fund Earnings: S 1411.62 S 317.64 S 509.59 S 727.34 S 974.08 S1, 253. 2 

Revenue Required to fund Expenses: 62.78 125.57 184.35 251 . 13 313.91 376.70 

Slbtotel: S 211 .40 S 4 3.20 S 697.9~ S 9711.47 S1,287.99 S1 ,630.12 

Divided by factor for Gross Receipts Tu: 0.955 0.955 0.955 0.955 0.955 0.955 

ERC Carrying Cost for 1 Year: s 221.36 s 464 .09 s 730.&3 $1,024.57 $1,348.68 $1,706.93 

- -
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Synrey Utilities Inc. Schedule No. 
&70539· US Page 4 of & 

Al lowance for funds Prudently Invested: ATER 

.. ............... -.... . . .. ...................................... . .............. .. .. .. ...... .. ............ -....... 

1990 1991 199Z 1993 1994 1995 

JII1Uiry 1&.45 241.59 4&6.32 755 .31 1,051.5& 1,37&.53 
februery 36.&9 261.&2 504.54 779.7& 1,07&.59 1,408.39 
March 55.34 2&2.0' 53o.n 80/..26 1,105.60 1,43&.24 
Apr il 73.79 302.27 553.00 82&. 74 1,132.61 1,468. 10 
Hay 92.23 322.50 575.23 &53.22 1,159.62 1,497. 95 
J~~te 110.68 3(.2 .73 597.46 an.TO 1, 1156.63 1, 527 .&0 
July 129.13 362.95 619.69 902.1& 1,213.6' 1,557.66 
August 147 .5& Ja3.18 6'1.91 926.66 1,240.6L 1, 587.51 
Stptft!Cer 166.02 403.41 664.14 951.1 1,267.65 1,617.37 
Oct ober 1&4.47 423 .63 686.37 975.61 1,294.66 1,6'7.22 
Novedlcr 202.92 443.86 708.60 1,000.09 1,321 .67 1,6n.oa 
Oc;;edler 221.36 46'.09 730. &3 1,024.57 1,3,&.68 1,706.93 
.... ........... ...... ................... .. .... .................... ........... .. .................. ....... ........ ........... 
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Sunray Ut ili t ies lne. 
a 70519 ·\IS 

Al\ollanee for Funds PM.Idcntly lnvnted 
Celeulotlon of Carrying Costs for Each ERC: SEYER 

Cost of avellfyln; Aatets: 
Olvlded By future ERC: 

Cott/UC: 
Kultlply By Rete of Return: 

Arnu&l lleduc:tlon In Return: 
(Annaul Depreclltlon Expense 
per ERC limes Rete of Return) 

Federel Tax hte: 
Effect ive State Tu htt: 

Tote\ ru. Rata: 

Effective Tex on Return: 
(Equity 'lt T lees Tu Rate) 

Provla lon For Tu: 

' l26,l28 
zso . . . . . . . . . . . 

' 1,l05 .ll 
\2.'4lt 

.. . .. .. . . .. . . . . 

' 162.l8 .... ._. ..... 
s 7.05 . ._.-.... -. ... -. 

O.OOlt 
c.oox 

............ ... 

o.oox ............. 
o.oox 

..... a:_. .. :a••• 

o.oox 
(Tax on Return/(I·Total Tax Rite)) aca..caaa:-=••• 

-

AMUel Dtprt clet lon E~t: 
Future ERC • a: 

AMU.II Oepr. Cost per !IIC: 

AMUII Propery T u Expense: 
future uc•a: 

Amu.ll Prop. Tu per ERC: 

elghted Cost of Equity: 
Divided by Rete of Return: 

X of Equity In Return: 

Other Costs: 
Future Ellt •s: 

Cost per ERC: 

SchedUle No. 
P,lie S of a 

' 14,166 

250 
............ 

' 56.66 .............. 
' 5,216 

250 
..... . ...... .. .. 

' ZO. e6 .... .-. ...... 
5.2~ 

\2.44X 
............... 

4\.SOX 
••••~r• ....... 

' 0 
250 

................. 

' 0.00 
z:.saza•••••• 

-
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Sunray Utilities Inc: • 

870S39·~ 

Allowance for Funds Prudently Invest~ 
Calculat ion of terryln9 Co$t Per ERC Per ~onth: SE'-'ER 
... ..... .. .. .......... ... ................ .. .... .. .. 

1990 1991 1992 1993 199 

J~ry 20.93 271..1 551 . (.6 85~.89 1,190.82 

Febn.&ary 1.1.87 297.06 576.62 w.~7 1,221.32 

Ierch 62.80 319.98 601.78 911.2' 1,251.83 

April 83.74 Jl.2.91 626.9!. 938.92 1,282.33 

Kay 104.67 !65.83 652.10 066.50 1,312.83 

Jll'e 12~.61 3~.76 677.26 994.27 1,JI.3 . 34 

July 146.54 1.1 ' .68 702.42 1,021.94 1,373. 84 

August 167.48 Jl..60 727.58 1,01.9.62 1, 04.34 

Septeot>er 1~.41 457.53 752.74 1,077. 29 1,434.84 

October 209.34 480.45 m.90 1,104.97 1,1.65.35 

Movenber 230.28 503.37 803.06 1,132 .61. 1,1.95.85 

Oeced:ler Z51.21 526.30 828.22 1,160.32 1,526.3~ 

•••••···•·•·•·••·····• ··• •·••··•···•·· · · ·· ··· ···· .. .... .... 

-
Schedule No. 9 
Page 6 of 8 

1WS 

1,560.03 

1,593.72 

1,627.40 

1,661.08 

1,69'.76 

1,728.1.4 

1, 762.13 

1,795. 81 

1,829.49 

1,863.17 

1,896.86 

1, 930.54 
. ..... ... 
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SYnrt Y Ut flf t ltl Inc. 
870539·11$ 

Allo..-ance for fcrds Prudmt ly lnvuttd 
Ctlcu\etlon of Ctrrylng Cost Per EaC Ptr Year: SEVER 

Unfunded O:l'ler Costs: 
Unft.rdtd Amul\ Depree! tt I on: 
Unfunded Property Tu: 

Subtotal unft.rdtd ~~ bptnu: 
Unfunded E•pensea Prior Tt er : 

Totti Unhrdtd Expensea: 

Return on bpen .. s Currfl'lt Yeer: 
ltturn on EJt~u Prior Yter: 
Return on Plent C\lrrtnt Yur: 
Eernlnas Prior Yeer: 
C~ Etrnlngs fra. Prior Yttr: 

Tout C~td Etrnlngs: 
Etrnlngs Expenslon fector for TeA: 

Revtnue llequlrtd to fll'd hrnlnga: 
bv~ Requlrtd to Flrd hpensu: 

1990 

s 0 s 
56.66 
20.86 . . . . . . . . . 

s n.53 s 
0.00 

....... . ..... 
s 77.s:s s ......... 

9.64 
0.00 

162.3& 
0.00 
0.00 

............ 
s 162.38 s 

1.00 
. .. . . . . .. . . 

s 162.38 s 
77.53 

•...... .• 

1991 1992 

0 s 0 s 
56.66 56.66 
20.86 20.&6 

.... .. ..... ..... .. .. . . 
77.53 s 77.51 s 
77.53 155 .06 . .......... .. ........ .. 

155. 06 s 232.58 s ........... .......... 
9.64 9.64 
9.64 19.29 

155.33 14!.28 
162.3& 347.56 
20. 20 43 .24 

.. . .. ... ... .. . ... ...... 
347.56 s 558.37 s 

1.00 1.00 
. .. ........ . ..... ..... 

347.56 s 558.37 s 
155.06 232.58 

. . . . . .. .. . . ....... . ...... 

199} 

0 s 
56.66 
20.86 . . . . . . . . .. 
77.~3 s 

2J2.58 
........... 

Scl'ltall t ~o. 1 
Pege 7 of a 

1994 1995 

0 ... 0 
56.66 56.66 
20.86 2~.86 

.......... . ......... 
77.53 s 77.Sl 

310.11 387.64 . . . . .. .. . .. .. .......... 
310. 11 s 3&7 .64 s 465.17 

............•..... . ......... 
9.64 9.64 9.64 

28.93 3&.58 48.22 
141.23 134.18 127.14 
558.37 797. 99 1,070.03 
69.46 99. 27 133.11 . . . . . . .. . . . .... .... . .. ........ 

797.99 S1,070.03 $1,378.50 
1.00 1.00 1.00 

........... ............ .......... 
797.99 S1,070.0J 11,378.50 
310. 11 387.64 465.17 

.............. .. ........... ............ 

Subtotal: s 239.91 s 502.61 s 790.95 ~1,108.11 51, 457.67 S1,843.66 
Divided by Fector for Gross Receipts TeA: 0.955 0.955 0.955 0.955 0.955 0.955 

ERC Cerryfng Cost for 1 Tttr: S 251 . 21 S 526.30 S 828.22 $1,160.32 S\,526. 35 S\,930.54 

- -
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Sunrey Utili t i es Inc. Schedule llo. 9 
870539· \/S Pege 8 of 8 

Allowanct for Funds Prudent ly lnvesttd 
Schedule of thtrges: SE~~a 
. .. . . . . . .. . . . . ... ..... .... .................... ....... 

1990 1991 1992 199) 199 1995 

Ja.ruery 20.93 274.14 551.46 855.89 I , 190.82 1,560.03 
february 41.87 297.06 576.62 883.57 1,221.32 1,593. 72 
March 6Z.80 319.98 601.78 911.24 1,251.83 1,627.40 
April 8l . 74 342.91 626.94 938.92 1, 282. 33 1, 661.08 
14ty 104.67 365.83 652.10 966.59 1,312.83 1,69 .76 
June 125.61 388. 76 677.26 994.27 1,343.34 1, 728. 44 
uly 146.5(. 411.68 7'02.1.2 1,021.94 1,373.84 1,762.13 

l.ugust 167.48 434.60 727.58 1,049.62 I ,404 .34 1,795.81 
S~tedxr 188.41 457.53 752.74 1,077.29 1,434.84 1,829.49 
October 209.3L 480.L5 777.90 1, 1 .97 1,465.35 1,863 . 17 

Novedler 230.28 50l.l7 803.06 1,132.64 1,495.!5 1,896.86 
Decetrbor 251.21 526.30 828.22 ' · 160.32 1,526.35 1,930.54 
. . . . . ....... . ........... . . . ........ .. ....... .. ....... .. ..... . .......... ... ... 
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~IY Utilities Inc. 
•l e of Cap1tel Structur e 

• of Design Cepoclty 

II lance 
Per c lsslon 

D~script I on Fil i ng 

Ut lllty 
Adjust . 

Be lance 
Per 

Ut ility Adjust. 

COI!I!IOn E quI t y 

long end Short · Terw Debt 

Cust-r D~lt• 
Advancu f roa AUocleted CoqloWIIu 
Other 

(/) 

~ 
I 

C\ 
M 

.... lt"' 
00 
It'll' 
lt"'CO 
N 

• 0 oz 
Z N 

f-<M 
C:Cal 
Cal:.::Cal 
0()(!) 
~O< 
000.. 

-

646,210 
9&4,213 

646,210 
9&4,213 

0 
0 
0 

1,630,4Zl 0 1,6.30,423 0 ............... .......... ··-··--··· .......... . 

lange of Rus«**lenua: "'., 
14.11X 

OYerel l Rite of Return 12.841 

-

Balance 
Pu 

PM 
...... ................ . 

646,210 
9&4,213 

0 
0 
0 

...................... 

1,6l0,4Zl ..... .....-.-...... 

low 

12.111 

12.04X 

Commission 
AonrC'ved 

Adjust . Balenee 
. ....... .... ........... . 

74,926 nt, 136 
114,1 16 1,098, 329 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

.... . .... .... ........ -.. ..... 
189,041 1,819.464 .......... ............ 

Docket No. 810539·\IS 
Sehed.lle No. 2 

Cost 
Weight Rite 

... .............. ...... ........... 

J9.63X 13.11X 
60.37X 12.00X 
o. oox 8.oox 
o.oox o.oox 
o.oox o .oox 

. .. .......... 
100.00X .. ........ 

\lei gh ted 
Cott 

. ............... 
s.zox 
7.241 
o.oox 
o.oox 
o.oox 

.. .. ......... . 
12.441 ......... .... 

.. 
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