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WHAT IS YOUR AWD BUSIblgSS ADDRESS? 

My name is Stephen E. Bailey, P.E. and my business 

address is 1000 Color Place, Apopka, Florida 32703. 

BY WEOM A&?X YOU mu)yID AWD WHAT IS YOUR POSITION? 

I am employed by Southern States Utilities, Inc. 

("Southern States") as a Senior Project Engineer in 

the Planning and Engineering Department. 

WHAT IS YOUR mCATICXl -ROUND AND WORK 

EXPERIENCE? 

I received a Bachelor of Science in Engineering 

Degree from the University of Central Florida in 

1979 majoring in Environmental Engineering. I 

received a Masters in Business Administration 

Degree from the Crummer Graduate School of 

Business, Rollins College in 1992.  

I have worked for Southern States for 10 

months. At Southern States I am performing as 

project manager for both water and wastewater 

related facilities. I am also responsible for 

facility design and certain aspects of construction 

permitting for various utility related facilities. 

Prior to working at Southern States, I spent 

15 years working for private consulting Eirms 

specializing in serving both private and municipal 

water and wastewater utilities. I started work at 
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the firm of Dyer, Riddle, Mills and Precourt, Inc. 

in 1981 as a design engineer. I was responsible 

for the design, permitting and construction 

monitoring of water and wastewater treatment 

plants, and all necessary facilities to make them 

operational including but not limited to wastewater 

collection systems, water distribution systems and 

effluent disposal facilities. In 1983 I began 

working at Commonwealth Engineering Associates, 

Inc. ("Commonwealth") as a project engineer. 

During my 12 year tenure at Commonwealth I 

progressed until I was the Manager of the 

Environmental Engineering Department. Assignments 

included evaluations of existing utility related 

facilities, master planning new water and 

wastewater utilities, including all associated 

appurtenances, and improving the operation and 

service provided by treatment facilities by 

upgrading or expanding process units. I also 

designed, permitted, provided construction 

administrative services, assisted with facility 

start-up and monitored system operation for 

numerous utility related projects. 

I have an additional 2 years experience 

working in the construction industry and performing 
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Q. 

A.  

Q .  

A.  

civil engineering. 

WIUT ARE YOUR PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS? 

I am a Professional Engineer and have been 

registered to practice in the State of Florida 

since 1984. I am a member of the American Water 

Works Association and the Florida Engineering 

Society. 

RAVE YOU EVER TESTIFIED BEFORE A REGULATORY AGENCY? 

Yes. I testified before the Florida Public Service 

Commission in 1991. I presented testimony on 

behalf of Florida Cities Water Company, Inc. 

regarding the suitability of a new wastewater 

treatment facility and that facility's ability to 

meet effluent discharge criteria. 

WIUT IS TEE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 

During customer service hearings, several customers 

expressed doubt that the majority of plant being 

placed into service by SSU was to fulfill 

regulatory mandates. Sugarmill Woods witnesses 

Bertram and Hansen also submitted pre- filed 

testimony raising similar allegations. It appears 

from their testimony that the witnesses are 

assuming that "regulatory mandate" is synonymous 

with "environmental justification". Although a 

regulatory mandate may be an environmental 
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justification, it is not always the case. Attached 

as Exhibit (SEB-1) is a schedule identifying 

the regulatory mandated projects placed into 

service for the service areas under my 

responsibility. This exhibit also identifies the 

regulatory requirement necessitating the project to 

be performed. 

Customers and their Counsel also suggested 

that the Commission should not permit Southern 

States to charge rates which include projections of 

plant in service, generally suggesting that 

Southern States' projections were not credible. I, 

and other SSU engineers, will present evidence 

confirming that SSU's projections are credible and 

that. the Commission should permit SSU to charge 

rates that include SSU's projected plant in 

service. 

HAS S W  PRESENTED C-ISSION STAFF, PUBLIC COUNSEL 

AND OTaKR PARTIES W I T H  PWLNT IN SERVICE INFORMATION 

AS OF DECEMBER 31, 1995 WHICH IN YOUR OPINION 

VALIDATES S W ' S  PROJECTIONS AND REBUTS PUBLIC 

COLlNSEL'S SLIPPAGE ADJIJSTMEt4TP 

Yes. Exhibit (SEB-2) provides a schedule 

identifying the actual plant placed in service by 

S S U  in 1995 in the service areas under my 
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responsibility. I have been informed that SSU 

provided this information to all parties on March 

4 ,  1996 in response to a Commission Staff document 

request. Only three projects out of the 1995 

projects included in the MFRs under my 

responsibility were not actually completed in 1995. 

More importantly, the total cost of these three 

projects was only $321,248 as compared to the total 

of $2,981,235 projected in the MFRS. Also, one of 

the three projects has already been placed in 

service in February 1996. SSU witness Kimball 

addresses these and other facts which demonstrate 

that Public Counsel’s proposed slippage adjustment, 

which is premised upon plant in service completion 

dates, should be rejected. 

Q. COULD YOU PLEASE IDENTIFY TBE CURRENT STATUS OF THE 

THREE PROJECTS UNDER YOUR RXSPONSIBILITY IDENTIFIED 

IN TBE MFRS AS PROJECTED TO BE COMPLETED IN 1995 

BUT WHICH WERE NOT PLACED IN SERVICk AS OF DEC-ER 

31, 19951 

A. The above 3 projects under my responsibility which 

were not completed in 1995 but which either have 

been or will be completed in 1996 are the Beacon 

Hills/Cobblestone Chemical Feed Facility, the 

Beacon Hills Duval County Utility Relocate and the 
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Wooten Water Treatment Plant Improvements. 

The Wooten's Water Treatment Plant 

improvements cannot be implemented until land 

ownership issues are resolved and land usage rights 

are obtained. SSU is currently in the process of 

obtaining a lease for property at the plant. site 

but the property owner has been reluctant to work 

with us to date. 

The Beacon Hills Duval County Utility 

Relocation project was postponed due to an 

unexpected delay in obtaining a Right-of-way U s e  

Permit from the County. The County required SSU to 

prepare a traffic control plan. We could not. have 

contemplated that this type of requirement would be 

placed upon us as it was without precedent. The 

requirement for preparing the traffic control plan 

was ultimately found to be unnecessary a5 SSU 

originally had argued. The project was completed, 

cleared for use and placed in service on February 

22, 1996. 

The Beacon Hills/Cobblestone Chemical Feed 

project was delayed because of the unavailability 

of specified construction materials. The project 

is currently under construction and is expected to 

be in service by June 30, 1996. 

6 
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LOOKING AT EIEHIBIT (SEE-2). ONE NOTES THE 

REFERENCE TO l W 0  PROJreCTS WHICH WERE EXPENSED. 

COULD YOU -LAIN THIS D E S I ~ T I O N ?  

Yes. These two projects were completed in 1995; 

however, when SSU's expense/capitalization criteria 

were applied, the people responsible for booking 

SSU's investment in the indicated lead and copper 

control projects, which totalled only $3,946, 

determined that the investment should be expensed, 

not capitalized. 

WERE THERE ANY PROJXCTS UNDER YOUR RESPONSIBILITY 

WHICH WERE IDENTIFIED BY S W  I N  TIIE MFR'S FOR 

COWPLETION I N  1995 THKT WERE CANCELED? 

Yes. There were three flow meter installation 

projects identified in the MFRs that were canceled. 

The projects were: (1) a flow meter installation 

at the Beechers Point Wastewater Treatment Plant, 

(2) a flow meter installation at the Palm Port 

Wastewater Treatment Plant and ( 3 )  a flow meter 

installation at the Park Manor Wastewater Treatment 

Plant. Each of these three flow meter 

installations were canceled after we determined 

that because of the small size of the facilities 

involved and the constraints on capital available, 

it was not prudent to expend the funds for flow 
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meters when other methods of determining flow at 

the treatment plants were available to SSU. The 

total projected cost of these three projects in the 

MFXs was only $12,501. 

Q. WERS THERX NUY PROJECTS Cow-- IN 1995 UNDER 

YOUR RESPOWSIBILITY WEICE WERE LOOT PROJZCTED M BE 

COMPLETED IN "RE HFR PRMCTIOEJ8 FOR 19951 

A. Yes. SSU completed 1 project in 1995 that was 

under my responsibility but was not in the MFRs. 

This project related to our Beacon Hills wastewater 

treatment plant outfall facility which cost 

$302,949. The schedule for completing this project 

was accelerated to comply with regulatory mandates, 

set forth by the Florida Department of 

Environmental Protection and the U.S.E.P.A. The 

mandate required SSU to replace the facility. 

SSU requests that the actual cost of this pr'oject 

be considered by the Commission as an offset to any 

reduction that the Commission would make to rate 

base so long as total revenue requirements are not 

increased. 

It is not unusual and in fact is to be 

expected that the necessity to complete pro:jects 

not budgeted will arise during the course of the 

year as a result of inspections by environmental 

0 
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regulators, the imposition of new and unexpected 

permit conditions at permit renewal time, mandated 

utility relocations, equipment failures or other 

similar circumstances. Due to the limitations on 

capital available to SSU, when projects like this 

arise, we typically review other projects under our 

responsibility to determine whether they can be 

cancelled or delayed so that we can remain within 

the capital budget. Of course, if projects are 

mandated by public health or environmental concerns 

there is little possibility for compromise on such 

projects. 

Q. THE MFRS INDICATE A PROJECTED COST FOR IMPROVEMENTS 

TO THE WASTEWATER COLLECTION SYSTEW AT BEACON HILLS 

OP $283,785. HOWEVER, TEE ACTUAL COST OF THE 

PROJECT TOTALLED $338,797. CAW YOU E X P U I N  THE 

PROJECT COST INCREASED? 

A. Yes. This project represented the second and third 

phases of a multi-phase proposed collection system 

improvements project. The project was planned to 

include sewer line improvements only, with the cost 

for this work submitted in the MFRs.  Upon 

completion of the first phase, unexpected problems 

occurred in other sections of the existing 

collection system. Therefore, the subsequent 

9 
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phases were altered to eliminate this problem by 

including the design and installation of pump 

station upgrades and the construction of additional 

pipelines. Since the final cost of the project 

remains reasopable, SSU requests that the actual 

cost be considered by the Commission as an offset 

to any reduction, if any, to rate base so long as 

total revenue requirements are not increased. 

DOES TEAT CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 

Yes. 
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